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Please see attached
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
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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  
January 6-10, 2020 
Planning Commission Report: January 9, 2020 
 


             
 


Land Use Committee 


• Not in session 


Full Board 


• 190681 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Flower Mart - 2000 Marin Street Special Use District. 


Sponsor: Haney. Staff: PASSED Second Read 


• 190682 Development Agreement - KR Flower Mart, LLC - Flower Mart - Fifth and Brannan 


Streets. Sponsor: Haney. Staff: Samonsky. PASSED Second Read 


• 191125 Planning, Administrative Codes - Approval of Development Agreement, Conditional Use 


Procedures for Large Noncontiguous Post-Secondary Educational Institutions, Planning and 


Administrative Code Waivers. Sponsors: Peskin; Yee. Staff: Foster/Sider. Passed First Read 


• 190355 Planning Code - Authorizing Interim Activities at Development Sites. Sponsors: Mayor; 


Haney. Staff: Merlone. Rereferred back to Land Use to incorporate Planning Commission’s 


recommendation  
Introductions  


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3983661&GUID=F6FB41FE-FA4C-491C-81F5-A2BD215157D5

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3983661&GUID=F6FB41FE-FA4C-491C-81F5-A2BD215157D5

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3983662&GUID=AD90D189-2F67-434C-8E57-4E9D960076D2

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3983662&GUID=AD90D189-2F67-434C-8E57-4E9D960076D2

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4223823&GUID=87CA9504-81D6-4FDD-8448-D66EEECF86C3

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4223823&GUID=87CA9504-81D6-4FDD-8448-D66EEECF86C3

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3910939&GUID=AF4E9445-1657-4BBC-9902-D6474C579BE5

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3910939&GUID=AF4E9445-1657-4BBC-9902-D6474C579BE5










From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 801 Corbett ADU Nightmare
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:43:04 AM
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:34 AM
To: Heiken, Emma (MYR) <emma.heiken@sfgov.org>
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie
(BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS)
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai,
Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS)
<shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>;
Conner, Kate (CPC) <kate.conner@sfgov.org>; Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC) <natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org>; Boudreaux,
Marcelle (CPC) <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>; Sayed, Khaled M. (KGO-TV) <Khaled.M.Sayed@abc.com>; Smeallie,
Kyle (BOS) <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC)
<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Temprano, Tom
(BOS) <tom.temprano@sfgov.org>; Jennifer Fieber <jennifer@sftu.org>; Renee Curran <sfmeancat@yahoo.com>;
Dan.Noyes@abc.com; KPIXNEWSASSIGN.EDITORS@CBS.COM; KTVU2Investigates@foxtv.com; stories@nbcbayarea.com;
breakingnews@kron4.com; metrodesk@sfchronicle.com; acooper@sfchronicle.com; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>;
Woodrow, Melanie <Melanie.Woodrow@abc.com>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>;
office@greensteinmcdonald.com; Roger Dawson <rogercpost@icloud.com>; pmatier@sfchronicle.com;
projecthome@cbs.com; votedean2019@gmail.com; Chen, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.chen@sfgov.org>; PIC, PLN (CPC)
<pic@sfgov.org>; theunit@nbcbayarea.com; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Campbell,
Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>; Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC) <stephanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>; Hicks,
Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 801 Corbett ADU Nightmare
 

Hi Emma,

Thank you for getting back to me on this.

I know the Mayor means well in her support of ADU’s, but the hastily and carelessly written
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legislation originated by then supervisor Scott Wiener has spawned a dark side of abuse by wealthy
(GREEDY) corporate developers which has made my life (and thousands of others) a living hell for
over a year now. Ironically and sadly the law is now hurting more people in San Francisco than it is
helping.

Developers are buying up apartment buildings with the sole purpose of taking away parking, driving
out rent controlled tenants, adding one or two units and flipping them for a profit and with a total
disregard for the housing crisis (they leave many units un-rented in pursuit of their quick buck). They
have total contempt for existing residents here in The City and some have taken their pursuit of
profits to hideous extremes. One such person is the developer Joe Peters:

...who has been harassing me for over a year now because I am opposed to his ADU that will terribly
disrupt the life of this senior citizen with disabilities and many others like me in our building of 30
residents. Something is very wrong when this piece of legislation has driven a developer to harass
me late at night while I was sound asleep five days before a Christmas Holiday, forcing me to call
the police in terror and have him escorted off the property.  Also, he deliberately tore out our garage
burglar alarm with full knowledge that this had kept us crime free since it was installed. I begged and
pleaded with him not to, but he did it specifically to inflict maximum emotional distress and sure
enough just days after the burglar alarm was dismantled we had a rash of garage burglaries and
package thefts, the first in years. I have no doubt that he did this to try and drive me and other rent
controlled tenants out of the building. My next-door neighbors, a very nice Indian family have
already left and he has repeatedly threatened to try and evict me. This is some of the unforeseen
madness that the ADU has instigated, one incident of many that I have suffered. They are
documented in detail in the email below. Is this abuse of a senior citizen with disabilities elder
abuse?  Someone should investigate.

This developer must be brought to justice and his ADU planning application rejected by the
Planning Commission when he submits it.  I am one example of the problems the ADU has created,
but there are thousands of others here in The City that are suffering in silence, you need only
contact the many Tenants Rights Organizations to hear the horror stories. I beg and pray that the
Mayor will pay attention to this and work with the Board of Supervisors and the Planning
Commission to revise the ADU legislation so that tenant’s quality of life is protected and developers
are re-focused on a less piecemeal (horribly inefficient) approach to solve the housing crisis. Please
read my email below for significantly more detail on how this can be accomplished.

Sincerely,

Roger Dawson



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

801 Corbett, # 15
San Francisco, CA 94131

Cell: (650) 218-5431

--
On 1/2/2020 10:32 AM, Heiken, Emma (MYR) wrote:

Hello Roger,
 
Thank you for contacting with Office of Mayor London N. Breed. I have forwarded your concern to the
Mayor’s advisor on Housing for his consideration.
 
Best,
 
Emma Heiken
 
Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services
Office of Mayor London N. Breed
City & County of San Francisco
 

From: ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 9, 2019 5:13 PM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>;
Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Haney,
Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Hepner, Lee (BOS)
<lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Conner, Kate (CPC)
<kate.conner@sfgov.org>; Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC) <natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org>; Boudreaux,
Marcelle (CPC) <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>; Sayed, Khaled M. (KGO-TV) <Khaled.M.Sayed@abc.com>;
Smeallie, Kyle (BOS) <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey
(CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Temprano, Tom (BOS) <tom.temprano@sfgov.org>; Jennifer Fieber <jennifer@sftu.org>; Renee Curran
<sfmeancat@yahoo.com>; Dan.Noyes@abc.com; KPIXNEWSASSIGN.EDITORS@CBS.COM;
KTVU2Investigates@foxtv.com; stories@nbcbayarea.com; breakingnews@kron4.com;
metrodesk@sfchronicle.com; acooper@sfchronicle.com; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Ozzie Rohm
<ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>; Woodrow, Melanie <Melanie.Woodrow@abc.com>; Cityattorney
<Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; office@greensteinmcdonald.com; Roger Dawson
<rogercpost@icloud.com>; pmatier@sfchronicle.com; projecthome@cbs.com; votedean2019@gmail.com;
Chen, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.chen@sfgov.org>; PIC, PLN (CPC) <pic@sfgov.org>;
theunit@nbcbayarea.com
Subject: 801 Corbett ADU Nightmare
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Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission and Mayor Breed,

For the better part of this year I have been pleading with all of you to do something about the abuse of the
ADU.  Early this morning I was woken up by the choking vapors of carbon monoxide and the noises of
machinery, drilling and breaking of concrete.  As I sit in my living room trying to write this, the noise is
unbearable and I can barely think or breathe.  There was no notice given, there were no building permits or
planning applications filed and when I went down to talk to the crew they said they were hired by the
owner/architects to drill and take soil samples for fear that the steeply inclined hill upon which this
building rests might give way if an ADU were built here.

Someone needs to investigate why such destructive testing with the tearing up of concrete and the
boring of large holes is being done with no permits or applications filed.

Even more alarming, is the fact that this building sitting on such a steep hill will surely suffer some
catastrophe in the event of an earthquake or flooding if it’s loading is modified with ADU’s.  Obviously now
after my repeated warnings to them, the owners and their contractors have become paranoid to the point
where they have initiated destructive testing. This building is too sensitive and should just not be disturbed. 
The City must not allow their greedy ADU plans to be approved, the impact on us residents from both
the construction and the subsequent danger of our home sliding down the hill onto Market Street are
too much.

This activity is so horrific and destructive that I recorded it on video so that you may see for yourself how
terrible it is. With every deep breath I take, I am coughing from the generator's carbon monoxide, my eyes
are red and irritated from concrete dust which is permeating the building and my ears are ringing from the
noise of the jackhammer... louder than anything I’ve ever heard before in my life because of the
amplification in the garage. Right now I am a nervous wreck.  Imagine trying to live with this for two years of
ADU construction.  I can’t, and it would surely be the death of me as well as causing damages to my 30
fellow residents.

Here is the video documentation I made today and uploaded to YouTube:
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WkdWkUMuHmM&feature=youtu.be

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WkdWkUMuHmM&feature=youtu.be


The Board of Supervisors needs to implement immediate measures reforming this
defective legislation, and concurrently give the Planning Commission the authority to
reject ADU applications that negatively impact existing tenants.

Why are we continuing to allow greedy cold-blooded developers to weaponize the ADU and attack
our low income rent controlled Senior Citizens?

With an attitude of "we are far superior to the people we rent to", greedy Landlord Supremacists are
abusing renters, treating them like cattle in a pen and arrogantly destroying the harmony of our city. 
I have never seen behavior this abhorrent in my 60+ years of living here.  Landlords here in San
Francisco have a virtual monopoly (via collusion) on the housing market and they relish and abuse
the power it gives them.  When did it become OK to allow landlords to disrespect renters so
blatantly?  Rumors abound about developers using their wealth to influence peddle here in our City.
Honestly, if we were living at the zoo we'd be better protected and such abuse and harassment would
result in arrests.  Even one of the Planning Commissioners, at a meeting I attended in March,
expressed her anxiety at being a renter here in SF and living with the threat of eviction, another
expressed relief that he was able to buy a house.

 

Three actions should immediately be implemented to restore San Francisco to a peaceful, respectful
place for renters to live.

1.  Give the Planning Commission the necessary and immediate authority that they can consider the
well-being of tenants as the most important factor in approving or disapproving ADU projects here in
the city.

2.  Add protections to the ADU for current residents of rent controlled buildings:
No amenities relied upon by existing residents shall be infringed for the purpose of adding additional
units to include: access, parking, laundry and storage.  Additional units shall be properly insulated for
sound to minimize disturbing adjacent units.  Construction of additional units shall respect the current
residents and not disrupt their access, parking or other amenities.  Residents shall be protected from the
noise, vibration and dust of demolition & construction.  Construction shall be completed within a
reasonable length of time.



3.  Put a stop to Landlord Supremacist's abuse of renters by instituting a $250,000 fine for any landlord
caught harassing tenants, not responding to their needs in a timely manner or otherwise negatively
affecting the quality of their life at their residence.  We need to change their attitude from one of
arrogance to one of walking on eggshells in consideration of their tenant's well being.
 
A law like #3 would change the landscape to one of landlords who truly care about their tenants.  All three
actions would give thousands peace of mind and tranquility at home here in The City. 

I was one of the first whistle-blowers (a year ago) to bring ADU abuse to the attention of the Supervisors
and later the Planning Commission at a hearing on 3/14/19.

 

 

As a senior citizen with disabilities and on a fixed income, my rent controlled apartment at 801 Corbett Ave.
on Twin Peaks has been my home and my sanctuary for 12 years.

It allows me to live my life in quiet peace, manage my pain and maintain my mobility and
independence. If an ADU were allowed in the garage, not only would it take away access to my car
so badly needed for my health issues, but the construction noise will be intolerable for me and my
fellow residents who live directly on top of the garage.  This building has very thin floors and the
concrete garage is an echo chamber that will be excruciating if there is continuous construction for
two years.  I would not be able to tolerate 2 years of extreme noise/shock/vibration. It would
surely be my death sentence as the stress would give me a heart attack. Noise is a health factor
which is just as deadly as pollution, carcinogens and cholesterol.

Because of this and my efforts to prevent the disruption of the lives at my building,  I have faced constant
retaliation by new owner/speculator Mark Hyatt (aka: MEH Pioneer, LLC) and Joe Peters his ADU developer.



  

Wealthy Newport Beach (registered Republican) Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer, LLC) is
extremely secretive and there are no images of him anywhere.  However, his wife "Honeybee" (yes,
her real name) loves flaunting their wealth (and CO2 emissions) for the news in Orange County.  Mr.
Hyatt has never returned any of the dozens of calls made and emails I have sent to him regarding
harassment by his developer Joe Peters, neglected building maintenance issues, or even flooding
emergencies.  Not even a response regarding a large water damage hole in the fire sprinkler section
of our garage ceiling that hasn't been repaired in over 10 months now. 

This is very alarming to us all since Mark Hyatt's other building in Redwood City turned into a tragic
inferno:

The San Mateo County Times - 2013



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

Because of my outspoken opposition to the ADU plans that they have here, I have been the victim of
an ever increasing amount of harassment by Joe Peters, the developer hired by Mark Hyatt. Joe
Peters moved here from NY and has now made it his full time activity to exploit the ADU law for the
quick enrichment of out of town speculators. Developer Joe Peters is the worst human being I've ever
encountered in my entire life. I have been the victim of an ongoing campaign of abuse that has left
me (a senior citizen with disabilities) terrified and a nervous wreck.  

•  He has followed me with a camera taking pictures of me and then sends me printouts letting me
know he is "watching" me. Intentionally inflicting emotional distress upon me.

•  He has come to the building late at night knocking on my door, waking me up and taunting me. I



have had to call the police to escort him off the property.  An intentional infliction of emotional
distress upon me.

•  In collusion with the owner Mark Hyatt they have conspired to isolate me by having the
organization not respond to my requests.  When I confronted him about this he just looked at me with
a sickly smile and (almost proudly) acknowledged that no one is going to talk or respond to me. My
requests go unanswered and the building continues to deteriorate. Again, intentionally inflicting
emotional distress upon me.

•  Despite my emotional pleading with him, he deliberately removed the security system protecting
our cars in the garage. It had been keeping us safe for years preventing burglaries and even helping
the police catch vicious gang suspects that were doing crime all over the city.  As soon as he tore it
down we had a rash of burglaries in the garage and no more protection for our vehicles.  Again,
intentionally inflicting emotional distress upon me and the other tenants.

•  He has repeatedly threatened me with eviction in an arrogant and abusive manner.  He takes every
opportunity to remind me of the eviction power he has because of his employment by the owner. 
Again, intentionally inflicting emotional distress upon me.

I believe he is doing all this because he perceives me as being old and perhaps easily intimidated. He
is attacking those of us who are most vulnerable.  Is this Elder Abuse?  Someone needs to
investigate this.

As I get ready to mail my $1900 rent, it sickens me that my own money is being used against me, to
pay Joe Peters to harass me, maybe to make donations to Trump and to put gas into Mr. Hyatt's
enormous, hideous, CO2 belching Cadillac Escalade.

I believe these people have but one priority: to stuff the building's garage with an extra unit or two
and then flip it for what they hope will be a big profit.  I don't think they give a rat's a$$ about the
housing situation here in Our City because I have never seen the building with so many vacant units
since they took over.  That is the problem that the ADU has created and it must be addressed and
these people must be stopped before their actions further erode my health and well being as well as
negatively affecting the 30 other tenants who live here.

Something must be done by those of you on the Board of Supervisors and at the Planning 
Commission so that when this Joe Peters files for an ADU permit representing MEH Pioneer, LLC
(aka Mark E. Hyatt) it can be rejected for its substantial negative impact on those of us who call 801
Corbett Ave. home.

Sincerely,

Roger Dawson
801 Corbett, # 15
San Francisco, CA 94131

Cell: (650) 218-5431

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS CELEBRATE

GROUNDBREAKING OF AFFORDABLE SENIOR HOUSING IN THE MISSION
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:42:42 AM
Attachments: 01.09.20 Casa De La Misión.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: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:19 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS CELEBRATE
GROUNDBREAKING OF AFFORDABLE SENIOR HOUSING IN THE MISSION
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 9, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS

CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF AFFORDABLE
SENIOR HOUSING IN THE MISSION

Casa de la Misión is the sixth new affordable housing development to break ground in the
Mission District in the last 18 months

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Hillary Ronen and community
leaders today celebrated the groundbreaking of Casa de la Misión at 3001 24th Street. Once
complete, the new building will provide 44 permanent supportive housing units for formerly
homeless seniors.
 
“We need more housing of all types in San Francisco, especially for our most vulnerable
residents,” said Mayor Breed. “I’m committed to creating more housing in San Francisco so
that our seniors can exit homelessness and find a permanent home. With funding from our
Affordable Housing Bond, which voters approved in November, we’ll be able to open even
more senior housing like Casa de la Misión throughout the City.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, January 9, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS 


CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF AFFORDABLE SENIOR 
HOUSING IN THE MISSION 


Casa de la Misión is the sixth new affordable housing development to break ground in the 
Mission District in the last 18 months 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Hillary Ronen and community 
leaders today celebrated the groundbreaking of Casa de la Misión at 3001 24th Street. Once 
complete, the new building will provide 44 permanent supportive housing units for formerly 
homeless seniors. 
 
“We need more housing of all types in San Francisco, especially for our most vulnerable 
residents,” said Mayor Breed. “I’m committed to creating more housing in San Francisco so that 
our seniors can exit homelessness and find a permanent home. With funding from our Affordable 
Housing Bond, which voters approved in November, we’ll be able to open even more senior 
housing like Casa de la Misión throughout the City.” 
 
The existing building at 3001 24th Street will be demolished and replaced with four stories of 
senior housing. The housing will be located over two commercial spaces along 24th Street. 
MNC’s Mission Girls Youth Program was located in the existing building, but has since 
relocated their program to another site in advance of construction. MNC proposes to launch a 
hospitality workforce development program for marginalized young adults in the ground floor 
retail spaces. 
 
“I can’t think of a better way to kick off the new year than by breaking ground on affordable 
housing in the heart of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District!” said District 9 Supervisor, Hillary 
Ronen. “I applaud Mission Neighborhood Centers for recognizing that seniors are struggling to 
stay in this community, for responding in such a concrete way by building housing on this 
property they’ve owned for many years, and for their persistence in making this long-planned 
dream come true.” 
 
“The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development is incredibly excited to celebrate 
the ground-breaking of the sixth MOHCD-supported affordable housing development in the 
Mission in less than two years, and want to congratulate MNC and Mercy Housing on their 
incredible work bringing the project to this milestone,” said Dan Adams, Acting Director of 
MOHCD. “In 2020, we look forward to continuing to build, renovate, and preserve high-quality 
affordable housing in the Mission and throughout San Francisco.”  
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Mercy Housing California and Mission Neighborhood Centers are partnering on this 
development and have enlisted HKIT architects and YA studios to bring their vision to life. 
 
“Mercy Housing California is honored to be working with all of our project partners to develop 
vitally needed new affordable rental housing in San Francisco and the Mission District which, in 
a little over one year’s time from now, will be home to formerly homeless seniors 62 years of 
age and older,” said Doug Shoemaker, President of Mercy Housing California. “We are 
especially grateful for the significant and generous commitment from the Bettye Poetz Ferguson 
Foundation, which is providing $5 million of the project’s $30 million total project cost.” 
 
Once built, la Casa de la Misión will feature a resident lobby, management offices, a meeting 
room, and community room, all located on the ground floor for resident use. The remaining 
ground floor area is dedicated to a landscaped courtyard. The fifth floor will feature an outdoor 
roof terrace as well as a resident laundry room. 
 
“Senior citizens in our community—the Mission—have been disproportionally affected by high-
levels of displacement over the last few decades. True to our settlement house roots, MNC 
continues to remain responsive to the needs of the communities we serve. MNC’s vision of 
community empowerment and commitment to the preservation of community values, at risk due 
to rampant gentrification, has compelled us to practice self-determination and invest wisely in 
areas of need,” said Sam Ruiz, CEO of Mission Neighborhood Centers. “This practice has 
enabled us to fight displacement and continue to serve the most vulnerable in our 
communities. At this critical time, we are overjoyed to be part of the solution. Casa de la 
Misión is a long-awaited vision, coming to fruition thanks to the hard work of our staff and 
committed community partners. It has been two decades in the making and it has been my honor 
to have led this process.” 
 
All residential units will be supported through a City-funded Local Operating Subsidy Program 
(LOSP) contract, and homeless applicants will be referred to the site through the City’s 
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing’s Coordinated Entry System. 
 
Erick Arguello, Founder and President of Calle 24 Latino Cultural District expressed, “we are 
very pleased this 100 percent affordable housing for seniors is breaking ground in the heart of the 
Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. It’s been a long time coming and is very much needed.” 
 
Casa de la Misión has an expected move-in date of mid-2021.  
 
The 2019 $600 million Affordable Housing Bond included $150 million for the creation of new 
affordable senior housing rental opportunities, through new construction and acquisition, and 
will fund projects like this one. There are a number of affordable housing developments for 
seniors planned throughout San Francisco. 
 


### 







The existing building at 3001 24th Street will be demolished and replaced with four stories of
senior housing. The housing will be located over two commercial spaces along 24th Street.
MNC’s Mission Girls Youth Program was located in the existing building, but has since
relocated their program to another site in advance of construction. MNC proposes to launch a
hospitality workforce development program for marginalized young adults in the ground floor
retail spaces.
 
“I can’t think of a better way to kick off the new year than by breaking ground on affordable
housing in the heart of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District!” said District 9 Supervisor,
Hillary Ronen. “I applaud Mission Neighborhood Centers for recognizing that seniors are
struggling to stay in this community, for responding in such a concrete way by building
housing on this property they’ve owned for many years, and for their persistence in making
this long-planned dream come true.”
 
“The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development is incredibly excited to
celebrate the ground-breaking of the sixth MOHCD-supported affordable housing
development in the Mission in less than two years, and want to congratulate MNC and Mercy
Housing on their incredible work bringing the project to this milestone,” said Dan Adams,
Acting Director of MOHCD. “In 2020, we look forward to continuing to build, renovate, and
preserve high-quality affordable housing in the Mission and throughout San Francisco.”
 
Mercy Housing California and Mission Neighborhood Centers are partnering on this
development and have enlisted HKIT architects and YA studios to bring their vision to life.
 
“Mercy Housing California is honored to be working with all of our project partners to
develop vitally needed new affordable rental housing in San Francisco and the Mission
District which, in a little over one year’s time from now, will be home to formerly homeless
seniors 62 years of age and older,” said Doug Shoemaker, President of Mercy Housing
California. “We are especially grateful for the significant and generous commitment from the
Bettye Poetz Ferguson Foundation, which is providing $5 million of the project’s $30 million
total project cost.”
 
Once built, la Casa de la Misión will feature a resident lobby, management offices, a meeting
room, and community room, all located on the ground floor for resident use. The remaining
ground floor area is dedicated to a landscaped courtyard. The fifth floor will feature an
outdoor roof terrace as well as a resident laundry room.
 
“Senior citizens in our community—the Mission—have been disproportionally affected by
high-levels of displacement over the last few decades. True to our settlement house roots,
MNC continues to remain responsive to the needs of the communities we serve. MNC’s vision
of community empowerment and commitment to the preservation of community values, at risk
due to rampant gentrification, has compelled us to practice self-determination and invest
wisely in areas of need,” said Sam Ruiz, CEO of Mission Neighborhood Centers. “This
practice has enabled us to fight displacement and continue to serve the most vulnerable in our
communities. At this critical time, we are overjoyed to be part of the solution. Casa de la
Misión is a long-awaited vision, coming to fruition thanks to the hard work of our staff and
committed community partners. It has been two decades in the making and it has been my
honor to have led this process.”
 
All residential units will be supported through a City-funded Local Operating Subsidy



Program (LOSP) contract, and homeless applicants will be referred to the site through the
City’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing’s Coordinated Entry System.
 
Erick Arguello, Founder and President of Calle 24 Latino Cultural District expressed, “we are
very pleased this 100 percent affordable housing for seniors is breaking ground in the heart of
the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. It’s been a long time coming and is very much needed.”
 
Casa de la Misión has an expected move-in date of mid-2021.
 
The 2019 $600 million Affordable Housing Bond included $150 million for the creation of
new affordable senior housing rental opportunities, through new construction and acquisition,
and will fund projects like this one. There are a number of affordable housing developments
for seniors planned throughout San Francisco.
 

###



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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support Dispensary Fig Location
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:10:10 AM

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

From: Harper Lindstrom <harperlindstrom@rocketmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 10:49 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com; Office of Cannabis
(ADM) <officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of support Dispensary Fig Location
 

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



 
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: Support of SF Sustainable Neighborhoods Program
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:10:01 AM

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

From: Pamela Conrad <PConrad@cmgsite.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 10:50 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa (CPC)
<lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>; kconger@cmgsite.com; Willett Moss <WMoss@cmgsite.com>; Willett Moss
<CGuillard@cmgsite.com>
Subject: Support of SF Sustainable Neighborhoods Program
 

 

Dear SF Planning Commissioners,
 
As a SF business of landscape architecture and urban design, a resident, and climate advocate I am
writing in support of the San Francisco Sustainable Neighborhood Framework. This is a much needed
coordinated call for action across multiple efforts, agencies, and issues related to the climate crisis.
 
As San Franciscans, we pride ourselves with being environmental leaders and this holistic approach
is necessary to rise to the challenges we face in our community and planet. It is important that we
have ONE comprehensive strategy and response to the climate crisis – not separating out issues
such as flooding, emissions or equity from each other. These are all interconnected which require a
coordinated approach and by bringing them together our positive impacts will increase. By making it
easy and consistent for built environment projects to support our collective climate and resilience
goals we look forward to implementing solutions in a more effective and efficient way through
streamlined navigation of agency reviews and approvals.
 
Thank you Lisa Fisher for your efforts and those that have guided this initiative to date. I look

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


forward to reviewing further developments of this program and learning more about how I can
contribute.
 
Sincerely,
Pamela Conrad
CMG Landscape Architecture Principal, SF Waterfront Resilience Program Urban Design Team,
Founder of Climate Positive Design
 
 ..
 
Pamela Conrad, PLA, ASLA, LEED AP
Principal
415 757 2033   pconrad@cmgsite.com
 

CMG Landscape Architecture
444 Bryant St, San Francisco, Ca 94107
415 495 3070   cmgsite.com
 
Join our conversation - Facebook | Instagram

..
 

https://www.cmgsite.com/
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https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.cmgsite.com_&d=DwMFaQ&c=OgZOSER8c1RLeytEexU279Q2qk0jVwkrOdYe5iSi-kk&r=cvfRaM1yyBON6bbkKjyh9bYJUQeVhCxoX1Fn12Z897o&m=1168Sh8-gp9jDIlhJFPkzuIf7TmIKbrJO1u1gdJhDXU&s=X76ezsf6Hfat2YO-bCOUCKe71JnyHAr2Jco9f1ROAa8&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.facebook.com_pages_CMG-2DLandscape-2DArchitecture_185228618179670&d=DwMFaQ&c=OgZOSER8c1RLeytEexU279Q2qk0jVwkrOdYe5iSi-kk&r=cvfRaM1yyBON6bbkKjyh9bYJUQeVhCxoX1Fn12Z897o&m=1168Sh8-gp9jDIlhJFPkzuIf7TmIKbrJO1u1gdJhDXU&s=uFHhfMVVgcW2jxEqw2OdQWjyKvEHkDUQmEl0HVDB6BY&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.instagram.com_cmgsite_&d=DwMFaQ&c=OgZOSER8c1RLeytEexU279Q2qk0jVwkrOdYe5iSi-kk&r=cvfRaM1yyBON6bbkKjyh9bYJUQeVhCxoX1Fn12Z897o&m=1168Sh8-gp9jDIlhJFPkzuIf7TmIKbrJO1u1gdJhDXU&s=R0UbUhn3SD9u3iVB8LglcFmUPV-IlxCw6Z1G7M46r8A&e=


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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:06:34 AM
Attachments: 2020.01.08.Cortese Closure Ltr.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: Toyer Grear <toyer@lozeaudrury.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 4:41 PM
To: Cushing, Stephanie (DPH) <Stephanie.Cushing@sfdph.org>
Cc: Drury, Richard <richard@lozeaudrury.com>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
 

 

Dear Ms. Cushing and Department of Public Health, 

Attached please find correspondence written on behalf of The Hollow Revolution
(“THoR”), an association of neighbors living near 1776 Green Street, San Francisco,
California, concerning the
proposal to grant “closure” status to the contaminated site located at 1776 Green
Street,
San Francisco, California. Please note hard copies will follow by overnight mail. If you
have any questions, please feel free to contact our office. 
 
Regards, 
Toyer Grear
Office Manager / Paralegal
Lozeau Drury, LLP
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612
email: toyer@lozeaudrury.com
phone: 510-836-4200 / fax: 510-836-4205
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BY E-MAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL 
 
January 8, 2020 
 
Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health 
San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Environmental Health Services 
Local Oversight Program 
1390 Market Street, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org 
 
 RE:  1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA) 
  Opposition to Closure, Request for Hearing 
 
Dear Ms. Cushing and Department of Public Health: 
 


I am writing on behalf of The Hollow Revolution (“THoR”), an association of 
neighbors living near 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, California, concerning the 
proposal to grant “closure” status to the contaminated site located at 1776 Green Street, 
San Francisco, California (“Site”).  THoR opposes site closure, and requests a public 
hearing on the matter.  As discussed in the attached letter from certified hydrogeologist, 
Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg., (Exhibit A), “the property at 1776 Green Street is not suitable 
for closure” due to the presence of the cancer-causing chemical benzene at levels far 
above residential standards, and even exceeding commercial standards.  Since further 
remedial action is required, site closure is inappropriate. 


   
A. PROJECT BACKGROUND 


 
 1776 Green Street was used as an automotive repair garage for over one hundred 
years, from 1914 to 2018. During much of that time, almost no environmental laws even 
existed. The site became heavily contaminated with the cancer-causing chemical, 
benzene, which apparently leaked from several underground storage tanks.    
 
 A private developer is now proposing to convert the property to residential use with 
six luxury units and a two-story addition (“Project”).  The Project will involve excavation of 
approximately 1300 cubic yards of potentially contaminated soil to expand the below-
ground parking garage.   
 


On December 3, 2019, Mamdouh Awwad of the San Francisco Department of 
Public Health (“SFDPH”), Environmental Health Branch, posted a report on the Cortese 
List’s GeoTracker website, recommending that the site be deemed “eligible for closure.”  
SFDPH is the Local Oversight Program (“LOP”) for contaminated site clean-ups.  On 







1776 Green Street 
January 8, 2020 
Page 2 of 6 
 
 
December 9, 2019, SFDPH posted a Notice of Intent to close local oversight program 
case for 1776 Green Street, requesting comments or requests for hearing by January 9, 
2020.   


 
The most obvious problem with the proposal to close the Site is that it ignores 


entirely the obvious fact that the use of the Site will be changing to residential rather than 
commercial use, and additional clean-up is admittedly required for the new use since the 
Site fails to meet residential clean-up standards.  Furthermore, as discussed below, if 
SFDPH takes discretionary action to close the Site, it must first conduct review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Pub. Res. Code 21084(c).   


 
B. SITE CLOSURE IS IMPROPER. 


 
1. Legal Requirements. 


 
Pursuant to the Health and Safety Code, site closure is only allowed when “no 


further corrective action is required at the site.”  Health & Saf. §25299.3.  Similarly, the 
Water Board’s guidance document entitled, GeoTracker Status Definitions states that a 
sites is “Open – Eligible for Closure” only when “Corrective action at the Site has been 
determined to be completed.” (Exhibit B). State Water Board Resolution 92-49 “directs 
that water affected by an unauthorized release attain either background water quality or 
the best water quality that is reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored.”  
The Low-Treat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (“LTUST Policy”) (Exhibit 
C) requires that the “Secondary source [of pollution] has been removed to the extent 
practicable.”  (LTUST Policy, p. 3).  Any “alternate level of water quality” must not “exceed 
that prescribed in the applicable Basin Plan.”  (LTUST Policy, p. 6). “Secondary source” is 
defined as: 


 
petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located at or immediately beneath the 
point of release from the primary source. Unless site attributes prevent secondary 
source removal (e.g. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose removal or 
relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites 
are required to undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as 
described herein. “To the extent practicable” means implementing a cost-effective 
corrective action which removes or destroys-in-place the most readily recoverable 
fraction of source-area mass. It is expected that most secondary mass removal 
efforts will be completed in one year or less. Following removal or destruction of 
the secondary source, additional removal or active remedial actions shall not be 
required by regulatory agencies unless (1) necessary to abate a demonstrated 
threat to human health or (2) the groundwater plume does not meet the definition 
of low threat as described in this policy. (LTUST Policy, p. 4).  
 
Pursuant to the Water code, the agency must consider “reasonable maximum 


estimates of exposure for both current land use conditions and reasonably foreseeable 
future land uses at the site.”  Water Code §13304.2(c)(6) (emphasis added).  Similarly, 
the LTUST Policy requires analysis of site specific conditions “under current and 
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reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios.”  (LTUST Policy, p. 6 (emphasis 
added)).   


 
Finally, the Low-Treat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy (“LTUST 


Policy”) requires a “60 day period to comment” on any proposed case closure.  (LTUST 
Policy, p.9).  


 
2. Site is Not Eligible for Closure Under the Applicable Legal Standards. 


 
The SFDPH Case Closure Summary only recommends closure of the site for the 


“current land use.”  (Case Closure Summary, Section IV). The “current use” is listed as 
“commercial.”  (Id. Section III).  The report expressly states that if the land use changes, 
(such as to residential use), then further corrective action may be required.  (Id. Section 
IV).  The report states that additional site clean-up is required: “The development will 
require additional site assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan prior to development.”  (Id. 
Section VII).   


 
Despite clean-up efforts dating to 2016, the report clearly shows that soil 


contamination have not improved at all (although groundwater contamination levels have 
improved).  (Id. Section III, p.2).  These contamination levels remain far above 
Environmental Screening Levels (“ESLs”).  (Id. Section VII). 


 


 
 


 As discussed by certified hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, The “after” benzene 
levels that remain in soil and groundwater, as tabulated above, exceed the following San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels 
(ESLs) below: 
 


 Benzene (groundwater): 0.42 ppb (residential soil vapor intrusion concerns) 
 Benzene (groundwater): 1.8 ppb (commercial/industrial soil vapor intrusion 


concerns) 
 Benzene (soil): 0.33 ppm (residential exposure) 
 Benzene (soil): 1.4 ppm (commercial/industrial exposure)  
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 Benzene (soil): 33 ppm (construction worker exposure) 
 
To put this in perspective, the current levels in soil and groundwater exceed state 


standards by hundreds of times.  The current level of Benzene in groundwater of 380 ppb 
exceeds the residential ESL of 0.42 ppb by 904 times.   Furthermore, it exceeds even the 
commercial of 1.8 ppb ESL by 211 times.  The benzene level in soil of 94 ppm at the Site 
exceeds the residential ESL of 0.33 ppm by over one hundred times, and also exceeds 
the commercial ESL of 1.4 ppm by 67 times.  Benzene is a known human carcinogen.  
Mr. Hagemann concludes that these levels pose potential risks related to soil vapor 
intrusion and construction worker exposure.  Soil-vapor intrusion is a process in which the 
chemical vapors may enter the new construction above, potentially exposing future 
residents.    


 
It appears that the SFDPH has ignored entirely the fact that the Site is proposed to 


be converted to residential use.  However, the Planning Commission is currently 
considering an application for permits to convert the automobile repair shop to a six-unit 
residential development.  This is clearly “reasonably foreseeable future land use at the 
site” within the meaning of Water Code §13304.2(c)(6).  


 
SFDPH’s own report admits that if the land use changes, (such as to residential 


use), then further corrective action may be required.  (Id. Section IV).  The report states 
that additional Site clean-up is required: “The development will require additional site 
assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan prior to development.”  (Id. Section VII).  SFDPH’s 
own report establishes that further corrective action is required for residential use.  
Therefore, the City cannot make a finding that “no further corrective action is required at 
the site.”  Health & Saf. §25299.3.  Nor can the City make a finding that when “Corrective 
action at the Site has been determined to be completed.” (GeoTracker Status Definitions). 


 
For the foregoing reasons, SF DPH may not make a finding that the Site is eligible 


for closure.  It should promptly reverse this finding pending full remediation of the Site to 
residential standards. 


 
Finally, the LTUST Policy requires a “60 day period to comment” on any proposed 


case closure.  (LTUST Policy, p.9).  SFDPH has provided only a 31-day comment period.  
The Notice of Intent to Close Local Oversight of 1776 Green was posted on December 9, 
2019, and stated that any comments must be provided on or before January 9, 2020.  
This provided only 31 days comment period – including the Christmas/New Year holiday.  
This flatly violates the LTUST Policy and deprived the interested public of an adequate 
opportunity to review and comment on the decision.   


 
C. CEQA REVIEW IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO SITE CLOSURE. 
 


 The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) provides that any “project” 
located on the State of California’s Cortese List of highly contaminated sites may not be 
exempted from CEQA review.  CEQA is quite clear, a categorical exemption: 
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“shall not be used for a project located on a site which is included on any list 
compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code [Cortese 
List].”   


 
14 CCR §15300.2(e) (emphasis added).  The CEQA statute states: 
 


“No project located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant 
to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code [Cortese List] shall be exempted 
from this division pursuant to subdivision (a)[categorical exemptions].” 
 


PRC § 21084(c)).  There is no question that the Site is on the Cortese list. 
 
 CEQA only applies to “discretionary” actions. (Pub. Res. Code § 21080(a), (b)(1); 
Guideline § 15268(a)). The decision of whether to list the Site as “closed” on the Cortese 
list is clearly a “discretionary” action, and therefore falls under CEQA.  Closing the Site 
may have significant adverse environmental impacts since it may bring a halt to ongoing 
clean-up activities that are necessary to protect human health and the environment. 
 
 The decision to list the Site as “closed” is the first step in a series of actions 
intended to allow the Site to be developed for the pending six-unit residential Project.  As 
such, the City may not “piecemeal” that decision from the consideration of the Project 
itself. Under CEQA, the agency must consider the “whole of an action.”  14 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15378(a).  That means: 
 


“[T]he environmental review accompanying the first discretionary approval must 
evaluate the impacts of the ultimate development authorized by that approval. … 
Even though further discretionary approvals may be required before development 
can occur, the agency’s environmental review must extend to the development 
envisioned by the initial approvals.  It is irrelevant that the development may not 
receive all necessary entitlements or may not be built.  Piecemeal environmental 
review that ignores the environmental impacts of the end result will not be 
permitted.”   


 
See Kostka, et al., Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, § 6.52, p. 
298.  As the Court of Appeal stated: 
 


“The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully open to the 
public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the entire 
project, from start to finish. . . the purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to 
compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental 
consequences in mind.”  
 


Natural Resources Defense Council v. City of Los Angeles, 103 Cal.App.4th 268 (2002).   
 
 SFDPH has violated CEQA by failing to perform any CEQA review of its proposed 
action to “close” the Site on the Cortese list.  SF DPH has “piecemealed” this action from 
consideration of the known fact that the Site is proposed to be converted from commercial 
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to residential use, and has failed entirely to consider the six-unit Project underlying all of 
these actions.  There is no question that “development in the near future was anticipated.” 
Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com., 13 Cal. 3d 263, 281 (1975).  This action is 
intended to facilitate the proposed development of a specific residential Project on the 
Site. “[B]efore conducting CEQA review, agencies must not ‘take any action’ that 
significantly furthers a project ‘in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that public project.’ (Cal.Code 
Regs., tit. 14, § 15004, subd. (b)(2)(B).”  Save Tara v. City of W. Hollywood, 45 Cal.4th 
116, 138 (2008).   
 


Under these circumstances, CEQA requires that the Project may not be exempted 
from CEQA review.  CEQA review is required to develop a clean-up plan, subjected to 
public review, to ensure safe and adequate site clean-up that adequately protects 
neighbors, workers and future residents of the Project.  (CEQA section 21084(c); Citizens 
for Responsible Equitable Envt’l Dev. v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327, 
331-333).   
 
 Therefore, if SFDPH intends to “close” the Site on the Cortese List, it must first 
conduct CEQA review to analyze the environmental impacts of its action, to analyze the 
proposed Project, and to consider feasible mitigation measures and alternatives.   
 


D. CONCLUSION 
 
 For the foregoing reasons, we request that SFDPH not list the property at 1776 
Green as “closed” or “eligible for closure” on the Cortese list, and remove any such 
references from the GeoTracker database.  We request a public hearing on the proposed 
decision.  We also request that SFDPH conduct CEQA review of the proposed 
discretionary action.   


 
     Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     Richard Toshiyuki Drury 
     LOZEAU DRURY LLP 
 
Cc: San Francisco Planning Commission 
 c/o Jonas Ionin (jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) 
 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 


 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 


   (949) 887‐9013 
  mhagemann@swape.com 


 
 
 
January 7, 2020 
 
Stephanie K.J. Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS  
Department of Public Health 
Environmental Health Services 
Local Oversight Program 
City and County of San Francisco 
1390 Market Street, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 


Subject:  1776 Green Street, San Francisco, California 


                                                                                                                                                                                                


Dear Ms. Cushing: 


 


I am commenting on the “Eligible for Closure” notice posted for 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, 


California. Because of residual soil and groundwater contamination, it is my opinion that the property at 


1776 Green Street is not suitable for closure.  


 


Residential development, to include a four‐story building atop a one‐level below‐grade parking garage, 


is proposed for this property.  The proposed project site was used for automotive repair purposes 


between 1914 and 2018.1  


 


A Case Closure Summary, signed on December 3, 2019 (attached), prepared by the San Francisco 


Department of Public Health for 1776 Green Street includes this summary table on page 2. 


                                                            
1 Phase II Site investigation Workplan, 1176 Green Street, San Francisco, AllWest Environmental, January 18, 2019 
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The “after” benzene levels that remain in soil and groundwater, as tabulated above, exceed the 


following San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) 


below: 


 Benzene (groundwater): 0.42 ppb (residential soil vapor intrusion concerns) 


 Benzene (groundwater): 1.8 ppb (commercial/industrial soil vapor intrusion concerns) 


 Benzene (soil): 0.33 ppm (residential exposure) 


 Benzene (soil): 1.4 ppm (commercial/industrial exposure)  


 Benzene (soil): 33 ppm (construction worker exposure) 


I have noted that the December 3, 2019 Case Closure Summary states that the corrective action taken at 


the site is protective only of the current land use, i.e., commercial (p. 1). The Case Closure Summary 


further states “Most sensitive current use: Commercial” (p. 2). The Case Closure Summary does not 


acknowledge the proposed change in the current commercial land use to residential; therefore, the 


lower concentration residential ESLs are most applicable for comparison even though 


commercial/industrial ESLs for benzene in soil and groundwater are also greatly exceeded.  


The “after” benzene concentrations in soil and groundwater greatly exceed residential (and 


commercial/industrial) ESLs, indicating further investigation or mitigation, including consideration of the 


installation of a barrier or membrane to reduce the vapor intrusion potential. Benzene is a known 


human carcinogen2 and the remaining (“after”) levels of benzene may pose health risks to construction 


workers, commercial/industrial workers and future residents.  


 


The Case Closure Summary states that oversight is to be continued under the Site Mitigation Program 


(Article 22A) of local Health Code and that development will require additional site assessment and a 


Site Mitigation Plan under Article 22A (p. 3). Closure is only appropriate when no further action 


is required. Therefore, because of the proposed residential development, the site should be further 


assessed and mitigated (as appropriate) prior to closure.  


 


 


 


                                                            
2 https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tfacts3.pdf  
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Sincerely,  


 


Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 







 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


EXHIBIT B 







Project Status Definitions 
 
 
1. Completed – Case Closed 
A closure letter or other formal closure decision document has been issued for the site. 


 
2. Open – Assessment & Interim Remedial Action 
An “interim” remedial action is occurring at the site AND additional activities such as site 
characterization, investigation, risk evaluation, and/or site conceptual model 
development are occurring. 


 
3. Open – Inactive 
No regulatory oversight activities are being conducted by the Lead Agency. 
 
4. Open – Remediation 
An approved remedy or remedies has/have been selected for the impacted media at the 
site and the responsible party (RP) is implementing one or more remedy under an 
approved cleanup plan for the site.  This includes any ongoing remedy that is either 
passive or active, or uses a combination of technologies.  For example, a site 
implementing only a long term groundwater monitoring program, or a “monitored natural 
attenuation” (MNA) remedy without any active groundwater treatment as part of the 
remedy, is considered an open case under remediation until site closure is completed.  
 
5. Open – Site Assessment 
Site characterization, investigation, risk evaluation, and/or site conceptual model 
development are occurring at the site. Examples of site assessment activities include, 
but are not limited to, the following: 1) identification of the contaminants and the 
investigation of their potential impacts; 2) determination of the threats/impacts to water 
quality; 3) evaluation of the risk to humans and ecology; 4) delineation of the nature and 
extent of contamination; 5) delineation of the contaminant plume(s); and 6) development 
of the Site Conceptual Model. 
 


6. Open – Verification Monitoring (use only for UST, Chapter 16 regulated cases) 
Remediation phases are essentially complete and a monitoring/sampling program is 
occurring to confirm successful completion of cleanup at the Site. (e.g. No “active” 
remediation is considered necessary or no additional “active” remediation is anticipated 
as needed. Active remediation system(s) has/have been shut-off and the potential for a 
rebound in contaminant concentrations is under evaluation). 
 
7.  Open – Reopen Case (available selection only for previously closed cases) 
This is not a case status. This field should be selected to record the date that the case 
was reopened for further investigation and/or remediation.  A case status should 
immediately be selected from the list of case status choices after recording this date. 
 
8.  Open – Eligible for Closure 
Corrective action at the Site has been determined to be completed and any remaining 
petroleum constituents from the release are considered to be low threat to Human 
Health, Safety, and the Environment. The case in GeoTracker is going through the 
process of being closed. 
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EXHIBIT C 
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Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure 
Policy 


Preamble 
The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) administers the petroleum UST 
(Underground Storage Tank) Cleanup Program, which was enacted by the Legislature in 1984 
to protect health, safety and the environment. The State Water Board also administers the 
petroleum UST Cleanup Fund (Fund), which was enacted by the Legislature in 1989 to assist 
UST owners and operators in meeting federal financial responsibility requirements and to 
provide reimbursement to those owners and operators for the high cost of cleaning up 
unauthorized releases caused by leaking USTs. 


The State Water Board believes it is in the best interest of the people of the State that 
unauthorized releases be prevented and cleaned up to the extent practicable in a manner that 
protects human health, safety and the environment. The State Water Board also recognizes 
that the technical and economic resources available for environmental restoration are limited, 
and that the highest priority for these resources must be the protection of human health and 
environmental receptors. Program experience has demonstrated the ability of remedial 
technologies to mitigate a substantial fraction of a petroleum contaminant mass with the 
investment of a reasonable level of effort.  Experience has also shown that residual 
contaminant mass usually remains after the investment of reasonable effort, and that this mass 
is difficult to completely remove regardless of the level of additional effort and resources 
invested. 


It has been well-documented in the literature and through experience at individual UST release 
sites that petroleum fuels naturally attenuate in the environment through adsorption, dispersion, 
dilution, volatilization, and biological degradation. This natural attenuation slows and limits the 
migration of dissolved petroleum plumes in groundwater. The biodegradation of petroleum, in 
particular, distinguishes petroleum products from other hazardous substances commonly found 
at commercial and industrial sites. 


The characteristics of UST releases and the California UST Program have been studied 
extensively, with individual works including: 


a. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory report (1995)
b. SB1764 Committee report (1996)
c. UST Cleanup Program Task Force report (2010)
d. Cleanup Fund Task Force report (2010)
e. Cleanup Fund audit (2010)
f. State Water Resources Control Board site closure orders
g. State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 2009-0081


In general, these efforts have recognized that many petroleum release cases pose a low threat 
to human health and the environment. Some of these studies also recommended establishing 
“low-threat” closure criteria in order to maximize the benefits to the people of the State of 
California through judicious application of available resources. 
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The purpose of this policy is to establish consistent statewide case closure criteria for low-threat 
petroleum UST sites. The policy is consistent with existing statutes, regulations, State Water 
Board precedential decisions, policies and resolutions, and is intended to provide clear direction 
to responsible parties, their service providers, and regulatory agencies. The policy seeks to 
increase UST cleanup process efficiency.  A benefit of improved efficiency is the preservation  
of limited resources for mitigation of releases posing a greater threat to human and 
environmental health. 


This policy is based in part upon the knowledge and experience gained from the last 25 years 
of investigating and remediating unauthorized releases of petroleum from USTs. While this 
policy does not specifically address other petroleum release scenarios such as pipelines or 
above ground storage tanks, if a particular site with a different petroleum release scenario 
exhibits attributes similar to those which this policy addresses, the criteria for closure evaluation 
of these non-UST sites should be similar to those in this policy. 


This policy is a state policy for water quality control and applies to all petroleum UST sites 
subject to Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and Chapter 16 of 
Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. The term “regulatory agencies” in 
this policy means the State Water Board, Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional 
Water Boards) and local agencies authorized to implement Health and Safety Code section 
25296.10. Unless expressly provided in this policy, the terms in this policy shall have the same 
definitions provided in Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and Chapter 
16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. 


Criteria for Low-Threat Case Closure 
In the absence of unique attributes of a case or site-specific conditions that demonstrably 
increase the risk associated with residual petroleum constituents, cases that meet the general 
and media-specific criteria described in this policy pose a low threat to human health, safety or 
the environment and are appropriate for closure pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 
25296.10. Cases that meet the criteria in this policy do not require further corrective action and 
shall be issued a uniform closure letter consistent with Health and Safety Code section 
25296.10.  Annually, or at the request of the responsible party or party conducting the 
corrective action, the regulatory agency shall conduct a review to determine whether the site 
meets the criteria contained in this policy. 


It is important to emphasize that the criteria described in this policy do not attempt to describe 
the conditions at all low-threat petroleum UST sites in the State. The regulatory agency shall 
issue a closure letter for a case that does not meet these criteria if the regulatory agency 
determines the site to be low-threat based upon a site specific analysis. 


This policy recognizes that some petroleum-release sites may possess unique attributes and 
that some site specific conditions may make case closure under this policy inappropriate, 
despite the satisfaction of the stated criteria in this policy. It is impossible to completely capture 
those sets of attributes that may render a site ineligible for closure based on this low-threat 
policy. This policy relies on the regulatory agency’s use of the conceptual site model to identify 
the special attributes that would require specific attention prior to the application of low-threat 
criteria. In these cases, it is the regulatory agency’s responsibility to identify the conditions that 
make closure under the policy inappropriate. 
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General Criteria 
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites are listed as follows: 


a. The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system;
b. The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum;
c. The unauthorized (“primary”) release from the UST system has been stopped;
d. Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable;
e. A conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of the release


has been developed;
f. Secondary source has been removed to the extent practicable;
g. Soil or groundwater has been tested for methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) and results


reported in accordance with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15; and
h. Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site.


a.      The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system 
This policy is protective of existing water supply wells.  New water supply wells are unlikely to be 
installed in the shallow groundwater near former UST release sites. However, it is difficult to 
predict, on a statewide basis, where new wells will be installed, particularly in rural areas that are 
undergoing new development. This policy is limited to areas with available public water systems 
to reduce the likelihood that new wells in developing areas will be inadvertently impacted by 
residual petroleum in groundwater. Case closure outside of areas with a public water system 
should be evaluated based upon the fundamental principles in this policy and a site specific 
evaluation of developing water supplies in the area. For purposes of this policy, a public water 
system is a system for the provision of water for human consumption through pipes or other 
constructed conveyances that has 15 or more service connections or regularly serves at least 25 
individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year.


b.      The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum
For the purposes of this policy, petroleum is defined as crude oil, or any fraction thereof, which is 
liquid at standard conditions of temperature and pressure, which means 60 degrees Fahrenheit 
and 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute, including the following substances: motor fuels, jet 
fuels, distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, petroleum solvents and used oils, including 
any additives and blending agents such as oxygenates contained in the formulation of the 
substances.


c.      The unauthorized release has been stopped
The tank, pipe, or other appurtenant structure that released petroleum into the environment (i.e. 
the primary source) has been removed, repaired or replaced. It is not the intent of this policy to 
allow sites with ongoing leaks from the UST system to qualify for low-threat closure.


d.      Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable
At petroleum unauthorized release sites where investigations indicate the presence of free 
product, free product shall be removed to the maximum extent practicable. In meeting the 
requirements of this section:


a. Free product shall be removed in a manner that minimizes the spread of the 
unauthorized release into previously uncontaminated zones by using recovery and 
disposal techniques appropriate to the hydrogeologic conditions at the site, and 
that properly treats, discharges or disposes of recovery byproducts in compliance 
with applicable laws;  
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b. Abatement of free product migration shall be used as a minimum objective for the
design of any free product removal system; and


c. Flammable products shall be stored for disposal in a safe and competent manner
to prevent fires or explosions.


e. A conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of the 
release has been developed
The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is a fundamental element of a comprehensive site 
investigation. The CSM establishes the source and attributes of the unauthorized release, 
describes all affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate), 
describes local geology, hydrogeology and other physical site characteristics that affect 
contaminant environmental transport and fate, and identifies all confirmed and potential 
contaminant receptors (including water supply wells, surface water bodies, structures and their 
inhabitants). The CSM is relied upon by practitioners as a guide for investigative design and 
data collection. Petroleum release sites in California occur in a wide variety of hydrogeologic 
settings. As a result, contaminant fate and transport and mechanisms by which receptors may 
be impacted by contaminants vary greatly from location to location. Therefore, the CSM is 
unique to each individual release site. All relevant site characteristics identified by the CSM 
shall be assessed and supported by data so that the nature, extent and mobility of the release 
have been established to determine conformance with applicable criteria in this policy. The 
supporting data and analysis used to develop the CSM are not required to be contained in a 
single report and may be contained in multiple reports submitted to the regulatory agency over 
a period of time.


f. Secondary source has been removed to the extent practicable
“Secondary source” is defined as petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located at or 
immediately beneath the point of release from the primary source.  Unless site attributes 
prevent secondary source removal (e.g. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose 
removal or relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites 
are required to undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as described 
herein. “To the extent practicable” means implementing a cost-effective corrective action which 
removes or destroys-in-place the most readily recoverable fraction of source-area mass. It is 
expected that most secondary mass removal efforts will be completed in one year or less. 
Following removal or destruction of the secondary source, additional removal or active remedial 
actions shall not be required by regulatory agencies unless (1) necessary to abate a 
demonstrated threat to human health or (2) the groundwater plume does not meet the definition 
of low threat as described in this policy.


g. Soil and groundwater have been tested for MTBE and results reported in 
accordance with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15
Health and Safety Code section 25296.15 prohibits closing a UST case unless the soil, 
groundwater, or both, as applicable have been tested for MTBE and the results of that testing 
are known to the Regional Water Board. The exception to this requirement is where a 
regulatory agency determines that the UST that leaked has only contained diesel or jet fuel. 
Before closing a UST case pursuant to this policy, the requirements of section 25296.15, if 
applicable, shall be satisfied.   
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  h.  Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site


Water Code section 13050 defines "nuisance" as anything which meets all of the 
following requirements: 


1) Is injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to
the free use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or
property.


2) Affects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any
considerable number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage
inflicted upon individuals may be unequal.


3) Occurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.


For the purpose of this policy, waste means a petroleum release. 


Media-Specific Criteria 
Releases from USTs can impact human health and the environment through contact with any or 
all of the following contaminated media:  groundwater, surface water, soil, and soil vapor. 
Although this contact can occur through ingestion, dermal contact, or inhalation of the various 
media, the most common drivers of health risk are ingestion of groundwater from drinking water 
wells, inhalation of vapors accumulated in buildings, contact with near surface contaminated 
soil, and inhalation of vapors in the outdoor environment. To simplify implementation, these 
media and pathways have been evaluated and the most common exposure scenarios have 
been combined into three media-specific criteria: 


1. Groundwater
2. Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air
3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure


Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria as described below. 


1. Groundwater
This policy describes criteria on which to base a determination that threats to existing and
anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater have been mitigated or are de minimis, including
cases that have not affected groundwater.


State Water Board Resolution 92-49, Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup 
and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304 is a state policy for water 
quality control and applies to petroleum UST cases.  Resolution 92-49 directs that water 
affected by an unauthorized release attain either background water quality or the best water 
quality that is reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored.  Any alternative level 
of water quality less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to 
the people of the state, not unreasonably affect current and anticipated beneficial use of 
affected water, and not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the water quality 
control plan for the basin within which the site is located. Resolution No. 92-49 does not require 
that the requisite level of water quality be met at the time of case closure; it specifies 
compliance with cleanup goals and objectives within a reasonable time frame. 


Water quality control plans (Basin Plans) generally establish “background” water quality as a 
restorative endpoint. This policy recognizes the regulatory authority of the Basin Plans but 
underscores the flexibility contained in Resolution 92-49. 



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/land_disposal/resolution_92_49.shtml
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It is a fundamental tenet of this low-threat closure policy that if the closure criteria described in 
this policy are satisfied at a petroleum unauthorized release site, attaining background water 
quality is not feasible, establishing an alternate level of water quality not to exceed that 
prescribed in the applicable Basin Plan is appropriate, and that water quality objectives will be 
attained through natural attenuation within a reasonable time, prior to the expected need for use 
of any affected groundwater. 


If groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by an unauthorized release, to 
satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that exceeds water 
quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and meet all of the additional 
characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed below. A plume that is “stable or 
decreasing” is a contaminant mass that has expanded to its maximum extent: the distance from 
the release where attenuation exceeds migration. 


Groundwater-Specific Criteria 
(1) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 100 feet in


length. 
b. There is no free product.
c. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than 250 feet


from the defined plume boundary.


(2) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 feet in
length. 


b. There is no free product.
c. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than 1,000


feet from the defined plume boundary.
d. The dissolved concentration of benzene is less than 3,000 micrograms per liter


(µg/l), and the dissolved concentration of MTBE is less than 1,000 µg/l.


(3) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 feet in
length. 


b. Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable, may still be
present below the site where the release originated, but does not extend off-site.


c. The plume has been stable or decreasing for a minimum of five years.
d. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than


1,000 feet from the defined plume boundary.
e. The property owner is willing to accept a land use restriction if the regulatory agency


requires a land use restriction as a condition of closure.


(4) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 1,000 feet
in length. 


b. There is no free product.
c. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than


1,000 feet from the defined plume boundary.
d. The dissolved concentration of benzene is less than 1,000 µg/l, and the dissolved


concentration of MTBE is less than 1,000 µg/l.


(5) a. The regulatory agency determines, based on an analysis of site specific conditions
that under current and reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios, the 
contaminant plume poses a low threat to human health and safety and to the 
environment and water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable time 
frame. 
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Sites with Releases That Have Not Affected Groundwater 
Sites with soil that does not contain sufficient mobile constituents [leachate, vapors, or light 
non-aqueous-phase liquids (LNAPL)] to cause groundwater to exceed the groundwater criteria 
in this policy shall be considered low-threat sites for the groundwater medium. Provided the 
general criteria and criteria for other media are also met, those sites are eligible for case 
closure. 


For older releases, the absence of current groundwater impact is often a good indication that 
residual concentrations present in the soil are not a source for groundwater pollution. 


2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air
Exposure to petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater to indoor air may pose
unacceptable human health risks. This policy describes conditions, including bioattenuation
zones, which if met will assure that exposure to petroleum vapors in indoor air will not pose
unacceptable health risks. In many petroleum release cases, potential human exposures to
vapors are mitigated by bioattenuation processes as vapors migrate toward the ground surface.
For the purposes of this section, the term “bioattenuation zone” means an area of soil with
conditions that support biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbon vapors.


The low-threat vapor-intrusion criteria described below apply to sites where the release 
originated and impacted or potentially impacted adjacent parcels when: (1) existing buildings 
are occupied or may be reasonably expected to be occupied in the future, or 
(2) buildings for human occupancy are reasonably expected to be constructed in the future.
Appendices 1 through 4 (attached) illustrate four potential exposure scenarios and describe
characteristics and criteria associated with each scenario. Petroleum release sites shall satisfy
the media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air and be considered low- 
threat for the vapor-intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if:


a. Site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the characteristics and criteria of
scenarios 1 through 3 as applicable, or all of the characteristics and criteria of
scenario 4 as applicable; or


b. A site-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway is conducted and
demonstrates that human health is protected to the satisfaction of the regulatory
agency; or


c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through
the use of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that
petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant risk of
adversely affecting human health.


Exception: Exposures to petroleum vapors associated with historical fuel system releases are 
comparatively insignificant relative to exposures from small surface spills and fugitive vapor 
releases that typically occur at active fueling facilities. Therefore, satisfaction of the media- 
specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial 
petroleum fueling facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably 
believed to pose an unacceptable health risk. 
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3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure
This policy describes conditions where direct contact with contaminated soil or inhalation of
contaminants volatized to outdoor air poses a low threat to human health. Release sites where
human exposure may occur satisfy the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air
exposure and shall be considered low-threat if they meet any of the following:


a. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than or equal to
those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below ground surface (bgs). The
concentration limits for 0 to 5 feet bgs protect from ingestion of soil, dermal contact with
soil, and inhalation of volatile soil emissions and inhalation of particulate emissions. The
5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits protect from inhalation of volatile soil emissions.
Both the 0 to 5 feet bgs concentration limits and the 5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits
for the appropriate site classification (Residential or Commercial/Industrial) shall be
satisfied. In addition, if exposure to construction workers or utility trench workers are
reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be satisfied;
or


b. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than levels that a site
specific risk assessment demonstrates will have no significant risk of adversely affecting
human health; or


c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through
the use of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that
the concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of
adversely affecting human health.


Table 1 


Concentrations of Petroleum Constituents in Soil That Will Have No Significant Risk of 
Adversely Affecting Human Health 


Chemical Residential Commercial/ Industrial Utility Worker 


0 to 5 feet bgs 


Volatilization to 


outdoor air 


(5 to 10 feet bgs) 


0 to 5 feet bgs 


Volatilization to 


outdoor air 


(5 to 10 feet bgs) 


0 to 10 feet 


bgs 


mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg 


Benzene 1.9 2.8 8.2 12 14 


Ethylbenzene 21 32 89 134 314 


Naphthalene 9.7 9.7 45 45 219 


PAH
1


0.063 NA 0.68 NA 4.5 


Notes: 
1. Based on the seven carcinogenic poly-aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) as benzo(a)pyrene toxicity


equivalent [BaPe]. Sampling and analysis for PAH is only necessary where soil as affected by either
waste oil or Bunker C fuel.


2. The area of impacted soil where a particular exposure occurs is 25 by 25 meters (approximately 82 by
82 feet) or less.


3. NA = not applicable
4. mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram
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Low-Threat Case Closure 
Cases that meet the general and media-specific criteria established in this policy pose a low 
threat to human health, safety and the environment and satisfy the case-closure requirements 
of Health and Safety Code section 25296.10, and case closure is consistent with State Water 
Board Resolution 92-49 that requires that cleanup goals and objectives be met within a 
reasonable time frame. If the case has been determined by the regulatory agency to meet the 
criteria in this policy, the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties that they are eligible 
for case closure and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to the 
issuance of a uniform closure letter specified in Health and Safety Code section 25296.10. 
After completion of these items, and unless the regulatory agency revises its determination 
based on comments received on the proposed case closure, the regulatory agency shall issue 
a uniform closure letter within 30 days from the end of the comment period. 


a. Notification Requirements – Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment
districts, special act districts with groundwater management authority, agencies with
authority to issue building permits for land affected by the petroleum release, owners
and occupants of the property impacted by the petroleum release, and the owners and
occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be notified of the
proposed case closure and provided a 60 day period to comment. The regulatory
agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be
closed or if site specific conditions warrant otherwise.


b. Monitoring Well Destruction – All wells and borings installed for the purpose of
investigating, remediating, or monitoring the unauthorized release shall be properly
destroyed prior to case closure unless a property owner certifies that they will keep and
maintain the wells or borings in accordance with applicable local or state requirements.


c. Waste Removal – All waste piles, drums, debris and other investigation or remediation
derived materials shall be removed from the site and properly managed in accordance
with regulatory agency requirements.
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Appendix 1 
Scenario 1:  Unweathered* LNAPL in Groundwater 


Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone 


Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone: 


1. The bioattenuation zone shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 30 feet vertically between
the LNAPL in groundwater and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
2. Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation
zone.


TPH = total petroleum hydrocarbons 


TPH-g = total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline 
TPH-d = total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel 


*As used in this context, unweathered LNAPL is generally understood to mean petroleum product that has not been
subjected to significant volatilization or solubilization, and therefore has not lost a significant portion of its volatile or
soluble constituents (e.g., comparable to recently dispensed fuel).







11 


Appendix 2 


Scenario 2:  Unweathered* LNAPL in Soil 


Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone 


Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone: 


1. The bioattenuation zone shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 30 feet both laterally and
vertically between the LNAPL in soil and the foundation of existing or potential buildings, and
2. Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire lateral and vertical extent of
the bioattenuation zone.


*As used in this context, unweathered LNAPL is generally understood to mean petroleum product that has not been
subjected to significant volatilization or solubilization, and therefore has not lost a significant portion of its volatile or
soluble constituents (e.g., comparable to recently dispensed fuel).
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Appendix 3 


Scenario 3 - Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater 
(Low concentration groundwater scenarios with or without oxygen data) 


(1 of 2) 


Defining the Bioattenuation Zone Without Oxygen Data or Oxygen < 4% 


Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone for Sites 


Without Oxygen Data or Where Oxygen is < 4% 


Figure A: 1) Where benzene concentrations are less than 100 µg/L, the bioattenuation zone: 


a) Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 5 feet vertically between the dissolved phase
Benzene and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
b) Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the
bioattenuation zone.


Figure B: 1) Where benzene concentrations are equal to or greater than 100 µg/L but less than 1000 µg/L, the 
bioattenuation zone: 


a) Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 10 feet vertically between the dissolved phase
Benzene and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and b) Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined)
less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation zone.
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Appendix 3 


Scenario 3 - Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater 
(Low concentration groundwater scenarios with or without oxygen data) 


(2 of 2) 


Defining the Bioattenuation Zone With Oxygen ≥ 4% 


Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone for Sites With Oxygen ≥ 4% 


Where benzene concentrations are less than 1000 µg/L, the bioattenuation zone: 


1. Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of least 5 feet vertically between the dissolved phase Benzene
and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
2. Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the
bioattenuation zone.
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Appendix 4 
Scenario 4 - Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations 


(1 of 2) 


Soil Gas Sampling – No Bioattenuation Zone 


The criteria in the table below apply unless the requirements for a bioattenuation zone, established below, are satisfied. 


When applying the criteria below, the soil gas sample must be obtained from the following locations: 


a. Beneath or adjacent to an existing building: The soil gas sample shall be collected at least five feet below the bottom
of the building foundation.
b. Future construction: The soil gas sample shall be collected from at least five feet below ground surface.


3
Soil Gas Criteria (µg/m ) 


No Bioattenuation Zone* 


Residential Commercial
3


Constituent Soil Gas Concentration (µg/m ) 


Benzene < 85 < 280 


Ethylbenzene <1,100 <3,600 


Naphthalene < 93 < 310 


*For the no bioattenuation zone, the screening criteria are same as the California Human Health Screening Levels
(CHHSLs) with engineered fill below sub-slab.
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Appendix 4 


Scenario 4 - Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations 
(2 of 2) 


Soil Gas Sampling – With Bioattenuation Zone 


The criteria in the table below apply if the following requirements for a biattenuation zone are satisfied: 


1. There is a minimum of five vertical feet of soil between the soil vapor measurement and the foundation of an existing
building or ground surface of future construction.
2. TPH (TPHg + TPHd) is less than 100 mg/kg (measured in at least two depths within the five-foot zone.)
3. Oxygen is greater than or equal to four percent measured at the bottom of the five-foot zone.


Soil Gas 
3


Criteria (µg/m ) 


With Bioattenuation Zone** 


Residential Commercial 


Constituent Soil Gas Concentration 
3


(µg/m ) 


Benzene < 85,000 < 280,000 


Ethylbenzene <1,100,000 <3,600,000 


Naphthalene < 93,000 < 310,000 


**A 1000-fold bioattenuation of petroleum vapors is assumed for the bioattenuation zone. 











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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item 11: Sustainable City Framework - Letter of Support
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:05:11 AM

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

From: Kate McGee <kate@kmplanningstrategy.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 6:20 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>
Subject: Item 11: Sustainable City Framework - Letter of Support
 

 

Dear Commissioners,

 

When it comes to proposing projects, Sponsors have often struggled with how to best address
the City’s sustainability goals and policies. The Planning Department’s Sustainable City
Framework and Roadmap provides the needed guidance to effectively advance these goals
through project development.

 

I wholeheartedly support the endeavor and look forward to your discussion tomorrow and
action in upcoming meetings.

 

Thank you,

 

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


Kate McGee
 
KM Planning Strategy
415.298.5219
 
http://www.kmplanningstrategy.com
 
 

http://www.kmplanningstrategy.com/


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: January 9 Agenda Item 13d--please modify to keep pedestrian Natoma car-free
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:04:44 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: Alice Rogers <arcomnsf@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 7:17 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>
Subject: January 9 Agenda Item 13d--please modify to keep pedestrian Natoma car-free
 

 

January 8
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Last year the Commission voted to eliminate parking on site as a code requirement. Buildings—
especially ones in the heart of a dense transportation hub—do not need it because there are ample
alternative options, including available existing parking, ample transit and viable active
transportation modes. 
 
The proposed building for Parcel F should support and sustain the car-free section of Natoma by
actively promoting transit and other active transportation modes, outsourcing any parking needs,
and activating people-oriented uses along Natoma. For the Chase Center, the Warriors have made
this approach a pinnacle of pride in their development; the building on Parcel F should likewise take
up this banner. It should NOT compromise this gem of a pedestrian space with loading and
parking. 
 
As wonderful as the park above the transit center is, its this pedestrian zone I make a point to use

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


every time I pass by or visit the transit center. It is a particular gem that gives breathing room to
enjoy the lacy canopy that hovers above, and a unique vantage point to enjoy certain view corridors
and adjacent architectural elements.
 
I had been under the impression that this pedestrian space was a core element of the vision for the
transit center. Please keep it that way.
 
Respectfully,
Alice Rogers
Former TJPA CAC member, area resident
 
....... 
Alice Rogers
   10 South Park St
   Studio 2
   San Francisco, CA 94107

   415.543.6554

 



 
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: Concerns about 1099 Dolores St. Project
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:04:25 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: Lara Caimi <laralcaimi@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 9:59 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: Concerns about 1099 Dolores St. Project
 

 

Hello Planning Commissioners,
 
My name is Lara Caimi and I am a neighbor who lives two doors down from 1099 Dolores St,  at 1083
Dolores.   I'm writing to oppose the the proposed project (project app 2019-012131PRJ ) as currently
scoped as a concerned neighbor.  
 
I have reviewed the plans online and I understand that the project will create net new housing in San
Francisco, which I appreciate is a priority for our community and this commission.  My concerns are
not about creating a 3 unit building, rather the current scope of the plans will negatively impact the
downhill neighbors on Dolores St (myself included).  The height of the proposed building is excessive
compared with everything else on the block of Dolores between 23rd - 24th streets.  They are using
the uphill property as a benchmark, but if you consider the down hill neighbors sharing the same
block of Dolores St there are absolutely no other 4 story buildings on that block of the street. 
Additionally, the lot slopes both downhill towards 23rd street as well as downhill towards the Quane
avenue alley in the rear of the property rather significantly-  the 40 ft height reaches the midpoint of
what is a very pitched roof (over 45 feet tall at peak), and is measured from the highest possible
sidewalk point at the front of the property-  the reality then is that the rear of the building from the
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low side of the lot is over 55 feet off the ground given the approximate slope grade.
 
The massive nature of this building impacts the light and air as well as the views of its two nearest
downhill neighbors, including my own property at 1083 Dolores St.  It very significantly impacts the
next door building and its occupants. 
 
I believe that you can still achieve a 3 unit building by reducing the height of the building to a 3 story
building.  You still have the bottom two units as designed, and you simply redesign the 3rd floor to
match the layout more or less of the 2nd floor unit.
 
I would support this project fully and welcome it to the neighborhood if it was a more reasonably
scoped 3 story, 3 unit building.  This would maintain the character of the block in terms of height
and would not have nearly the negative impact  on light and air to the downhill neighbors.  
 
Alternatively, if the commission will not limit the number of stories I ask that they limit the height by
instituting a flat roof alternative and also require a rear set back on the 4th story that would reduce
the negative impact of light and air on the surrounding properties.
 
I respect the commission's goal to try to create more housing in our city, but I also hope that you will
consider the perspective of the neighbors whose enjoyment of their homes and potentially whose
property values will be negatively impacted if you allow this project to move forward.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration,
 
Lara Caimi
Owner: 1083 Dolores St.
 



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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Chinatown CBOs Support Letter for Transbay Parcel F Mixed-Use District Project, Item 13a through 13f (542-

550 Howard Street)
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:04:16 AM
Attachments: item13-supportletter-1-8-20.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: Tan Chow <tandchow@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 6:50 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>;
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>;
cjhigley@fbm.com; cameron.falconer@hines.com; Daniel Esdorn <Daniel.Esdorn@hines.com>; Boe
Hayward <Boe@lh-pa.com>
Subject: Chinatown CBOs Support Letter for Transbay Parcel F Mixed-Use District Project, Item 13a
through 13f (542-550 Howard Street)
 

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

Dear President Myrna Melgar,
San Francisco Planning Commission

Please see attachment for Chinatown community organizations support letter for “Transbay Parcel
F” Mixed-Use District Project.

Much Appreciated.

-Tan Chow
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 Commissioner Kathrin Moore 
 Commissioner Dennis Richards 


  
 Director John Rahim 
 San Francisco Planning Department 
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 Supervisor Matt Haney 


 CJ Higley 
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 Cameron Falconer 
 Daniel Esdorn 
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Sent from my iPhone



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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:03:37 AM

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

From: sdmansoir@gmail.com <sdmansoir@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 8:27 AM
To: Cushing, Stephanie (DPH) <Stephanie.Cushing@sfdph.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
 

 

Dear Ms. Cushing,
 
I am writing in regards to the “Eligible for Closure” status granted by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health Local Oversight Program for 1776 Green St., San Francisco,
CA 94123. My family and I (young children ages 2 and 6-month Twins) live adjacent to
this property and I am outraged over the negative impact and potential health and
developmental problems this property presents; yet SFDPH appears apathetic.  I request
that you to revoke the “Eligible for Closure” status until further assessment and
appropriate mitigation are completed.  In addition, I demand a formal hearing in this
matter.
 
As you are aware, 1776 Green Street is a highly contaminated site due to its prior use as
an automotive repair and body shop for 100 years.  Although the contaminated soil may
be acceptable for commercial use, to apply the same standard for residential use is an
outrage, knowing full well the residential cleanup requirements. 
 
Closure of this site from the State’s Cortese list is inappropriate due to the toxic levels of
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carcinogenic chemicals noted in the many soil and groundwater samples tested. 
Furthermore, this property should not be converted to residential use until remedial
action is taken.  The obvious question is, what’s the point of the Cortese List if local
government fails to comply?  
 

·      The San Francisco Planning Department has recommended that 1776 Green St.
be converted from commercial use to residential use. Furthermore, the proposed
development project would require “up to approximately 15 feet of excavation
below ground surface, resulting in approximately 1,400 cubic yards of soil
disturbance.” Again, this soil is highly contaminated, and its disturbance and
excavation will pose a danger to those in close proximity.

·      The Case Closure Summary only recommends closure of the site for the
“current land use,” which is listed as “commercial.” It also clearly states that if the
land use changes, then further corrective action may be required and that
“development will require additional site assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan
prior to development,”

 
This site is close to several high traffic areas and thorough cleanup of the site to
residential standards is critical to safeguard neighborhood residents and visitors, future
residents of the 1776 Green Street, construction workers working on site, teachers and
students at Sherman Elementary School, and visitors to Allyne Park and the Golden Gate
Valley Branch Library.
 
Given the proposed residential development of 1776 Green St. and the potential threat to
the health of all those in close proximity, I strongly urge you to revoke the “Eligible for
Closure” status until further assessment and appropriate mitigation has been completed.
 
Sincerely,
 
Salem Mansoir
 



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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:03:21 AM
Attachments: 1776 Green St. Appeal Letter to DPH LYANG 20200108.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: Letitia Yang <letitia.yang@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 9:54 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
 

 

Please see below and the attached letter.
 
Thanks,
Letitia Yang

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Letitia Yang <letitia.yang@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Jan 8, 2020 at 5:37 PM
Subject: 1776 Green Street | Letter re: "Eligible for Closure Status"
To: <stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org>
 

Dear Ms. Cushing,
 
Please find attached a letter regarding the "Eligible for Closure" status that has been granted to 1776
Green St, San Francisco.  I will also send a hard copy by mail.
 
Kind regards,
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BY EMAIL AND MAIL 
 
 
January 8, 2020 
 
Stephanie Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS 
Director of Environmental Health 
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health 
Environmental Health Services 
Local Oversight Program 
1390 Market Street, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org 
 
Re: 1776 Green St., San Francisco, CA 94123 
 
Dear Ms. Cushing, 
 
I am writing to you regarding the “Eligible for Closure” status granted by the San 
Francisco Department of Public Health Local Oversight Program for 1776 Green St., 
San Francisco, CA 94123.  I am gravely concerned about the negative impact this may 
have on the health and wellbeing of our community, including two sensitive receptor 
locations, which are within one block of the site.  I have lived across the street from 1776 
Green St. for a number of years, and I strongly urge you to revoke the “Eligible for 
Closure” status until further assessment and appropriate mitigation has been completed.  
Furthermore, I would like to request a public hearing regarding this matter.   
 
1776 Green Street is a highly contaminated site due to its prior use as an automotive 
repair shop for approximately 100 years, including many decades when environmental 
laws were non-existent.  The attached San Francisco Department of Public Health’s 
Case Closure Summary, signed on December 3, 2019 (“Case Closure Summary”) 
includes a summary table on p. 2 which shows extremely high levels of soil and 
groundwater contamination that remain well above Environmental Screening Levels 
(“ESLs”).  
 


 
 
In particular, the “After” benzene levels in soil and groundwater greatly exceed 
residential and commercial/industrial ESLs, even after cleanup efforts that date back to 
2016.  As you are well aware, benzene is classified as a human carcinogen by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the National Toxicology Program and the International 
Agency for Research on Cancer.
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The table below compares the reported levels of benzene to the corresponding ESLs 
and clearly demonstrates that current reported levels are in excess of what might 
warrant closure, and more importantly, what would be safe for the neighborhood. 
 


 
 
Additionally, this site shouldn’t be eligible for closure for a number of reasons: 
 


• The San Francisco Planning Department has recommended that 1776 Green St. 
be converted from commercial use to residential use.  Furthermore, the proposed 
development project would require “up to approximately 15 feet of excavation 
below ground surface, resulting in approximately 1,400 cubic yards of soil 
disturbance.”  Again, this soil remains highly contaminated, and its disturbance 
could irrevocably impact the health and wellbeing of our community.  See 
attached excerpts from the Planning Department Memo to the Planning 
Commission (full memo available here: 
https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-011430CUAc1.pdf) 
 


• The Case Closure Summary only recommends closure of the site for the “current 
land use,” which is listed as “commercial.”  It also clearly states that if the land 
use changes, then further corrective action may be required (see Section IV) and 
that “development will require additional site assessment and a Site Mitigation 
Plan prior to development,” (see Section VII.) 


 
A thorough cleanup of the site to residential standards is critical to safeguard the health 
of neighborhood residents and visitors, future residents of the 1776 Green Street, 
construction workers working on site, students at Sherman Elementary School, and 
visitors to Allyne Park and the Golden Gate Valley Branch Library.   
 


• Neighborhood residents and visitors:  We live in a diverse neighborhood with 
residents of all ages, including infants, young children, pregnant women and the 
elderly, all of whom are particularly vulnerable to exposure to hazardous 
materials.  1776 Green Street is in close proximity to Union Street, which has 
heavy pedestrian traffic for patrons of restaurants, retail stores, service providers, 
as well as patients visiting doctor’s offices.   
 


• Sherman Elementary School (1651 Union Street) (see Exhibit A): Sherman 
Elementary is one block east of 1776 Green Street and is a sensitive receptor 
location.  The K-through-5 student body numbers over 375.  Sherman 
Elementary is notable because of the extensive outdoor space available for 
student use, including an outdoor classroom and extraordinary educational 
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garden with an abundance of vegetables and fruits that the students often use to 
prepare meals and snacks.  These outdoor spaces are used during the school 
day and for afterschool programs from 7:50 am until 6 pm.  The outdoor 
classroom and garden are at the heart of the school’s science and environmental 
education initiatives.  This is an incredible resource for the students and is used 
on virtually a daily basis.  Given the amount of time that students spend 
outdoors, they would be particularly vulnerable to any contaminants from the 
Project that would be released in the environment due to construction without 
proper cleanup of the site.  Furthermore, due to 1776 Green Street’s location, 
students of Sherman Elementary routinely pass the site as they walk to and from 
school.  This includes a number of students who live on the same block as 1776 
Green Street for whom an alternate route is not an option. 


 
• Allyne Park (2609 Gough Street) (see Exhibit A): Allyne Park is half a block to the 


east of 1776 Green Street and is also a sensitive receptor location.  It’s a very 
popular gathering spot where people go to picnic, host after school programs 
(Sherman Elementary School) and other school events, sunbathe, read, relax, 
play ball, exercise our dogs, enjoy permitted private parties, and conduct 
community gatherings (e.g., Union Street Easter Egg Hunt). 


 
• Golden Gate Valley Library (1801 Green Street) (see Exhibits A and B): Golden 


Gate Valley Library is half a block to the west of 1776 Green Street. It’s open 7 
days a week and welcomes numerous visitors of all ages.  Their programs for 
young children are particularly popular.  As you can see in the attached program 
from the library (Exhibit B) there are typically playtime and story time events for 
infants and toddlers three times a week.  The branch manager reports that each 
of these events is usually attended by approximately 70 people, with over half 
being children and the remainder family members/caregivers.  In addition, the 
children and their companions often stop at Allyne Park before and after these 
events to enjoy the outdoors, play, or have lunch, thereby walking by 1776 Green 
Street to and from the library. 


 
Given the proposed residential development of 1776 Green St. and the potential threat 
to the health of our community, I strongly urge you to revoke the “Eligible for Closure” 
status until further assessment and appropriate mitigation has been completed. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 
Letitia Yang  
 
 
 
 
Encl. 







San Francisco Department of Public Health’s Case Closure Summary
December 3, 2019
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RECORD NO. 2018-011430CUA 
1776 Green Street 


under the common sense exemption (CEQA Guidelines 15061(b)(3)) as a Class 1 and 3 32 categorical 


exemption, as described in the determination contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. 


The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2018-


011430CUA is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California. 


The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 


further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 


staff, and other interested parties. 


MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in 


Application No. 2018-011430CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, 


based on the following findings: 


FINDINGS 


Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 


arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 


1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.


2. Project Description.  The Project includes the construction of a two-story vertical addition and


change of use from an automobile repair garage to a residential building (approximately 12,434


gross square feet) with five 3-bedroom units, 10 below-grade off-street parking spaces, and five


Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. The Project includes 1,369 square feet of common open space on a


roof deck above the fourth floor, and 2,265 square feet of private open space via balconies and


terraces. The Project also includes alterations to the front façade including the restoration of two


pilasters that were removed from the central arch to allow a wider garage opening during a 1933


alteration.


3. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project site is located on the north side of Green Street,


between Octavia and Gough Streets within the Marina neighborhood and bordering the Pacific


Heights neighborhood. The subject property is approximately 7,425 square feet in size with 54 feet


of frontage on Green Street.  The Project site slopes downward from the front to the rear and is


occupied by a one-story-plus-mezzanine industrial building covering the entire lot. The existing


automobile repair garage building (formerly d.b.a. Green Street Auto Body) was constructed circa


1914 in the Classical Revival style and is currently vacant.


4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The surrounding neighborhood is primarily within


the RH-2 Zoning District. The neighborhood context is primarily residential in character with a mix


of two-to-three-story multi-unit buildings.  Immediately adjacent to the subject property, and to


the west, is a two-story, two-unit residential building.  Immediately adjacent to the subject


property, and to the east, is a seven-story apartment building containing 26 units.  Immediately to
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Full Project Description
The project site is located on the north side of Green Street between Octavia and Gough streets in the Marina 


neighborhood. The project site is occupied by a 27-foot-tall, two-story over basement, industrial building that is 


approximately 13,710 gross square feet in size with 12 below-grade parking spaces. The existing automobile 


repair garage building was constructed in circa 1914 and is currently vacant (formerly occupied by “Green 


Street Auto Body”). 


The project sponsor proposes a two-story vertical addition and a change of use to convert the existing 


automotive garage to a new residential development with five residential units. The project would add 


approximately 13,408 gross square feet to the existing building. The project includes 1,369 square feet of 


common open space in the form of a roof deck, and 2,265 square feet of private open space via balconies and 


terraces. The project includes alterations to the front façade, including the restoration of two pilasters that were 


removed from the central arch to allow for a wider garage opening during a 1933 alteration. With the proposed 


improvements, the building would be 40 feet tall (53 feet tall with elevator penthouse) and 27,118 gross square 


feet in size with 10 below-grade parking spaces and five class 1 bicycle parking spaces. In addition, the project 


includes the expansion of the existing basement by 1,615 square feet (from 5,516 square feet to 7,131 square 


feet). Project construction would require up to approximately 15 feet of excavation below ground surface, 


resulting in approximately 1,400 cubic yards of soil disturbance. Conventional hand-excavated end-bearing 


piers would be used for the proposed underpinning system. Heavy equipment would not be used within 10 


horizontal feet from adjacent shallow foundations and basement walls; jumping jack or hand-operated vibratory 


plate compactors would be used for compacting fill within this zone. The project site is listed as an active 


leaking underground storage tank cleanup site on the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (also known 


as the “Cortese List”).
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Exhibits A & B







11/20/2019 1776 Green St - Google Maps


https://www.google.com/maps/place/1776+Green+St,+San+Francisco,+CA+94123/@37.7975678,-122.4278233,18.54z/data=!4m5!3m4!1s0x808580c34807169b:0x… 1/1


Map data ©2019 Google 100 ft 


1776 Green St EXHIBIT A - NEIGHBORHOOD MAP


A B
C


D


E


A - Sherman Elementary School
B - Sherman Elementary School (Outdoor Classroom and Edible Garden)
C - Sherman Elementary School (Outdoor Playground)
D - Allyne Park
E - Golden Gate Valley Libary


 







Exhibit B - Library Programs
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Letitia Yang
1769 Green Street
 
 



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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1776 Green Street: remain on Cortese List and require environmental review
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2020 11:00:34 AM

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

From: Jane Ibrahim Gaito <janeibrahimgaito@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 10:43 AM
To: Cushing, Stephanie (DPH) <Stephanie.Cushing@sfdph.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1776 Green Street: remain on Cortese List and require environmental review
 

 

Jane Ibrahim Gaito
1889 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94123
 
 
January 9, 2020
 
Stephanie Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS
Director of Environmental Health
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health
Environmental Health Services
Local Oversight Program
1390 Market Street, Suite 210
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
Re: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco CA 94123
 
Dear Ms. Cushing, 
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As a resident of Green Street, I am writing to express my deep concerns over the proposed project at
1776 Green Street.  For the past 11 years, my family has lived one block away from the subject
property.  We are raising our 2 daughters here, and maintaining a safe neighborhood is critically
important to us. 
 
We support the redevelopment of the autobody shop into attractive and much needed
housing.  However, we urge the Department of Public Health and Planning Commission to require
the necessary cleanup to ensure that development is done in a safe manner.  
 
Do not remove this site from the Cortese list.  1776 Green Street is documented as a contaminated
site on the State of California’s Cortese list.  As such, in order to change its use from commercial to
residential, it is subject to environmental review.  This is critical in light of the 100 years of use as an
autobody shop that regularly used contaminants, long before environmental regulations were in
effect.  The project sponsor proposes significant excavation and soil disturbance (1,400 cubic yards),
which pose a serious health risk to neighbors, passersby, construction workers and future residents
of the building.  Despite efforts to clean the site in 2016, there remain high levels of contaminants in
the soil and groundwater.  The levels of benzene, which is widely accepted to cause leukemia, are
unacceptably high: in the soil, 285 times allowable levels for residential use; in the groundwater, 900
times allowable levels for residential use.

 
The change in land use requires that this site be subject to environmental review.  California law is
unambiguous on this point.  There is no justification for removing this site from the Cortese list other
than to circumvent a critical public health requirement.  It is unconscionable that the city would take
steps to fast track a project by removing the site from the Cortese list and endangering the health of
so many people with inadequate cleanup.  It is the responsibility of the Department of Public Health
to ensure that this site is developed safely by requiring an environmental review and safe mitigation
of the documented contamination.
 
A full hearing should be held in the interest of complete transparency and accountability.  Thank you
in advance for preserving the health, safety and character of our beloved neighborhood.
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Ibrahim Gaito
1889 Green Street
 
 
 

 



  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: 542-550 Howard Street (Transbay Parcel F) - Save car-free Natoma Street!
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 4:35:41 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: Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:58 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; RivamonteMesa, Abigail (BOS)
<abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Subject: 542-550 Howard Street (Transbay Parcel F) - Save car-free Natoma Street!
 

 

Dear President Melgar and Planning Commissioners,
On behalf of Livable City, I am writing to urge you to preserve the pedestrian enclave on Natoma Street
between First and Second Street. It is currently the longest pedestrian street in SoMa, and the only
pedestrianized block adjacent to the Salesforce Transit Center. The proposed Parcel F development, for
which you are the legislative sponsor, currently threatens to irreparably destroy it. The current plan
proposes replacing a car-free block with a driveway and private garage entry, eliminating most of the
remaining car-free space and bringing hundreds of daily car trips onto this block of Natoma.
The region has spent billions of dollars building the Transit Center, and will spend billions more to extend
Caltrain and High Speed Rail to the station, making it the most important transit hub in Northern
California. It is also the center of the city’s densest and most transit-rich neighborhood. The regional
transit center should be surrounded by walkable and bikeable streets and people-oriented public
spaces. Unfortunately it is not – the surrounding streets are grim, dominated by automobile traffic and
parking and loading dominate the streets and public spaces around the transit center. Each new
development has to date has brought more traffic and more garage entrances. The block of Natoma
between First and Second is the longest block fronting on the transit center, and currently the only block
not dominated by traffic, parking, and loading. There is only one garage entry on the entire block, at its
western end. Most of the block is currently pedestrian plaza, with food trucks lining parcel F. Ground-
floor retail spaces in the terminal face onto Natoma, and once occupied they will further activate the

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


and enhance this car-free public open space.
Destroying this pedestrian enclave is totally unnecessary. The Parcel F development can be car-free –
helping move the neighborhood and City towards a more sustainable, less automobile-dominated, and
more people oriented future. Parcel F’s location couldn’t be any more transit-rich, and it couldn’t be a
better place for car-free residents to live or hotel guests to stay. Passenger and freight loading can be
accommodated on Howard Street, with a protected bikeway preserving bike access. Any residents or
hotel guests who insist on using private cars can park in various nearby buildings, which are over-
supplied with parking for such a dense and transit-oriented neighborhood. As the neighborhood
continues to get denser and the transit center gets busier, car-free Natoma Street will become an
increasingly valuable neighborhood amenity.
Destroying car-free street next to the regional transit terminal is a very backwards move. San Francisco
has cautiously begun to reclaim important public spaces from the automobile, to prioritize sustainable
transportation and expand usable public open space in the most crowed districts of the city. Other cities
- Paris, Mexico City, Amsterdam, Barcelona, Madrid, Copenhagen, etc. - are reclaiming public space
more boldly, including expanding car-free public open spaces next to their principal transit stations.
Destroying a car-free space next to our principal transit center to build a private garage is civic
vandalism.
We are counting on your leadership to protect this invaluable car-free public space at the major transit
hub in a crowded neighborhood. We ask that you require the Parcel F development to preserve this car-
free street and enhance it with street-level uses, not destroy it with a driveway and a parking garage. 
Sincerely,
Tom Radulovich
Executive Director
Livable City & Sunday Streets
301 8th Street, Suite 235
San Francisco CA 94103
415 344-0489
www.livablecity.org
tom@livablecity.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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Hicks, Bridget (CPC)
Subject: FW: 415 Native LLC / Dispensary Application
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 4:35:18 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: Doug Ridgway <doug@dougridgway.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 4:04 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 415 Native LLC / Dispensary Application
 

 

To Whom it May Concern
 
I’m writing to the Commission in support of the conditional use permit to open 415 Native LLC, a
cannabis retail location in Hayes Valley (313 Ivy).
 
My Business is located approximately a block away on Octavia and I have come to know Angel (one
of the owners) through various community organizations and events, including her participation in
the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Assn Holiday Block Party.
 
Angel is a high quality operator who is a much appreciated and crucial energy in the Hayes Valley
Business Community. Fig & Thistle (a business owned by her and two other partners) is a highly
regarded and valuable asset in the community.
 
It’s my feeling that allowing the conditional use change — especially to a group that has operated at
a high standard and made significant contributions to the neighborhood — will be a benefit to the
Hayes Valley commercial corridor. I encourage the Commission to approve the application.
 
 
Doug Ridgway
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mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:bridget.hicks@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1776 Green St.
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:44:48 PM
Attachments: Letter to DPH.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: Youjeong Kim <ykimellis@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:42 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fw: 1776 Green St.
 

 

Hello,
 
In advance of the hearing set for tomorrow, please see the letter that I submitted to the DPH today
re:1776 Green Street.
 
Sincerely,
Youjeong Kim
 
----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Youjeong Kim <ykimellis@yahoo.com>
To: stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org <stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org>
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2020, 02:20:37 PM PST
Subject: 1776 Green St.
 

 

Dear Ms. Cushing,

 

 

I am writing to you regarding the “Eligible for Closure” status granted by the San Francisco
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Youjeong Kim, M.D. 
Spine Surgery 


Board Certified & Fellowship Trained  
in Orthopaedic Spine Surgery 


 
2100 Webster St. Suite 117 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
t. 415-775-1095 
f. 415-775-1085 
goldengatespine.com 


 


 
 


January 8, 2020 


 


 


Stephanie Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS 


Director of Environmental Health 


San Francisco Dept. of Public Health 


Environmental Health Services 


Local Oversight Program 


1390 Market Street, Suite 210 


San Francisco, CA  94102 


 


 


Re: 1776 Green St., San Francisco, CA 94123 


 


 


Dear Ms. Cushing, 


 


 


I am writing to you regarding the “Eligible for Closure” status granted by the San 


Francisco Department of Public Health Local Oversight Program for 1776 Green St., 


San Francisco, CA 94123. My family and I (with young children ages 6 and 8) live 


directly across from the property and as a physician and surgeon I am very concerned 


about the negative impact this may have on the health and wellbeing of not only my 


immediate family and children, but my community.  I request that you to revoke the 


“Eligible for Closure” status until further assessment and appropriate mitigation has been 


completed, and I also request a formal hearing regarding this matter.   


 


1776 Green Street is a highly contaminated site due to its prior use as an automotive 


repair shop for approximately 100 years, including many decades when environmental 


laws were non-existent.  I am certain that you are aware of the toxic levels of 


carcinogenic chemicals noted in the many soil and groundwater samples tested at this 


site.  


 


This site should not be eligible for closure, and I believe this may have been an oversight 


that this property is being converted to residential use. 


 







 


 
Youjeong Kim, M.D. 
Spine Surgery 


Board Certified & Fellowship Trained  
in Orthopaedic Spine Surgery 


 
2100 Webster St. Suite 117 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
t. 415-775-1095 
f. 415-775-1085 
goldengatespine.com 


 


• The San Francisco Planning Department has recommended that 1776 Green St. 


be converted from commercial use to residential use.  Furthermore, the proposed 


development project would require “up to approximately 15 feet of excavation 


below ground surface, resulting in approximately 1,400 cubic yards of soil 


disturbance.”  Again, this soil is highly contaminated, and its disturbance and 


excavation will pose a danger to those in close proximity. 


 


• The Case Closure Summary only recommends closure of the site for the “current 


land use,” which is listed as “commercial.”  It also clearly states that if the land 


use changes, then further corrective action may be required and that 


“development will require additional site assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan 


prior to development,” 


 


This site is close to several high traffic areas and thorough cleanup of the site to 


residential standards is critical to safeguard neighborhood residents and visitors, future 


residents of the 1776 Green Street, construction workers working on site, teachers and 


students at Sherman Elementary School, and visitors to Allyne Park and the Golden 


Gate Valley Branch Library.   


 


Given the proposed residential development of 1776 Green St. and the potential threat 


to the health of all those in close proximity, I strongly urge you to revoke the “Eligible for 


Closure” status until further assessment and appropriate mitigation has been completed. 


 


Thank you for your consideration. 


 


 


 


Youjeong Kim 


1775 Green Street 


San Francisco, CA 94123 


 







Department of Public Health Local Oversight Program for 1776 Green St., San Francisco,
CA 94123. My family and I (with young children ages 6 and 8) live directly across from the
property and as a physician and surgeon I am very concerned about the negative impact
this may have on the health and well being of not only my immediate family and children,
but my community.  I request that you to revoke the “Eligible for Closure” status until further
assessment and appropriate mitigation has been completed, and I also request a formal
hearing regarding this matter. 

 

1776 Green Street is a highly contaminated site due to its prior use as an automotive repair
shop for approximately 100 years, including many decades when environmental laws were
non-existent.  I am certain that you are aware of the toxic levels of carcinogenic chemicals
noted in the many soil and groundwater samples tested at this site.

 

This site should not be eligible for closure, and I believe this may have been an oversight in
that this property is being converted to residential use.

 

·         The San Francisco Planning Department has recommended that 1776 Green St. be
converted from commercial use to residential use.  Furthermore, the proposed development
project would require “up to approximately 15 feet of excavation below ground surface,
resulting in approximately 1,400 cubic yards of soil disturbance.”  Again, this soil is highly
contaminated, and its disturbance and excavation will pose a danger to those in close
proximity.

 

·         The Case Closure Summary only recommends closure of the site for the “current land
use,” which is listed as “commercial.”  It also clearly states that if the land use changes,
then further corrective action may be required and that “development will require additional
site assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan prior to development,”

 

This site is close to several high traffic areas and thorough cleanup of the site to residential
standards is critical to safeguard neighborhood residents and visitors, future residents of
the 1776 Green Street, construction workers working on site, teachers and students at
Sherman Elementary School, and visitors to Allyne Park and the Golden Gate Valley
Branch Library. 

 

Given the proposed residential development of 1776 Green St. and the potential threat to
the health of all those in close proximity, I strongly urge you to revoke the “Eligible for
Closure” status until further assessment and appropriate mitigation has been completed.

 

Thank you for your consideration.

 



 

 

Youjeong Kim

1775 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94123

 

 



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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2417 Green Street
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:40:49 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: Jessica MacGregor <macgregor.jessicabeth@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:06 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: David MacGregor <davemacgregor@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: 2417 Green Street
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
I write to correct two typos in my email.  References to "2417" in the final paragraph should have
been to "2421".
 
Thank you,
 
Jessica MacGregor
 
On Wed, Jan 8, 2020 at 2:36 PM Jessica MacGregor <macgregor.jessicabeth@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Commissioners:
 
 It was my intention to appear at the hearing tomorrow; however, I am unable to do so. 
Please accept this email in lieu of my appearance.
 
My husband and I live at 2460 Green Street, directly across from 2421 Green Street. We
write to urge the Commission to reject the Planning Department’s PMND and require the
issuance of an EIR.
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I appeared before the Board of Supervisors two years ago to ask that it find the CEQA
exemption issued for the proposed project at 2417 Green was in error.  The Board
unanimously so found.
 
In the intervening two years the historic significance and fragility of the Ernest Coxhead
home at 2417 has been acknowledged by both the Planning Department and the Developer. 
In this same period of time the Developer has racked up Notices of Violation –
demonstrating that he, like many developers who have drawn the Commission’s scrutiny,
has bargained that asking for forgiveness is more efficient than asking for permission.  And
the home has been left to deteriorate.  Against this backdrop, the Planning Department
proposes to permit commencement of construction, even though it is very likely to damage
this unique and irreplaceable historic landmark.  The conduct to date suggests it is not
advisable to simply trust the Developer will proceed carefully or cautiously or even that he
will follow the limitations of permits issued.  Given the historic nature of 2417 and its
unique features that make it extremely susceptible to irreparable harm, we urge the
Commission to reject the PMND and instead direct the issuance of an EIR.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
Jessica MacGregor
David MacGregor
2460 Green Street
SF, CA 94123



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support from California State Treasurer Fiona Ma for 313 Ivy Street
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:08:45 PM
Attachments: Nguey LOR-GVJ.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: angel <brokenspectacles@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support from California State Treasurer Fiona Ma for 313 Ivy Street
 

 

Please see attached.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



 
 


 


 


 
 


FIONA MA, CPA 
CALIFORNIA STATE TREASURER 


 


 
December 20, 2019  
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native, a native San Franciscan equity owned company working on 
opening two dispensaries in San Francisco. I have known two of the partners Nguey Lay and Angel Davis in 
several contests, most recently as owners of Fig &Thistle Wine Bar in Hayes Valley and Fig & Thistle Market 
located in mid-Market.  


 
Nguey and Angel care about their community and conduct business in an upstanding and respectable 


manner. Their partner Mike Hall, heads the youth tennis program at Ella Hill Hutch Community Center. Mike is a 
long time resident of Western Addition and has dedicated himself to making this city a better place through 
mentoring youth and giving them opportunities to express themselves through tennis.  
 


Nguey, Angel, and Mike have been given the opportunity to open the dispensaries through the Equity 
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis 
industry and to help create business opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. All three 
are native San Franciscans and have been friends for over 20 years. Together you have a group of people that 
have already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers 
alike by demonstrating personal dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  415 Native has 
the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have delivered.  
 


It is my opinion that the dispensaries 415 Native will open will be an asset to the community and I want 
to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and consumption. I believe 
there will be added value to the community if they are awarded the license that would allow them to open a 
cannabis retail dispensary and consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St and a dispensary in 
Hayes Valley. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like theirs 
to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
 
In Peace and Friendship, 
 


 
 
 
Fiona Ma, CPA 
Treasurer, State of California 
 
 
 


915 Capitol Mall, Suite 110, Sacramento, CA 95814 • TEL: 1-916-653-2995 • FAX: 1-916-653-3125  


WEBSITE: www.treasurer.ca.gov 







 
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: 2417 Green Street - SF Superior Court Case No. CGC-19-580677
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 3:08:15 PM
Attachments: 2019.11.19 CCC Sheet (endorsed).pdf

2019.11.19 Summons (endorsed).pdf
2019.11.08 Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate & Complaint for Dec & Injunctive Relief (endorsed).pdf
2019.11.08 Notice of Intent to Commence Writ of Mandate (endorsed).pdf
2019.11.22 Notice of Election to Prep AR (endorsed).pdf
2019.11.08 POS Summons SF Planning Commission.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: Julie Du <julie@zfplaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 2:26 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; Ryan Patterson
<ryan@zfplaw.com>; Sarah Hoffman <sarah@zfplaw.com>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
<Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: 2417 Green Street - SF Superior Court Case No. CGC-19-580677
 

 

Good afternoon President Melgar & Commissioners:
 
Please find attached a courtesy copy of the following documents:
 

1.  Civil Case Cover Sheet
2.  Summons
3.  Notice of Intent to Commence Writ of Mandate
4.  Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate & Complaint for Declaratory & Injunctive Relief
5.  Notice of Election to Prepare Administrative Record
6.  Proof of Service of Summons to Planning Commission on 11/8/19

 
 

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



































































































 


ELECTRONICALLY
F I L E D


Superior Court of California,
County of San Francisco


11/22/2019
Clerk of the Court


BY: RONNIE OTERO
Deputy Clerk
























Sincerely,
 
Julie Du
Administrative Assistant
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
www.zfplaw.com
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole
use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated,
nothing in this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
 

http://www.zfplaw.com/


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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission (updated case report)
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 2:06:07 PM
Attachments: 200107_SNF Case Report_Fisher_updated.pdf
Importance: High

Commissioners,
Attached is an updated case report for the Sustainable City Framework informational item on tomorrow’s
Agenda.
 
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: Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 1:39 PM
To: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Commission (updated case report)
Importance: High
 
Thank you Christine and Jonas,
I just found one inconsistency between the version I sent earlier and my presentation, so please use the attached.
 
Thank you Jonas!!
Lisa
 
Lisa Fisher
Senior Urban Planner, Resilience + Sustainability Lead
San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division
Direct: 415-575-8715
 

From: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 1:28 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa
(CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Commission (updated case report)
 
Hi Jonas – Please forward to the Planning Commission in advance of tomorrow’s hearing.
 
 
Thanks,

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAM 


HEARING DATE: JANUARY 9, 2020 
Date: updated January 7, 2020 


Case No.:  2019-023145CWP 


Project: Sustainable Neighborhood Program 


Staff Contact: Lisa Fisher, 415-575-8715, lisa.fisher@sfgov.org 


Reviewed by: Adam Varat, 415-558-6405, adam.varat@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: None – Informational 


BACKGROUND AND DRIVERS 
San Francisco has a strong history of initiating, strengthening, and implementing policies that support sus-
tainability. Today’s global climate crisis expands the need and scope of this work to help reduce global heat-
ing through greenhouse gas emissions reductions (mitigation) and protect the city and its people from the 
unavoidable impacts of climate change (adaptation). Although numerous City plans, policies, and regula-
tions support these and other environmental aims, they are distributed across multiple documents and City 
codes. This current regulatory reality can result in missed opportunities for projects to increase the effec-
tiveness, efficiency, and benefits of their investments to sustainability, resilience, climate—as well as sup-
port equity, affordability, housing, financing, and other current challenges. Likewise, it can be difficult for 
project sponsors and decision makers to understand the codependency of individual design and construc-
tion decisions with the attainment of larger citywide goals; e.g., the City’s commitment to achieve a net-
zero city by 2050, per the 2016 Paris Climate Accords. In today’s complex world, additions and evolutions 
to our built environment are either contributors to these needed solutions or costly future retrofits. 


Therefore, the Planning Department has been leading the development of a Sustainable Neighborhood  
Program and tool kit to provide a comprehensive approach to amplifying environmental performance, qual-
ity of life, and community co-benefits in any scale plan or project. The materials have evolved over the past 
four years in collaborations with partner agencies on our “eco-district” work (e.g., Central SoMa Area Plan, 
Mission Rock, etc.), build on the 2014 Sustainable Systems Framework, and incorporate global best prac-
tices. The Program has been particularly inspired by the opportunities and challenges presented in both 
the Department’s area planning and participation in the design, review, and approval processes associated 
with major development projects.  


  



http://www.sfplanning.org
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PROGRAM OVERVIEW 
The Sustainable Neighborhood Program is comprised of a high-level Vision Framework and three imple-
mentation elements/tools: program summary document, Roadmap (project worksheets), and an online 
guide (forthcoming). Together, they synthesize sustainability, climate, and resilience initiatives and regula-
tions across City agencies in order that public and private projects and investments in the built environment 
can more easily support these citywide priorities. 


Principles and Benefits 


The development of the Vision Framework and tools was guided by five key principles: (1) people-centered  
& compelling, (2) built on best practices, (3) effective & efficient, (4) compelling & easy-to-use, and (5) 
flexible/scalable.  


For project teams, City staff, community members, and the environment, the Sustainable Neighborhood 
Framework is designed to deliver the following benefits: 


• Provide a vision and set of priorities for sustainable development throughout the City; 


• Identify and leverage system-based approaches to regulatory compliance to exceed minimum stand-
ards, benefit other aims, and achieve net-positive results; while remaining cost neutral; 


• Help identify opportunities, constraints, best practices, and potential partnerships for success; 


• Advance equity and climate resilience through the thoughtful, integrated, and innovative pursuit of 
environmental sustainability regulations; and 


• Streamline (not adds to) inter-agency review by providing a consistent platform for iterative design 
and decision making with project sponsors around environmental sustainability topics. 


Contents and Organization 


As illustrated in Figure 1, the Sustainable Neighborhood Framework is centered on five clear goals for 
projects and neighborhoods to achieve through the pursuit of 15 targets/objectives. Each of the goals 
(and targets) aligns with a current City commitment or initiative: 


• Healthy Air (zero emissions, non-toxic, comfortable) 


• Renewable Energy (carbon-free, efficient, smart) 


• Robust Ecosystems (green, biodiverse, healthy) 


• Clean Water (high-quality, regenerative, flood-safe) 


• Zero Waste (responsible, reduced, recovered) 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Figure 1: Vision Framework 


The Framework also embeds three critical imperatives for projects to review, understand, and support to 
the fullest extent feasible through thoughtful strategy development and implementation: 


• Equity. Adopting more sustainable practices can help address health and prosperity disparities faced 
by communities of color and other vulnerable citizens. Sustainability strategies should be pursued 
with thoughtful procedural, structural, and distributional considerations and explicitly intend to  
benefit and not burden vulnerable populations.  


• Climate. Most sustainability strategies and actions for buildings, transportation, waste, and greening 
can be pursued in ways that also reduce carbon emissions, which in turn reduces global heating. Con-
versely, if not implemented thoughtfully, strategies seeking to benefit resilience/adaptation could in-
advertently increase emissions (e.g., natural gas HVAC systems for air conditioning. 


• Resilience. Resilient communities include people, buildings, and infrastructure that can withstand 
and recover from severe shocks and slower-to-accumulate stressors. As the effects of climate change 
are already here, investing in resilience today protects against current challenges (often while reduc-
ing energy and operational expenses) while reducing costly future repairs. 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Project Roadmap 


The Sustainable Neighborhood Roadmap is a set of five worksheets, one for each goal. Each table is  
organized around the three targets (a.k.a. objectives) relevant to that goal. As shown in Figure 2, the  
columns summarize core approaches or pathways through which the project can achieve the targets  
(e.g., horizontal infrastructure, vertical design, materials, etc.), key existing City requirements, priority 
enhancements the City urges the project to achieve (driven by existing citywide goals and policies and/ 
or known challenges in the project’s immediate vicinity), and recommended best-practice strategy  
directory. Given today’s quickly evolving technologies and products, the Roadmap is purposefully non-pre-
scriptive about how projects achieve the goals and targets—provided strategies are merely a starting place 
and innovation is strongly encouraged. 


Figure 2: Sustainable Neighborhood Worksheet (sample) 


PROCESS & PILOTS 
Neighborhood- or district-sized developments are an ideal scale for maximizing the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of environmental sustainability and climate resilience aims. To date, the Sustainable Neighborhood 
Framework and tools have been informed and tested in several major development projects and area plans. 
Throughout these processes, the Planning Department convened working sessions with City colleagues 
from SF Environment, the Mayor’s Office, SFPUC Water-Wastewater-Power, and the Office of Economic and 
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Workforce Development, as well as an initial set of non-government advocates and technical experts, to 
review and refine the contents and organization.  


Major Developments 


From 2015 to 2017, the Framework’s initial contents, layout, function, and value were informed by the 
City’s review of disparate sustainability plans and strategies from Mission Rock, Pier 70, and India Basin. 
In late 2017/early 2018, the Potrero Power Station and Balboa Reservoir projects were invited to pilot the 
Vision Framework and Roadmap drafts during their project reviews and entitlements. To start, both teams 
were provided an overview presentation and customized Roadmap that outlined the City’s requested pro-
ject enhancements. Since then, the development teams used the five worksheets to refine project-specific 
goals, draft the standards/guidelines (required) and considerations (recommendations) needed to achieve 
them, and provide feedback to Planning on the tools themselves. This work phase has been punctuated with 
City family review periods and iterative discussions to confirm final contents. For both projects, the sus-
tainability standards, guidelines, and considerations are distributed by topic throughout the design docu-
ment, with the Roadmap providing a sustainability compendium and strategy directory in the appendix. 


Area Plans 


Given its central location to transit and jobs, needed community benefits, and anticipated scale of invest-
ment, the Central SoMa Plan process envisioned the neighborhood as an “eco-district”—where environ-
mental performance and quality of life are enhanced throughout the plan area. The detailed Environmental 
Sustainability and Resilience chapter was developed and organized in a manner to test and inform a generic 
citywide Sustainable Neighborhood Framework. This two-year process engaged relevant permitting and 
regulatory agencies to co-craft best-practice policies that support agency initiatives and spur innovative 
solutions that can be replicated throughout the city. More recently, the Department is taking a closer look 
at the Hub, the area around Market/Van Ness/Mission/South Van Ness envisioned as a high-density resi-
dential neighborhood, to increase the amount of housing and affordable housing near transit. In part at the 
Commission’s urging, this process created an occasion to consider policy revisions and additions to the 
larger Market and Octavia Area Plan that will help ensure future development supports a more sustainable 
and resilience neighborhood. Staff used the Sustainable Neighborhood Framework and Roadmap to iden-
tify key opportunities throughout the Plan’s topic areas, added a new policy section, and created a one-page 
summary table that illustrates the Plan’s proposed approach to achieving the Framework’s five goals. 


NEXT STEPS 
Planning Department staff look forward to hearing discussion and suggestions from the Planning Commis-
sion. Over the next months, we will finish the Potrero Power Station and Balboa Reservoir pilots; conduct 
stakeholder workshops with designers, developers, and environmental groups; refine the Framework and 
Roadmap, and evolve the static tools into dynamic online formats. After outreach and refinement, we will 
bring a Draft resolution for action to the Planning Commission in Summer 2020. 


REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
None – informational 


RECOMMENDATION: INFORMATIONAL 


Attachments:  none 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Christine
 

From: Silva, Christine (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2020 1:26 PM
To: Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <Lisa.Fisher@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Commission (updated case report)
 
Hi Lisa,
 
We can’t modify the online version at this time as it has to remain the same as the printed version
we sent the commissioners last week. Instead, we can share with the commissioners electronically
via email and I’d recommend you identify any big changes during your presentation.
 
 
Christine
 

From: Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2020 1:07 PM
To: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Commission (updated case report)
 
Hello, Not sure if you saw the below email yesterday, but attached is the updated case report PDF. Please let me
know if I should bring print-outs tomorrow for the Commissioners.
 
thanks
 
Lisa Fisher
Senior Urban Planner, Resilience + Sustainability Lead
San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division
Direct: 415-575-8715
 

From: Fisher, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 5:09 PM
To: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Commission timing for Thursday?
 
Thank you.
 
In other news, we have revised the case report with some new info that’s come in since end of Dec – should I
bring printed copies to the hearing or it just gets sent to the Commissioners electronically? Ideally, we would like
this version to be the one used in the final online public record.
 
Thanks for your advice,
Lisa
 
Lisa Fisher
Senior Urban Planner, Resilience + Sustainability Lead
San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division
Direct: 415-575-8715

mailto:Lisa.Fisher@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.fisher@sfgov.org
mailto:christine.silva@sfgov.org
mailto:chanbory.son@sfgov.org
mailto:christine.silva@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org


 

From: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:58 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Commission timing for Thursday?
 
Hi Lisa – Unfortunately, timing all depends on the amount of public comment items receive so we
aren’t able to give good estimates.
 
 
Christine
 

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 7, 2020 12:54 PM
To: Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>; Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Commission timing for Thursday?
 
We don’t know either.
 
Thank you,
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6926 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
 

From: Fisher, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.fisher@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:00 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Silva, Christine (CPC)
<christine.silva@sfgov.org>
Subject: Commission timing for Thursday?
 
Hi,
I’ve had several people ask me when I think my item (#11) will go on this Thursday – I know it’s a guess, but
maybe you have a better sense than me?
https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/agendas/2020-01/20200109_cal.pdf
 
Thanks for any insights,
Lisa
 
 
Lisa Fisher, LEED AP
Senior Urban Planner, Resilience + Sustainability Lead
San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-8715 | Fax: 415-558-6409
lisa.fisher@sfgov.org | www.sf-planning.org
 
 

mailto:christine.silva@sfgov.org
mailto:chanbory.son@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.fisher@sfgov.org
mailto:chanbory.son@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.fisher@sfgov.org
mailto:christine.silva@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
mailto:lisa.fisher@sfgov.org
mailto:chanbory.son@sfgov.org
mailto:christine.silva@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/agendas/2020-01/20200109_cal.pdf
mailto:lisa.fisher@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Kathrin Moore; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Parcel F: Shadow Analysis + Related Material
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 1:08:41 PM
Attachments: Parcel F Final Shadow Analysis_101918 (ID 1040859)_reduced size.pdf

Motion No. 18717.pdf
091919 Parcel F Shadow Resolution.pdf
Transbay Parcel F Shadow Impact Staff Report FINAL.pdf
2012 TDCP.pdf

Commissioner Moore,
After receiving your phone message, I am forwarding you, and the Commission, the requested shadow
information.
 
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: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:59 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Parcel F: Shadow Analysis + Related Material
 
Hi Jonas:
 
Attached, please find:

The shadow analysis for Parcel F (performed by Fastcast)
CPC Motion No. 18717 (2012 Planning Commission Motion authorizing increase of ACLs for 7
parks identified by TCDP)
RPC Resolution No. 1210-001 (2012 Rec and Park Commission authorizing increase of ACLs for
7 parks identified by TCDP)
RPC Resolution No. 1919-016 (2019 Rec and Park Commission recommending to CPC no
adverse use to either of the two subject RPD properties)
RPC Staff Packet (2019 Rec and Park Commission hearing packet)

 
If there is any additional information I can provide, please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA
Senior Planner | Northeast Team | Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9167 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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mailto:sue.diamond@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:mooreurban@aol.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/



 







 







Transbay Parcel F Project i  
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report  October, 2018 


 


Table of Contents 
1	 Introduction ............................................................................................................................................. 3	


2	 Project Description .................................................................................................................................. 3	


2.1	 Site Description and Present Use ..................................................................................................... 3	


2.2	 Project Description ........................................................................................................................... 3	


2.3	 Project Vicinity ................................................................................................................................ 4	


3	 Cumulative Projects ................................................................................................................................ 5	


4	 Potentially Affected Parks ...................................................................................................................... 6	


4.1	 Parks Subject to Section 295 ............................................................................................................ 6	


4.1.1	 Union Square Plaza ................................................................................................................... 8	


4.1.2	 Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground ..................................................................................... 8	


4.1.3	 Saint Mary’s Square .................................................................................................................. 8	


4.1.4	 Portsmouth Square .................................................................................................................... 8	


4.1.5	 Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park .............................................................................................. 8	


4.1.6	 Guy Place .................................................................................................................................. 9	


4.1.7	 Embarcadero Plaza (Justin Herman Plaza) ............................................................................... 9	


4.1.8	 Sue Bierman Park ..................................................................................................................... 9	


4.1.9	 Woh Hei Yuen Playground ....................................................................................................... 9	


4.2	 Other Open Spaces under Public Jurisdiction .................................................................................. 9	


4.2.1	 Rincon Park ............................................................................................................................... 9	


4.2.2	 Jessie Square ........................................................................................................................... 10	


4.2.3	 Salesforce Park ........................................................................................................................ 10	


4.3	 Future Parks ................................................................................................................................... 10	


4.3.1	 Transbay Park ......................................................................................................................... 11	


4.3.2	 Oscar Park ............................................................................................................................... 12	


4.3.3	 2nd & Howard Plaza ................................................................................................................ 13	


4.3.4	 Mission Square........................................................................................................................ 14	


4.4	 Privately Owned, Publicly Accessible Open Spaces ..................................................................... 15	


4.5	 SFUSD Schools ............................................................................................................................. 17	


4.5.1	 Gordon J. Lau Elementary School .......................................................................................... 17	


4.5.2	 Commodore Stockton, Early Education School ..................................................................... 17	







Transbay Parcel F Project ii  
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report  October, 2018 


4.5.3	 Bessie Carmichael Middle School .......................................................................................... 18	


4.5.4	 Bessie Carmichael Elementary School ................................................................................... 18	


4.5.5	 Tenderloin Elementary School ............................................................................................... 18	


5	 Regulatory Setting ................................................................................................................................ 18	


5.1	 Planning Code Section 295 ............................................................................................................ 18	


5.2	 California Environmental Quality Act ........................................................................................... 19	


6	 Shadow Analysis Methodology ............................................................................................................ 20	


6.1	 Overview ........................................................................................................................................ 20	


6.2	 Quantitative Analysis ..................................................................................................................... 20	


6.3	 Qualitative Analysis ....................................................................................................................... 21	


7	 Evaluation of Shadow Impacts ............................................................................................................. 21	


7.1	 Parks Subject to Section 295 .......................................................................................................... 21	


7.1.1	 Union Square Plaza ................................................................................................................. 21	


7.1.2	 Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground ................................................................................... 25	


7.1.3	 Saint Mary’s Square ................................................................................................................ 29	


7.1.4	 Portsmouth Square .................................................................................................................. 30	


7.1.5	 Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park ............................................................................................ 31	


7.1.6	 Guy Place ................................................................................................................................ 32	


7.1.7	 Embarcadero Plaza (Justin Herman Plaza) ............................................................................. 33	


7.1.8	 Sue Bierman Park ................................................................................................................... 34	


7.1.9	 Woh Hei Yuen Playground ..................................................................................................... 36	


7.2	 Other Open Spaces Under Public Agency Jurisdiction ................................................................. 37	


7.2.1	 Rincon Park ............................................................................................................................. 37	


7.2.2	 Jessie Square ........................................................................................................................... 41	


7.2.3	 Salesforce Park ........................................................................................................................ 42	


7.3	 Future Parks ................................................................................................................................... 46	


7.3.1	 Transbay Park ......................................................................................................................... 46	


7.3.2	 Oscar Park ............................................................................................................................... 46	


7.3.3	 2nd & Howard Plaza ................................................................................................................ 46	


7.3.4	 Mission Square........................................................................................................................ 46	


7.4	 POPOS ........................................................................................................................................... 46	


7.5	 SFUSD Schools ............................................................................................................................. 48	


7.5.1	 Gordon J. Lau Elementary School .......................................................................................... 49	







Transbay Parcel F Project iii  
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report  October, 2018 


7.5.2	 Commodore Stockton, Early Education School ..................................................................... 49	


8	 Project Height with Zero Net New Shadow on Parks Subject to Section 295 ..................................... 51	


9	 Public Good & Outreach ....................................................................................................................... 52	


 







1 
Transbay Parcel F Project 
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report  October, 2018 


 


Executive Summary	


FASTCAST conducted a review of the potential shadow effects that would be generated by the proposed 
Transbay Parcel F project (proposed project), located at 542-550 Howard Street, on the parks and open 
spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, per San Francisco Planning Code 
Section 295 (Section 295) and other public open spaces for the purposes of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) review. FASTCAST also carried out a review of potential shadow effects on 
privately owned public spaces (POPOS) to fulfill requirements under CEQA. 


FASTCAST’s analysis found that the proposed project would cast minor new shadow on Union Square 
Plaza, Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground, Rincon Park, and significant new shadow to Salesforce 
Park. 


The proposed project would cast shadow on Union Square Plaza during late August –early September 
(late March –early April mirrored1) no later than 8:15 a.m. and for 30 minutes at its longest duration, 
which is within the Transit Center District Plan allotted shadow limit. New shadow cast during this time 
would impact the northwestern portion of Union Square Plaza, which is made up primarily of open space 
(stairs), and portable seating, including tables, chairs, and umbrellas. As documented in Transit Center 
District Plan Final Environmental Impact Report and the technical shadow report for 50 First Street 
project, the remaining shadow budget for Union Square Plaza for the Transit Center parcels is 0.143 
percent. Therefore, remaining shadow budget for Union Square Plaza after implementation of the 
proposed project would be 0.113 percent. 


The proposed project would cast shadow on Willy “Woo Woo” Wong Playground between mid-
November and late January (mirror date) no later than 8:30 a.m., for 15 minutes at its longest duration, 
which is within the Transit Center District Plan allotted shadow limit. New shadow cast during this time 
would briefly impact a portion of the north-western side of the tennis courts. FASTCAST performed 
visual observation of this potential impact and observed sunlight passing between 101 Montgomery Street 
and 575 Market Street. Photo documentation is included in section 7.1.2 of this document. The proposed 
project would block this sunlight. As documented in the Transit Center District Plan Final EIR, the 
shadow budget for Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground is 0.03 percent. The proposed project, as 
currently described, would reduce this number to approximately 0.02 percent. 


The proposed project would cast new shadow on Rincon Park in the afternoon, between October 11 and 
December 13 and between December 27 and March 1, from 3:15 p.m. to no later than 5:15 p.m. During 
these periods, shadow cast by the proposed project would cover a small portion at the northern border of 
the park that has trees and planters. 


 


                                                        


1All mirrored dates are represented by italicized text. Mirror dates represent the corresponding calendar day based on the solar 
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The proposed projected would cast new shadow on Salesforce Park throughout the entire year beginning 
at its earliest time of approximately 6:52 a.m. in the morning, and lasting no later than 7:00 p.m. in the 
evening. On its longest day, new shadow cast by the project would last for approximately 10 hours and 30 
minutes. The shadow cast throughout the day would affect different portions of the park depending on 
time of day and year.  
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1 Introduction 
FASTCAST conducted a review of the potential project shadow effects that would be generated by the 
proposed construction of the Transbay Parcel F project (proposed project) on the parks and open spaces 
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, per Section 295, and other public open 
spaces for the purposes of the CEQA review. FASTCAST also carried out a review of potential shadow 
effects on privately owned public spaces (POPOS) to fulfill requirements under CEQA. 


This technical report presents the results of the shadow analysis and includes figures that detail the extent 
of the maximum shading that would result from the proposed project on the affected open spaces. A full 
set of shadow projections on the hour from one hour after sunrise to one hour before sunset and 
quantitative shadow impacts is included in Exhibit C.1. 


In discussing the shadow impacts of the proposed project, FASTCAST does not present any conclusions 
regarding the significance of shadow impacts. It is the San Francisco Planning Commission, with input 
from the Recreation and Parks Department as well as the general public, that makes determinations of 
significance based upon the information contained within this report. 


2 Project Description 


2.1 Site Description and Present Use 
The approximately 31,980-square-foot project site located in the Financial District neighborhood of San 
Francisco to the north side of Howard Street mid-block between First and Second Street is adjacent to the 
Salesforce Transit Center and the new suspension bridge for the Bus Ramp connecting the Salesforce 
Transit Center to the Bay Bridge. The irregularly shaped project site is located on Lots 016, 135, 136, and 
138 of Assessor’s Block 3721, within the Transit Center District Plan area. The project site is currently 
vacant and utilized as a staging area for the construction of the Transbay Transit Center. A below grade 
train box associated with the Transbay Transit Center is located beneath a portion of the site. 


2.2 Project Description 
The proposed project would develop the project site with a 62-story, approximately 944,800 gross square 
feet (gsf), mixed-use high-rise tower that would have a height of 750 feet and 800 feet to the top of the 
rooftop mechanical features. The proposed project would include approximately 238,700 gsf of hotel uses 
(189 guest rooms), 434,100 gsf of residential uses (165 units), 274,000 gsf of office uses, 8,900 square 
feet (sf) of retail space, and 14,900 sf of open space. Figure 1 shows the rendering of the proposed 
project. Figure 2 shows the elevation of the proposed project.  


The ground floor of the proposed project would include the residential, hotel, and office lobbies, and 
retail spaces. Hotel amenities would be provided on floors 2 through 7 with two mechanical floors located 
on floors 4 and 32. The hotel guest rooms would occupy floors 8 through 16, the office space would 
occupy floors 17 through 31, and the 165 residential units would occupy floors 33 through 61. Additional 
retail space and open space with a pedestrian bridge connection to the Transbay Transit Center’s rooftop 
park would be provided on the fifth floor. A 9-foot-wide public passageway along the western portion of 
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the project site would provide pedestrian access between Natoma Street and Howard Street and a public 
elevator at the northeast corner of the project’s tower would provide public access to the pedestrian 
bridge. One-time revenues to be generated through development impact fees are estimated to amount to 
approximately $47 million.2 These revenues would fund a variety of community benefits, including 
transportation improvements, parks and open space, and childcare. In addition, the proposed project 
would participate in San Francisco’s 1% for the arts’ program, thereby further supporting community 
access to public art. 


 
Figure 1. Rendering of Proposed Project 


2.3 Project Vicinity  


The project site, located in the Financial District within the Transit Center District Plan, is surrounded by 
commercial, residential, entertainment, and institutional uses. Several new high-rise buildings are planned 
and or are currently under construction in the project vicinity. Directly north of the project site is the 
Transit Center, a five-level building with a 5.4-acre public rooftop park. A parking lot is located east of 
the project site. However, a residential 495-foot tower (524 Howard Street) planned for this parcel has 
been approved. A three-story building is located south of the project site. This building is planned to be 
replaced with a 36-story mixed-use residential and hotel development project (555 Howard Street), which 
has also been approved. 


                                                        


2	Source: Sponsor Estimates, “Fiscal and Community Benefits Analysis for Parcel F” – Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.	
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3 Cumulative Projects  
Cumulative projects analyzed for potential shadow impacts are reasonably foreseeable projects at least 40 
feet tall, which could cast shadow on open spaces within the project vicinity. These cumulative projects 
are presented in Table 1 and Figure 3, below. 


 


 
Figure 2. Height Diagram of the Proposed Project 
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Table 1 – Cumulative Projects 
Project Names1 


95 Hawthorne Street  524 Howard Street  
120 Hawthorne 525 Harrison Street 
126 Hawthorne 390 First Street 
633 Folsom Street 325 Fremont Street 
655 Folsom Street Transbay Block 4 
667 Folsom Street  Transbay Block 2 
555 Howard Street  
Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2017. 


 
Figure 3. Rendering of Cumulative Projects 


4 Potentially Affected Parks 
This section describes existing, planned, and approved public open spaces that would be affected by the 
proposed project. Public open spaces are classified into one of four categories: parks subject to Section 
295; other open spaces under public jurisdiction; future parks; and privately owned, publicly accessible 
open spaces (POPOS).  


4.1 Parks Subject to Section 295 
A shadow fan analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential for shadow of the proposed project to 
reach various parks in the project area. The shadow fan analysis accounts for topography and the presence 
of existing buildings that can block the project shadow, but it does not account for shadows cast by 
existing buildings that could mask the project shadow. Figure 4 shows the shadow fan that would result 
from the proposed project. The public open spaces subject to Section 295 found within the shadow fan of 
the proposed project are described below.
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Figure 4. Shadow Fan Resulting from the Proposed Project
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4.1.1 Union Square Plaza 


Union Square Plaza is located approximately 0.50 mile west of the project site. Union Square Plaza is an 
approximately 2.42-acre (105,516-square feet) public plaza located in downtown San Francisco. It covers 
an entire block and is bound by Post Street to the north, Stockton Street to the east, Geary Street to the 
south and Powell Street to the west. Union Square Plaza contains landscaped areas, walkways, and areas 
for active and passive uses. At the center of Union Square Plaza stands the Dewey Monument. During the 
year, Union Square Plaza serves as the site of many public concerts and events, art shows, impromptu 
protests, and private parties, as well as the winter ice rink and annual Christmas tree and Menorah 
lighting. 


4.1.2 Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 


Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground is located approximately 0.62 mile northwest of the project site. 
Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground is approximately 0.61-acre (26,563 square feet) inner-city park, 
located in the Chinatown neighborhood of San Francisco. The park is built into the side of a hill, and 
nestled in between high-rises, bounded by Clay Street to the north, Waverly Place to the east, Sacramento 
Street to the south, and Stockton Street to the west. The park contains two sand-floor playgrounds, and 
basketball, tennis and volleyball courts. It also includes a recreational center that hosts afterschool 
programs and indoor gym and ping-pong tables. 


4.1.3 Saint Mary’s Square 


Saint Mary’s Square is located approximately 0.48 mile northwest of the project site. Saint Mary’s Square 
is an approximately 1.1-acre (48,359 square feet) park located atop the City-owned Saint Mary’s Square 
Garage− a public parking garage. The park has walkways, seating, landscaping, a playground, and swing 
sets. A building on the south side of the park houses restrooms and elevator access to Saint Mary’s Square 
Garage. Vehicular access to the parking garage is available on Pine Street, Kearny Street, and California 
Street.   


4.1.4 Portsmouth Square 


Portsmouth Square is located approximately 0.60 mile northwest of the project site. Portsmouth Square is 
an approximately 1.3-acre (56,186 square feet) park located atop the City-owned Portsmouth Square 
Garage. The terraced park includes a plaza, seating and landscaped areas, and playgrounds. Buildings in 
the park house a community room, restrooms, and elevators to the Portsmouth Square Garage. A bridge 
over Kearny Street connects Portsmouth Square to the Chinese Cultural Center in the second story of the 
Hilton Financial District Hotel located at 750 Kearny Street. Portsmouth Square is surrounded by a wide 
variety of commercial properties to the north, south, east and west. 


4.1.5 Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park 


Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park (Boeddeker Park) is a 0.97-acre (42,197 square feet) gated public park, 
located approximately 0.8 mile west of the project site within the Tenderloin neighborhood of San 
Francisco. It is the largest open space in the Tenderloin and is bound by Ellis Street to the north, Eddy 
Street to the south, and Jones Street to the west. Directly to the east of the park is Windsor Hotel, and a 
residential building. Boeddeker Park includes a green space and recreational facilities, featuring a 







9 
Transbay Parcel F Project 
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report October, 2018 


basketball court, clubhouse/activity room, kitchen, playground, restrooms, lawn and plazas for 
community gatherings and a garden. 


4.1.6 Guy Place  


Guy Place is located approximately 0.19 mile northwest of the project site. The park is designed for 
passive uses. The sloped terrain of Guy Place is raised with engineered retaining walls to create a level 
site. The three outdoor “rooms” that compose the park space, contain bench seating areas, and are framed 
with a variety of ornamental plants 


4.1.7 Embarcadero Plaza (Justin Herman Plaza) 


Embarcadero Plaza (Justin Herman Plaza) is located approximately 0.53 mile northeast of the project site 
in San Francisco’s Financial District at the end of Market Street, and across from the Ferry Building. 
During the winter holidays, the Plaza hosts a skating rink. The plaza has a built-in stage for events. 


4.1.8 Sue Bierman Park 


Sue Bierman Park (East and West) is located approximately 0.58 mile north of the project site. The 5.3 
acres of land that currently make up Sue Bierman Park (formerly Ferry Park) previously served as on-
ramps and off-ramps for the Embarcadero Freeway, which was demolished after being damaged by the 
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. After a conceptual design was developed through a thorough community 
process to create a park space that better served the recreational needs of the surrounding residents, the 
park was renovated in 2011. 


4.1.9 Woh Hei Yuen Playground 


Woh Hei Yuen Playground is located approximately 0.89 mile north west of the project site. The 
playground includes a multi-story recreation building, an arched gateway, a tai-chi court, a wooden 
bridge, a pagoda, a play area, and an ornate floor medallion in the center of the courtyard. 


4.2 Other Open Spaces under Public Jurisdiction 
This section describes the parks that are not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department 
and are therefore not subject to Section 295 of the Planning Code. However, these parks are evaluated for 
potential impacts under CEQA. 


4.2.1 Rincon Park 


Rincon Park is located approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the project site. Rincon Park is a 2-acre 
waterfront park, located on The Embarcadero between Howard and Harrison streets. It is located on land 
leased from the Port of San Francisco and developed by Gap Inc. in conjunction with the construction of 
its headquarters office building. The park contains a large sculpture called Cupid's Span for which GPS 
Management Services (GPS), an affiliate of GAP Inc., provides funding for maintenance and repair of the 
sculpture for 65 years (beginning in 2001). Rincon Park overlooks San Francisco Bay and the Bay 
Bridge.  It is adjacent to the Bay Trail and includes groomed patches of grass and landscaped areas along 
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a paved promenade area. It is used by visitors, city residents and workers throughout the day and evening 
hours.  Two restaurants are located on the south end of Rincon Park. Rincon Park is open 24 hours a day.  


4.2.2 Jessie Square 


Jessie Square is located approximately 0.3 mile slightly southwest of the project site. Jessie Square is an 
approximately 0.78-acre (29,808 square feet) plaza that was constructed in 2008. The plaza is bordered by 
St. Patrick’s Church on the west, the Contemporary Jewish Museum on the north, Mission Street on the 
south, and Yerba Buena Center/Gardens on the east. The plaza is used for passive recreation. There is a 
water feature near the central portion of the plaza. Seating areas with sun shades are located at the 
northeast corner of the plaza in front of the Contemporary Jewish Museum. Uncovered seating areas are 
located around the water feature and near the southern perimeter of the plaza. Most of the plaza is paved, 
but there is landscaping in the southern portion of the plaza and around the water features. Residents, 
shoppers, tourists, and workers use the park as an outdoor lunch destination and a mid-block pedestrian 
crossing. 


4.2.3 Salesforce Park 


Salesforce Park is located atop the Transit Center, less than 100 feet from the project site. The park is 
adjacent to the project site to the north across Natoma Street. Salesforce Park is under the jurisdiction of 
the Transbay Joint Powers Authority. The 5.4-acre rooftop park is 1,400-foot long and includes an 
amphitheater, a children play space, a café, a restaurant, and open grass areas. Figure 5 below presents 
the layout of the Salesforce Park. 


Figure 5. Layout of the Salesforce Park 


4.3 Future Parks 
This section describes the future parks that would be affected by the proposed project. The location of 
these parks is shown on Figure 6 below. 
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Figure 6. Rendering of Future Parks 


4.3.1 Transbay Park 


After the new Transit Center opens, a portion of the Temporary Terminal site, located 0.2 miles east of 
the project site, will be transformed into a new public park. The future Transbay Park will be on San 
Francisco Block 3739 bounded to the north by Howard Street, to the south by Folsom Street, to the west 
by Beale Street, and to the east by Main Street. The layout of the future Transbay Park is presented on 
Figure 7. 
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Figure 7. Transbay Park Schematic Rendering 


4.3.2 Oscar Park 


The future park will be located approximately 100 feet southeast of the project site, under Fremont Street 
Offramp, primarily along Clementina Street, with portions bordering Howard, Tehama, and Folsom 
streets (see Figure 8). The future Oscar Park centered on Oscar Alley, will occupy the western portions of 
State owned parcels on San Francisco Block 3736 Lots 7, 89 and 18. 
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Figure 8. Future Oscar Park Schematic Design3 


4.3.3 2nd & Howard Plaza 


The future park at 2nd and Howard streets will be located approximately 250 feet southwest of the project 
site. The future park will include areas for passive recreational use and landscape. The layout of the future 
2nd and Howard Plaza is presented on Figure 9. 


3	City and County of San Francisco, 2012. Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. Oscar Park Draft 
Conceptual Design. http://transbaycenter.org/uploads/2012/09/Item12_Oscar-Park-Presentation-9-13-12.pdf. Accessed July 15, 
2018. 
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Figure 9. 2nd & Howard Plaza 


4.3.4 Mission Square 


The future Mission Square will be located approximately 950 feet northeast of the project site, on Block 
3720 State Lot 9, on the corner of Mission and Fremont streets, adjacent to the Salesforce Tower (see 
Figure 10). The future Mission Square will have outdoor tables and trees and will serve as the main 
entrance to the Transbay Transit Center and the rooftop Salesforce Park. 
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Figure 10. Mission Square Rendering 


4.4 Privately Owned, Publicly Accessible Open Spaces 
Privately Owned, Publicly Accessible Open Spaces (POPOS) are not subject to Section 295 controls and 
are not operated or managed by public agencies. However, these parks are subject to Sections 147 and 
260(b)(1)(M), and thus they are evaluated for potential impacts under CEQA. As shown on Figure 11, 32 
POPOS were identified within the shadow fan of the proposed project. 







16
Transbay Parcel F Project
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report October, 2018


Figure 11. POPOS and Future Parks under Cumulative Conditions
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4.5 SFUSD Schools 
4.5.1 Gordon J. Lau Elementary School 


Gordon J. Lau Elementary School is located approximately 3,970 feet northwest of the project site, on 
Block 0211 State Lot 007, between Clay and Washington Streets. (see Figure 12) The school is a 0.17-
acre (7,435 square feet) public Pre-Kindergarten to Grade 5 school located in the Chinatown 
neighborhood of San Francisco. It covers half a block and is bound by Washington Street to the north, 
Clay Street to the south, and various other buildings to the east and west, including churches and 
residential buildings. The school playground includes basketball courts, foursquare, and additional 
recreation facilities. 


Figure 12. Gordon Lau Elementary Satellite Image 


4.5.2 Commodore Stockton, Early Education School 


Commodore Stockton, Early Education School is located approximately 4,262 feet northwest of the 
project site, on Block 0192 State Lot 006, between Washington and Jackson Streets. (see Figure 13) 
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Figure 13. Commodore Stockton, Early Education School Satellite Image 


4.5.3 Bessie Carmichael Middle School 


Bessie Carmichael Middle School is located approximately 2,701 feet southwest of the project site, on 
Block 3752 State Lot 012, between Harrison and Clara Streets. 


4.5.4 Bessie Carmichael Elementary School 


Bessie Carmichael Elementary School is located approximately 4,765 feet south west of the project site, 
on Block 3754 State Lot 064, between Harrison and Folsom Streets. 


4.5.5 Tenderloin Elementary School 


Tenderloin Elementary School is located approximately 1.26 miles west of the project site, on Block 0763 
State Lot 001, 010, 011, 012, 013, 014, 015, between Turk and Elm Streets. 


 


 


5 Regulatory Setting 


5.1 Planning Code Section 295 
Planning Code Section 295 was adopted in 1985 in response to voter-approved Proposition K, which 
requires Planning Commission disapproval of any structure greater than 40 feet in height that casts a 
shadow on property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, unless the Planning 
Commission, with input from the general manager of the Recreation and Parks Department and its 
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commission, finds the shadow would not be significant. To implement Section 295, the Planning 
Commission and Recreation and Park Commission in 1989 jointly adopted a memorandum establishing 
criteria for evaluating shadow impacts as well as Absolute Cumulative Limits (“ACLs”) for certain parks. 
ACLs are “shadow” budgets that establish quantitative limits for additional shadows expressed as a 
percentage of Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight (“TAAS”) on a park with no adjacent structures 
present. To date, ACL standards have been established for fourteen downtown parks. 


The 1989 Memorandum sets forth qualitative criteria to determine when a shadow would be significant as 
well as information on how to quantitatively measure shadow impacts. Qualitatively, shadow impacts are 
evaluated based on (1) existing shadow profiles, (2) important times of day, (3) important seasons in the 
year, (4) location of the new shadow, (5) size and duration of new shadows, and (6) the public good 
served by buildings casting a new shadow. Quantitatively, new shadows are to be measured by the 
additional annual amount of shadow square foot hours (sfh) as a percent of TAAS. 


Where an ACL has not been adopted for a park, the Planning Commission’s decision on whether a 
structure has a significant impact on property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Department is based on a review of qualitative and quantitative factors. Where an ACL has been adopted 
for a park, the Planning Commission must, upon recommendation of the General Manager of the 
Recreation and Park Department and in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, adopt a 
resolution raising the ACL for additional shadow on the park. A determination to raise an ACL for a park 
is also based on qualitative factors and whether the additional shadow cast would have an adverse impact 
on the park. 


In establishing the ACLs for the downtown parks, the Commissions generally relied upon the following 
guidelines: for smaller parks (of less than two acres) on which more than 20 percent of the potential 
theoretically available annual sunlight (T.A.A.S) was in shadow under then-existing conditions, no 
additional shadow was to be permitted. (This standard was applied to nine downtown parks.) No 
guideline was provided for parks of less than two acres that have less than 20 percent existing shadow. 
For larger parks (of two acres or more) with between 20 percent and 40 percent existing shadow, the ACL 
was to be set at 0.1 percent, or an addition of 0.1 percent shadow coverage would be permitted beyond 
existing conditions. For larger parks shadowed less than 20 percent of the time, an additional 1.0 percent 
new shadow was to be permitted. 


5.2 California Environmental Quality Act  
A project that adds new shadow to sidewalks or a public open space or exceeds the ACL on a Section 295 
park does not necessarily result in a significant impact under CEQA. The shadow impact analysis under 
CEQA examines whether a project would “create shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor 
recreation facilities or other public areas.” 
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6 Shadow Analysis Methodology 


6.1 Overview 
A shadow modeling study was completed by FASTCAST using a 3D computer model of the proposed 
project, existing and proposed parks, and the existing urban environment to simulate and calculate levels 
of shading. The model calculated both existing and proposed amounts of shading, from one hour after 
sunrise to one hour before sunset, on the three affected parks, Union Square, Willie “Woo Woo” Wong 
Playground, and Rincon Park. During these times, analyses were performed at 15-minute intervals, every 
7 days, from June 21st through December 20th. This half-year is referred to as “solar year” in this 
analysis.  The sun angles during the “other” side of the calendar year, (December 21st through June 20th), 
mirror the solar year sun angles. Since the angles are mirrored, an analysis of the remaining time period is 
not conducted and, instead, a multiplier is used to put the sample results into calendar year units. Using a 
multiplier does not change the percentages.   


6.2 Quantitative Analysis 
Quantitative analysis describes the potential impact of the proposed project in regard to the Total 
Available Annual Sunlight (TAAS) of a park. TAAS, which represents the sunlight available at the park 
in the absence of any structures that cast shadow upon it, is established jointly by the Planning 
Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission and is expressed in square-foot-hours (sfh). The 
difference between the current level of shading and the level of shading that would be present with the 
addition of the proposed project yielded the total annual increase in square-foot-hours. This increase was 
then taken as a percentage of the TAAS (in sfh) in the park to determine whether the new shadow created 
by the proposed project fell within the allowable limits. The quantitative shadow estimate was compared 
with the quantitative limit for each park as described above for “smaller parks” under Section 295. 


To quantitatively evaluate shadow impacts, shadow quantities on the six parks subject to Section 295 as 
well as Rincon Park were calculated for the following scenarios: 


Existing Conditions - The shadow cast on the park by the existing buildings, not including the proposed 
project. This establishes a baseline against which the impact of additional projects can be analyzed. 
Figure 14 shows the buildings considered in the existing conditions. In addition to existing buildings, this 
scenario includes buildings that are either approved or under constructions. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions - The additional shadow that would be cast on the park by the 
proposed project given the existing conditions. 


Cumulative Conditions - The total shadow coverage on the park cast by the existing buildings, 
foreseeable projects, and the proposed project. 


In describing these scenarios, it is important to note that the casting of shadows within urban areas is a 
complex phenomenon and that scenarios such as project plus existing conditions do not represent simply 
the addition of shadow coverage, but the interaction between different buildings as they affect the sunlight 
cast on a park. 
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Figure 14. Rendering of the Existing Conditions (Baseline) Scenario 


6.3 Qualitative Analysis 
Qualitative Analysis focuses on the park as a lived space, describing in general the existing patterns of 
park usage and how potential shadowing would affect park users’ experiences. The qualitative analysis 
considered the days when shadow cast by the proposed project (1) would be at its largest size by area, and 
(2) would result in the overall greatest shadow impacts in terms of size and duration, i.e., the maximum 
net new shadow as measured in sfh. The qualitative analysis of shadow impacts also considered the public 
good associated with the proposed project, pursuant to Section 295. 


7 Evaluation of Shadow Impacts 
This section presents the findings of the quantitative and qualitative shadow impact analysis on each of 
the open spaces that would be affected by the proposed project.  


7.1 Parks Subject to Section 295 
7.1.1 Union Square Plaza 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Union Square Plaza is presented in Table 2. As shown in Table 2, 
Union Square Plaza receives approximately 392,667,242 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of 
theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295 (one hour 
after sunrise to one hour before sunset), if there were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The 
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existing annual shadow coverage on the park is approximately 176,661,811 sfh, which means that Union 
Square Plaza is currently 44.99 percent shaded during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would add approximately 115,526 sfh of net new shadow resulting in a 0.03 percent 
increase in annual shadow as a percentage of TAAS, as shown in Table 2. Under existing plus project 
conditions, the total annual shadow coverage on the park would be approximately 176,777,337 sfh. 
Therefore, Union Square Plaza would be 45.02 percent shaded under existing plus project conditions 
during the hours protected by Section 295. As documented in the Transit Center District Plan Final EIR 
and the 50 First Street project shadow report the remaining shadow budget for Union Square Plaza for the 
Transit Center parcels is 0.143 percent of which the proposed project would consume 0.029 percent (see 
Table 3). Therefore, remaining shadow budget for Union Square Plaza after accounting for the proposed 
project’s shadow would be 0.114 percent. 


Cumulative Conditions 
Based on the shadow modeling, cumulative projects would not add any new shadow on Union Square 
Plaza. Therefore, shadow impacts under cumulative conditions would be the same as those described 
under existing conditions, and net new shadow impacts resulting from the proposed project would be the 
same as those described under existing plus project conditions. Therefore, no further analysis under 
cumulative conditions is needed. 
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Table 2 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Union Square Plaza 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park size (square feet) 105,516 


TAAS (sfh) 392,667,242 


 


EXISTING SHADOW CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 176,661,811 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 44.99% 


 


Proposed Project’s Shadow Impacts 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 115,526 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.03% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 176,777,337 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 45.02% 


Months of Net New Shadow August 30 – September 13, March 29 – April 12  


Hours of Net New Shadow Beginning at first Section 295 minute (7:44 a.m. to 8:00 
a.m.) ending before 8:15 a.m. 


Duration of New Shadow Throughout the Year 6 weeks 


Average Daily Duration (When New Shadow is 
Cast) 


18 minutes 


Maximum Daily Duration Approximately 26 minutes, 24 seconds 


Date of Maximum Duration August 30, April 12 


Time of Maximum Duration 7:44 a.m. – 8:15 a.m. 


Maximum Daily Shadow (sfh) 4,687 


Date of Max. Daily Shadow (sfh) September 6, April 5 


Maximum Instantaneous Shadow Coverage by Area 
(sf) 


14,956 


Percentage of Park Shaded 14.17% 


Time of Maximum Shadow Coverage September 6, April 5, 7:44 a.m. 


Duration of Maximum Shadow Coverage 7 minutes 48 seconds 


Total Percent of Park Area Shaded with Project at 
this Time 


96.5% 


 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Italicized dates are representative of mirrored calendar dates 


Source: Fastcast LLC, 2017 
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Qualitative Analysis 


As described under the quantitative analysis above, the proposed project would result in minor net new 
shadow (0.03 percent of TAAS) during the early morning hours between 7:44 a.m. and no later than 8:15 
a.m. The proposed project would cast new shadow on Union Square Plaza between August 30 and 
September 13, and again between March 29 and April 12, for a total of six weeks on any day of the year. 
During these periods, net new shadow would be cast from 7:44 a.m. to no later than 8:15 a.m.. The areas 
affected by new shadow during these times consist mostly of stairs, grass, and pedestrian pathways. 


The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Union Square Plaza would be 
18 minutes. The longest new shadow duration resulting from the proposed project would occur on August 
30 and April 12 for 26 minutes and 24 seconds. Outside of August 30 through September 13 and March 
29 through April 12, the proposed project would not cast new shadow on Union Square Plaza.  


Net new shadow cast by the proposed project would be greatest on September 6 and April 5 with a net 
new shadow of approximately 4,687 sfh. The largest new shadow (based on area) would occur on 
September 6 and April 5 at 7:44 a.m., lasting 7 minutes 48 seconds, and would cover an area of 
approximately 14,956 square feet, or 14.17 percent of Union Square Plaza. The maximum shadow 
coverage of the proposed project on Union Square Plaza on September 6 and April 5 at 7:44 a.m. is 
shown on Figure 15.   Full quantitative shadow results are included in Exhibit B.1. 


 
Figure 15. Largest new shadow cast on Union Square Plaza by the proposed project 
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Table 3 
SUMMARY OF SHADOW BUDGET FOR UNION SQUARE 


Park Size (square feet) 105,516 


Park Size (acres) 2.42 


TAAS 392,667,242 


Existing Shadow (sfh) 176,661,811 


Existing Shadow (percent of TAAS 44.99% 


Section 295 Shadow Budget, 1989 0.10% 


Adjustments to Shadow Budget 


Hotel Vitale Approval n/a4 


 100 California Expansion Approval n/a4 


690 Market Street Approval -0.020% 


TCDP Addition 0.110% 


Transit Tower Approval -0.011% 


181 Fremont Street Approval -0.0005% 


Macy's Add-back 0.05% 


706 Mission Street Addition 0.01% 


706 Mission Street Approval  -0.06% 


50 First Street Approval -0.035% 


Current Section 295 Shadow Budget  0.143% 
 


Project Shadow Increment (sfh) 115,526 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.029%  


Within Section 295 Budget?  Yes 


Remaining budget with proposed project 0.114% 
SOURCE: City and County of San Francisco, 2012.  


7.1.2 Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground is presented in Table 4. As 
shown in Table 4, Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground (shown on Figure 16) receives approximately 
98,852,508 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, 
during the hours protected by Section 295, if there were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. 


                                                        


4 Environmental	 Science	 Associates,	Oceanwide	 Center	 (50	 First	 Street)	 --	 Project-Specific	 CEQA	 and	
Sections	146,	147,	and	295	Shadow	Analysis,	March	19,	2016. 
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The existing annual shadow coverage on the playground is approximately 57,766,553 sfh, which means 
that Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground is currently 58.43711 percent shaded during the hours 
protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would add approximately 9,845 sfh of net new shadow resulting in a 0.00996 
percent increase in annual shadow as a percentage of TAAS, as shown in Table 4. Under existing plus 
project conditions, the total annual shadow coverage on the playground would be 57,776,399 sfh. 
Therefore, Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground would be 58.44707 percent shaded under existing plus 
project conditions during the hours protected by Section 295. Remaining shadow budget for Willie “Woo 
Woo” Wong Playground is 0.03 percent of which the proposed project would consume 0.01 percent.  
Remaining shadow budget after implementation of the proposed project would be 0.02 percent. 


 


Figure 16. Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground – Tennis Courts (Angle 1) – December 17, 8:15 am 
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Cumulative Conditions 
Under the cumulative conditions, there would be no change in shadow from the existing plus project 
scenario, because no shadow from cumulative projects would reach the playground; therefore, no further 
analysis is needed. 


Table 4 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Willie "Woo Woo" Wong Playground Size (square 
feet) 


26,563 (.61 acres) 


TAAS (sfh) 98,852,508 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 
Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 57,766,553 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 58.43711% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 
Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 9,845 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00996% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 57,776,399 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 58.44707% 


Months of Net New Shadow November 15 – January 25  


Hours of Net New Shadow Beginning at first Section 295 minute (Beginning after 
8:00 a.m. and ending before 8:30 a.m.) 


Duration of New Shadow Throughout the Year 11 weeks 


Average Daily Duration (When New Shadow is 
Cast) 


10 minutes, 48 seconds 


Maximum Daily Duration Approximately 15 minutes 


Date of Maximum Duration November 15 - 22, January 18 - 25, 


Time of Maximum Duration  8:15 a.m. - 8:30 a.m. 


Maximum Daily Shadow (sfh) 551.93 


Date of Max. Daily Shadow (sfh) November 29, January 11  


Maximum Instantaneous Shadow Coverage by Area 
(sf) 


2,628 


Percentage of Park Shaded 9.89% 


Time of Maximum Shadow Coverage November 29, January 11 at 8:15 a.m. 


Duration of Maximum Shadow Coverage 12 minutes 36 seconds 


Total Percent of Park Shaded with Project at this 
Time 


100% 


 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 
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Italicized dates are representative of mirrored calendar dates. 


Source: Fastcast LLC, 2017 


Qualitative Analysis 


As described under the quantitative analysis above, the proposed project would result in minor net new 
shadow (0.01 percent of TAAS) for limited periods during the early morning hours starting after 8:00 
a.m. and ending before 8:30 a.m. As shown on Figure 17, during this time a small percentage of the 
playground would be shaded including a portion of the southwestern side of the tennis court. Additional 
shadow generated by the proposed project on this portion would be minor and would not noticeably 
change the shadow conditions at the playground. Fastcast performed (verified) visual observation of this 
potential impact and observed sunlight passing between 101 Montgomery Street and 575 Market Street 
for a very short period of time (Figure 17). The proposed project would block this sunlight. 


 
Figure 17. Largest new shadow cast on Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground by the proposed project 
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Figure 18. Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground – Tennis Courts (Angle 2) – December 17, 8:15 am 


The proposed project would cast new shadow on Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground between 
November 15 and January 25, for a total of 11 weeks on any day of the year. During these periods, net 
new shadow would be cast starting after 8:00 a.m. and ending before 8:30 a.m. 


The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Willie “Woo Woo” Wong 
Playground would be 10 minutes, 48 seconds. The longest new shadow duration resulting from the 
proposed project would occur between November 15 and November 22, and between January 18 and 
January 25 for 15 minutes. Outside of periods, the proposed project would not cast any new shadow on 
Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground. Net new shadow cast by the proposed project would be greatest on 
November 29 and January 11 and would total approximately 552 sfh. 


The largest new shadow (based on area) would occur on November 29 and January 11 at 8:15 a.m., 
lasting 12 minutes 36 seconds, and would cover an area of approximately 2,628 square feet, or 9.89 
percent of Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground. The maximum shadow coverage of the proposed 
project on Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground on November 29 (January 11) at 8:15 a.m. is shown on 
Figure 18. Shadow during the day that would have maximum shadow coverage as a result of the 
proposed project is present in Exhibit C.4. Full quantitative shadow results are included in Exhibit B.2. 
As shown on Figure 18, the part of the western portion of the playground, including a portion of the 
southwestern side of the tennis court would be shaded on those days.  


7.1.3 Saint Mary’s Square 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Saint Mary’s Square is presented in Table 5. As shown in Table 5, 
Saint Mary’s Square receives approximately 179,963,183 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of 
theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there 
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were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the 
playground is approximately 90,336,906 sfh, which means that Saint Mary’s Square is currently 50.20 
percent shaded during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Saint Mary’s Square, as shown in Table 5. 
Therefore, the shadow at Saint Mary’s Square would remain unchanged under the proposed project and 
no further analysis is provided. 


Table 5 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Saint Mary’s Square 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 48,359 


TAAS (sfh) 179,963,183 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 
Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 90,336,906 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 50.20% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 
Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 90,336,906 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 50.20% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Source: Fastcast LLC, 2017 


7.1.4 Portsmouth Square 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Portsmouth Square is presented in Table 6. As shown in Table 6, 
Portsmouth Square receives approximately 209,090,580 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of 
theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there 
were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the square 
is approximately 93,716,382 sfh, which means that Portsmouth Square is currently 44.82 percent shaded 
during the hours protected by Section 295. 
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Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow Portsmouth Square, as shown in Table 6. 
Therefore, the shadow at Portsmouth Square would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no 
further analysis is provided. 


Table 6 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Portsmouth Square 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 56,186 


TAAS (sfh) 209,090,580 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 93,716,382 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 44.82% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 93,716,382 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 44.82% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Source: Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


7.1.5 Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park is presented in Table 7. As shown 
in Table 6, Boeddeker Park receives approximately 157,031,916 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of 
theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there 
were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the square 
is approximately 74,361,276 sfh, which means that Boeddeker Park is currently 47.35 percent shaded 
during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow Boeddeker Park, as shown in Table 7. Therefore, 
the shadow at Boeddeker Park would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no further 
analysis is provided. 
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Table 7 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Boeddeker Park 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 42,197 


TAAS (sfh) 157,031,916 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 74,361,276 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 47.35% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 74,361,276 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 47.35% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


7.1.6 Guy Place 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Guy Place is presented in Table 8. As shown in Table 8, Guy Place 
receives approximately 13,215,432 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically available sunlight 
on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there were no shadows from 
structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the park is approximately 
9,518,901 sfh, which means that Guy Place is currently 72.03 percent shaded during the hours protected 
by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Guy Place, as shown in Table 8. Therefore, the 
shadow at Guy Place would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no further analysis is 
needed. 
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Table 8 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Guy Place 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 3,551.20 


TAAS (sfh) 13,215,432 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 9,518,901 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 72.03% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 9,518,901 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 72.03% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


7.1.7 Embarcadero Plaza (Justin Herman Plaza) 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Embarcadero Plaza is presented in Table 9. As shown in Table 9, 
Embarcadero Plaza receives approximately 621,574,278 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of 
theoretically available sunlight on the plaza, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there 
were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the plaza is 
approximately 266,605,714 sfh, which means that Embarcadero Plaza is currently 42.89 percent shaded 
during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Embarcadero Plaza, as shown in Table 9. 
Therefore, the shadow at Embarcadero Plaza would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no 
further analysis is needed. 


 


 


 


 







34 
Transbay Parcel F Project 
32115\6665070.2 Shadow Analysis Report  October, 2018 


Table 9 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Embarcadero Plaza 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 167,027.00 
TAAS (sfh) 621,574,278 
 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 
Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 266,605,714 
Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 42.89% 
 


SHADING DETAILS 
Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 
Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 
Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 266,605,714 
Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 42.89% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


 


7.1.8 Sue Bierman Park 


Quantitative Analysis (Sue Bierman East) 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Sue Bierman East is presented in Table 10. As shown in Table 10, 
Sue Bierman East receives approximately 420,015,811 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically 
available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there were no 
shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the park is 
approximately 147,910,696 sfh, which means that Sue Bierman East is currently 35.22 percent shaded 
during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Sue Bierman East, as shown in Table 10. 
Therefore, the shadow at Sue Bierman East would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no 
further analysis is needed. 
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Table 10 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Sue Bierman East 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 112,865.00 


TAAS (sfh) 420,015,811 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 147,910,696 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 35.22% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 147,910,696 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 35.22% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


Quantitative Analysis (Sue Bierman West) 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Sue Bierman West is presented in Table 11. As shown in Table 11, 
Sue Bierman West receives approximately 241,567,238 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of 
theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there 
were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the park is 
approximately 152,548,532 sfh, which means that Sue Bierman West is currently 63.15 percent shaded 
during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Sue Bierman West, as shown in Table 11. 
Therefore, the shadow at Sue Bierman West would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no 
further analysis is needed. 
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Table 11 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Sue Bierman West 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 64,913.00 


TAAS (sfh) 241,567,238 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 152,548,532 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 63.15% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 152,548,532 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 63.15% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


7.1.9 Woh Hei Yuen Playground 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Woh Hei Yuen Playground is presented in Table 12. As shown in 
Table 12, Woh Hei Yuen Playground receives approximately 50,090,081 sfh of TAAS, which is the 
amount of theoretically available sunlight on the playground, annually, during the hours protected by 
Section 295, if there were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow 
coverage on the playground is approximately 31,531,001 sfh, which means that Woh Hei Yuen 
Playground is currently 62.95 percent shaded during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Woh Hei Yuen Playground, as shown in Table 
12. Therefore, the shadow at Woh Hei Yuen Playground would remain unchanged under the proposed 
project and no further analysis is needed. 
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Table 12 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Woh Hei Yuen Playground 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 13,460.01 


TAAS (sfh) 50,090,081 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 31,531,001 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 62.95% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 31,531,001 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 62.95% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


 


 


7.2 Other Open Spaces Under Public Agency Jurisdiction 
7.2.1 Rincon Park 


Although Rincon Park is not subject to Section 295, potential shadow impacts on the Rincon Park open 
space were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively as requested by the City. The results of the detailed 
analysis are provided below.  


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Rincon Park is presented in Table 13. As shown in Table 13, 
Rincon Park receives approximately 471,595,022 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically 
available sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there were no 
shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the park is 
approximately 143,936,015 sfh, which means that Rincon Park is currently 30.52 percent shaded during 
the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would add approximately 1,136 sfh of net new shadow to the furthermost 
northwestern edge of Rincon Park, which consists mostly of a small portion of dirt, resulting in a 0.00024 
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percent increase in annual shadow as a percentage of TAAS, as shown in Table 13. Under existing plus 
project conditions, the total annual shadow coverage on the park would be approximately 143,937,151 
sfh. Therefore, Rincon Park would be 30.52 percent shaded under existing plus project conditions during 
the hours protected by Section 295.  


Cumulative Conditions 
Under cumulative conditions, the proposed project would add a slightly smaller amount of shadow to the 
same northwestern edge of the open space, which consists mostly of a small portion of dirt, representing 
approximately 658 sfh of net new shadow resulting in a 0.00014 percent increase in annual shadow as a 
percentage of TAAS, as shown in Table 13. Under this scenario, the total annual shadow coverage on the 
playground would be approximately 144,257,085 sfh, and combined would shade the entire park 
throughout different days/times of the year. Therefore, Rincon Park would be approximately 30.59 
percent shaded under cumulative plus project conditions during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Under cumulative conditions, the proposed project would cast new shadow on Rincon Park between 
October 11 and November 15 and again between January 25 and March 1, for a total of 8 weeks. During 
these periods, net new shadow would be cast from 3:15 p.m. to no later than 5:15 p.m. 


The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Rincon Park under the 
cumulative scenario would be 15 minutes. The longest new shadow duration resulting from the proposed 
project would occur on November 8 and February 1 for 15 minutes and would total approximately 27.72 
sfh.  


The largest new shadow (based on area) would be similar to that under existing plus project conditions 
and would occur on November 8 and at February 1 at 3:15 p.m., lasting 15 minutes, and would cover an 
area of approximately 111 square feet, or 0.00088 percent of Rincon Park. The maximum shadow 
coverage of the proposed project on Rincon Park on November 8 (February 1) at 3:15 p.m. is shown on 
Figure 20.  


Table 13 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Rincon Park 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 
Park Size (square feet) 126,725 


TAAS (sfh) 471,595,022 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 
Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 143,936,015 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 30.52% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 
Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 1,136 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00024% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 143,937,151 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 30.52% 
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Months of Net New Shadow October 11– December 13, December 27– March 1  


Hours of Net New Shadow 3:15 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.) ending before 5:15 p.m. 


Duration of New Shadow Throughout the Year 18 weeks 


Average Daily Duration (When New Shadow is 
Cast) 


14 minutes, 52 seconds 


Maximum Daily Duration Approximately 30 minutes 


Date of Maximum Duration November 8, February 1 


Time of Maximum Duration  3:15 p.m. – 3:45 p.m.  


Maximum Daily Shadow (sfh) 28.66 


Date of Max. Daily Shadow (sfh) November 8, February 1 


Maximum Instantaneous Shadow Coverage by Area 
(sf) 


110.89 


Percentage of Park Shaded 0.00088% 


Time of Maximum Shadow Coverage November 8, February 1 at 3:15 p.m. 


Duration of Maximum Shadow Coverage 15 minutes 


Total Percent of Park Shaded with Project at this 
Time 


96.52% 


 


CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 144,256,427 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 30.59% 


Net New Shadow (sfh) 658 


Shadow Increase as Percent of TAAS 0.00014% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 144,257,085 


Total Shadow as a Percent of TAAS 30.59% 


Months of Net New Shadow October 11– November 15, January 25– March 1 


Duration of New Shadow Throughout the Year 8 Weeks 


Hours of Net New Shadow 3:15 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. (ending before 5:15 p.m.) 


Average Daily Duration 15 minutes 


Date of Maximum Duration November 8, February 1 


Maximum Daily Shadow (sfh) 27.72 


Maximum Instantaneous Shadow Coverage by Area 
(sf) 


110.89 


Percentage of Park Shaded 0.00088% 


Time of Maximum Shadow Coverage November 8, February 1 at 3:15 p.m. 


Duration of Maximum Shadow Coverage 15 minutes 
Note:  


1 Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow 
Baseline Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Italicized dates are representative of mirrored calendar dates. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 
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Qualitative Analysis 


As described under the quantitative analysis above, the proposed project would result in very minor net 
new shadow (0.00024 percent of TAAS). As shown on Figure 19, a small northern-most portion 
consisting of trees/planters, would be shaded on those days. 


The proposed project would cast new shadow on Rincon Park between October 11 and December 13 and 
again between December 27 and March 1, for a total of 18 weeks. During these periods, net new shadow 
would be cast from 3:15 p.m. to no later than 5:15 p.m. 


The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Rincon Park would be 14 
minutes, 52 seconds. The longest new shadow duration resulting from the proposed project would occur 
on November 8 and February 1 for 30 minutes, between 3:15 p.m. and 3:45 p.m., and would total 28.66 
sfh (See Figure 19). Similarly, the largest new shadow (based on area) would occur on and November 8 
and February 1 at 3:15 p.m., lasting 15 minutes, and would cover an area of approximately 110.89 square 
feet, or 0.00088 percent of Rincon Park. Full quantitative shadow results are included in Exhibit B.3. A 
small northern-most portion consisting of trees/planters, would be shaded on those days. 


 


 
Figure 19. Largest new shadow cast on Rincon Park by the proposed project 
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Figure 20. Largest new shadow cast on Rincon Park by the proposed project under the Cumulative Scenario 
7.2.2 Jessie Square 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Jessie Square is presented in Table 14. As shown in Table 14, Jessie 
Square receives approximately 110,927,346 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically available 
sunlight on the park, annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there were no shadows from 
structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the square is approximately 
47,335,684 sfh, which means that Jessie Square is currently 42.67 percent shaded during the hours 
protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Jessie Square, as shown in Table 14. Therefore, 
the shadow at Jessie Square would remain unchanged under the proposed project and no further analysis 
is needed. 


Table 14 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Jessie Square 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 29,808 


TAAS (sfh) 110,927,346 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 47,335,684 
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Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 42.67% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 
Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 47,335,684 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 42.67% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


 


7.2.3 Salesforce Park 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
Salesforce Park is not a park under the ownership and jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Commission, so it is not subject to Section 295. Salesforce Park receives approximately 774,766,219 sfh 
of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically available sunlight on the park, annually, if there were no 
shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the park is 
approximately 324,048,385 sfh, which means that Salesforce Park is currently 41.83 percent shaded. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would add approximately 63,887,258 sfh of net new shadow to Salesforce Park, 
resulting in an 8.25 percent increase in annual shadow as a percentage of TAAS. Under existing plus 
project conditions, the total annual shadow coverage on the park would be approximately 387,935,643 
sfh. Therefore, Salesforce Park would be 50.07 percent shaded under existing plus project conditions  


Cumulative Conditions 
Under cumulative conditions, the proposed project would add a smaller amount of shadow to Salesforce 
Park, representing approximately 46,967,034 sfh of net new shadow resulting in a 6.06 percent increase in 
annual shadow as a percentage of TAAS. Under this scenario, the total annual shadow coverage on the 
park would be approximately 426,009,507 sfh, which would occur throughout different days/times of the 
year. Therefore, Salesforce Park would be approximately 54.99 percent shaded under cumulative 
conditions. 


Under cumulative conditions, the proposed project would cast new shadow on Salesforce Park every day 
throughout the year, for a total of 52 weeks. During these periods, net new shadow would be cast 
beginning at its earliest time of approximately 7:13 a.m. in the morning, and lasting no later than 7:00 
p.m. in the evening. 
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The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Salesforce Park under the 
cumulative scenario would be 8 hours, 43 minutes, and 3 seconds. The longest new shadow duration 
resulting from the proposed project would occur on September 27 and March 15 for 9 hours and 48 
minutes, and would total approximately 123,595 sfh.  


The largest new shadow (based on area) would occur on October 25 and at February 15 at 1:45 p.m., 
lasting 15 minutes, and would cover an area of approximately 52,308 square feet, or 25.12 percent of 
Salesforce Park. Full quantitative shadow results are included in Exhibit B.19. 


Table 15 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Salesforce Park 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 208,192 


TAAS (sfh) 774,766,219 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 324,048,385 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 41.83% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 63,887,258 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 8.25% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 387,935,643 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 50.07% 


Months of Net New Shadow January 1 – December 31  


Hours of Net New Shadow 6:52 a.m. to 5:45 p.m. ending before 5:59 p.m. 
Duration of New Shadow Throughout the Year 52 weeks 


Average Daily Duration (When New Shadow is 
Cast) 


8 hours, 53 minutes, 17 seconds 


Maximum Daily Duration Approximately 10 hours, 30 minutes 


Date of Maximum Duration July 5, June 7 


Time of Maximum Duration  6:52 a.m. – 6:45 p.m.  


Maximum Daily Shadow (sfh) 257,667 


Date of Max. Daily Shadow (sfh) December 20,  No Mirror 


Maximum Instantaneous Shadow Coverage by Area 
(sf) 


94,025 


Percentage of Park Shaded 45.16% 


Time of Maximum Shadow Coverage November 15, January 25 at 2:00 p.m. 


Duration of Maximum Shadow Coverage 15 minutes 


Total Percent of Park Shaded with Project at this 
Time 


47.13% 
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CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 379,042,473 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 48.92% 


Net New Shadow (sfh) 46,967,034 


Shadow Increase as Percent of TAAS 6.06% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 426,009,507 


Total Shadow as a Percent of TAAS 54.99% 


Months of Net New Shadow January 1 – December 31  


Duration of New Shadow Throughout the Year 52 Weeks 


Hours of Net New Shadow 7:13 a.m. to 6:45 p.m. (ending before 7:00 p.m.) 


Average Daily Duration 8 hours, 43 minutes, 3 seconds 


Date of Maximum Duration September 27, March 15 


Maximum Daily Shadow (sfh) 157,944 


Maximum Instantaneous Shadow Coverage by Area 
(sf) 


52,308 


Percentage of Park Shaded 25.12% 


Time of Maximum Shadow Coverage October 25, February 15 at 1:45 p.m. 


Duration of Maximum Shadow Coverage 15 minutes 
Note:  


1 Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow 
Baseline Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Italicized dates are representative of mirrored calendar dates. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


 


Qualitative Analysis 


As described under the quantitative analysis above, the proposed project would result in substantial net 
new shadow (8.25 percent of TAAS).  


The proposed projected would cast new shadow on Salesforce Park throughout the entire year beginning 
at its earliest time of approximately 7:52 a.m. in the morning, and lasting no later than 7:00 p.m. in the 
evening. On its longest day, new shadow cast by the project would last for approximately 10 hours and 30 
minutes. The shadow cast throughout the year would affect nearly all portions of the park depending on 
time of day and year.  


The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Salesforce Park would be 8 
hours, 53 minutes, and 17 seconds. The longest new shadow duration resulting from the proposed project 
would occur on July 5 and June 7 for 10 hours, and 30 minutes, between 6:52 a.m. and last no later than 
7:00 p.m., and would total 103,264 sfh. The largest new shadow (based on area) would occur on and 
November 15 and January 25 at 2:00 p.m., lasting 15 minutes, and would cover an area of approximately 
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94,025 square feet, or 45.16 percent of Salesforce Park. Full quantitative shadow results are included in 
Exhibit B.18.  


 


Existing buildings located near Salesforce Park would cast shadow throughout the year on most of the 
park area. Due to the proximity of Salesforce Park to the project site, the proposed project would add new 
shadow on the park every day throughout the year. 


During the summer months, net new shadow from the proposed project would impact Salesforce Park 
during the morning hours through the early afternoon, until shortly after 2:00 p.m. During this time, the 
net new shadow would cover the southwestern portion of the park that will have an amphitheater and a 
restaurant. 


During the fall and spring months, net new shadow from the proposed project would start in the early 
morning and last until shortly after 3:00 p.m. The new shadow would cover the southwestern and middle 
portions of the park that will have an amphitheater, a restaurant, children play space, and open grass 
spaces. 


During the winter months, net new shadow from the proposed project would cover at least a portion of the 
park throughout the majority of the day, starting at 8:19 a.m., and lasting until shortly after 3:00 p.m. 
During this period, new shadow from the proposed project would move from the southwestern to the 
northeastern end of the park.  


Under cumulative conditions, compared to existing plus project conditions, net new shadow from the 
proposed project would be reduced in the morning hours during the summer months because the 524 
Howard Street project would shade the southwestern portion of park.  


During spring and fall months, net new shadow from the proposed project would be reduced in the 
morning hours because the 555 Howard Street project would shade a portion of the southwestern park 
area that would otherwise be shaded by the proposed project under existing plus project conditions. The 
project shadow would be also reduced in the afternoon hours in the middle portion of the park as a result 
of the shadow generated by the 524 Howard Street project on this area. 


During the winter months, the 555 Howard Street project would shade a portion of the southwestern park 
area in the morning hours and a large portion of the northeastern area would be shaded in the afternoon 
hours by the 524 Howard Street project. Therefore, under cumulative conditions during the winter 
months, the proposed project’s net new shadow would be reduced in the morning hours in the 
southwestern portion of the park due to the shade resulting from 555 Howard Street project. In the 
afternoon hours, the proposed project’s net new shadow would be reduced at the northeastern part of the 
park due to the shade generated by the 524 Howard Street project. 
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7.3 Future Parks  
7.3.1 Transbay Park 


Net new shadow resulting from the proposed project would only affect Transbay Park during the evening 
hours of the fall and spring months. During these periods, net new shadow would cover the eastern 
portion of the park. Similar to the rest of the Future Transbay Park, the eastern portion would have open 
grass areas. 


Under cumulative conditions, net new shadow from the proposed project on Transbay Park would remain 
similar to that under existing plus project conditions. 


7.3.2 Oscar Park 


Due to the location of Oscar Park under an offramp, the proposed project would cast little to no net new 
shadow on this park. All net new shadow would be subsumed by the freeway structures overhead. 


Under cumulative conditions, net new shadow from the proposed project on Oscar Park would remain 
similar to that under existing plus project conditions. 


7.3.3 2nd & Howard Plaza 


The 2nd & Howard Plaza will be located at approximately 250 feet northeast of the project site. The 
proposed project would cast net new shadow on 2nd & Howard Plaza only in the early morning hours of 
summer, starting at 6:46 a.m. until approximately 11:00 a.m. During these times, the northwestern and 
northern portions of the plaza would be shaded by the proposed project. These portions of the plaza will 
have an open space, a fountain, and trees.  


Under the cumulative conditions, the net new shadow of the proposed project would be slightly reduced 
compared to the existing plus project conditions because part of this net new shadow would result from 
the 555 Howard Street project. 


7.3.4 Mission Square 


Net new shadow resulting from the proposed project would affect Mission Square during the early 
afternoon hours of fall, spring and winter months. During these periods, the southern portion of the park 
would be shaded by the proposed project. The southern portion of the square will have outdoor tables.  


Under cumulative conditions, net new shadow from the proposed project on Mission Square would 
remain similar to that under existing plus project conditions. 


7.4 POPOS 
As shown on Figure 11, there are 32 POPOS that fall within the shadow fan of the proposed project. 
However, the following POPOS are covered or indoor, and therefore, would not be shadowed by the 
proposed project: 


- 555 Market Street  
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- 55 Second Street  
- 71 Stevenson Street  
- 49 Stevenson Street  
- 25 Ecker Street  
- 101 Second Street  
- 135 Main Street  


Shadow modeling analysis conducted by FASTCAST, showed that the proposed project would not result 
in new shadow on the following POPOS, and therefore, the following POPOS are not analyzed further in 
this report: 


- 123 Mission Street  
- 235 Second Street (CNet/CBS Interactive)  
- 201 Spear Street (Gap Building)  
- 555 Market Street  
- 333 Market Street  
- One Market Plaza  


The modeling analysis showed that the proposed project would result in very minor new shadow on the 
POPOS listed below. The net new shadow would not be noticeable and would not affect the uses of these 
POPOS. 


- 555 – 575 Market Street (former Chevron buildings) 
Hours affected: winter morning hours 


- 560 Mission Street 
Hours affected: winter morning hours 


- Golden Gate University 
Hours affected: winter late morning hours 


- 45 Fremont Street  
Hours affected: winter early afternoon hours 


- 50 Beale Street (Bechtel Plaza) 
 Hours affected: winter early afternoon hours  


- PG&E (77 Beale Street)  
Hours affected: winter early evening 


- 199 Fremont Street  
Hours affected: winter evening hours 


- Spear Street 
Hours affected: winter evening hours  


- 180 Howard Street  
Hours affected: winter evening hours 


- Rincon Center   
Hours affected: winter evening hours 


- 211 Main Street  
Hours affected:  winter (late fall/early spring) evening hours 


- 221 Main Street  
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Hours affected: winter (late fall/early spring) evening hours 
- 301 Howard Street 


Hours affected: fall/spring afternoon hours 


The analysis showed that the proposed project would result in net new shadow on the following POPOS: 


- 425 Market Street  
Hours affected: winter afternoon hours 


- 50 Fremont Street (Fremont Center Plaza)  
Hours affected: winter afternoon hours 


- 555 Mission Street  
Hours affected: winter morning hours 


- 100 First Street Plaza 
Hours affected: winter noon hours  


- Foundry Square 
Hours affected: fall/spring evening hours 


- 201 Mission Street  
Hours affected: winter Early evening hours 


Cumulative Conditions 
Under cumulative conditions shadow impacts on the POPOS would remain similar to those under existing 
plus project conditions except for two POPOS described below. 


- Foundry Square 


Under cumulative conditions, the proposed project’s net new shadow on the corner of 1st and Howard 
streets would be subsumed by the 524 Howard Street project. However, net new shadow resulting from 
the proposed project would remain on other sections of Foundry Square. 


- 201 Mission Street 
Under cumulative conditions, a very small portion of the proposed project’s net new shadow on 
201 Mission Street would be subsumed due to the 524 Howard Street project.  
 


7.5 SFUSD Schools 
Out of the 5 schools requested for analysis of potential new shadow impact, Bessie Carmichael 
Elementary School, Bessie Carmichael Middle School, and Tenderloin Elementary School were 
eliminated due to their location and distance outside of the shadow fan. The remaining 2 schools, Gordon 
Lau Elementary School, and Commodore Stockton Early Education School, which both fall within the 
limits of the shadow fan, have been analyzed below. 
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7.5.1 Gordon J. Lau Elementary School 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Gordon J. Lau Elementary School is presented in Table 16. As 
shown in Table 16, Gordon J. Lau Elementary School receives approximately 70,090,779 sfh of TAAS, 
which is the amount of theoretically available sunlight on the playground, annually, during the hours 
protected by Section 295, if there were no shadows from structures, or other facilities. The existing annual 
shadow coverage on the playground is approximately 70,090,779 sfh, which means that Gordon J. Lau 
Elementary School is currently 56.75 percent shaded during the hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Gordon J. Lau Elementary School, as shown in 
Table 16. Therefore, the shadow at Gordon J. Lau Elementary School would remain unchanged under the 
proposed project and no further analysis is provided. 


Table 16 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Gordon J. Lau Elementary School 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 33,188 


TAAS (sfh) 123,507,435 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 70,090,779 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 56.75% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 70,090,779 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 56.75% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 


7.5.2 Commodore Stockton, Early Education School 


Quantitative Analysis 


Existing Conditions 
The summary of shadow impacts on Commodore Stockton, Early Education School is presented in Table 
17. As shown in Table 17, Commodore Stockton, Early Education School receives approximately 
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9,104,628 sfh of TAAS, which is the amount of theoretically available sunlight on the playground, 
annually, during the hours protected by Section 295, if there were no shadows from structures, or other 
facilities. The existing annual shadow coverage on the playground is approximately 1,976,394 sfh, which 
means that Commodore Stockton, Early Education School is currently 21.71 percent shaded during the 
hours protected by Section 295. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The proposed project would not add any new shadow on Commodore Stockton, Early Education School, 
as shown in Table 17. Therefore, the shadow at Commodore Stockton, Early Education School would 
remain unchanged under the proposed project and no further analysis is provided. 


 


 


 


 


Table 17 
Summary of Shadow Impacts on Commodore Stockton, Early Education School 


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT1 


Park Size (square feet) 2,447 


TAAS (sfh) 9,104,628 


 


EXISTING CURRENT SHADING CONDITIONS 


Existing Annual Shadow (sfh) 1,976,394 


Existing Shadow as Percent of TAAS 21.71% 


 


SHADING DETAILS 


Annual Net New Project Shadow (sfh) 0.00 


Project Shadow as Percent of TAAS 0.00% 


Total Shadow with Project (sfh) 1,976,394 


Total Shadow as Percent of TAAS 21.71% 
Note:  


1  Existing shadow load and definitive park boundary and square footage based on 2017 San Francisco Existing Shadow Baseline 
Results generated under contract by Fastcast LLC. 


Fastcast LLC, 2017. 
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8 Project Height with Zero Net New Shadow on Parks Subject to 
Section 295 


As part of examining an alternative with no new shadow from the proposed project on the affected parks 
that are subject to Section 295 (Union Square Plaza and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground), Fastcast 
prepared a shadow envelope model to determine the height of development at the project site that would 
result in no new shadow on these parks. As shown on Figure 23, the project building would have a 
maximum height of 546 feet from the south and 594 feet from the west. Therefore, to result in zero new 
shadow on Union Square Plaza and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground, the height of the proposed 
project should be reduced by 206 feet from the south side and 254 feet from the west site. The building 
height to create a building with no shadow impact would reduce the current building from 62 floors to 39 
floors. The loss of square footage is anywhere between 350,000 to 430,000 GSF, or up to 165 units. 
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Figure 23. Project Height with Zero Net New Shadow 


9 Public Good & Outreach 
To fully evaluate the potential impacts associated with the proposed project, decision makers must weigh 
the amount and duration of shadow cast by the proposed project against the public good or public benefits 
associated with the proposed project. Factors to consider are: (1) the public interest in terms of a needed 
use, (2) building design and urban form, (3) impact fees, and (4) other public benefits. 


According to the project sponsor, the proposed project would provide the following public benefits: 
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Needed Uses 


• 542-550 Howard Street (the proposed project) would provide San Francisco with a unique, 24/7 
vertical mixed-use environment that represents a perfect programmatic response to the needs of 
the vibrant new neighborhood of Transbay. By providing a balanced mix of hotel, office, 
residential, and retail/amenities, the proposed project would complement the district’s growth and 
offer a focal point for the neighborhood’s new residents, tenants, and visitors.  


• Hotel: The proposed project would provide an invaluable supply of hotel space in a much needed 
location, close to many of San Francisco’s most popular tourist attractions, the Moscone 
Convention Center, the TTC, and the most significant density of office space in the City. Thus, its 
220 hotel rooms would help to alleviate the dearth of hotel rooms currently serving the needs of 
the City of San Francisco in an ideal location for both tourist and business travel. 


• Office: The proposed project would add office space to the center of the downtown core, a 
location that is well served by existing and future transit and is within walking distance of 
substantial goods and services available for employees of office tenants. Workers can walk, bike, 
or take BART, MUNI, or a regional bus service to the project site, including all future modes of 
public transportation proposed to terminate in the new Transbay Transit Center. It is this superior 
transit orientation that qualifies the location of the proposed project as among the most ideally 
suited in the City for office use. By realizing this potential, the proposed project would maintain 
and improve San Francisco’s position as a prime location for financial, administrative, corporate 
and professional services, and would help expanding companies to stay in San Francisco. 


• Residential: The proposed project would add 175–200 additional units to the downtown area, 
providing much needed additional housing to the city of San Francisco. These new units would 
help contribute to the supply of transit-oriented housing that provides the ideal response to the 
needs of current and future residents to live in sustainable locations close to work and play.  


• Affordable Housing:  The proposed project would provide approximately 56 affordable housing 
units off-site within the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area, potentially located in a new building 
on Transbay Block 4 on Howard Street between Beale and Main Streets, approximately three 
block east of the project site.  


• Retail: Lastly, the proposed project would add a significant amount of community-serving retail 
through its locations on Howard Street, Natoma Street, and the Pedestrian Bridge Level serving 
Salesforce Park (5th Level). This retail would create a vibrant, public-facing atmosphere where it 
is most needed: the epicenter of the Transbay neighborhood’s commercial and residential 
corridors. 


Building Design/ Urban Form 


• As the final project to complete the realization of the TCDP’s rezoning of the City’s new 
downtown, the proposed project would provide an important contribution to San Francisco’s 
urban form. The project’s 750-foot height limit designates the site for the third-highest building in 
the Transbay District that would mark it as an important crescendo of the downtown ‘hill’ 
towards the nearby Salesforce Tower at its center and complete the elegance of the City’s new 
skyline envisioned by the Transit Center District Plan (“TCDP”). 
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• The project sponsors have partnered with internationally acclaimed Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects 
to design the project. The firm has designed many of the world’s most recognizable buildings, 
including the World Financial Center in New York, the Petronas Towers in Malaysia, and San 
Francisco’s own Salesforce Tower and Transbay Transit Center.  


• The proposed project seeks to provide an exceptional design that would make a lasting, iconic 
contribution to the City’s architectural character and skyline. Its streamlined volume would 
present gently rounded corners and a series of setbacks on its east and west sides, becoming 
increasingly slender as it reaches the sky. Its energy efficient and expressive facade exhibits a 
unique materiality and verticality that is reminiscent of some of San Francisco’s most remarkable 
traditional buildings, such as the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Tower. As the tower reaches 
its top, the design culminates in an elegant and iconic crown.  


• In the pedestrian realm, the proposed project would incorporate a lively pedestrian and retail 
alleyway on Natoma Street, as well as a public passageway that would allow pedestrians and 
cyclists to pass through the project site from Howard Street to Natoma Street and access the 
Transit Center to the project’s north. In addition, the proposed project would provide direct public 
access to the Transit Center’s 5.4-acre rooftop Salesforce Park via an on-site public elevator and a 
pedestrian sky bridge that connects the project’s fifth level directly to the park.  


 
Other Public Benefits 


• The proposed project is expected to support nearly 2,957 temporary construction jobs and 1,550 
permanent workers on site, including nearly 1,300 office workers, 200 hotel employees, and 83 
retail workers. 


• The proposed project would be a part of the Transit Center CFD and would generate 
approximately $314 million (in nominal dollars) during the 30-year term.  


• The proposed project would also generate $345 million (in nominal dollars) in city revenue from 
hotel, property, sales, and parking taxes in the first 30 years.  
 


Outreach 


Community meetings are getting underway in the coming weeks. The team plans to meet with the South 
Beach/Rincon/Mission Bay Neighborhood Association, The East Cut CBD, Chinatown Community 
Development Corporation, and others throughout August and September. Please refer to email 
correspondence dated 8/13. 
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 18717 
HEARING DATE:  OCTOBER 11, 2012 


 
Date: September 27, 2012  
Case No.: 2007.0558K 
Park Properties;  0308/001 (Union Square) 
Block/Lot: 0258/003 (St. Mary’s Square) 
 0209/017 (Portsmouth Square) 
 0233/035 (Justin Herman Plaza) 
 0204/020 (Maritime Plaza) 
 0180/004 (Woh Hei Yuen Park) 
 0213/001 (Chinese Recreation Center) 
 0332/009 (Boedekker Park) 
 0225/018 (Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground) 
Staff Contact: Kevin Guy – (415) 558-6163 
 kevin.guy@sfgov.org 


 
JOINT RESOLUTION WITH THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION TO 
AMEND THE SECTION 295 IMPLEMENTATION MEMO ADOPTED IN 1989 TO: (1) 
RAISE THE ABSOLUTE CUMULATIVE SHADOW LIMITS ON SEVEN PARK 
PROPERTIES (UNION SQUARE, ST. MARY’S SQUARE, PORTSMOUTH SQUARE, 
JUSTIN HERMAN PLAZA, MARITIME PLAZA, WILLIE “WOO WOO” WONG 
PLAYGROUND, AND BOEDDEKER PARK) THAT COULD BE SHADOWED BY 
DEVELOPMENT PURSUANT TO THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN, AND (2) 
INCORPORATE ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE CRITERIA FOR NINE PARKS (THE 
PREVIOUSLY LISTED SEVEN PARKS, PLUS WOH HEI YUEN PARK AND CHINESE 
RECREATION CENTER) THAT DESCRIBE THE QUANTITY, COVERAGE AREA, 
DURATION, TIMES OF DAY, AND TIMES OF YEAR OF NEW SHADOWS; AND TO 
ADOPT FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.  
 
PREAMBLE 


Under Planning Code Section 295, adopted pursuant to the voters’ approval of Proposition K in 1984, 
a building permit application for a project exceeding a height of 40 feet cannot be approved if there is 
any shadow impact on a property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, 
unless the Planning Commission, upon recommendation from the General Manager of the Recreation 
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and Park Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, makes a 
determination that the shadow impact will not be significant or adverse.  
 
Planning Code Section 295 states that “The City Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park 
Commission, after a joint meeting, shall adopt criteria for the implementation of the provisions of this 
Section.” The Commissions initially met on January 24, 1985 to discuss implementation of 
Proposition K and methods to analyze properties that could be shadowed by new development.  As 
part of that hearing, the Commissions adopted a memorandum describing an analytical approach to 
this exercise (the “1985 Memo”).  
 
On February 7, 1989, the Recreation and Park Commission and the Planning Commission jointly 
adopted criteria establishing absolute cumulative limits (“ACLs”) for additional shadows on fourteen 
parks (Planning Commission Resolution No. 11595), as described in a staff memorandum (the “1989 
Memo”). The ACL for each park is expressed as a percentage of the Theoretically Available Annual 
Sunlight ("TAAS") on the park (with no adjacent structures present).  
 
On May 26, 2012, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and recommended 
approval of the Transit Center District Plan (“TCDP” or “Plan”), along with implementing 
ordinances, to the Board of Supervisors. The result of a multi-year public and cooperative interagency 
planning process that began in 2007, the Plan is a comprehensive vision for shaping growth on the 
southern side of Downtown to respond to and support the construction of the new Transbay Transit 
Center project, including the Downtown Rail Extension. Implementation of the Plan would result in 
generation of up to $590 million for public infrastructure, including over $400 million for the 
Downtown Rail Extension. Adoption of the Plan included height reclassification of numerous parcels 
in the area to increase height limits, including a landmark tower site in front of the Transit Center 
with a height limit of 1,000 feet and several other nearby sites with height limits ranging from 600 to 
850 feet.  
 
On September 28, 2011, the Planning Department published a draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Plan for public review. The draft EIR was available for public comment until November 
28, 2011. On November 3, 2011, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at 
a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit comments regarding the draft EIR. On May 24, 2012, the 
Planning Department published a Comments and Responses document, responding to comments 
made regarding the draft EIR prepared for the Plan.  
 
On May 24, 2012, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that 
the contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, 
and reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. ("the 
CEQA Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). 
 
The Planning Commission also found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected 
the independent analysis and judgment of the Planning Department and the Planning Commission, 
and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the draft EIR, 
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and certified the Final EIR for the Plan in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 
31. 
 
Before taking action on the TCDP Ordinances and other related actions, the Planning Commission on 
May 24, 2012, approved Motion No. 18629, adopting environmental findings in accordance with 
CEQA, including the rejection of alternatives and a statement of overriding benefits.  As part of this 
action on May 24, 2012, the Planning Commission also adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program ("MMRP") for the Plan and made mitigation measures conditions of its approval.  
 
The Final EIR prepared for the Plan analyzed and identified potential new shadows that could be 
created cumulatively by likely development sites in the Plan area on up to nine open spaces (Union 
Square, Saint Mary’s Square, Portsmouth Square, Justin Herman Plaza, Willie “Woo Woo” Wong 
Playground, Maritime Plaza, Woh Hei Yuen Park, Chinese Recreation Center, and Boeddeker Park) 
that are under the jurisdiction of the Recreation & Park Department. Seven of these open spaces 
(Union Square, Saint Mary’s Square, Portsmouth Square, Justin Herman Plaza, Willie “Woo Woo” 
Wong Playground, Maritime Plaza, and Boeddeker Park) were assigned ACLs in the 1989 Memo. 
Approval of these buildings would thus be subject to approval under the procedures of Planning 
Code Section 295 (also known as “Prop K”) by the Recreation & Park and Planning Commissions.  
 
On July 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public hearing, affirmed certification 
of the Final EIR and approved the Plan, as well as the associated ordinances to implement the Plan, 
on first reading.  
 
On July 31, 2012, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public hearing, and approved the Plan, 
as well as the associated ordinances to implement the Plan, on final reading. 
 
On August 8, 2012, Mayor Edwin Lee signed into law the ordinances approving and implementing 
the Plan, which subsequently became effective on September 7, 2012. 
 
On October 11, 2012, the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission held a duly 
noticed joint public hearing to consider raising the absolute cumulative shadow limits for seven open 
spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation & Park Department that cumulatively could be 
shadowed by likely development sites in the Plan area.  
 
The Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission have reviewed and considered 
reports, studies, plans and other documents pertaining to the Plan. 
 
The Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission have heard and considered the 
testimony presented at the public hearing and have further considered the written materials and oral 
testimony presented on behalf of the Project Sponsor, Department staff, and other interested parties. 
 
The Planning Department, Linda Avery, is the custodian of records for this action, and such records 
are located at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. The custodian of records 
for the Recreation and Park Department and Commission is Margaret McArthur. For the Recreation 







Resolution No. 18717 
October 11, 2012 


 4 


CASE NO. 2007.0558K 
Transit Center District Plan: Section 295 Action  


and Park Department and Commission actions, such records are located at 501 Stanyan Street, San 
Francisco, California. 
Therefore, having reviewed the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard all 
testimony and arguments, the Commissions find, conclude, and resolve as follows: 


 


RESOLUTION 
 
WHEREAS, Proposition K was adopted by the voters over 25 years ago in 1984, and codified as 
Planning Code Section 295 in 1985, with the general intent of preserving sunlight to open spaces 
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department; and,  
 
WHEREAS, Planning Code Section 295 required the Planning and Recreation and Park Commissions 
(“the Commissions”) to jointly develop implementation criteria to ensure that shadows that would be 
adverse to the use of parks would not be created by new development. The Commissions jointly 
adopted a memorandum in 1989 (the “1989 Memo”) that included quantitative and qualitative 
criteria and guidelines, including the adoption of Absolute Cumulative Shadow Limits (“ACLs”) for 
14 parks within the larger downtown area. These ACLs were established based on considerations of 
the existing shadow load of a park, size of the park, and other factors, including patterns and 
locations of future development consistent with existing plans whose implementation was in the 
public interest. The Commissions also adopted qualitative factors to consider when determining 
whether an individual development project would have a significant adverse impact on use of such 
parks, based on the time of year, time of day, location, and duration of new shadows, and the effect of 
these shadows on usage patterns within parks; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The Commissions recognized that they were vested with the administrative authority to 
establish criteria and guidelines governing shadow on parks as set forth in the 1989 Memo. Neither 
Proposition K nor Section 295 require the establishment of ACLs.  They also do not mention any 
particular quantitative mechanism or require the adoption of such mechanism. However, the 
Planning and Recreation and Park Commissions decided jointly to create such limits in the 1989 
Memo for certain parks in the downtown area in order to more deliberately manage the sunlight on 
parks in the densest part of the City, which was situated north of Market Street at the time; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The ACLs are a creation of the joint action of the Commissions and are set forth in the 
1989 Memo.  The Commissions, under the authority delegated to them under Proposition K, have the 
ability to revise such limits from time to time in a manner they deem appropriate based on new 
information and experience, provided that the revisions are consistent with the mandate of Section 
295 that no new shadows may be permitted which are adverse to the use of the parks; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The Downtown Plan was adopted in 1985, after the adoption of Section 295, with the 
intention of shifting growth south of Market Street, particularly to the area around the Transbay 
Transit Center, in order to reduce development pressure north of Market Street, preserve historic 
buildings, and reduce the encroachment of the central business district into surrounding 
neighborhoods to the north and northwest; and, 
 
WHEREAS, The Transit Center District Plan (“TCDP” or the “Plan”) is a multi-year public and 
cooperative interagency planning process that began in 2007 which supports and builds on the 1985 
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Downtown Plan’s vision for the area around the Transbay Transit Center as the heart of the new 
downtown. Specifically, the Plan is a comprehensive vision for shaping growth on the southern side 
of Downtown to respond to and support the construction of the new Transbay Transit Center project, 
including the Downtown Rail Extension; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The TCDP is consistent with the overarching policy objectives of the 1985 Downtown 
Plan, but is a comprehensive revision and update to key aspects of the Downtown Plan based on 
today’s considerations and how best to achieve the broadest improvements to livability, economic 
development, and sustainability; and,  
 
WHEREAS, Adoption of the TCDP included reclassification of numerous parcels in the area to 
increase height limits and facilitate greater intensity and density for individual developments in 
furtherance of the goals of the Plan. These reclassifications include a landmark tower site in front of 
the Transit Center with a height limit of 1,000 feet and several other nearby sites with height limits 
ranging from 600 to 850 feet; and,  
 
WHEREAS, Each building proposed within the TCDP contributes to the Plan’s overall program of 
public benefits, and the Plan cannot be reasonably evaluated for public interest on a building-by-
building basis. The Plan’s public benefit program would be obscured by a piecemeal evaluation of all 
the established ACLs as part of each individual building’s approval process.  Such an approach also 
would undermine the purposes of doing comprehensive planning for development, open space, and 
miscellaneous public benefits. As such, adjustments to the 1989 Memo should be considered 
holistically in light of the newly adopted TCDP; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The 1989 Memo provides that the Planning Commission and Recreation and Park 
Commission may consider the public good served by development that would cast new shadows on 
park properties, in terms of a needed use, building design, and urban form. The adoption and 
implementation of the Plan is intended to shape regional growth patterns through the development 
of an intense, employment-focused neighborhood situated within downtown San Francisco in an area 
served by abundant existing and planned transportation infrastructure. As the tallest proposed 
building within both the City and the Plan area, the Transbay Tower, at over 1,000 feet in total height, 
would serve as the centerpiece of a new sculpted downtown skyline that marks the location of the 
Transbay Transit Center, the future nexus of local, regional, and statewide transportation 
infrastructure in San Francisco. The Transbay Tower will necessarily be flanked by nearby buildings 
of 600 to 850 feet in height in order to provide a graceful skyline and provide transitions to the 
Transbay Tower from the predominant existing skyline or 600 feet; and, 
 
WHEREAS, The additional cumulative shadow that could be cast by development within the Plan 
area on Union Square, Portsmouth Square, Saint Mary’s Square, Justin Herman Plaza, Maritime 
Plaza, Chinese Recreation Center, Boeddeker Park, Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground, and Woh 
Hei Yuen Park is not expected to interfere with or adversely affect the use of these parks, for the 
following reasons: (1) the new shadow would primarily occur in the morning hours during periods of 
low park usage; (2) the new shadow would generally occur for a limited amount of time on any given 
day, with durations ranging from five minutes to a maximum of approximately 60 minutes, 
depending on the specific park and the time of year; and (3) the new shadow would occur during 
limited discrete periods of the year, which would vary depending on the specific park, and would 
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range from a minimum of a couple weeks to a maximum of approximately three months, with 
fluctuations in the amount of new shadow that would be cast during these periods on a given park 
property. These considerations are consistent with the analytical criteria and guidelines in the 1989 
Memo, which include qualitative criteria that recommend avoiding shadows that cover extensive 
areas of a park for a substantial length of time, particularly in areas and during times of intense 
usage; and,  
 
WHEREAS, Development within the Plan area will generate substantial revenue for new 
infrastructure and improvements to the public realm, including the creation of new open spaces.  
Implementation of the Plan, if all major development sites are constructed, would generate up to $590 
million for public infrastructure, including over $400 million for the Downtown Rail Extension. This 
contribution of funds to the Downtown Rail Extension represents the vast majority of the City ’s 
commitment to provide $450 million, memorialized in a regional agreement with the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission to leverage $2 billion in additional regional and federal funds to 
construct the rail project;  and, 
 
WHEREAS, The Plan would create or help fund the creation of over 12 acres of new public open 
space in the Plan Area, which currently has no publicly-owned open space. The 1989 Memo 
considered the importance of distributing sunny open spaces throughout the larger Downtown area. 
However, the Memo primarily focused on open spaces north of Market Street, and did not 
contemplate the creation the type of extensive new public open space proposed by the Plan; and,  
 
WHEREAS, A portion of the projected revenues from implementation of the Plan are allocated to 
improvements outside of the Plan area, in recognition that increased population in the Plan area 
would have outward rippling effects on usage and demand for open space in nearby neighborhoods. 
The Funding Program for the Plan specifically provides for up to $12.5 million from the Plan’s future 
Open Space Fee revenue to fund open space improvements outside of the Plan area, including $9 
million for open space improvements in the Chinatown area and $3.5 million for other downtown 
area open space improvements; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The 1989 Memo did not establish an ACL for either Woh Hei Yuen Park or the Chinese 
Recreation Center; and,  
 
WHEREAS, A determination by the Commissions to raise the ACLs for the seven specified parks in 
amounts that would accommodate the additional shadow that could be cast by development within 
the Plan area as reported in the Plan’s FEIR does not constitute an approval of any specific project. 
Through future action at public hearings, the Planning Commission, and Recreation and Park 
Commission (if it so desires), would analyze and consider the shadow impacts of individual 
development projects within the Plan area, and determine whether a given project would result in an 
adverse shadow impact on open spaces regulated by Section 295 and allocate available shadow to 
that project; and, 
 
WHEREAS, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163 require a lead agency to prepare a 
subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR when substantial changes to the project, substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, or new 
information of substantial importance would require major revisions of the certified EIR.  There have 
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been no substantial changes to the TCDP, no substantial changes in circumstances, and no new 
information of substantial importance since the Final EIR was certified on May 24, 2012.  Therefore, 
no subsequent or supplemental environmental review is required. 
 
 


DECISION 


Now, therefore be it  


RESOLVED, That based upon the Record and the submissions by the staff of the Planning 
Department, the Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission hereby amend the 1989 
Memo to increase the Absolute Cumulative Shadow Limits (“ACLs”) for the following specified 
properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, as specified below: 


 


 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, The increases in the ACLs specified by this resolution are 
limited to the general shadow profiles of the cumulative new shadows that could be cast by buildings 
within the Transit Center District Plan, as identified in the FEIR prepared for the Plan, and would not 
be available to buildings outside of the Plan area.  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, The increases in the ACLs specified by this resolution are 
accompanied by additional qualitative and quantitative criteria for the characteristics of potential 
shadows within these ACLs, including the duration, time of day, time of year, and location of 
shadows on the particular parks, as described in the Plan Final EIR and attached to this Resolution as 
Exhibit A.  Any future consideration of allocation of “shadow” within these newly increased ACLs 
for projects must be consistent with these the criteria set forth in Exhibit A. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, The “public benefit” of any project considered for allocation of 
new shadow within these revised ACLs shall be considered in the context of the public benefits of the 
Transit Center District Plan as a whole, provided that such project is within the Plan area. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, Any development project that seeks allocation of available ACL 
within the limits newly established herein must adequately demonstrate a good faith effort to sculpt 
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the massing and architectural elements of the proposed building so that it: (1)  is consistent with the 
adopted building height limits and controls in the Plan, and (2) reduces the effect of the building’s 
shadows on the parks protected by Section 295 in comparison to the building’s shadow as analyzed 
in the Plan’s Final EIR.  This requirement shall not apply to the Transbay Tower (101 1st Street) 
project, however, which was analyzed at a project level in the Final EIR. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, The Planning Commission and Recreation and Park 
Commission, for purposes of this action, rely upon and incorporate by reference as though fully set 
forth herein, the findings set forth in Exhibit B of this Motion as approved by the Planning 
Commission on May 24, 2012 in Motion No. 18629 ("CEQA Findings") and the Mitigation, 
Monitoring, and Reporting Program, as set forth in Exhibit 1 of Motion No. 18629. 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its 
meeting on October 11, 2012 
 
 
 
Linda Avery 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   Fong, Antonini, Borden, Hillis, Wu 
 
NAYS:  Moore, Sugaya 
 
ABSENT:  
 
ADOPTED: October 11, 2012 
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EXHIBIT A 
 


Additional Criteria for the Consideration of 
New Shadows on Certain Parks 


The qualitative and quantitative criteria for each of the listed parks below shall supplement any 
evaluation criteria in the 1989 Memo.  Times of day given for new shading should be considered 
approximate, with tolerance for consideration plus or minus 10 minutes. The “maximum coverage” 
criteria refers to the maximum coverage of new shading at the minute of greatest new shading. 
 
Union Square 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    38.3%. * 
Revised ACL:      0.19% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow:   Mid-March through Late September 
Maximum Duration of Net New Shadow: 60 minutes 
Time of Day: Between 7:10 – 8:40 am;  


On Day of Maximum extent: 7:40 – 8:40am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  24.5% of the park 
 
Net new shadow may sweep across various parts of the park depending on the time of year, however 
the shadows at times of maximum extent would occur in the southern edge of the park, on the 
terraced steps, garage driveway, and adjacent landscaping and circulation areas. The maximum area 
of new shadow shall not exceed approximately 24.5% of the park at 8:00am in early April and early 
September. Shading on these particular days would begin at 7:40am at the southwest corner part of 
the park, peak at 8:00am, and depart by 8:40am.  
 
* After the adoption of the ACL in the 1989 Memo, the Macy’s expansion project added sunlight to Union 
Square amounting to approximately 0.05% of the theoretically available sunlight on the park. It should be 
noted, however, that the ACL for Union Square was not formally increased to account for this added sunlight.  
 
 
Portsmouth Square 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    39.0%. 
Revised ACL:     0.41% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow:   Mid-October to early December, early January  
      to late February 
Maximum Duration of Net New Shadow: 60 minutes 
Time of Day: Between 8:00 – 9:10 am;  


On Day of Maximum Extent: 8:00 – 9:00am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  42.5% of the park 
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The net new shadow would sweep across various parts of the park depending on the time of year, 
however the shadows at times of maximum extent would occur over the southwestern half of the 
park, on the upper plaza and the playgrounds. The maximum area of new shadow is 42.5% of the 
park at 8:30am in late November and mid-January. The shading on these particular days would begin 
at 8:00am at the center of the park, peak at 8:30am, and depart by 9:00am. 
 
 
St. Mary’s Square 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    51.9%. 
Revised ACL:       0.09% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow: Mid-September to mi-October, late February to late 


March 
Maximum Duration of Net New Shadow: 40 minutes 
Time of Day: Between 8:10 – 9:10 am;  


On Day of Maximum Extent: 8:30 – 9:10am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  26.3% of the park 
 
The net new shadow would sweep across various parts of the park depending on the time of year, 
however the shadows at times of maximum extent would occur over the southwestern half of the 
park, on the upper plaza and the playgrounds. The maximum area of new shadow is 26.3% of the 
park at 8:45am in late September and mid-March. The shading on these particular days would being 
at 8:30am at the southwest of the park, peak at 8:45am, and depart by 9:10am. 
 
 
Justin Herman Plaza 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    37.6%. 
Potential TCDP Net New Shadow:   0.09% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow:   Early November - Early February 
Maximum Duration of Net New Shadow: 60 minutes total (coverage from two different 


separate buildings at discrete times, each with a 
duration of approximately 30 minutes) 


Time of Day: Between 1:00 – 2:40 pm;  
On Day of Maximum Extent: 1:10 – 1:40pm  
and 2:10 – 2:40pm 


Maximum coverage of new shading:  10.1% of the park 
 


The net new shadow would sweep across various parts of the park depending on the time of day; 
however, the shadows at times of maximum extent would occur over the southern portion of the 
sunken plaza, including part of the stage, the steps along the edge of the plaza, and small portions of 
the landscaping and palm trees along the eastern and southern edges of the sunken plaza. No new 
shading would be cast on the southern portion of the park south of the Market Street extension. The 
maximum area of new shadow is 10.1% of the park at 1:15pm in early December and early January. 
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The shading on these particular days would begin at 1:10pm on the southern part of the sunken plaza 
in the northern part of the park, peak at 1:15pm, and depart by 1:40pm, then reappear at 2:10pm over 
the Market Street extension and disappear by 2:40pm. The two distinct periods are due to shading 
from different buildings occurring at different times.  
 
 
Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 
 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    52.8%. 
Revised ACL:      0.03% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow:   Early November - Early December; January 
Maximum Duration of Net New Shadow: 20 minutes 
Time of Day: Between 8:00 – 8:20 am;  


On Day of Maximum Extent: 8:00 – 8:20am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  15.1% of the park 


 
The net new shadow would sweep primarily over portions of the sport courts and the children’s play 
area along the Sacramento Street edge between 8:00-8:20. The maximum area of new shadow is 15.1% 
of the park at 8:15 in late November and mid-January. 
 
 
Maritime Plaza 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    68.4%. 
Revised ACL:     0.004% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow: Early to Mid-December; - Late December to Early 


January 
Maximum Duration of Net New Shadow: 25 minutes 
Time of Day: Between 10:40 – 11:05 am;  


On Day of Maximum Extent: 10:40 – 11:05 am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  1.9% of the park 
 
The shadow falls on the southern portion of a skinny and long north-south slice of sun that tracks 
across the western half of the plaza in the morning as the shading building lines up with the gap 
between Embarcadero Center towers. The area features circulation, landscaping, sculpture, and 
informal seating areas. The shadow is primarily cast by the rooftop sculptural top of the Tower. The 
maximum area of new shadow is 1.9% of the park at 10:45am in late December. 
 
 
Chinese Recreation Center 
 
ACL:      N/A 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow: Mid October; Mid February 
Duration of Net New Shadow:   5 minutes 
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Time of Day: 8:25am 
On Day of Maximum Extent: 8:25am 


Maximum coverage of new shading:  36.5% of the park 
 


The shadow would predominantly fall on a portion of the roof of the Recreation Center building and 
a northern portion of the adjacent open recreation area. 
 
 
Boeddeker Park 
 
Existing Shadow Load:    37.7% 
Revised ACL:     0.003% 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow: Early June – Early July 
Duration of Net New Shadow:   5 minutes 
Time of Day: 6:47 – 7:00 am 


On Day of Maximum Extent: 6:47 – 6:52am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  2.9% of the park 


 
The shadow would fall in two locations, both on small portions of the outer street edges of the park, 
one along the Jones Street edge and one on the Ellis Street edge. In both cases, the shadow would fall 
on service entries and raised planters, based on the proposed design for the park renovation. The 
shadow would not touch any of the proposed active or passive recreational areas. 
 
 
Woh Hei Yuen Park 
Existing Shadow Load:    Unknown 
ACL:      N/A 
Time/Date of Net New Shadow: Early November; Early February 
Duration of Net New Shadow:   <10 minutes 
Time of Day: 7:44-7:50am 


On Day of Maximum Extent: 7:44-7:50am 
Maximum coverage of new shading:  1.9% of the park 


 
The shadow falls on the John Street edge touching a small part of the plaza and part of the picnic 
table area beneath the arbor. 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 18629 
HEARING DATE MAY 24, 2012 


 
 


Date: May 24, 2012 
Case No.: 2007.0558EMTZU 
Project: Transit Center District Plan – 


 Adoption of CEQA Findings 
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky - (415) 575-6815 
 joshua.switzky@sfgov.org 


 
 
ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND 
STATE GUIDELINES IN CONNECTION WITH THE ADOPTION OF THE TRANSIT 
CENTER DISTRICT PLAN AND RELATED ACTIONS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT 
SUCH PLAN. 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Department, the Lead Agency responsible for the implementation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) has undertaken a planning and 
environmental review process for the proposed Transit Center District Plan and provided 
appropriate public hearings before the Planning Commission. 
 
In 1985, the City adopted the Downtown Plan into the General Plan to guide growth in the 
Downtown area. Recognizing the potential for transit-oriented growth in the vicinity of the 
Transbay Terminal south of Market Street, the Downtown Plan called for concentrating the City’s 
greatest densities and building heights in this area, as well as creating a system to transfer 
development rights from other parts of the downtown to this area. 
 
Since the adoption of the Downtown Plan several major infrastructure changes have happened or 
are being undertaken. The Embarcadero Freeway was removed following the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake, allowing for the renovation of the waterfront and rethinking of the southern side of 
the downtown. The City and region have embarked on a multi-billion dollar investment in 
improving and expanding transit infrastructure, further enhancing the transit accessibility of the 
area, through construction of a new Transbay Transit Center on the site of the former Transbay 
Terminal and an extension of intra-city rail from the current terminus at 4th and King Streets into 
the Transit Center. This is the single largest investment in public transit in San Francisco since the 
construction of BART in the early 1970s. In 2005 the City adopted the Transbay Redevelopment 
Plan to direct funding toward the Transit Center project and direct the redevelopment of 
underutilized publicly-owned lands, primarily those that formerly housed the Embarcadero 
Freeway, into a new high-density residential neighborhood. 
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 In 2006, a Mayor’s Interagency Working Group published a report calling for the City to 
investigate further land use studies around the Transit Center as to whether building densities 
and heights could be increased further in recognition of the transit investment and as to whether 
such growth could be leveraged to generated substantial new revenues to help fund the full 
Transit Center project, including the Downtown Rail Extension. 
 
In 2007, the Planning Department initiated a public planning effort called the Transit Center 
District Plan, focused on the area roughly bounded by Market Street, Embarcadero, Folsom 
Street, and Hawthorne Street, whose five fundamental goals were to: 
 
(1) Build on the General Plan’s Urban Design Element and Downtown Plan, establishing controls, 
guidelines and standards to advance existing policies of livability, as well as those that protect 
the unique quality of place; 
(2) Capitalize on major transit investment with appropriate land use in the downtown core, with 
an eye toward long-term growth considerations; 
(3) Create a framework for a network of public streets and open spaces that support the transit 
system, and provides a wide variety of public amenities and a world-class pedestrian experience; 
(4) Generate financial support for the Transit Center project, district infrastructure, and other 
public improvements; and 
(5) Ensure that the Transit Center District is an example of comprehensive environmental 
sustainability in all regards. 
 
The Planning Department held numerous public workshops and worked with consultants 
throughout 2008 and 2009, resulting in the publication of a Draft Transit Center District Plan in 
November 2009. In April 2012 the Planning Department published a Plan Addendum revising 
and clarifying aspects of the Draft Plan. 
 
The Transit Center District Plan (“the Plan”), a sub-area plan of the Downtown Plan, supports 
and builds on the Downtown Plan’s vision for the area around the Transbay Transit Center as the 
heart of the new downtown. The Plan enhances and augments the Downtown Plan’s patterns of 
land use, urban form, public space, circulation, and historic preservation, and makes adjustments 
to this specific sub-area based on today’s understanding of the issues and constraints facing the 
area, particularly in light of the Transit Center project. The Plan’s core recommendations include: 
 


• Increasing allowable density and strategic increases to height limits in the Plan area to 
increase the transit-oriented growth capacity of the area while recognizing the 
importance of these buildings with respect to city form and impacts to the immediate 
and neighboring districts; 


 
• Ensuring that major development sites incorporate commercial space in order to preserve 


the job growth capacity for the downtown; 
 


• Enhancing the public realm and circulation system to accommodate growth and provide 
a world-class pedestrian experience, including widening sidewalks, providing dedicated 
transit lanes, augmenting the bicycle network, adding signalized mid-block crosswalks, 
and converting certain alleys into pedestrian plazas; 
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• Identifying and funding opportunities for new public open space and improved access to 
planned spaces, including at 2nd/Howard, Transbay Park, Mission Square and City Park 
on the roof of the Transit Center, as well as providing additional funding for park 
improvements in the downtown outside of the Plan area; 
 


• Enlarging the New Montgomery-2nd Street Conservation District and updating 
individual resource ratings based on a newly-adopted survey; 
 


• Identifying opportunities to explore advanced district-level energy and water utility 
systems to improve environmental performance beyond individual buildings; and 
 


• Adopting a funding program including two new key revenue mechanisms – impact fees 
and a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District – to ensure that new development 
contributes substantially toward the implementation of necessary public infrastructure, 
including the Transit Center/Downtown Extension project. 
 


 
The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Transit Center 
District Plan.  The core policies and supporting discussion in the Plan have been incorporated 
into a Sub-Area Plan proposed to be added to the Downtown Plan. The Sub-Area Plan, together 
with other General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code Amendments, 
and approval of an Implementation Document provide a comprehensive set of policies, 
regulatory controls and implementation programming to realize the vision of the Plan.  
 
The actions listed in Attachment A hereto (“Actions”) are part of a series of considerations in 
connection with the adoption of the Transit Center District Plan and various implementation 
actions (“Project”), as more particularly described in Attachment A hereto. 
 
The Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”) 
was required for the proposed Transit Center District Plan and provided public notice of that 
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on July 20, 2008. 
 
Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted in 
the project area by Department staff on September 28, 2011. 
 
On September 28, 2011, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and 
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 
 
Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse 
on September 28, 2011. 
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 The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on November 3, 2011 at 
which opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the 
DEIR. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on November 28, 2011. 
 
The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 60 day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions 
to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses document, published on May 10, 2012, 
distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available 
to others upon request at the Department. 
 
A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) was prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses document all as 
required by law. 
 
The Planning Commission, on May 24, 2012, by Motion No. 18628 reviewed and considered the 
FEIR and found that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
 
Also by Motion No. 18628 , the Planning Commission, finding that the FEIR was adequate, 
accurate and objective, reflected the independent judgment of the Planning Commission and that 
the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, adopted 
findings of significant impacts associated with the Project and certified the completion of the 
FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The Planning Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, including 
mitigation measures and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR, adoption of 
such measures, rejection of alternatives, and overriding considerations for approving the Project, 
including all of the actions listed in Attachment A hereto, and a proposed mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program, attached as Exhibit 1 to Attachment A. These materials were made 
available to the public and this Planning Commission for the Planning Commission's review, 
consideration, and actions. 
 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the 
FEIR and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached hereto as Attachment A, including 
adoption of Exhibit 1, the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and imposition of those 
mitigation measures in that are within the Planning Commission jurisdiction as project 
conditions, and incorporates the same herein by this reference. 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its 
regular meeting of May 24, 20012. 


Linda D. Avery 
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 Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Fong, Wu, Antonini, Borden, and Sugaya  
 
NOES: Commissioner Moore  
 
ABSENT:  Commissioner Miguel 
 
ADOPTED: May 24, 2012  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 


TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN 
 


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS: 
FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND 


ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 


SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
In determining to approve the proposed Transit Center District Plan Project and related 
approval actions (“Project”), the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission” 
or “Commission”) makes and adopts the following findings of fact and statement of overriding 
considerations and adopts the following recommendations regarding mitigation measures and 
alternatives based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. 
(“CEQA”), particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for implementation of 
CEQA, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”), 
particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administration 
Code.  
 
I. Introduction 
 
This document is organized as follows: 
 
Section I provides a description of the proposed Project, the environmental review process for 
the Project, the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records; 
 
Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 
 
Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation; 
 
Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than 
significant levels; 
 
Section V discusses why recirculation of the EIR is not required; 
 
Section VI evaluates the economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations that 
support the rejection of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR; and 
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Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Planning Commission's actions in light of the environmental consequences of the 
project. 
 
Section VIII includes a statement incorporating the Final EIR by reference. 
 
Attached to these findings as Exhibit 1 is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final EIR 
(“FEIR”) that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies 
the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule.  
 
These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or 
responses to comments in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide 
an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings. 
 
A.  Project Description 
 
The Transit Center District Plan proposes new planning policies and controls for land use; 
urban form, including building height and design; street change/public realm improvements; 
historic preservation; and sustainability. The area subject to the Project is centered on the new 
Transit Center, and is bounded generally by Market, Steuart, and Folsom Streets, and a line east 
of Third Street (the “Plan area”). The Project would allow height limit increases permitting up 
to about six buildings at a height of 700 feet or taller, including the proposed Transit Tower. It 
also includes financial support for the new Transit Center, which is under construction and will 
replace the former Transbay Terminal as a regional transit hub. 
 
B. Environmental Review 
 
The Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was 
required for the Project. The Planning Department published the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2008072073) and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review 
and comment on September 28, 2011.  
 
On September 28, 2011, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to 
the State Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft EIR of the date and time of the 
public hearings were posted on the Planning Department's website on  
September 28, 2011.  
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The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on November 3, 
2011. At this hearing, opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was 
received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on the Draft 
EIR from September 28, 2011, to November 28, 2011. 
 
The Planning Department published the Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR on May 10, 
2012. This document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft EIR made at 
the public hearing on November 3, 2011, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft 
EIR during the public review period from September 28, 2011, to November 28, 2011. The 
comments and responses document also contains text changes to the Draft EIR to correct or 
clarify information presented in the DEIR, including changes to the DEIR text made in response 
to comments.  
 
C. Planning Commission Actions 
 
The Planning Commission is being requested to take the following actions to approve, 
recommend to the Board of Supervisors, and implement the Project.  
 


• Certify the Final EIR. 
 


• Adopt CEQA findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 


• Determine consistency of the Transit Center District Plan Project with the General Plan 
and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies, and recommend adoption to the 
Board of Supervisors. 


 
• Approve and recommend to the Board of Supervisors adoption of amendments to the 


General Plan constituting the Transit Center District Plan. 
 


• Approve and recommend to the Board of Supervisors related amendments to the 
San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps including related amendments to the 
Administrative Code and an associated implementation plan. 


 
D. Location of Records 
 
The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes 
the following: 
 


• The Transit Center District Plan. 
 
• The EIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. 
 
• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 


Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the 
Project, and the alternatives set forth in the EIR. 







Case No. 2007.0558E 4 Transit Center District Plan 
 


 
• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning 


Commission by the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the 
EIR, or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission. 


 
• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from 


other public agencies relating to the Project or the EIR. 
 
• All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the 


Transbay Joint Power Authority (“TJPA”), the project sponsor for the Transbay Transit 
Center and the proposed Transit Tower, and its consultants in connection with the 
Project. 


 
• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public 


hearing or workshop related to the Project and the EIR. 
 
• For documentary and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and 


ordinances, including, without limitation, general plans, specific plans and ordinances, 
together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring 
programs and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area. 


 
• The MMRP. 
 
• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code 


Section 2116.76(e) 
 
The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received during the 
public review period from September 28, 2011 to November 28, 2011, the administrative record, 
and background documentation for the Final EIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco. Linda Avery, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of 
these documents and materials. 
 
II. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant, Thus Requiring No Mitigation 
 
Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Planning 
Commission finds that the implementation of the Project and associated Area Plans would not 
result in any significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Land Use; Population, 
Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions; Recreation and Public Space; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Geology, 
Soils, and Seismicity; Hydrology and Water Quality; Mineral and Energy Resources; and 
Agricultural and Forest Resources. Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail 
including, but not limited to, in the EIR Chapters: IV.A; IV.C; IV.K; IV.L; IV.M; IV.O; IV.P; IV.R, 
IV.S; V.A; 7.A-C (IS); 8.A-C (IS); 9.A, B (IS); 10.A-C (IS); 11.A-B (IS).  
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III. Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced 
To A Less Than Significant Level 


Finding:  CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or 
substantially lessen a project’s identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if 
such measures are feasible. 
 
The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern impacts identified in the EIR and 
mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as 
proposed in the FEIR and recommended for adoption by this Commission, the Board of 
Supervisors, and other City entities that can be implemented by City agencies or departments. 
Except for minor revisions shown in double underline and strike through text in the language of 
Mitigation Measures M-CP-3d, M-TR-1c, M-NO-1a, M-NO-1e, M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, M-AQ-5, M-
AQ-7, and M-HZ-2c in Response to Comments on the DEIR, the mitigation measures proposed 
for adoption in this section are identical to the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR.  The 
Draft EIR and Response to Comments document provides additional evidence  as to how these 
measures would avoid  or reduce the identified impacts, though in some cases not to a less than 
significant level, as described herein.  Such analysis, as statement in Section VIII, is incorporated 
herein by reference. 
 
As explained previously, Exhibit 1, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a 
table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in Chapter V of the EIR that is required to 
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsible for 
implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 
 
The Planning Commission finds, based on the record before it, that the mitigation measures 
proposed for adoption in the FEIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by 
the identified agencies at the designated time. This Planning Commission urges other agencies 
to adopt and implement applicable mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR that are within the 
jurisdiction and responsibility of such entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if 
such measures are not adopted and implemented, the Project may result in additional 
significant unavoidable impacts. For this reason, and as discussed in Section VI, the Planning 
Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in Section VII. 
 
All mitigation measures identified in the FEIR that would reduce or avoid significant adverse 
environmental impacts are proposed for adoption and are set forth in Exhibit 1, in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. With the exception of Mitigation Measure A-1 
which is rejected due to infeasibility as discussed under Section IV.B., the Planning Commission 
agrees to and adopts all mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR.  
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A. Cultural Resources 


1. Impact – Disturbance or Destruction of Archeological Resources 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 
The EIR finds that development projects in the Plan area could cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of archeological resources.  


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-CP-1, p. 254, which would require the implementation of a Subsequent Archeological 
Testing Program, as follows:  
 
When a project is to be developed within the Transit Center District Plan Area, it will be 
subject to preliminary archeological review by the Planning Department archeologist. 
This in-house review will assess whether there are gaps in the necessary background 
information needed to make an informed archaeological sensitivity assessment. This 
assessment will be based upon the information presented in the Transit Center District 
Plan Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (Far Western Anthropological 
Research Group, Inc., Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Transit 
Center District Plan Area, San Francisco, California, February 2010), as well as any more 
recent investigations that may be relevant. If data gaps are identified, then additional 
investigations, such as historic archival research or geoarchaeological coring, may be 
required to provide sufficiently detailed information to make an archaeological 
sensitivity assessment. 


If the project site is considered to be archaeologically sensitive and based on a 
reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant 
adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. 
The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the 
Planning Department pool of qualified archaeological consultants as provided by the 
Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall undertake an 
archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be 
available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if 
required pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be 
conducted in accordance with this measure and with the requirements of the Transit 
Center District Plan archeological research design and treatment plan at the direction of 
the ERO. In instances of inconsistency between the requirement of the project 
archaeological research design and treatment plan and of this archaeological mitigation 
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measure, the requirements of this archaeological mitigation measure shall prevail. All 
plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first 
and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports 
subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or 
data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the 
project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension 
of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only 
feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 (a) (c).  


Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to 
the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological 
testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP 
shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that 
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be 
used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological 
testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of 
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological 
resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.  


At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant 
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological 
testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant archeological 
resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be 
undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an 
archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant 
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by 
the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 


A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource; or 


B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the 
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 


Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological 
consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, 
the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological monitoring plan (AMP):  


• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and 
consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related 
soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
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archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, 
such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities 
installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), 
site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of 
the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to 
their depositional context; 


• Archeological monitoring shall conform to the requirements of the final 
AMP reviewed and approved by the ERO; 


• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on 
the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how 
to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the 
appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 


• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according 
to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO 
until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, 
determined that project construction activities could have no effects on 
significant archeological deposits; 


• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil 
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 


• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing 
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment 
until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe 
that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile 
driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the 
resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a 
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this 
assessment to the ERO. 


Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the 
ERO. 
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Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be 
conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological 
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP 
prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft 
ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program 
will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to 
contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are 
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to 
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data 
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if 
nondestructive methods are practical.  


The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 


• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, 
procedures, and operations. 


• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing 
system and artifact analysis procedures. 


• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and 
post-field discard and deaccession policies. 


• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 
interpretive program during the course of the archeological data recovery 
program. 


• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the 
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally 
damaging activities. 


• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of 
results. 


• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the 
curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 


Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human 
remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils 
disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall 
include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco 
and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native 
American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage 







Case No. 2007.0558E 10 Transit Center District Plan 
 


Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make 
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate 
dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA 
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the 
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and 
final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 


Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft 
Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical 
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological 
and historical research methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data 
recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: 
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall 
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to 
the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of the Planning Department 
shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of 
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) 
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in 
or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final 
report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 


2.  Impact – Physical Damage to Historic Architectural Resources 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 


The EIR finds that construction activity in the Plan area could result in damage to 
historic architectural resources. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-CP-5 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-CP-5a, p. 270, which would require the implementation of Construction Best Practices 
for Historical Resources, and  Mitigation Measure M-CP-5b, also on p. 270, which would 
require Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, as follows: 
 
M-CP-5a: Construction Best Practices for Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a 
development project in the Plan area shall incorporate into construction specifications 
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for the proposed project a requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all feasible 
means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic buildings, including, but not 
necessarily limited to, staging of equipment and materials as far as possible from historic 
buildings to avoid direct impact damage; using techniques in demolition (of the parking 
lot), excavation, shoring, and construction that create the minimum feasible vibration; 
maintaining a buffer zone when possible between heavy equipment and historical 
resource(s) within 125 feet, as identified by the Planning Department; appropriately 
shoring excavation sidewalls to prevent movement of adjacent structures; design and 
installation of the new foundation to minimize uplift of adjacent soils; ensuring 
adequate drainage from adjacent sites; covering the roof of adjacent structures to avoid 
damage from falling objects; and ensuring appropriate security to minimize risks of 
vandalism and fire. 
 
M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. The project 
sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic 
buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The 
monitoring program would include the following components. Prior to the start of any 
ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a preconstruction survey of 
historical resource(s) identified by the Planning Department within 125 feet of planned 
construction to document and photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. Based on 
the construction and condition of the resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a 
maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing 
condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction 
practices (a common standard is 0.2 inches per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure 
that vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall 
monitor vibration levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction 
activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the standard. 
 
Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be 
halted and alternative techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. The consultant 
shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during ground-disturbing 
activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur, the building(s) shall 
be remediated to its preconstruction condition at the conclusion of ground-disturbing 
activity on the site.  
 


B. Noise and Vibration 


1. Impact – Construction Noise 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
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The EIR finds that construction activities in the Plan area could expose persons to 
temporary increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The EIR 
concludes that such impacts could occur individually (as a result of construction of a 
single new building) as well as cumulatively (the joint contributions of all new 
buildings). 


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-NO-2a, Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving, p. 360; and Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-2b, General Construction Noise Control Measures, p. 361, as follows: 
 
M-NO-2a: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving. For individual projects that 
require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed 
under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These attenuation measures 
shall include as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective 
strategies, as feasible:  


 
• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 


require the construction contractor to erect temporary plywood noise 
barriers along the boundaries of the project site to shield potential 
sensitive receptors and reduce noise levels;  


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
require the construction contractor to implement “quiet” pile-driving 
technology (such as pre-drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of 
more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), 
where feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and structural 
requirements and conditions; 


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
require the construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise 
attenuation measures by taking noise measurement; and 


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
require that the construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result 
in the least disturbance to neighboring uses.  


M-NO-2b: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that project 
noise from construction activities is minimized to the maximum extent feasible, the 
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall undertake the following: 


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used 
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for project construction utilize the best available noise control techniques 
(e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, 
ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, 
wherever feasible). 


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as 
compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as 
possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around 
such sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce 
construction noise by as much as five dBA. To further reduce noise, the 
contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated 
areas, if feasible. 


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, 
pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically 
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed 
air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic 
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust 
shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could 
reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA. 


• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
include noise control requirements in specifications provided to 
construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be 
limited to, performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the 
extent feasible; use of equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the 
most noisy activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding 
residents and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid 
residential buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. 


• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission 
of construction documents, the project sponsor of a development project 
in the Plan area shall submit to the Planning Department and Department 
of Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track 
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include 
(1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of 
Public Health, and the Police Department (during regular construction 
hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise complaint 
procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all 
times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction 
complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification 
of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within 
300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of 
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extreme noise generating activities (defined as activities generating noise 
levels of 90 dBA or greater) about the estimated duration of the activity. 


C. Wind 


1. Impact – Increase in Pedestrian-Level Wind Speeds 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 
The EIR finds that, absent mitigation, implementation of the draft Plan would not cause 
large increases in pedestrian wind speeds or wind speeds in publicly accessible open 
spaces over a substantial portion of the Plan area. The EIR finds that such impacts could 
occur individually (as a result of a single new building) as well as cumulatively (the joint 
contributions of all new buildings), but would be avoidable through design of 
subsequent projects. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-WI-2 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-WI-2, p. 462, which would require that new towers be designed to minimize 
pedestrian wind speeds, as follows: 
 
M-WI-2: Tower Design to Minimize Pedestrian Wind Speeds. As part of the design 
development for buildings on Parcel F and at the 524 Howard Street, 50 First Street, 
181 Fremont Street and Golden Gate University sites, the project sponsor(s) shall 
consider the potential effect of these buildings on pedestrian-level winds and on winds 
in the City Park atop the Transit Center. If wind-tunnel testing identifies adverse 
impacts, the project sponsor(s) shall conduct additional mitigation testing to resolve 
impacts to the maximum degree possible and to the satisfaction of Planning Department 
staff. Design features could include, but not be limited to, setting a tower atop a podium, 
which can interfere with “downwash” of winds from higher elevations toward the 
ground; the use of setbacks on tower facades, particularly those facades facing into 
prevailing winds, which can have similar results; using chamfered and/or rounded 
corners to minimize the acceleration of upper-level winds as they round corners; façade 
articulation; and avoiding the placement of large, unbroken facades into prevailing 
winds. 
 


D. Biological Resources 


1. Impact – Adverse Effects to Special-Status Animal Species 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
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The EIR finds that development under the draft Plan has the potential to adversely 
impact species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-BI-1 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-BI-1a, Pre-Construction Bird Surveys, p. 565, and Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Pre-
Construction Bat Surveys, p. 566, as follows: 
 
M-BI-1a: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys. Conditions of approval for building permits 
issued for construction within the Plan area shall include a requirement for pre-
construction breeding bird surveys when trees or vegetation would be removed or 
buildings demolished as part of an individual project. Pre-construction nesting bird 
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist between February 1st and August 
15th if vegetation (trees or shrubs) removal or building demolition is scheduled to take 
place during that period. If special-status bird species are found to be nesting in or near 
any work area or, for compliance with federal and state law concerning migratory birds, 
if birds protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the California Fish and 
Game Code are found to be nesting in or near any work area, an appropriate no-work 
buffer zone (e.g., 100 feet for songbirds) shall be designated by the biologist. Depending 
on the species involved, input from the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Division of Migratory Bird 
Management may be warranted. As recommended by the biologist, no activities shall be 
conducted within the no-work buffer zone that could disrupt bird breeding. Outside of 
the breeding season (August 16 – January 31), or after young birds have fledged, as 
determined by the biologist, work activities may proceed. Birds that establish nests 
during the construction period are considered habituated to such activity and no buffer 
shall be required, except as needed to avoid direct destruction of the nest, which would 
still be prohibited. 
 
M-BI-1b: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys. Conditions of approval for building permits 
issued for construction within the Plan area shall include a requirement for pre-
construction special-status bat surveys when large trees are to be removed or 
underutilized or vacant buildings are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are 
found, the bat biologist shall take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to 
tree removal or building demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around 
active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be 
determined in consultation with CDFG. Bat roosts initiated during construction are 
presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary. 
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E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


1. Impact – Potential Exposure to Contaminated Soil and Groundwater 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 
The EIR finds that excavation in the Transit Center District Plan area would require the 
handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, potentially exposing 
workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release to the 
environment during construction. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-HZ-2a, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b, and Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c, pp. 640 – 
642, which would require appropriate soil assessment and corrective action, as follows: 
 
M-HZ-2a: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Sites Located Bayward of 
Historic Tide Line. For any project located bayward of the historic high tide line the 
project sponsor shall initiate compliance with, and ensure that the project fully complies 
with, Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. In accordance with this article, a site 
history report shall be prepared, and if appropriate, a soil investigation, soil analysis 
report, site mitigation plan, and certification report shall also be prepared. If the 
presence of hazardous materials is indicated, a site health and safety plan shall also be 
required. The soil analysis report is submitted to DPH. If required on the basis of the soil 
analysis report, a site mitigation plan shall be prepared to 1) assess potential 
environmental and health and safety risks; 2) recommend cleanup levels and mitigation 
measures, if any are necessary, that would be protective of workers and visitors to the 
property; 3) recommend measures to mitigate the risks identified; 4) identify 
appropriate waste disposal and handling requirements; and 5) present criteria for on-site 
reuse of soil. The recommended measures would be completed during construction. 
Upon completion, a certification report shall be prepared documenting that all 
mitigation measures recommended in the site mitigation report have been completed 
and that completion of the mitigation measures has been verified through follow-up soil 
sampling and analysis, if required.  
 
If the approved site mitigation plan includes leaving hazardous materials in soil or the 
groundwater with containment measures such as landscaping or a cap to prevent 
exposure to hazardous materials, the project sponsor shall ensure the preparation of a 
risk management plan, health and safety plan, and possibly a cap maintenance plan in 
accordance with DPH requirements. These plans shall specify how unsafe exposure to 
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hazardous materials left in place would be prevented, as well as safe procedures for 
handling hazardous materials should site disturbance be required. DPH could require a 
deed notice, for example, prohibiting or limiting certain future land uses, and the 
requirements of these plans and the deed restriction would transfer to the new property 
owners in the event that the property was sold. 
 
M-HZ-2b: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Projects Landward of the 
Historic High Tide Line. For any project that is not located bayward of the historic high 
tide line, the project sponsor shall ensure that a site-specific Phase I environmental site 
assessment is prepared prior to development. The site assessment shall include visual 
inspection of the property; review of historical documents; and review of environmental 
databases to assess the potential for contamination from sources such as underground 
storage tanks, current and historical site operations, and migration from off-site sources. 
The project sponsor shall ensure that the Phase I assessment and any related 
documentation is provided to the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) 
division and, if required by EP, to DPH for review and consideration of potential 
corrective action. 
 
Where the Phase I site assessment indicates evidence of site contamination, additional 
data shall be gathered during a Phase II investigation, including sampling and 
laboratory analysis of the soil and groundwater for the suspected chemicals to identify 
the nature and extent of contamination. If the level(s) of chemical(s) would create an 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment, appropriate cleanup levels for 
each chemical, based on current and planned land use, shall be determined in 
accordance with accepted procedures adopted by the lead regulatory agency providing 
oversight (e.g., the DTSC, the RWQCB, or DPH). At sites where there are ecological 
receptors such as sensitive plant or animal species that could be exposed, cleanup levels 
shall be determined according to the accepted ecological risk assessment methodology 
of the lead agency, and shall be protective of ecological receptors known to be present at 
the site.  
 
If agreed-upon cleanup levels were exceeded, a remedial action plan or similar plan for 
remediation shall be prepared and submitted review and approval by the appropriate 
regulatory agency. The plan shall include proposed methods to remove or treat 
identified chemicals to the approved cleanup levels or containment measures to prevent 
exposure to chemicals left in place at concentrations greater than cleanup levels.  
 
Upon determination that a site remediation has been successfully completed, the 
regulatory agency shall issue a closure letter to the responsible party. For sites that are 
cleaned to levels that do not allow unrestricted land use, or where containment 
measures were used to prevent exposure to hazardous materials, the DTSC may require 
a limitation on the future use of the property. The types of land use restriction include 
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deed notice, deed restriction, or a land use restriction that binds current and future 
owners. A risk management plan, health and safety plan, and possibly a cap 
maintenance plan could be required. These plans would specify procedures for 
preventing unsafe exposure to hazardous materials left in place and safe procedures for 
handling hazardous materials should site disturbance be required. The requirements of 
these plans and the land use restriction shall transfer to the new property owners in the 
event that the property is sold. 
 
M-HZ-2c: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for All Sites. The project sponsor 
shall characterize the site, including subsurface features such as utility corridors, and 
identify whether volatile chemicals are detected at or above risk screening levels in the 
subsurface. If so, a screening evaluation shall be conducted in accordance with guidance 
developed by the DTSC  to estimate worst case risks to building occupants from vapor 
intrusion using site specific data and conservative assumptions specified in the 
guidance. If an unacceptable risk were indicated by this conservative analysis, then 
additional site data shall be collected and a site specific vapor intrusion evaluation, 
including fate and transport modeling, shall be required to more accurately evaluate site 
risks. Should the site specific evaluation identify substantial risks, then additional 
measures shall be required to reduce risks to acceptable levels. These measures could 
include remediation of site soil and/or groundwater to remove vapor sources, or, should 
this be infeasible, use of engineering controls such as a passive or active vent system and 
a membrane system to control vapor intrusion. Where engineering controls are used, a 
deed restriction shall be required, and shall include a description of the potential cause 
of vapors, a prohibition against construction without removal or treatment of 
contamination to approved risk-based levels, monitoring of the engineering controls to 
prevent vapor intrusion until risk-based cleanup levels have been met, and notification 
requirements to utility workers or contractors who may have contact with contaminated 
soil and groundwater while installing utilities or undertaking construction activities. In 
addition, if remediation is necessary, the project sponsor shall implement long-term 
monitoring at the site as needed. The frequency of sampling and the duration of 
monitoring will depend upon site-specific conditions and the degree of volatile chemical 
contamination. 
 
The screening level and site-specific evaluations shall be conducted under the oversight 
of DPH and methods for compliance shall be specified in the site mitigation plan 
prepared in accordance with this measure, and subject to review and approval by the 
DPH. The deed restriction, if required, shall be recorded at the San Francisco Office of 
the Assessor-Recorder after approval by the DPH and DTSC. 
 


2. Impact – Potential Exposure to Hazardous Building Materials 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
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The EIR finds that demolition and renovation of buildings in the Transit Center District 
Plan area could potentially expose workers and the public to hazardous building 
materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, DEHP, and 
mercury, or result in a release of these materials to the environment during construction.  


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3 and Conclusion 


 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-HZ-3, p. 645, which would require hazardous building materials abatement, as 
follows: 
 
M-HZ-3:  Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. The project sponsor of any 
development project in the Plan area shall ensure that any building planned for 
demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials including PCB-
containing electrical equipment, fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and 
fluorescent light tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and 
properly disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Old light ballasts that 
are proposed to be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of 
PCBs and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, 
they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according 
to applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified 
either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. 
 


IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less Than 
Significant Level 


Finding:  Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning 
Commission finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations can and should be incorporated 
into, the Plan to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below as identified in the 
FEIR. The Planning Commission determines that the following significant impacts on the 
environment, as reflected in the FEIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the 
City determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described 
in Section VII below. This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this 
proceeding.  
 
A. Aesthetics 


1.  Impact – Adverse Effects on Public Views from Long-Range Viewpoints 
 







Case No. 2007.0558E 20 Transit Center District Plan 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 


The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan draft Plan would alter public views 
of the Plan area from key long-range vantage points. The EIR concludes that such 
impacts could occur individually (as a result of construction of Plan area buildings) as 
well as cumulatively (the contribution of Plan area buildings to the effect from all new 
buildings, including those on Rincon Hill and outside the Plan area to the west). 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 
 


As stated on EIR p. 153, the increases in density and height of the proposed 
development would result in changes in the built forms, perceptible most clearly in 
long-range views of the Plan area. The EIR finds that the proposed changes would not 
generally constitute a substantial departure from the types and massing of structures 
that already exist in the Plan area, and that the proposed Transit Tower and a limited 
number of other buildings taller than existing development would be separated by 
sufficient distance and would incorporate setbacks and sculpted massing such that they 
would not adversely affect important views. However, the EIR finds that, in views from 
central vantage points including Twin Peaks and Portola Drive, views of the Bay, Bay 
Bridge, and Yerba Buena Island would be overwhelmed and potentially obscured by 
Plan area buildings, and that policy established through the General Plan recognizes 
that such an outcome would be adverse. For this reason, the Planning Commission finds 
that the impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. No feasible 
mitigation is identified for this impact. However, the EIR addresses this impact in the 
discussion of alternatives, in Chapter VI (see Section VI, Evaluation of Project 
Alternatives, below). 
 


B. Cultural Resources 


1.  Impact – Adverse Effects on Historical Resources 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 


The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan could result in adverse impacts to 
historic architectural resources through demolition or substantial alteration. This impact 
would be both individual and cumulative. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 and Conclusion 
 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, p. 267, which would require 
documentation of historical resources; Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b, p. 268, which 
would require the creation of public information displays concerning historical 
resources; Mitigation Measure M-CP-3c, p. 268, which would that historical resources be 
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made available for relocation, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-3d, p. 268, which would 
require that materials from historical resources be made available for salvage, as follows: 
 
M-CP-3a: HABS/HAER Documentation. Prior to demolition or substantial adverse 
alteration of historical resource(s), the project sponsor of a development project in the 
Plan area shall contract with a qualified preservation architect, historic preservation 
expert, or other qualified individual to fully document the structure(s) to be demolished 
or altered. Documentation shall be undertaken following consultation with Planning 
Department preservation staff and the Historic Preservation Commission, and shall at a 
minimum be performed to HABS Level II documentation standards. According to HABS 
Standards, Level II documentation consists of the following tasks:  
 


• Written data: A brief report documenting the existing conditions and 
history of the building shall be prepared, focusing on the building’s 
architectural and contextual relationship with the greater Western SoMa 
neighborhood.  


• Photographs: Photographs with large-format (4x5-inch) negatives shall be 
shot of exterior and interior views of all three project site buildings. 
Historic photos of the buildings, where available, shall be 
photographically reproduced. All photos shall be printed on archival 
fiber paper.  


• Drawings: Existing architectural drawings (elevations and plans) of all 
three the project site buildings, where available, shall be photographed 
with large format negatives or photographically reproduced on Mylar.  


• The completed documentation package shall be submitted to local and 
regional archives, including but not limited to, the San Francisco Public 
Library History Room, the California Historical Society and the 
Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University in Rohnert 
Park.  


 
M-CP-3b: Public Interpretative Displays. Prior to demolition or substantial adverse 
alteration of historical resource(s) that are significant due to event(s) that occurred in the 
building at the development site, the project sponsor of a development project in the 
Plan area shall develop, in consultation with Planning Department preservation staff, a 
permanent interpretative program/and or display that would commemorate such 
event(s). The program/display would be installed at a publicly accessible location, either 
at or near the project site or in another appropriate location (such as a library or other 
depository). The content and location of the display shall be presented to the Historic 
Preservation Commission for review and comment. 
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M-CP-3c: Relocation of Historical Resources. Prior to demolition or substantial 
alteration of historical resource(s), the project sponsor of a development project in the 
Plan area shall make any historical resources that would otherwise be demolished or 
substantially altered in an adverse manner available for relocation by qualified parties. 
 
M-CP-3d: Salvage of Historical Resources. Prior to demolition of historical resource(s) 
that are significant due to architecture (resource(s) that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the 
work of a master, or possesses high artistic values), the project sponsor of a development 
project in the Plan area shall consult with a Planning Department Preservation Technical 
Specialist and/or other qualified parties regarding salvage of materials from the affected 
resource(s) for public information or reuse in other locations. 
 
The EIR finds that, while the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the adverse 
impacts of the proposed Plan on historical resources, they would not reduce the impacts 
to a less-than-significant level, because it cannot be stated cannot be stated with certainty 
that no historical resources would be demolished or otherwise adversely affected in the 
Plan area with implementation of the draft Plan. Therefore, the Planning Commission 
finds that the impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. 
 


C. Transportation 


1.  Impact – Adverse Effects on Intersection Levels of Service 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 
 


The EIR finds that traffic growth related to the draft Plan, including the street changes, 
would adversely affect local intersection operation, and therefore would conflict with 
established measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. 
 


b) Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-1a through M-MR-TR-1m, p. 291 -- 296, 
which would changes to signal timing, lane striping, prohibition of certain turning 
movements, and similar alterations to intersection operations, as follows: 
 
M-TR-1a: Signal Timing Optimization. The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 
could optimize signal timing at the following intersections to reduce impacts on 
intersection LOS to a less-than-significant level, by either improving conditions to 
LOS D or better or by avoiding the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay 
(mitigated LOS in parentheses): 
 
• Stockton / Geary Streets (LOS F, p.m.) 
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• Kearny / Sutter Streets (LOS F, p.m.) 
• Battery and California Streets (LOS D, a.m. and p.m.) 
• Embarcadero / Washington Streets (LOS F, p.m.) 
• Third / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak) 
• Beale / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak) 
• Embarcadero / Folsom Streets (LOS F, a.m. and p.m. peak) 


Altering signal timing to change the amount of green-light time at the aforementioned 
intersections would either improve level of service to LOS D or better or, where the 
intersection would still operate at an unacceptable LOS E or F, avoid the draft Plan’s 
contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than 
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this 
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate signal progression (timing of 
related traffic signals) and pedestrian crossing time requirement prior to changing signal 
timing, impacts at these intersections would remain significant and unavoidable, due to 
the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1b: Taxi Left-Turn Prohibition. At the intersection of Third /Mission Streets, the 
Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could expand existing prohibitions on peak-
hour left turn to include taxis, thereby permitting only buses to make left turns. 
Prohibiting eastbound left turns by taxis would either improve LOS or avoid the draft 
Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than 
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this 
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate area-wide traffic circulation and 
volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due 
to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1c: Beale / Mission Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of Beale 
and Mission Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and Department of 
Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to 
reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the signal timing plan at 
this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time from the 
less-congested eastbound / westbound Mission Street approaches to the southbound 
Beale Street approach. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s 
contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than 
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this 
time, given that MTA and DPW would have to further evaluate signal progression, 
pedestrian crossing time, and area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at 
this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of 
implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1d: Steuart / Howard Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Steuart and 
Howard Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could remove two on-
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street parking spaces on the south side of Howard Street immediately west of the 
intersection and stripe the eastbound approach as one through lane and one shared 
through-right lane. The proposed design for eastbound Howard Street after extension of 
the westbound Howard Street bicycle lane to The Embarcadero calls for one wide curb 
lane and one parking lane, but a second eastbound travel lane at the intersection could 
be provided by removing up to two on-street parking spaces. Implementation of this 
measure would improve conditions at Steuart / Howard Streets to LOS D, thereby 
reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the feasibility of 
these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate 
area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain 
significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1e: Beale / Folsom Streets Left-Turn Prohibition and Signal Optimization. At 
the intersection of Beale and Folsom Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency 
(MTA) could prohibit eastbound right turns from Folsom Street in the p.m. peak hour 
and optimize the signal timing by reallocating green time from the eastbound / 
westbound Folsom Street approaches to the northbound / southbound Beale Street 
approaches. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution 
to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level. 
However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that 
MTA would have to further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian crossing time 
requirements, and area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this 
intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of 
implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1f: Third / Harrison Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Third and Harrison 
Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could convert one of the two 
eastbound lanes leaving the intersection into an additional westbound through lane by 
restriping the east (Harrison Street) leg of the intersection. In order to allow sufficient 
turning radius and clearance for heavy vehicles such as buses and trucks, two on-street 
parking spaces on the south side of Harrison Street east of the intersection would be 
removed. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution to 
increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level. 
However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that 
MTA would have to further evaluate intersection lane geometry and area-wide traffic 
circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant and 
unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1g: Hawthorne / Harrison Streets Restriping. At the intersection of Hawthorne 
and Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could stripe an 
additional westbound through lane approaching the intersection by converting one of 
the two eastbound lanes. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s 
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contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than 
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this 
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate intersection lane geometry and 
area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain 
significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1h: Second / Harrison Streets Turn Prohibition and Optimization. At the 
intersection of Second and Harrison Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency 
(MTA) could prohibit eastbound left turns during the p.m. peak hour. Implementation 
of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay, 
thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the 
feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to 
further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, area-wide 
traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant 
and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1i: Third / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of Third 
and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and Department of 
Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the south crosswalk to reduce pedestrian 
crossing distances and times and optimize the signal timing plan at this intersection 
during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time from the eastbound 
Bryant Street approach to the northbound Third Street approach. Implementation of this 
measure would avoid the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby 
reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the feasibility of 
these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate 
signal progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, and area-wide traffic 
circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain significant and 
unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1j: Second / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. At the intersection of 
Second and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and 
Department of Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-outs on the east and west 
crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing distances and times and optimize the signal 
timing plan at this intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green 
time from the northbound / southbound Second Street approaches to the eastbound 
Bryant Street approach. Implementation of this measure would avoid the draft Plan’s 
contribution to increased vehicle delay, thereby reducing impacts to a less than 
significant level. However, because the feasibility of these changes is not known at this 
time, given that MTA would have to further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian 
crossing time requirements, and area-wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts 
at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of 
implementing this measure. 
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M-TR-1k: Second / Tehama Streets Restriping and Optimization. At the intersection of 
Second and Tehama Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could prohibit 
eastbound and westbound left turns (from Tehama Street) during the a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours. Implementation of this measure would improve operations to LOS D, 
thereby reducing impacts to a less than significant level. However, because the 
feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to 
further evaluate signal progression, pedestrian crossing time requirements, and area-
wide traffic circulation and volumes, the impacts at this intersection would remain 
significant and unavoidable, due to the uncertainty of implementing this measure. 
 
M-TR-1l: Mid-Block Signalized Intersection Improvements. At the signalized 
intersections proposed in the public realm plan at Second / Natoma Streets; First / Minna 
Streets; First / Natoma Streets; Fremont / Tehama Streets; and Fremont Street / Transit 
Center Bus Plaza, the following improvements could improve traffic operations. 
 
• At Second / Natoma Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could 


install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to reduce pedestrian crossing 
distances and times, allowing more green time for through traffic along Second 
Street. The traffic signal could also be designed to give priority to transit vehicles. 
However, due to two-way traffic along Second Street and the close proximity of the 
proposed crossing to the Second / Howard Streets intersection, this measure may not 
be sufficient to reduce the proposed mid-block crossing’s impacts to traffic and 
transit operations. In addition, while bulb-outs would reduce crossing distance, a 
sufficiently high volume of pedestrians heading to and from the Transit Center may 
warrant retaining longer pedestrian phases to ensure adequate crossing times and 
throughput, so as not to introduce substantial queuing or congestion at the 
crosswalk or surrounding sidewalk. Accordingly, the feasibility of this measure is 
uncertain, and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 


 
• At First / Minna Streets and First / Natoma Streets, reducing impacts would require 


additional lane capacity on First Street, although that would result in increased 
pedestrian crossing distances that would require longer pedestrian signal phases. 
This would also preclude the public realm plan’s proposed sidewalk widening on 
First Street adjacent to the Transit Center. Moreover, additional lanes would not 
alleviate downstream congestion on First Street leading to the Bay Bridge. 
Eliminating one or both of the mid-block crossings might result in congested 
sidewalks on First Street. In addition, traffic signals at these two locations may be 
necessary for freight and passenger loading-related traffic circulation to and from 
Minna and Natoma Streets, regardless of whether pedestrian crossings are provided. 
Accordingly, no feasible mitigation was identified and this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 
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• At Fremont / Natoma Streets and Fremont Street at the Transit Center Bus Plaza, the 


signal could be designed with two signal phases instead of three. One phase would 
be for northbound Fremont Street, and the second, for all five bus bays to exit the 
Bus Plaza, as well as pedestrians crossing Fremont Street at both Natoma Street and 
at the Bus Plaza. This would increase traffic capacity on Fremont Street and reduce 
the potential for queues on Fremont Street and the Bay Bridge. However, the 
Municipal Transportation Agency has determined that a two-phase signal would 
create operational and safety concerns for transit and pedestrians. Accordingly, no 
feasible mitigation was identified and this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 


 
For the reasons noted above, the impacts at these mid-block intersections would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
M-TR-1m: Downtown Traffic Signal Study. As part of a Regional Traffic Signalization 
and Operations Program project, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could 
conduct a study of Downtown-area traffic signal systems, with the aim of recalibrating 
cycle lengths, offsets, and splits at Downtown-area intersections to optimize traffic flow 
and minimize unnecessary delays (without impacting other modes of travel). 
Implementation of such a study could improve operations throughout the Plan area and 
elsewhere in Downtown. However, because the outcome of such an analysis is not 
known, intersection impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Mitigation (indicated in parentheses) could reduce average vehicle delay at the 
following intersections, but not to a less-than-significant level because further mitigation 
would require increased lane capacity that would preclude one or more proposed 
sidewalk improvements under the draft Plan’s public realm plan, and because further 
signal timing optimization would require coordination with other signals that could 
increase overall vehicle delay. Therefore, impacts at the following intersections would be 
significant and unavoidable: 
 
• New Montgomery / Mission Streets (Optimize signal timing)  
• Third / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing)  
• New Montgomery / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing)  
• Fremont / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize 


signal)  
• Main / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize signal)  
• Spear / Howard Streets (Add northbound and southbound left-turn pockets, prohibit 


eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize signal)  
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No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts at the following intersections to a less-than-
significant level because, while increased lane capacity and/or signal timing 
optimization and, in some cases, installation of corner pedestrian bulbs to allow for less 
green time for pedestrian crossing could improve level of service for one or more 
approaches, the applicable mitigation strategy would increase delays for transit vehicles 
on Market and Mission Streets and also cause increased pedestrian delays or, in some 
instances, precluding proposed sidewalk or transit improvements under the draft Plan’s 
public realm plan. Therefore, impacts at the following intersections would be significant 
and unavoidable: 
 
• Third / Kearny / Market / Geary Streets 
• Montgomery / Market / New Montgomery Streets 
• First / Market Streets 
• Fremont / Market / Front Streets 
• Beale / Market / Davis / Pine Streets 
• Second / Mission Streets 
• First / Mission Streets 
• Fremont / Mission Streets 
• Second / Howard Streets 
• First / Howard Streets 
• Beale / Howard Streets 
• Hawthorne / Folsom Streets 
• Second / Folsom Streets 
• First / Folsom Streets 
• Spear / Folsom Streets 
• Fourth / Harrison Streets / I-80 WB On-Ramp 
• First / Harrison Streets / I-80 EB On-Ramp 
 
No mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts at the following intersection to a less-than-
significant level because additional lane capacity is unavailable and/or signal timing 
optimization would not improve level of service to an acceptable level. Therefore, 
impacts at the following intersection would be significant and unavoidable: 
 
• Essex / Harrison Streets / I-80EB On-Ramp 
 
No mitigation is required for the following intersections, which would experience 
significant impacts only in the absence of the public realm improvements that are part of 
the draft Plan: 
 
Spear / Mission Streets (without the public realm improvements, could be mitigated by 
changing signal phasing and optimizing signal timing) 
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The EIR finds that the feasibility of mitigation identified in the EIR to reduce the impacts 
of the Project on intersection levels of service to a less than significant level is unknown, 
and in some cases no mitigation is available. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds 
that the impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. 
 


2.  Impact – Effects on Freeway Ramp Operations 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that traffic growth related to the draft Plan would increase congestion at 
the Fourth/Harrison Streets and First/Harrison Streets freeway on-ramps, thereby 
conflicting with established measures of effectiveness for the circulation performance. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


As stated on EIR p. 298, no feasible mitigation is available for the impacts at the Fourth 
and Harrison Streets and First and Harrison Streets ramps, because there is insufficient 
physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 aerial structures. 
Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic 
volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other 
means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on roads leading 
to the on-ramp (i.e., Fourth Street and Harrison Street), while tolling would need to be 
implemented as a systemwide improvement in order to prevent concentration of 
vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any 
changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways 
and ramps. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is significant and 
unavoidable.  


 
3.  Impact – Effects on Transit Capacity and Delay 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that transit ridership related to the draft Plan, including the street 
changes, would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be 
accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit 
service; and would cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that 
significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. Additionally, the area-
wide shortfall of parking within the Plan area could potentially result in a mode shift of 
more persons onto transit, which would further increase ridership in comparison to 
capacity. 
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b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a, p. 306, under which the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) would install transit-only lanes and transit 
queue-jump lanes; Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b, p. 307, under which SFMTA would 
reserve the use of Mission Street boarding islands for Muni buses; Mitigation Measure 
M-TR-3c, p. 307, which calls for transit improvements on Plan area streets; Mitigation 
Measure M-TR-3d, p. 308, which would provide for additional transit funding, and 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3e, p. 308, which would provide for additional funding for 
regional transit , as follows: 
 
M-TR-3a: Installation and Operation of Transit-Only and Transit Queue-Jump Lanes. 
To reduce or avoid the effects of traffic congestion on Muni service, at such time as the 
transit-vehicle delay results in the need to add additional vehicle(s) to one or more Muni 
lines, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could stripe a portion of the 
approach lane at applicable intersections to restrict traffic to buses only during the p.m. 
peak period, thereby allowing Muni vehicles to avoid traffic queues at certain critical 
intersections and minimizing transit delay. Each queue-jump lane would require the 
prohibition of parking during the p.m. peak period for the distance of the special lane. 
 
For the 41 Union, MTA could install a p.m. peak-hour transit-only lane along Beale 
Street approaching and leaving the intersection of Beale/Mission Street, for a distance of 
150 to 200 feet. Five parking spaces on the west side of Beale Street north of Mission 
Street could be eliminated when the transit lane is in effect to allow for a right-turn 
pocket. MTA could also install a p.m. peak-hour queue-jump lane on the eastbound 
Howard Street approach to the intersection of Beale/Howard Streets, for a distance of 
100 feet. If the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could consider re-routing the 41 Union 
to less-congested streets, if available, or implementing actions such as providing traffic 
signal priority to Muni buses. 
 
For the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom Pacific, MTA could install a p.m. peak-
hour queue-jump lane on the southbound Second Street approach to the intersection to 
the intersection of Second/Folsom Streets, for a distance of approximately 150 feet. When 
the lane is in effect, five on-street parking spaces on the west side of Second Street north 
of Folsom Street could be eliminated, as well as a portion of the southbound bicycle lane 
approaching the intersection. If the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could consider re-
routing the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom to less-congested streets, if 
available, or implementing actions such as providing traffic signal priority to Muni 
buses. 
 
The MTA could also evaluate the effectiveness and feasibility of installing an eastbound 
transit-only lane along Folsom Street between Second and Third Streets, which would 
minimize delays incurred at these intersections by transit vehicles. The study would 
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create a monitoring program to determine the implementation extent and schedule, 
which may include conversion of one eastbound travel lane into a transit-only lane. 
 
M-TR-3b: Exclusive Muni Use of Mission Street Boarding Islands. To reduce or avoid 
conflicts between Muni buses and regional transit service (Golden Gate Transit and 
SamTrans) using the relocated transit-only center lanes of Mission Street between First 
and Third Streets, MTA could reserve use of the boarding islands for Muni buses only 
and provide dedicated curbside bus stops for regional transit operators. Regional transit 
vehicles would still be allowed to use the transit-only center lanes between stops, but 
would change lanes to access the curbside bus stops. This configuration would be 
similar to the existing Muni stop configuration along Market Street, where two different 
stop patterns are provided, with each route assigned to only one stop pattern. 
 
M-TR-3c: Transit Improvements on Plan Area Streets. To reduce or avoid the effects of 
traffic congestion on regional transit service operating on surface streets (primarily 
Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), MTA, in coordination with applicable regional 
operators, could conduct study the effectiveness and feasibility of transit improvements 
along Mission Street, Howard Street, Folsom Street, First Street, and Fremont Street to 
reduce delays incurred by transit vehicles when passing through the Plan area. The 
study would examine a solutions including, but not limited to the following: 
 
• Installation of transit-only lanes along Howard Street and Folsom Street, which 


could serve both Muni buses (e.g., 12 Folsom-Pacific) and Golden Gate Transit buses 
heading to / from Golden Gate’s yard at Eighth and Harrison Streets;  


• Extension of a transit-only lane on Fremont Street south to Howard Street and 
installation of transit-actuated queue-jump phasing at the Fremont Street / Mission 
Street intersection to allow Golden Gate Transit buses to make use of the Fremont 
Street transit lane (currently only used by Muni vehicles); and 


• Transit signal priority treatments along Mission, Howard, and Folsom Streets to 
extend major-street traffic phases or preempt side-street traffic phases to reduce 
signal delay incurred by SamTrans and Golden Gate Transit vehicles. 


• Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans could consider rerouting their lines onto less-
congested streets, if available, in order to improve travel times and reliability. A 
comprehensive evaluation would need to be conducted before determining 
candidate alternative streets, considering various operational and service issues such 
as the cost of any required capital investments, the availability of layover space, and 
proximity to ridership origins and destinations. 


 
M-TR-3d: Increased Funding to Offset Transit Delays. Sponsors of development 
projects within the Plan area could be subject to a fair share fee that would allow for the 
purchase of additional transit vehicle(s) to mitigate the impacts on transit travel time. In 
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the case of Muni operations, one additional vehicle would be required. For regional 
operators, the analysis also determined that on-street delays could require the 
deployment of additional buses on some Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans routes. 
 
Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated from a 
delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with implementation of 
the draft Plan, and are projected to be adequate and sufficient to provide for the capital 
cost to purchase the additional vehicle and facility costs to store and maintain the 
vehicle. 
 
M-TR-3e: Increased Funding of Regional Transit. Sponsors of development projects 
within the Plan area could be subject to one or more fair share fees to assist in service 
improvements, such as through the purchase of additional transit vehicles and vessels or 
contributions to operating costs, as necessary to mitigate Plan impacts. These fee(s) 
could be dedicated to Golden Gate Transit, North Bay ferry operators, AC Transit, 
BART, and/or additional North Bay and East Bay transit operators. Depending on how 
the fee(s) were allocated, Caltrain and SamTrans might also benefit, although lesser 
impacts were identified for these South Bay operators. 
 
Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated from a 
delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with implementation of 
the draft Plan. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a could reduce the effects of traffic 
congestion on Muni headways. However, as stated on FEIR p. 306-307, it cannot be 
determined whether the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, 
because the efficacy of the improvements is not certain, pending trial implementation 
and additional review by MTA. Because the effectiveness of the above mitigation 
measures is unknown, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Moreover, 
it is noted that, because there is finite right-of-way at Plan area intersections, installation 
of transit-only lanes and/or transit queue-jump lanes could increase traffic congestion 
and, possibly, transit delays at other locations. 
 
As stated on FEIR p. 307, the feasibility and effectiveness of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b 
in reducing impacts to both Muni and regional transit is uncertain. In particular, relocation 
of the Mission Street transit-only lanes while still requiring regional transit vehicles to use 
curbside stops may result in unsafe maneuvers for regional transit vehicles and increase 
the potential for collisions and conflict between buses and vehicles or bicycles. 
Alternatively, regional transit operators could use only the curb lane, eliminating 
increased potential for collisions due to merging in and out of the transit-only lanes, but 
this would subject regional transit vehicles to substantial travel time delays as a result of 
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traveling in mixed-flow traffic. Accordingly, this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c could reduce the effects of traffic 
congestion on regional transit operations. However, as stated on FEIR p. 308, it cannot 
be determined whether the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Moreover, it is noted 
that, because there is finite right-of-way at Plan area intersections, adding transit-only 
lanes could increase congestion for other traffic and, possibly, increase transit delays. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d could incrementally reduce the effects 
of traffic congestion on Muni and regional transit operations. However, as stated on FEIR 
p. 308, inasmuch as operational costs (primarily drivers’ salaries) would not be included 
in this fee, the effect would not be fully mitigated and this impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
Funds for the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3e are expected to be 
generated from a delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with 
implementation of the draft Plan. However, as stated on FEIR p. 309, it would be 
speculative at this time to presume that sufficient funding could be available to offset 
project effects. Additional funding would likely have to be identified, whether from 
public or private sources, or a combination thereof, potentially including project 
sponsors of individual development projects in the Plan area, in order to purchase and 
operate additional transit vehicles and, potentially in some cases, to increase rail system 
capacity. Adoption of the draft Plan is anticipated to be accompanied by additional 
development impact fees, such as were adopted in the Eastern Neighborhoods and 
Market Octavia Plan areas. However, because it is not known whether or how much 
additional funding would be generated for transit, and because no other definite 
funding sources have been identified, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 
 


4.  Impact – Pedestrian Crowding 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that pedestrian activity resulting from implementation of the draft Plan 
would cause the level of service at sidewalks, street corners, and crosswalks to 
deteriorate. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-4, p. 312, under which the SFMTA widen 
Plan area sidewalks, as follows: 
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M-TR-4: Widen Crosswalks. To ensure satisfactory pedestrian level of service at 
affected crosswalks, the Municipal Transportation Agency, Sustainable Streets Division, 
could conduct periodic counts of pedestrian conditions (annually, for example) and 
could widen existing crosswalk widths, generally by 1 to 3 feet, at such times as 
pedestrian LOS is degraded to unacceptable levels. 
 
As stated on p. 312 of the FEIR, Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-4 would 
reduce potential LOS impacts to a less-than-significant level at each of the affected 
crosswalks.  It is noted that the street corner congestion that would occur at 
First/Mission Streets, New Montgomery/Howard Streets, and Beale/Howard Streets, a 
significant impact due to Plan growth only but not with the inclusion of the public realm 
improvements, would be resolved by the sidewalk improvements (bulbs and widening) 
proposed as part of the draft Plan’s public realm improvements.  However, because the 
feasibility of these changes is not known at this time, given that MTA would have to 
further evaluate and consider crosswalk widening in light of other circulation 
considerations, the Planning Commission finds that these impacts are conservatively 
judged to remain significant and unavoidable. 


 
5.  Impact – Creation of Additional Pedestrian Hazards 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that development of large projects pursuant to the draft Plan would create 
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians and otherwise interfere with pedestrian 
accessibility. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, p. 313, which would require sponsors of 
subsequent development projects, where warranted, to have loading dock attendances 
on duty to minimize potential pedestrian impacts, as follows: 
 
M-TR-5: Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions, 
the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall ensure that building 
management employs attendant(s) for the project’s parking garage and/or loading dock, 
as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as determined by the project-specific 
analysis, typically at the project’s driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the 
building and avoid any safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during 
the a.m. and p.m. peak periods of traffic and pedestrian activity, with extended hours as 
dictated by traffic and pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project garage and 
loading dock. (See also Mitigation Measure M-TR-4b, above.) Each project shall also 
install audible and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices 
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as approved by the Planning Department and/or the Sustainable Streets Division of the 
Municipal Transportation Agency, to alert pedestrians of the outbound vehicles from 
the parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable. 
 
As stated on p. 313 of the FEIR, because it cannot be stated with certainty that pedestrian 
conflicts and safety hazards with respect to driveway operation would be fully 
mitigated, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is conservatively judged to be 
significant and unavoidable. 


 
6.  Impact – Creation of Additional Bicycle Hazards 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan would create potentially hazardous 
conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to 
the site and adjoining areas and would result in a loading demand during the peak hour 
of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on-site loading 
facilities or within convenient on-street loading zones, and create potentially hazardous 
conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-7a, p. 316, which would require sponsors of 
subsequent development projects to development and implement a loading dock 
management plan, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-7b, p. 317, under which the SFMTA 
could augment the on-street freight loading supply, as follows: 
 
M-TR-7a: Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are 
efficiently used and that trucks longer than can be safely accommodated are not 
permitted to use a building’s loading dock, the project sponsor of a development project 
in the Plan area shall develop a plan for management of the building’s loading dock and 
shall ensure that tenants in the building are informed of limitations and conditions on 
loading schedules and truck size. Such a management plan could include strategies such 
as the use of an attendant to direct and guide trucks (see Mitigation Measure M-TR-5), 
installing a “Full” sign at the garage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity during 
peak hours, installation of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features. 
Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult 
with the Municipal Transportation Agency concerning the design of loading and 
parking facilities. Typically, a building property manager dictates the maximum size of 
trucks that can be accommodated by a building’s loading dock, and when trucks may 
access the project site. 
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M-TR-7b: Augmentation of On-Street Loading Space Supply. To ensure the adequacy 
of the Plan area’s supply of on-street spaces, the Municipal Transportation Agency 
(MTA) could convert existing on-street parking spaces within the Plan Area to 
commercial loading use. Candidate streets might include the north side of Mission Street 
between Second Street and First Street, both sides of Howard Street between Third 
Street and Fremont Street, and both sides of Second Street between Howard Street and 
Folsom Street. The MTA and Planning Department could also increase the supply of on-
street loading “pockets” that would be created as part of the draft Plan’s public realm 
improvements. 
 
Increasing the supply of on-street loading spaces would reduce the potential for 
disruption of traffic and transit circulation in the Plan Area as a result of loading 
activities. However, the feasibility of increasing the number of on-street loading spaces 
is unknown. Locations for additional loading pockets have not been identified, and the 
feasibility of adding spaces is uncertain, as any such spaces would reduce pedestrian 
circulation area on adjacent sidewalks. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes would 
also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between 
trucks and transit vehicles. Given these considerations, potential locations for additional 
on-street loading spaces within the Plan area are limited, and it is unlikely that a 
sufficient amount of spaces could be provided to completely offset the net loss in 
supply. 
 
As stated on FEIR p. 317, while loading dock management (Mitigation Measure M-TR-
6a) would improve operations, it cannot be stated with certainty that the impact due to 
increased loading demand would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. With 
respect to the supply of on-street loading, Mitigation Measure M-TR-7b would be 
infeasible; in particular, because implementation of the draft Plan would reduce the 
number of available on-street spaces, compared to existing conditions, the loading 
shortfall would have a significant and unavoidable effect on Muni and regional transit 
operators (primarily Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans) that use City streets. The 
Planning Commission, therefore, finds that the loading shortfall would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact on transit operators and on bicycle movement and 
safety. 


 
7.  Impact – Construction-Period Impacts 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that plan area construction, including construction of individual projects 
along with ongoing construction of the Transit Center, would result in disruption of 
nearby streets, transit service, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 
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b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, p. 321, which would require sponsors of 
subsequent development projects to develop Construction Management Plans, as 
follows: 
 
M-TR-9:  Construction Coordination. To minimize potential disruptions to transit, 
traffic, and pedestrian and bicyclists, the project sponsor and/or construction contractor 
for any individual development project in the Plan area shall develop a Construction 
Management Plan that could include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following:  
 
• Limit construction truck movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. (or 


other times, if approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency) to minimize 
disruption of traffic, transit, and pedestrian flow on adjacent streets and sidewalks 
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods.  


• Identify optimal truck routes to and from the site to minimize impacts to traffic, 
transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists; and,  


• Encourage construction workers to use transit when commuting to and from the site, 
reducing the need for parking.  


The sponsor shall also coordinate with the Municipal Transportation 
Agency/Sustainable Streets Division, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and 
construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the Transit Center project, and with Muni, AC 
Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as applicable, to develop construction 
phasing and operations plans that will result in the least amount of disruption that is 
feasible to transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle activity, and vehicular traffic. 
 
As stated on FEIR p. 321, given the proximity of the sites to each other and the Transbay 
Transit Center, as well as the uncertainty regarding construction schedules, construction 
activities would likely result in disruptions and secondary impacts to traffic, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicycles, even with implementation of this mitigation measure. 
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds this impact is significant and unavoidable. 


 
D. Noise and Vibration 


1.  Impact – Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to High Noise Levels 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan could result in exposure of persons 
to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan and could 
introduce new sensitive uses that would be affected by existing noise levels.  
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b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, p. 357, which would require a noise 
survey prior to approval subsequent development projects; Mitigation Measure M-NO-
1b, p. 357, which would require that noise levels be minimized at residential open space; 
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1c, p. 357, which would require that noise levels be 
minimized at non-residential sensitive receptors; Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d, p. 357, 
which would require that existing mechanical equipment noise be considered in the 
design of new residential projects; and Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, p. 357, which 
would require that noise from interior mechanical equipment be minimized, as follows: 
 
M-NO-1a: Noise Survey and Measurements for Residential Uses. For new residential 
development located along streets with noise levels above 70 dBA Ldn, the Planning 
Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a 
site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project 
site, and including at least one 24 hour noise measurement (with average and maximum 
noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately describe maximum levels 
reached during nighttime hours), prior to completion of the environmental review for 
each subsequent residential project in the Plan area. The analysis shall be completed by 
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and shall demonstrate with reasonable 
certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are no 
particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant 
heightened concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, 
the Planning Department may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by 
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project 
approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent 
with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 
 
M-NO-1b: Noise Minimization for Residential Open Space. To minimize effects on 
residential development in the Plan area, the Planning Department, through its building 
permit review process and in conjunction with the noise analysis set forth in Mitigation 
Measure M NO 1a, shall require that open space required under the Planning Code for 
residential uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient 
noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. 
Implementation of this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses 
the building itself to shield on-site open space from the greatest noise sources, 
construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate 
use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and 
implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban 
design.  
 
M-NO-1c: Noise Minimization for Non-Residential Uses. To reduce potential effects 
on new non-residential sensitive receptors such as child care centers, schools, libraries, 
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and the like, for new development including such noise-sensitive uses, the Planning 
Department shall require, as part of its building permit review process, the preparation 
of an acoustical analysis by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering 
prior to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that daytime interior 
noise levels of 50 dBA, based on the General Plan Environmental Protection Element, 
can be attained.  
 
M-NO-1d: Mechanical Equipment Noise Standard. The Planning Department shall 
require that, as part of required the noise survey and study for new residential uses 
(Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a), all reasonable efforts be made to identify the location of 
existing rooftop mechanical equipment, the predicted noise generated by that 
equipment, and the elevation at which the predicted noise level would be of potential 
concern for new residential uses, as well as the necessary noise insulation for the new 
residential uses, where applicable. 
 
M-NO-1e: Interior Mechanical Equipment. The Planning Department shall require, as 
part of subsequent project-specific review under CEQA, that effects of mechanical 
equipment noise on adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive uses be evaluated by a qualified 
acoustic consultant and that control of mechanical noise, as specified by the acoustical 
consultant, be incorporated into the final project design of new buildings to achieve the 
maximum feasible reduction of building equipment noise, consistent with Building Code 
and Noise Ordinance requirements and CEQA thresholds, such as through the use of 
quieter equipment, fully noise-insulated enclosures around rooftop equipment, and/or 
incorporation of mechanical equipment into intermediate building floor(s). 
 
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible, consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, and would render 
this impact less than significant with respect to new residential development and other 
new sensitive land uses. However, as stated on FEIR p. 359, it cannot be stated with 
certainty that existing sensitive land uses would not be adversely affected by increased 
noise levels, particularly with respect to traffic noise. Therefore, because it is not 
generally feasible to retrofit existing uses to increase noise insulation, the Planning 
Commission finds that this impact is significant and unavoidable. It should be noted 
that the identification of this program level potentially significant impact does not 
preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects, for 
which project-specific analysis finds that those project(s) would meet applicable 
thresholds of significance. 
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2.  Impact – Construction-Generated Noise and Vibration 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that construction activities in the Plan area could expose persons to 
temporary increases in vibration levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. The EIR 
also identifies a cumulative impact due to construction-generated noise resulting from 
potential construction of multiple projects in proximity to one another (including 
ongoing construction of the new Transbay Transit Center) at the same time. 


 
b) Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-CP-5a, M-CP-5b, and M-C-NO and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, p. 360, Noise Control Measures During 
Pile Driving, which would reduce vibration impacts of construction (see Section III, 
Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less 
Than Significant Level above). The EIR also identifies Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a, 
p. 270, which would require the implementation of Construction Best Practices for 
Historical Resources, and  Mitigation Measure M-CP-5b, also on p. 270, which would 
require Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources; these measures 
would also reduce vibration-related impacts (see Section III, Findings of Potentially 
Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less Than Significant Level 
above). The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-C-NO, p. 369, which would require 
that sponsors of subsequent development projects participate in any City-sponsored 
construction noise control program, as follows: 
 
M-C-NO: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures. In addition to 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-2a and Mitigation Measure NO-2b (as 
applicable), prior to the time that construction of the proposed project is completed, the 
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall cooperate with and 
participate in any City-sponsored construction noise control program for the Transit 
Center District Plan area or other City-sponsored areawide program developed to 
reduce potential effects of construction noise in the project vicinity. Elements of such a 
program could include a community liaison program to inform residents and building 
occupants of upcoming construction activities, staggering of construction schedules so 
that particularly noisy phases of work do not overlap at nearby project sites, and, 
potentially, noise and/or vibration monitoring during construction activities that are 
anticipated to be particularly disruptive. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-CP-5a and M-CP-5b would reduce 
the vibration impact from future construction throughout most of the Plan area to a less 
than significant level. However, certain uses in close proximity to construction sites 
could, depending on the source and nature of the vibration, experience construction-
related vibration that would be considered significant and unavoidable. It should be 
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noted that the identification of this program level potentially significant impact does not 
preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects, for 
which project-specific analysis finds that those project(s) would meet applicable 
thresholds of significance. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-NO-2b, and M-C-NO, 
cumulative construction noise impacts would be reduced, but not necessarily to a less-
than–significant level. It is also noted that the limitation on annual office development 
codified in Planning Code Section 321 could result in some “metering” of office 
development over time. While there is enough available space in the inventory of space 
available for large buildings to accommodate all Plan area buildings with applications 
currently on file, the entire amount of office space anticipated under the Plan represents 
about six years of annual allocations, or twice the amount of the current inventory. 
Therefore, if a number of additional projects—either in or outside of the Plan area—were 
to be proposed soon, not all could be approved at the same time. This could 
incrementally reduce the potential for cumulative construction noise in the Plan area. 
For purposes of a conservative assessment, however, the Planning Commission finds 
that this impact is significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that the identification 
of this program level potentially significant impact does not preclude the finding of 
future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects, for which project-specific 
analysis finds that those project(s) would meet applicable thresholds of significance. 
 


E. Air Quality 


1.  Impact – Exposure of New Receptors to Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) and Air Toxics 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that the draft Plan would expose new sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants. This impact would be both 
individual and cumulative. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, p. 403, which would require subsequent 
evaluation of development projects that would house sensitive receptors, as follows: 
 
M-AQ-2: Implementation of Risk and Hazard Overlay Zone and Identification of 
Health Risk Reduction Policies. To reduce the potential health risk resulting from 
exposure of new sensitive receptors to health risks from roadways, and 
stationary sources, and other non-permitted sources PM2.5 and TACs, the Planning 
Department shall require analysis of potential site-specific health risks for all projects 
that would include sensitive receptors, based on criteria as established by the Planning 
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Department, as such criteria may be amended from time to time. For purposes of this 
measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include dwelling units; child-care centers; 
schools (high school age and below); and inpatient health care facilities, including 
nursing or retirement homes and similar establishments. Parks and similar spaces are 
not considered sensitive receptors for purposes of this measure unless it is reasonably 
shown that a substantial number of persons are likely to spend three hours per day, on a 
daily basis, at such facilities. 
 
Development projects in the Plan area that would include sensitive receptors shall 
undergo, during the environmental review process and no later than the first project 
approval action, a screening-level health risk analysis, consistent with methodology 
approved by the Planning Department, to determine if health risks from pollutant 
concentrations would exceed BAAQMD thresholds or other applicable criteria as 
determined by the Environmental Review Officer. If one or more thresholds would be 
exceeded at the site of the subsequent project where sensitive receptors would be 
located, the project (or portion of the project containing sensitive receptors, in the case of 
a mixed-use project) shall be equipped with filtration systems with a Minimum 
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 13 or higher, as necessary to reduce the 
outdoor-to-indoor infiltration of air pollutants by 80 percent. The ventilation system 
shall be designed by an engineer certified by the American Society of Heating, 
Refrigeration and Air- Conditioning Engineers, who shall provide a written report 
documenting that the system offers the best available technology to minimize outdoor to 
indoor transmission of air pollution. The project sponsor shall present a plan to ensure 
ongoing maintenance of ventilation and filtration systems and shall ensure the 
disclosure to buyers and/or renters regarding the findings of the analysis and inform 
occupants as to proper use of any installed air filtration. 
 
The above measure would require development projects in the Plan area to undergo 
site-specific evaluation and to incorporate the maximum feasible mitigation for impacts 
resulting from PM2.5 or toxic air contaminant levels in excess of adopted thresholds. 
However, as stated on FEIR p. 404, because it cannot be determined with certainty that 
this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to below BAAQMD’s significance 
thresholds, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is significant and 
unavoidable. However, it is noted that, in the case of individual development projects in 
the Plan area, site- and project-specific equipment and other considerations may lead to 
a conclusion that the project-specific effect can be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level. 
 


2.  Impact – Exposure of Existing and New Receptors to New Sources of PM2.5 and Air Toxics 
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a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that the draft Plan would expose existing and future sensitive receptors to 
substantial levels of PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants from new vehicles and equipment. 
This impact would be both individual and cumulative. 
 


b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3, p. 405, which would require a survey of 
sensitive receptors, and analysis of impacts to those receptors where applicable, prior to 
siting of new sources of toxic air contaminants, as follows: 
 
M-AQ-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM and Other TACs. To minimize potential 
exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter (DPM), for new development 
including warehousing and distribution centers, and for new development including 
commercial, industrial or other uses that would be expected to generate substantial 
levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday operations, whether from 
stationary or mobile sources, the Planning Department shall require, during the 
environmental review process but no later than the first project approval action, the 
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify 
residential or other sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of the project site, and an assessment 
of the health risk from potential stationary and mobile sources of TACs generated by the 
project. If risks to nearby receptors are found to exceed applicable significance 
thresholds, then emissions controls would be required prior to project approval to 
ensure that health risks would not be significant. 
 
The above measure would require development projects in the Plan area to undergo 
site-specific evaluation and to incorporate maximum feasible mitigation for impacts 
resulting from or toxic air contaminant levels in excess of adopted thresholds. However, 
as stated on FEIR p. 406, because it cannot be determined with certainty that mitigation 
would result in health risks that would be below applicable BAAMQD significance 
thresholds, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is significant and 
unavoidable. However, it is noted that, in the case of individual development projects in 
the Plan area, site- and project-specific equipment and other considerations may lead to 
a conclusion that the project-specific effect can be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level. 
 


3.  Impact – Construction-Period Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan would result in construction-period 
emissions of criteria air pollutants, including ozone precursors, that would contribute to 
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an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable 
increase in criteria pollutants, and could expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels 
of construction dust. This impact would be both individual and cumulative. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a, p. 408, which would require 
minimization of construction vehicle emissions, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b, 
p. 409, which would require sponsors of certain subsequent development projects to 
implement a dust control plan, as follows: 
 
M-AQ-4a: Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization. To reduce construction vehicle 
emissions, the project sponsor shall incorporate the following into construction specifications: 


• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance 
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.  


 
M-AQ-4b: Dust Control Plan. To reduce construction-related dust emissions, the project 
sponsor of each development project in the Plan area and each public infrastructure 
project (such as improvements to the public realm) in the Plan area on a site of one-half 
acre or less but that would require more than 5,000 cubic yards of excavation lasting four 
weeks or longer shall incorporate into construction specifications the requirement for 
development and implementation of a site-specific Dust Control Plan as set forth in 
Article 22B of the San Francisco Health Code. The Dust Control Plan shall require the 
project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive 
receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; 
provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate 
dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third party to 
conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down 
conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding 
community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the 
area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and 
windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling 
trucks to the size of the truck bed and secure soils with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph 
speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets 
with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean 
truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 miles per hour; apply 
soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep adjacent streets to reduce particulate 
emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor 
compliance with dust control requirements. 
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Notwithstanding implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a, it is possible that one 
or more of the development projects in the Plan area could result in project-specific 
significant construction exhaust emissions impacts, even with this mitigation measure. 
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the impacts associated with construction 
equipment exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants that would result from 
implementation of the draft Plan are significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that 
the identification of this program level potentially significant impact does not preclude 
the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects that comply 
with BAAQMD screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.  
 
Even though implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b would reduce 
construction dust emissions to less-than-significant levels, emissions of criteria 
pollutants from construction could exceed applicable thresholds for individual projects, 
despite implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a. Therefore, as state above, the 
City finds that this impact is significant and unavoidable. As noted, identification of this 
program level potentially significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-
than-significant impacts for subsequent development projects in the Plan area that 
comply with BAAQMD screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance. 
 


4.  Impact – Construction-Period Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that implementation of the draft Plan could expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial levels of toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment. This 
impact would be both individual and cumulative. 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5, p. 411, which would require 
minimization of construction vehicle emissions, as follows: 
 
M-AQ-5: Construction Vehicle Emissions Evaluation and Minimization. To reduce the 
potential health risk resulting from project construction activities, the project sponsor of 
each development project in the Plan area shall undertake a project-specific health risk 
analysis, or other appropriate analysis as determined by the Environmental Planning 
Division of the Planning Department, for diesel-powered and other applicable 
construction equipment, using the methodology recommended by the Planning 
Department. If the analysis determines that construction emissions would exceed 
applicable health risk significance threshold(s) identified by the Planning Department, 
the project sponsor shall include in contract specifications a requirement that the 
contractor use the cleanest possible construction equipment and exercise best practices 
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for limiting construction exhaust. Measures may include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
 
• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 


reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes;  


• The project shall develop a Construction Emissions Minimization demonstrating that 
the off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) to be used in the construction 
project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) would be reduced to the 
maximum extent feasible. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include, as the 
primary option, use of Interim Tier 4 equipment where such equipment is available 
and feasible for use, use of equipment meeting Tier 2/Tier 3 or higher emissions 
standards, the use of other late model engines, low-emission diesel products, 
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on 
devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available;  


• All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with 
Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and PM, 
including Tier 2/3 or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is available and 
feasible for use;  


• All contractors shall use equipment that meets ARB’s most recent certification 
standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines; and 


• The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for construction 
purposes where feasible alternative sources of power are available. 


During the environmental review process, the project sponsor shall submit a 
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan demonstrating compliance with the 
requirements of this mitigation measure. 
 
Implementation of the Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5 would result in the maximum 
feasible reduction of diesel emissions that would contribute to construction-period 
health risk, thereby lowering both lifetime cancer risk and the concentration of PM2.5 to 
which sensitive receptors near certain subsequent development projects would be 
exposed. However, as stated on FEIR p. 412, although in many cases, the use of interim 
Tier 4 or Tier 2/ Tier 3 equipment with Level 3 VDECS diesel construction equipment 
would reduce the health risk to a level that would not exceed any of the significance 
thresholds identified by the BAAQMD, because it cannot be stated with certainty that 
either cancer risk or PM2.5 concentration would be reduced to below the BAAQMD-
recommended significance thresholds, and because of the uncertainty concerning the 
availability and feasibility of using construction equipment that meets the requirements 
of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is 
significant and unavoidable. However, identification of this program level potentially 
significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts 
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for subsequent development projects in the Plan area that meet applicable thresholds of 
significance. 
 


F. Shadow 


1.  Impact – Creation of Additional Shadow on City Parks 
 


a) Potentially Significant Impact 


The EIR finds that the draft Plan would adversely affect the use of various parks under 
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department and, potentially, other open 
spaces. This impact would occur individually (shadow from Plan area buildings) and 
would also occur cumulatively (shadow from Plan area buildings in conjunction with 
shadow from new towers outside the Plan area). 


 
b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 


As stated on EIR p. 520, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the shadow impacts 
on existing parks to a less-than-significant level, because it not possible to lessen the 
intensity or otherwise reduce the shadow cast by a building at a given height and bulk. 
Additionally, it is not normally possible to relocate an existing park or to add park space 
to existing parks. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that this impact is 
significant and unavoidable. It is noted, however, that the Project proposes to create or 
fund the creation of up to 11 acres of new open space (including the City Park atop the 
Transit Center) and to set aside funds from fees generated by new development in the 
Plan area to make improvements to parks that would be shaded by Plan area buildings, 
notably Portsmouth Square and St. Mary’s Square. EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives, 
discusses shadow impacts of alternatives that would reduce building heights from those 
proposed in the draft Plan (see Section VI, Evaluation of Project Alternatives, below). 


 
V. Why Recirculation is Not Required 


 
Finding: For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none of 
the factors are present which would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15162. The Comments and Responses document thoroughly addressed all 
public comments that the Planning Department received on the Draft EIR. In response to these 
comments, the Planning Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and modified 
some mitigation measures.  
 
The Comments and Responses document, which is incorporated herein by reference, analyzed 
all of these changes, including the Project, and determined that these changes did not constitute 
new information of significance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. Further, 







Case No. 2007.0558E 48 Transit Center District Plan 
 


additional changes to the Project have been incorporated into the project after publication of the 
Comments and Responses document. These changes have been addressed orally by staff or in 
staff reports, which statements and reports are incorporated herein by reference, and based on 
this information, the Planning Department has determined that these additional changes do not 
constitute new information of significance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record on the Final EIR, the Commission determines that the Project, is within the scope of 
project analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Project will not require important revisions to 
the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the 
Project and other changes analyzed in the Final EIR, no substantial changes have occurred with 
respect to the circumstances under which the Project are undertaken which would require 
major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (4) no 
new information of substantial importance to the Project has become available which would 
indicate (a) the Project or the approval actions will have significant effects not discussed in the 
Final EIR, (b) significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (c) mitigation 
measures or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects 
have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably 
different from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 
on the environment. Consequently, there is no need to recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA 
Guideline 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15162. 
 
VI. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 
 
This Section describes the alternatives analyzed in the EIR  and the reasons for rejecting the 
alternatives. This Section also outlines the proposed Project's (for purposes of this section, 
“Preferred Project”) purposes (the “Project objectives”), describes the components of the 
alternatives, and explains the rationale for selecting or rejecting alternatives. 
 
CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which 
would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or 
substantially lessen effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the project.” 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)).  
 
CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a “No Project” alternative as part of the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The Transit Center District Plan EIR’s No Project analysis was 
prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C). 
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Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Preferred Project in terms of beneficial, 
significant, and unavoidable impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable 
feasible ways to avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental consequences of the 
Preferred Project. 
 
A. Reasons for Selection of the Preferred Project 
 
The EIR analyzes the following alternatives: 
 


• No Project Alternative (Alternative A); 
• Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B);  
• Reduced Shadow Alternative (Alternative C); and 
• Developer Scenario (Alternative D). 
 


These alternatives are discussed in greater detail in Chapter VI, Alternatives, of the EIR. 
 
B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 
 
The Planning Commission recommends rejection of the alternatives  set forth in the FEIR and 
listed below because the Planning Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, 
including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations described 
in this Section in addition to those described in Section VII below under CEQA Guidelines 
15091(a)(3), that make such alternatives infeasible .  
 
1.  No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative, with respect to the draft Plan, is the maintenance of the existing 
zoning and height and bulk controls in the Plan area, and no adoption of the draft Plan. This 
alternative assumes that development in Zone 1 of the approved Transbay Redevelopment Plan 
area—primarily along the north side of Folsom Street east of Essex Street, and also between 
Beale and Main Streets south of Mission Street—would proceed as approved. Approved 
development in the Rincon Hill Plan area also would proceed, and projects proposed west of 
the Transit Center District Plan area also would be undertaken, although at generally lesser 
heights than currently presumed. 
 
The No Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project objectives for 
the following reasons.  
 
Job Capacity and Transit-Oriented Growth: Under the No Project Alternative the capacity of 
the district to accommodate further job growth would not be increased. This would result in 
San Francisco not being able to accommodate projected job growth according to regional policy 
direction to direct growth to existing urban areas served by public transit. Downtown San 
Francisco, and the Transit Center District specifically, is the most transit-served district in the 
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Bay Area. The downtown C-3 districts currently have limited remaining capacity for job 
growth. The No Project Alternative would result in the City having to direct job growth to 
other, significantly less transit-served parts of the City and region, resulting in increases in air 
pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and other effects of regional urban sprawl. For 
example, the No Project Alternative, by limiting development on the site of the proposed 
Transit Tower to a 30-foot-tall building, would create only a negligible amount of new office or 
retail space. Thus, the No Project Alternative would limit the economic growth of the City more 
than the Preferred Project and limit the ability of Downtown San Francisco to continue to be the 
premier concentration of economic activity in the region. 
 
Visual Quality and Urban Form: Goals for enhancing the urban form of the downtown skyline 
and at the pedestrian scale would not be met as height limits, bulk controls, setbacks, and other 
requirements proposed in the Plan would not be adopted. In particular, the No Project 
Alternative would only permit a 30-foot-tall building on the proposed Transit Tower site, which 
would not create the visual focal point for downtown San Francisco. Under the No Project 
Alternative the skyline would continue to be flat and “benched” with numerous buildings at a 
height of 600 feet and would not recognize the Transit Center District as the center of 
downtown. Rincon Hill on the far southern end and Transamerica and 555 California on the far 
northern end would continue to be the tallest buildings on the skyline. At the street level, 
necessary setbacks to accommodate increased pedestrian activity would not be implemented.  
 
Historic Resources: The proposed Plan would result in increased protection for identified 
historic resources through expansion of the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation 
District, designation of 43 buildings as Category I, III, or IV buildings in Article 11 of the 
Planning Code, and change of one building from Category III to Category IV.  The No Project 
Alternative would not result in expansion of the Conservation District or addition of the 43 
buildings to Article 11, leaving these resources undesignated locally and subject to substantial 
development pressure. Further, the No Project would not allow these 43 buildings to sell 
Transferrable Development Rights that would permanently remove development potential 
from the lots and thereby protect the resources. 
 
Public Improvement and Funding Program: Under the No Project scenario, no new impact fees 
related to open space, streets or transportation would be adopted and a Mello-Roos District 
would not be adopted. These mechanisms are projected to generate approximately $590 million 
over 20 years for public improvements, including over $400 million for the Transit Center and 
Downtown Rail Extension Project. Without these funds, the Downtown Rail Extension project 
may not be able to be constructed. Local open space, streetscape and circulation improvements 
necessary and desirable to accommodate the substantial additional high-density high-rise 
growth which will still occur in the Plan area (at somewhat lower densities than under the 
Preferred Project) will not be funded or implemented. New connections to the rooftop park on 
the Transit Center will not be built. In addition, the No Project Alternative would only permit a 







Case No. 2007.0558E 51 Transit Center District Plan 
 


30-foot-tall building on the proposed Transit Tower site, which would provide little to no land 
sale and tax increment revenue to support the Transit Center Project.  
 
For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the 
Planning Commission hereby rejects the No Project Alternative.   
 
2.  Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B) 


The Reduced Project Alternative assumes construction on each of the “soft” development sites 
identified in this EIR, but at lesser heights and intensity than would be permitted under the 
draft Plan. The heights are those at which development would cast no additional shadow on 
parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, beyond that which could 
occur from buildings developed to existing height limits. As a result of the lesser heights, it is 
assumed that development of Plan area sites containing historical resources would proceed in a 
different manner than would be allowed under the draft Plan, thereby reducing the Plan’s 
impacts on historic architectural resources. In particular, this alternative assumes that 
development at five sites in the Plan area that contain identified or potential historic 
architectural resources would generally be undertaken consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (or otherwise determined by 
Planning Department preservation staff to result in less-than-significant impacts under CEQA, 
to the maximum extent feasible) in order that historical resources on these sites are minimally 
affected. This alternative would include some of the public realm improvements, subject to 
funding, that are proposed under the draft Plan. 
 
The Reduced Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project 
objectives for the following reasons.  
 
Job Capacity and Transit-Oriented Growth: Under the No Project Alternative the capacity of 
the district to accommodate further job growth would not be increased substantially above 
existing zoning as only one potential office development site not already entitled under existing 
zoning, as opposed to at least five, would be upzoned to increase office capacity. The largest 
and least constrained sites (such as the Transit Tower site) capable of accommodating the most 
desirable layouts for office space would not be increased in capacity. This would diminish San 
Francisco’s ability to accommodate projected job growth according to regional policy direction 
to direct growth to existing urban areas served by public transit. Downtown San Francisco, and 
the Transit Center District specifically, is the most transit-served district in the Bay Area. The 
downtown C-3 districts currently have limited remaining capacity for job growth. The Reduced 
Project Alternative would result in the City having to direct job growth to other, significantly 
less transit-served parts of the City and region, resulting in increases in air pollution, 
greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and other effects of regional urban sprawl. The Reduced 
Project Alternative would also limit the economic growth of the City more than the Plan and 
limit the ability of Downtown San Francisco to continue to be the premier concentration of 
economic activity in the region. 
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Visual Quality and Urban Form: Goals for enhancing the urban form of the downtown skyline 
proposed in the Plan would not be achieved. Under the Reduced Project Alternative the skyline 
would continue to be flat and “benched” with numerous buildings at a height of approximately 
600 feet and would not recognize the Transit Center District as the center of downtown. Rincon 
Hill on the far southern end and Transamerica and 555 California on the far northern end 
would continue to be the most prominent buildings on the skyline. In particular, the Reduced 
Project Alternative would only allow for a 550-foot-tall building on the Transit Tower site, 
rather than the 1,070-foot building contemplated by the Preferred Project. Thus, this alternative 
would not create a new visual focus for downtown within the Plan area because the 550-foot-
tall building would be the same size as several other existing downtown buildings and 
proposed Plan area buildings.  
 
Public Improvement and Funding Program: Under the Reduced Project Alternative, 
significantly lesser revenue from a Mello-Roos District and lesser impact fees related to open 
space, streets or transportation would be collected. Under the Plan, these mechanisms are 
projected to generate approximately $590 million over 20 years for public improvements, 
including over $400 million for the Transit Center and Downtown Rail Extension Project. Under 
the Reduced Project Alternative the maximum combined amount of revenue from all sources 
would be $345 million, a decrease of $245 million. Without these funds, the Downtown Rail 
Extension project may not be able to be constructed. Local open space, streetscape and 
circulation improvements necessary and desirable to accommodate the substantial additional 
high-density high-rise growth which will still occur in the Plan area (at somewhat lower 
densities than under the Plan) will be funded and implemented to a much lesser extent. 
 
In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative, by limiting the proposed Transit Tower to a 550-
foot-tall building, would provide substantially less land sale and tax increment to support the 
Transit Center project than the 1,070-foot building due to two major factors: (1) the 550-foot 
building would have about 56 percent less floor area than the proposed Transit Tower, and (2) 
the higher floors of the 1,070-foot-building would command higher rents and would be of much 
greater value than the rent in a shorter building. This reduction in revenue would also reduce 
the amount of funding available for the other infrastructure projects, such as Mission Square 
and the surrounding streetscape, which would reduce the quality of the ground level pedestrian 
spaces around the building.  
 
For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the 
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Reduced Project Alternative.   
 
3.  Reduced Shadow Alternative (Alternative C) 


The Reduced Shadow Alternative is premised on reducing to some degree the new shadow 
resulting from the Plan while retaining in large measure the draft Plan’s fundamental urban 
design concept that the Transit Tower, which would identify the location of the new Transit 
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Center, be the City’s tallest and most prominent building—the “crown” of the downtown core 
that rises notably above the dense cluster of downtown buildings, as stated in draft Plan 
Policy 2.1. In contrast to Alternative B, which is based on site-by-site evaluation of building 
heights to reduce shadow on Section 295 parks, Alternative C would retain the Transit Tower as 
the tallest building in the Plan area. This alternative would also proportionally adjust the 
proposed height limits on the other sites in the Plan area in relation to the Transit Tower in 
order to maintain similar massing/height relationships as contemplated under the draft Plan’s 
urban form concepts. This alternative would include some of the public realm improvements, 
subject to funding, that area proposed under the draft Plan.  
 
The Reduced Shadow Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project 
objectives for the following reasons.  
 
Job Capacity and Transit-Oriented Growth: Under the Reduced Shadow Alternative the 
capacity of the district to accommodate further job growth would not be increased sufficiently 
to address capacity concerns in the downtown. This would diminish San Francisco’s ability to 
accommodate projected job growth according to regional policy direction to direct growth to 
existing urban areas served by public transit. Downtown San Francisco, and the Transit Center 
District specifically, is the most transit-served district in the Bay Area. The downtown C-3 
districts currently have limited remaining capacity for job growth. The Reduced Shadow 
Alternative would result in the City having to direct job growth to other, significantly less 
transit-served parts of the City and region, resulting in increases in air pollution, greenhouse 
gas emissions, congestion, and other effects of regional urban sprawl. The Reduced Shadow 
Alternative would also limit the economic growth of the City more than the Plan and limit the 
ability of Downtown San Francisco to continue to be the premier concentration of economic 
activity in the region. 
 
Shadow Impacts: While the Reduced Shadow Alternative would have reduced shadow impacts 
on open spaces than the proposed Plan, there still would be significant and unavoidable 
impacts to four open spaces similar to the impacts from the proposed Plan, including 
Portsmouth Square, St. Mary’s Square, Union Square, and Willy Woo Wong Playground. The 
net benefit to reducing shadow impacts under this Alternative would be minor while the 
reduced opportunities for transit-oriented growth and public funding program would be 
significant compared to the proposed Plan. 
 
Public Improvement and Funding Program: Under the Reduced Shadow Alternative, 
significantly lesser revenue from a Mello-Roos District and lesser impact fees related to open 
space, streets or transportation would be collected. Under the proposed Plan, these mechanisms 
are projected to generate approximately $590 million over 20 years for public improvements, 
including over $400 million for the Transit Center and Downtown Rail Extension Project. Under 
the Reduced Shadow Alternative the maximum combined amount of revenue from all sources 
would be approximately $515 million, a decrease of $75 million. Without these funds, the 
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Downtown Rail Extension project may not be able to be constructed. Local open space, 
streetscape and circulation improvements necessary and desirable to accommodate the 
substantial additional high-density high-rise growth which will still occur in the Plan area (at 
somewhat lower densities than under the Plan) will be funded and implemented to a lesser 
extent. 
 
For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the 
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Reduced Shadow Alternative.   
 
4.  Developer Scenario (Alternative D) 


This alternative differs from the draft Plan in that development assumptions for certain specific 
sites would reflect project applications that are on file at the Planning Department. In up to 
three instances, this alternative would therefore permit taller buildings than the draft Plan 
proposes, while for two other sites, lesser height is assumed. Although this alternative would 
result in several buildings being taller than proposed with the draft Plan development 
assumptions for the Developer Scenario Alternative would be similar to those of the Plan with 
respect to office space, and somewhat less intensive than the Plan with respect to residential 
units and hotel space. This is because the projects with applications on file at the Planning 
Department propose a different mix of uses than the Plan forecasts assume for those sites, 
propose generally larger residential units than the Plan assumes, and because an office project 
was approved in 2011 at 350 Mission Street at a lesser height than proposed in the draft Plan. 
 
The Developer Scenario Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Preferred Project 
objectives for the following reason.  
 
Visual Quality and Urban Form: Goals for enhancing the urban form of the downtown skyline 
and the enhancing public views of and through the district would not be met. Building heights 
proposed under the Developer Alternative would over-emphasize the importance of certain 
buildings, particularly the Palace Hotel Tower, very distant from the Transit Center on the 
skyline, in contrast to the coordinated and sculpted form proposed under the Plan which 
confines the concentration of buildings taller than the current 600-foot skyline benchmark to the 
area immediately around the Transit Center. Under the Developer Alternative proposed towers 
at 50 1st Street and 181 Fremont would either be too close in height to the Transit Tower and 
other planned buildings to maintain the desired sculpted skyline form, prominence of the 
Transit Tower, and separation of tall buildings on the skyline. 
 
For the reason listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the 
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Developer Alternative.  
 
C. Environmentally Superior Alternative  
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The Planning Commission finds that Alternative B, Reduced Project, is considered the 
environmentally superior alternative for purposes of CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) 
because it would substantially reduce shadow impacts on parks subject to Section 295 and 
effects on historic architectural resources, compared to the proposed Project, .  To the extent that 
development precluded under the Reduced Project Alternative from taking place in the Transit 
Center District were to occur elsewhere in the Bay Area, however, employees in and residents 
of that development could potentially generate substantially greater impacts on transportation 
systems, air quality, and greenhouse gases than would be the case for development of a similar 
amount of office space in the more compact and better-served-by-transit Plan area. This would 
be particularly likely for development in more outlying parts of the region where fewer services 
and less transit access is provided. Therefore, while it would be speculative to attempt to 
quantify or specify the location of the impacts, it is acknowledged that, while the Reduced 
Project Alternative would incrementally reduce local impacts, in the Transit Center District and 
in San Francisco, it could also increase regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and 
greenhouse gases, and to increase regional traffic congestion. It could also incrementally 
increase impacts related to “greenfield” development on previously undeveloped locations in 
the Bay Area and, possibly, beyond. 
 
VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Notwithstanding the significant effects noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section 21081(b) and 
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Planning Commission finds, after considering the FEIR 
and based on substantial evidence in the administrative record as a whole and as set forth 
herein, that specific overriding economic, legal, social, and other considerations outweigh the 
identified significant effects on the environment. Moreover, in addition to the specific reasons 
discussed in Section VI above, the Planning Commission finds that the alternatives rejected 
above are also rejected for the following specific economic, social, or other considerations 
resulting from Project approval and implementation: 
 
A.  The purpose of the Transit Center District Plan (the “Plan”) is to increase the density of 
development in the southern Financial District and thereby provide critical funding for the 
Transbay Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension Project—the centerpiece of the Plan—and 
other infrastructure in the Plan Area.  
 
 The Plan is an outgrowth of the 2006 Report of the City and County of San Francisco 
Interagency Working Group. To address the funding shortfall for the construction of the 
complete Transit Center Project, in February 2006 the City convened a Working Group 
consisting of the Mayor’s Office, the Planning Department, the Office of the City Administrator, 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, SFMTA, and the SFCTA to make recommendations 
to help ensure that the entirety of the Transit Center Project is completed – including both the 
terminal and rail components – as soon as possible.   
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 The Working Group recommended that the goal of identifying additional funds to 
complete the Transit Center Project could be created by capturing additional value through 
intensified development around the Transit Center and by reducing Project costs.  The Working 
Group stated that the purpose of the Report is to ensure that whatever strategy is adopted for 
proceeding with the Transit Center Project maximizes the likelihood that the full vision of 
Transbay, including bringing rail into an inter-modal station in downtown San Francisco, is 
fully realized.   
 
 The Working Group Report recommended that the City create a special zoning district 
around the Transit Center to permit a limited number of tall buildings, including two on public 
parcels, and allowances for additional development in exchange for financial contributions to 
the Transbay Project and other public infrastructure.  The Report also proposed forming a 
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (“CFD”) to levy a special tax to provide the majority 
of that funding for the Transit Center Project.  The Working Group further proposed that the 
revenues generated by the additional development allowed by the overlay zoning district be 
prioritized to fund construction of the Transit Center Project.   The zoning concept that grew out 
of the Report is that which is proposed as the Transit Center District Plan. 
 
B. Adoption and implementation of the Plan will expand the capacity for transit-oriented 
growth, particularly job growth, in the most transit-accessible location in the Bay Area, thereby 
promoting transit usage and reducing regional urban sprawl and its substantial negative 
regional environmental, economic, and health impacts, including air and water pollution, 
greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and loss of open space and habitat. The Association of 
Bay Area Governments is projecting a need to accommodate approximately 170,000 jobs in San 
Francisco by 2040 in order to meet the City’s share of regional jobs under a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. At least half of those jobs are projected to be office jobs. The City 
currently does not have sufficient capacity to accommodate that many office jobs, particularly 
not in locations served by major regional public transit. The Transit Center District is well 
served by existing BART, Muni Metro, Muni bus, regional bus and ferry service. The Transbay 
Transit Center, under construction, and the planned DTX to bring Caltrain commuter rail and 
California High Speed Rail service in the Transit Center will substantially improve transit access 
and increase transit capacity. No other location in the region features transit access as robust as 
the Plan area. In the Transit Center District as many as 80% of workers take transit to work, 10% 
walk or bicycle, and no more than 10% drive or carpool. In other parts of the region, including 
core city centers and other parts of San Francisco, significantly higher percentages of workers 
drive to work. Job growth is severely constrained geographically in San Francisco, because only 
12.5% of the City’s land permits office uses and such uses must compete with housing and other 
uses in much of this area. In order to accommodate job growth, particularly in transit-served 
locations such as the Plan area, rezoning is necessary in order to increase capacity. The 
proposed Plan is consistent with the City’s Transit First policy and with regional mandates to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and promote transit usage. 
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C. The Transit Center District Plan is  exemplary transit-oriented development.  It 
promotes the Sustainable Communities Strategies required by the Sustainable Communities 
and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375, Steinberg, Statutes of 2008) and related 
transportation, affordable housing, job creation, environmental protection, and climate change 
goals.  The new Transit Center, which is at the center of the Plan area and the impetus for the 
Plan, will be a regional multi-modal facility connecting 11 different transportation systems 
under a single roof - local, intercity and regional buses, and Caltrain, and is designed to 
accommodate high-speed rail and Amtrak.  Phase 1 of the Project consists of a Temporary 
Terminal and the Transit Center, which includes above-grade bus levels, the below-grade train 
box serving Caltrain commuter rail and high-speed rail, a 5.4-acre rooftop park, bus ramps 
connecting to the Bay Bridge, and bus storage.  Phase 2 consists of the Downtown Rail 
Extension (“DTX”), which includes the improvements necessary to extend the rail connections 
into the train box.  Phase 1 has been under construction since 2009 when the TJPA broke ground 
for the Temporary Terminal.  Construction of the new Transit Center began in 2010 and 
scheduled for completion in 2017. The Transit Center will provide numerous benefits for San 
Francisco and the entire Bay Area.  With the construction of the DTX, Caltrain daily ridership 
will increase by 20,000 passengers per day (a 67% increase) by bringing Caltrain directly into 
the Transit Center from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets. The Transit Center rail 
facilities are being designed also to accommodate service by California High Speed Rail. 
 
D. Plan adoption and implementation will generate approximately $590 million in net new 
revenues for public infrastructure from development impact fees and a Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities District. Per the Funding Program established in the Program Implementation 
Document, of this amount approximately $420 million would be available to the Transbay Joint 
Powers Authority to fund the Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension project and related 
infrastructure. This funding is a vital piece of the overall funding plan for the Downtown Rail 
Extension, a $2 billion project, as it can leverage larger sources of additional funds. 
Approximately $170 million from these new funds would be used to fund local open space, 
streetscape and transportation improvements to support growth in the downtown, including 
improvements to open spaces in the broader downtown area. 
 
E. Plan implementation will promote the retention and rehabilitation of 43 historic 
resources not currently protected by local designations, as well as the expansion of the New 
Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District. 
 
F. Plan adoption and implementation will substantially enhance the City skyline by 
accentuating the currently flat and crowded downtown form with a new clear crown at the 
center of the skyline, which will be created by the Transit Tower in front of the Transit Center 
and a limited number of adjacent tall structures, thereby balancing and centering the skyline 
currently defined by tall peaks at its extreme northern and southern ends with Transamerica 
and Rincon Hill. This improved skyline would be consistent with City policy to identify the 
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center of the downtown transit access and activity and provide focal orientation from 
throughout the area. 
  
G. Plan implementation will contribute funding or directly create over 11 acres of new 
public open space, including the 5.4-acre City Park on the Transit Center, a public plaza at 
2nd/Howard Streets, linear park “Living Streets,” and transformation of several alleys, including 
Natoma and Shaw alleys, into pedestrian-only plazas. The Plan also will result in numerous 
new public connections to the elevated City Park, thereby enhancing access and activation to 
this new largest downtown open space. None of the alternatives analyzed would eliminate 
significant and unavoidable shadow impacts on public open spaces, including Union Square, 
Portsmouth Square and St Mary’s Square. These alternatives still result in significant and 
unavoidable shadow impacts that are not substantially less than those of the proposed Plan. 
and do not achieve the other Plan objectives and benefits, particularly by reducing by $75-590 
million the potential revenue for the Transit Center/Downtown Rail Extension project and other 
public improvements, including over $10 million for public improvements to downtown parks 
such as Portsmouth Square. 
 
H. Plan adoption and implementation will create an attractive and pedestrian-oriented 
neighborhood scale of development through incorporation of design controls and development 
standards related to building bases and ground floors, setbacks, and other measures. 
 
I. Plan adoption and implementation will enact transportation measures, through 
Planning Code requirements and streetscape and traffic improvements, to encourage and 
facilitate the use of transit, walking, bicycling, car-sharing, and other non-single occupant auto 
modes of transportation for commuting, daily needs and recreation. Enhancements to transit, 
aside from substantial funding contributions to realize the Downtown Rail Extension, include 
dedicated transit lanes on Mission Street and other streets, expanded bicycle lanes on several 
area streets, and widened sidewalks with pedestrian amenities. Funds to be generated by new 
Plan revenue sources will also help fund capacity improvements at Embarcadero and 
Montgomery BART stations and studies to reduce congestion and manage parking in the 
downtown area. 
 
Having considered these benefits of the proposed Project, including the benefits and 
considerations discussed above, the Planning Commission finds that the Project’s benefits 
outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental 
effects are therefore considered acceptable.  The Planning Commission further finds that each of 
the Project benefits discussed above is a separate and independent basis for these findings. 
 
VIII. INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 
 
The Final EIR is hereby incorporated into these Findings in its entirety.  Without limitation, this 
incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of the mitigation measures, the 
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basis for determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and 
the reasons for approving the Project in spite of the potential for associated significant and 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects. 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources     
Archeological Resources     
M-CP-1: Subsequent Archeological Testing Program. 
When a project is to be developed within the Transit Center District Plan 
Area, it will be subject to preliminary archeological review by the Planning 
Department archeologist. This in-house review will assess whether there are 
gaps in the necessary background information needed to make an informed 
archaeological sensitivity assessment. This assessment will be based upon 
the information presented in the Transit Center District Plan Archeological 
Research Design and Treatment Plan (Far Western Anthropological 
Research Group, Inc., Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan 
for the Transit Center District Plan Area, San Francisco, California, February 
2010), as well as any more recent investigations that may be relevant. If data 
gaps are identified, then additional investigations, such as historic archival 
research or geoarchaeological coring, may be required to provide sufficiently 
detailed information to make an archaeological sensitivity assessment. 
If the project site is considered to be archaeologically sensitive and based on 
a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present 
within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid 
any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried 
or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the 
services of an archeological consultant from the Planning Department 
(“Department”) pool of qualified archaeological consultants as provided by 
the Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall undertake 
an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 
consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or 
data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this 
measure and with the requirements of the Transit Center District Plan 
archeological research design and treatment plan at the direction of the 
ERO. In instances of inconsistency between the requirement of the project 
archaeological research design and treatment plan and of this archaeological  


Planning staff, for 
preliminary review; 


Project sponsor and 
project archeologist 
for each subsequent 
project undertaken 


pursuant to the 
Transit Center 


District Plan, for any 
subsequently 


required 
investigations. 


During 
environmental 


review of 
projects, then as 
specified in ATP/ 


AMT/ARDTP. 


ERO to review and 
approve any required 
Archeological Testing 


Program. 


Project archeologist to 
report to ERO on 


progress of any required 
investigation monthly, or 


as required by ERO. 
Considered complete 


upon review and 
approval by ERO of 


results of Archeological 
Testing Program/ 


Archeological Monitoring 
Program/ Archeological 


Data Recovery Program, 
as applicable. 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
mitigation measure, the requirements of this archaeological mitigation 
measure shall prevail. All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as 
specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review 
and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until 
final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery 
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project 
for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such 
a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant 
level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 (a) (c).  
Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare 
and submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan 
(ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the 
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the 
locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence 
of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical 
resource under CEQA.  
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based 
on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation 
with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional 
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data 
recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological  
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 
A) The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse 


effect on the significant archeological resource; or 
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO 


determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than 
research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is 
feasible.  


Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented, the archeological consultant shall prepare an 
archeological monitoring plan (AMP):  
 The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and 


consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project‐related soils 
disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils‐ disturbing activities, 
such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities 
installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site 
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk 
these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to their 
depositional context; 


 Archeological monitoring shall conform to the requirements of the final AMP 
reviewed and approved by the ERO; 


 The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the 
alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to 
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate 
protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
 The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according 


to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO 
until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, 
determined that project construction activities could have no effects on 
significant archeological deposits; 


 The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil 
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 


 If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils‐disturbing activities 
in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If 
in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may 
affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated 
until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in 
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately 
notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, 
and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO. 


Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the 
monitoring program to the ERO. 
Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery 
plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft 
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. 
The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to 
contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research 
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the  
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would 
address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should 
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall 
not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive 
methods are practical. 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
 Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, 


procedures, and operations. 
 Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing 


system and artifact analysis procedures. 
 Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and 


post‐field discard and deaccession policies. 
 Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive 


program during the course of the archeological data recovery program. 
 Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the 


archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally 
damaging activities. 


 Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of 
results. 


 Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the 
curation of any recovered data having potential research value, identification 
of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of 
the curation facilities. 


Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification  
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of 
the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American 
remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement 
for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated 
or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The 
agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, 
removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition 
of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that 
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource 
and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed 
in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided 
in a separate removable insert within the final report. 
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center 
(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the 
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound 
and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public 
interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require 
a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented 
above. 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
Historical Resources 
M-CP-3a: HABS/HAER Documentation. 
Prior to demolition or substantial adverse alteration of historical resource(s), 
the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall contract 
with a qualified preservation architect, historic preservation expert, or other 
qualified individual to fully document the structure(s) to be demolished or 
altered. Documentation shall be undertaken following consultation with 
Planning Department preservation staff and the Historic Preservation 
Commission, and shall at a minimum be performed to HABS Level II 
documentation standards. According to HABS Standards, Level II 
documentation consists of the following tasks:  


 Written data: A brief report documenting the existing conditions and history 
of the building shall be prepared, focusing on the building’s architectural and 
contextual relationship with the greater Western SoMa neighborhood.  


 Photographs: Photographs with large-format (4x5-inch) negatives shall be 
shot of exterior and interior views of all three project site buildings. Historic 
photos of the buildings, where available, shall be photographically 
reproduced. All photos shall be printed on archival fiber paper.  


 Drawings: Existing architectural drawings (elevations and plans) of all three 
the project site buildings, where available, shall be photographed with large 
format negatives or photographically reproduced on Mylar.  


 The completed documentation package shall be submitted to local and 
regional archives, including but not limited to, the San Francisco Public 
Library History Room, the California Historical Society and the Northwest 
Information Center at Sonoma State University in Rohnert Park. 


Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 


preservation 
individual for each 
subsequent project 


undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of any demolition 


or adverse 
alteration on a 


designated 
historical 
resource. 


Planning Department 
Preservation Technical 
Specialist to review and 


approve HABS 
documentation. 


Considered complete 
upon submittal of final 
HABS documentation. 


M-CP-3b: Public Interpretative Displays. 
Prior to demolition or substantial adverse alteration of historical resource(s) 
that are significant due to event(s) that occurred in the building at the 
development site, the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan 
area shall develop, in consultation with Planning Department preservation 
staff, a permanent interpretative program/and or display that would  


Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 


preservation 
individual for each 
subsequent project 


undertaken pursuant  


Prior to the start 
of any demolition 


or adverse 
alteration on a 


designated 
historical  


Planning Department 
Preservation Technical 
Specialist and Historic 


Preservation 
Commission to review 


and approve  


Considered complete 
upon installation of 


display. 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
commemorate such event(s). The program/display would be installed at a 
publicly accessible location, either at or near the project site or in another 
appropriate location (such as a library or other depository). The content and 
location of the display shall be presented to the Historic Preservation 
Commission for review and comment. 


to the Transit Center 
District Plan. 


resource. interpretive display.  


M-CP-3c: Relocation of Historical Resources.  
Prior to demolition or substantial alteration of historical resource(s), the 
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall make any 
historical resources that would otherwise be demolished or substantially 
altered in an adverse manner available for relocation by qualified parties. 


Project sponsor for 
each subsequent 


project undertaken 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of any demolition 


or adverse 
alteration on a 


designated 
historical 
resource. 


ERO to review 
confirmation from 


project sponsor that 
resource(s) were made 
available for relocation.  


Considered complete 
upon submittal to ERO 
by project sponsor of 


documentation 
confirming that 


resource(s) were made 
available for relocation. 


M-CP-3d: Salvage of Historical Resources.  
Prior to demolition of historical resource(s) that are significant due to 
architecture (resource(s) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of a master, 
or possesses high artistic values), the project sponsor of a development 
project in the Plan area shall consult with a Planning Department 
Preservation Technical Specialist and/or other qualified parties regarding 
salvage of materials from the affected resource(s) for public information or 
reuse in other locations. 


Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 


preservation 
individual for each 
subsequent project 


undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of any demolition 


or adverse 
alteration on a 


designated 
historical 
resource. 


Planning Department 
Preservation Technical 


Specialist shall 
participate in 


discussions with project 
sponsor regarding 
building salvage. 


Considered complete 
upon submittal to ERO 
by project sponsor of 


documentation 
confirming that 


resource(s) were made 
available for salvage. 


M-CP-5a. Construction Best Practices for Historical Resources. 
The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall 
incorporate into construction specifications for the proposed project a 
requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all feasible means to 
avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic buildings, including, but not 
necessarily limited to, staging of equipment and materials as far as possible 
from historic buildings to avoid direct impact damage; using techniques in 
demolition (of the parking lot), excavation, shoring, and construction that 
create the minimum feasible vibration; maintaining a buffer zone when 
possible between heavy equipment and historical resource(s) within 125 feet,  


Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 


preservation 
individual for 


applicable 
subsequent projects 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to the 
issuance of 


contract 
specifications for 


construction 
proximate to a 


designated 
historical 
resource. 


ERO and, optionally, 
Planning Department 


Preservation Technical 
Specialist, to review 


construction 
specifications. 


Considered complete 
upon submittal to ERO 
by project sponsor of 


construction 
specifications. 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
as identified by the Planning Department; appropriately shoring excavation 
sidewalls to prevent movement of adjacent structures; design and installation 
of the new foundation to minimize uplift of adjacent soils; ensuring adequate 
drainage from adjacent sites; covering the roof of adjacent structures to 
avoid damage from falling objects; and ensuring appropriate security to 
minimize risks of vandalism and fire. 


    


M-CP-5b. Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. 
The project sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize 
damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is 
documented and repaired. The monitoring program would include the 
following components. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the 
project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic 
preservation professional to undertake a preconstruction survey of historical 
resource(s) identified by the Planning Department within 125 feet of planned 
construction to document and photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. 
Based on the construction and condition of the resource(s), the consultant 
shall also establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at 
each building, based on existing condition, character-defining features, soils 
conditions, and anticipated construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 
inches per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that vibration levels do 
not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor 
vibration levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction 
activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the standard.  
Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction 
shall be halted and alternative techniques put in practice, to the extent 
feasible. The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each 
building during ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage 
to either building occur, the building(s) shall be remediated to its 
preconstruction condition at the conclusion of ground-disturbing activity on 
the site. 


Project sponsor, 
project contractor, 


and qualified historic 
preservation 
individual for 


applicable 
subsequent projects 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of demolition, 


earth moving, or 
construction 


activity 
proximate to a 


designated 
historical 
resource. 


Planning Department 
Preservation Technical 
Specialist shall review 


and approve 
construction monitoring 


program. 


Considered complete 
upon submittal to ERO 


of post-construction 
report on construction 


monitoring program and 
effects, if any, on 


proximate historical 
resources. 
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D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued)     
M-C-CP: Mitigation of Cumulative Historical Resources Impacts.  
Implement Mitigation Measures M-CP-3a, HABS/HAER Documentation, and 
M-CP-3b, Public Interpretive Displays, and M-CP-3c, Relocation of Historical 
Resources, and M-CP-3d, Salvage of Historical Resources. 


See Measures M-CP-3a, M-CP-3b, M-CP-3c, and M-CP-3d. 


E. Transportation     
Traffic     
M-TR-1a: Signal Timing Optimization. 
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could optimize signal timing at 
the following intersections to reduce impacts on intersection LOS to a less-
than-significant level, by either improving conditions to LOS D or better or by 
avoiding the draft Plan’s contribution to increased vehicle delay (mitigated 
LOS in parentheses): 
 Stockton / Geary Streets (LOS F, p.m.)  
 Kearny / Sutter Streets (LOS F, p.m.)  
 Battery and California Streets (LOS D, a.m. and p.m.)  
 Embarcadero / Washington Streets (LOS F, p.m.)  
 Third / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak)  
 Beale / Folsom Streets (LOS F, p.m. peak)  
 Embarcadero / Folsom Streets (LOS F, a.m. and p.m. peak) 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Monitor 
intersections 
periodically 


through traffic 
counts; 


implement 
feasible 


alterations to 
signal timing 
when LOS 
degrades. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 
timing changes by MTA. 


M-TR-1b: Taxi Left-Turn Prohibition. 
At the intersection of Third / Mission Streets, the Municipal Transportation 
Agency (MTA) could expand existing prohibitions on peak-hour left turn to 
include taxis, thereby permitting only buses to make left turns. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of turn 


prohibition; 
implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 
turn prohibition by MTA. 


M-TR-1c: Beale / Mission Streets Bulbs and Optimization. 
At the intersection of Beale and Mission Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) and Department of Public Works (DPW) could 
install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to reduce pedestrian  


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


sidewalk bulbs 
and signal timing 


changes;  


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon construction of 
sidewalk bulbs and 


implementation of signal 
timing changes by MTA. 
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Schedule 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
crossing distances and times and optimize the signal timing plan at this 
intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time 
from the less-congested eastbound / westbound Mission Street approaches 
to the southbound Beale Street approach. 


 implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


  


M-TR-1d: Steuart / Howard Streets Restriping. 
At the intersection of Steuart and Howard Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) could remove two on-street parking spaces on 
the south side of Howard Street immediately west of the intersection and 
stripe the eastbound approach as one through lane and one shared through-
right lane. The proposed design for eastbound Howard Street after extension 
of the westbound Howard Street bicycle lane to The Embarcadero calls for 
one wide curb lane and one parking lane, but a second eastbound travel lane 
at the intersection could be provided by removing up to two on-street parking 
spaces. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 
restriping; 


implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 


restriping by MTA. 


M-TR-1e: Beale / Folsom Streets Left-Turn Prohibition and Signal 
Optimization. 
At the intersection of Beale and Folsom Streets, the Municipal Transportation 
Agency (MTA) could prohibit eastbound right turns from Folsom Street in the 
p.m. peak hour and optimize the signal timing by reallocating green time from 
the eastbound / westbound Folsom Street approaches to the northbound / 
southbound Beale Street approaches. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of turn 


prohibition; 
implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 
turn prohibition by MTA. 


M-TR-1f: Third / Harrison Streets Restriping. 
At the intersection of Third and Harrison Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) could convert one of the two eastbound lanes 
leaving the intersection into an additional westbound through lane by 
restriping the east (Harrison Street) leg of the intersection. In order to allow 
sufficient turning radius and clearance for heavy vehicles such as buses and 
trucks, two on-street parking spaces on the south side of Harrison Street 
east of the intersection would be removed. 
 
 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 
restriping; 


implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 


restriping by MTA. 
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Schedule 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
M-TR-1g: Hawthorne / Harrison Streets Restriping. 
At the intersection of Hawthorne and Harrison Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) could stripe an additional westbound through 
lane approaching the intersection by converting one of the two eastbound 
lanes. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 
restriping; 


implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 


restriping by MTA. 


M-TR-1h: Second / Harrison Streets Turn Prohibition and Optimization. 
At the intersection of Second and Harrison Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency could prohibit eastbound left turns during the p.m. 
peak hour. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of turn 


prohibition; 
implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 
turn prohibition by MTA. 


M-TR-1i: Third / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. 
At the intersection of Third and Bryant Streets, the Municipal Transportation 
Agency (MTA) and Department of Public Works (DPW) could install bulb-
outs on the south crosswalk to reduce pedestrian crossing distances and 
times and optimize the signal timing plan at this intersection during the 
weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time from the eastbound 
Bryant Street approach to the northbound Third Street approach. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


sidewalk bulbs 
and signal timing 


changes; 
implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon construction of 
sidewalk bulbs and 


implementation of signal 
timing changes by MTA. 


M-TR-1j: Second / Bryant Streets Bulbs and Optimization. 
At the intersection of Second and Bryant Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) and Department of Public Works (DPW) could 
install bulb-outs on the east and west crosswalks to reduce pedestrian 
crossing distances and times and optimize the signal timing plan at this 
intersection during the weekday p.m. peak hour by reallocating green time 
from the northbound / southbound Second Street approaches to the 
eastbound Bryant Street approach. 
 
 
 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


sidewalk bulbs 
and signal timing 


changes; 
implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon construction of 
sidewalk bulbs and 


implementation of signal 
timing changes by MTA. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
M-TR-1k: Second / Tehama Streets Restriping and Optimization. 
At the intersection of Second and Tehama Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) could prohibit eastbound and westbound left 
turns (from Tehama Street) during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


restriping and 
signal timing 


changes; 
implement if 
feasible and 


warranted (may 
be warranted 


only in 
conjunction with 


project at 
41 Tehama 


Street). 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon implementation of 


restriping and signal 
timing changes by MTA. 


M-TR-1m: Downtown Traffic Signal Study. 
As part of a Regional Traffic Signalization and Operations Program project, the 
Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could conduct a study of Downtown-
area traffic signal systems, with the aim of recalibrating cycle lengths, offsets, and 
splits at Downtown-area intersections to optimize traffic flow and minimize 
unnecessary delays (without impacting other modes of travel). 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


Downtown traffic 
signal study; 
implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA Considered complete 
upon initiation of traffic 


signal study. 


Transit     
M-TR-3a: Installation and Operation of Transit-Only and Transit Queue-Jump 
Lanes.  
To reduce or avoid the effects of traffic congestion on Muni service, at such 
time as the transit-vehicle delay results in the need to add additional 
vehicle(s) to one or more Muni lines, the Municipal Transportation Agency 
(MTA) could stripe a portion of the approach lane at applicable intersections 
to restrict traffic to buses only during the p.m. peak period, thereby allowing 
Muni vehicles to avoid traffic queues at certain critical intersections and 
minimizing transit delay. Each queue-jump lane would require the prohibition 
of parking during the p.m. peak period for the distance of the special lane. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


transit-only lanes 
and transit 


queue-jump 
lanes; implement 


if feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon determination as to 
feasibility of such lanes 


and, if applicable, 
initiation of their 


installation, if applicable. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
For the 41 Union, MTA could install a p.m. peak-hour transit-only lane along 
Beale Street approaching and leaving the intersection of Beale/Mission 
Street, for a distance of 150 to 200 feet. Five parking spaces on the west 
side of Beale Street north of Mission Street could be eliminated when the 
transit lane is in effect to allow for a right-turn pocket. MTA could also install 
a p.m. peak-hour queue-jump lane on the eastbound Howard Street 
approach to the intersection of Beale/Howard Streets, for a distance of 
100 feet. If the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could consider re-routing the 
41 Union to less-congested streets, if available, or implementing actions 
such as providing traffic signal priority to Muni buses. 
For the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom Pacific, MTA could install a 
p.m. peak-hour queue-jump lane on the southbound Second Street approach 
to the intersection to the intersection of Second/Folsom Streets, for a 
distance of approximately 150 feet. When the lane is in effect, five on-street 
parking spaces on the west side of Second Street north of Folsom Street 
could be eliminated, as well as a portion of the southbound bicycle lane 
approaching the intersection. If the foregoing were ineffective, MTA could 
consider re-routing the 11-Downtown Connector and 12 Folsom to less-
congested streets, if available, or implementing actions such as providing 
traffic signal priority to Muni buses. 
The MTA could also evaluate the effectiveness and feasibility of installing an 
eastbound transit-only lane along Folsom Street between Second and Third 
Streets, which would minimize delays incurred at these intersections by 
transit vehicles. The study would create a monitoring program to determine 
the implementation extent and schedule, which may include conversion of 
one eastbound travel lane into a transit-only lane. 


    


M-TR-3b: Exclusive Muni Use of Mission Street Boarding Islands. 
To reduce or avoid conflicts between Muni buses and regional transit service 
(Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans) using the relocated transit-only center 
lanes of Mission Street between First and Third Streets, MTA could reserve 
use of the boarding islands for Muni buses only and provide dedicated 
curbside bus stops for regional transit operators. Regional transit vehicles  


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 
Muni-only 


boarding island 
use; implement if 


feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon determination as to 


feasibility of Muni-only 
boarding island use. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
would still be allowed to use the transit-only center lanes between stops, but 
would change lanes to access the curbside bus stops. This configuration 
would be similar to the existing Muni stop configuration along Market Street, 
where two different stop patterns are provided, with each route assigned to 
only one stop pattern. 


    


M-TR-3c: Transit Improvements on Plan Area Streets. 
To reduce or avoid the effects of traffic congestion on regional transit service 
operating on surface streets (primarily Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), 
MTA, in coordination with applicable regional operators, could conduct study 
the effectiveness and feasibility of transit improvements along Mission Street, 
Howard Street, Folsom Street, First Street, and Fremont Street to reduce 
delays incurred by transit vehicles when passing through the Plan area. The 
study would examine a solutions including, but not limited to the following: 
 Installation of transit-only lanes along Howard Street and Folsom Street, 


which could serve both Muni buses (e.g., 12 Folsom-Pacific) and Golden 
Gate Transit buses heading to / from Golden Gate’s yard at Eighth and 
Harrison Streets.  


 Extension of a transit-only lane on Fremont Street south to Howard Street 
and installation of transit-actuated queue-jump phasing at the Fremont 
Street / Mission Street intersection to allow Golden Gate Transit buses to 
make use of the Fremont Street transit lane (currently only used by Muni 
vehicles); and 


 Transit signal priority treatments along Mission, Howard, and Folsom 
Streets to extend major-street traffic phases or preempt side-street traffic 
phases to reduce signal delay incurred by SamTrans and Golden Gate 
Transit vehicles.  


 Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans could consider rerouting their lines onto 
less-congested streets, if available, in order to improve travel times and 
reliability. A comprehensive evaluation would need to be conducted before 
determining candidate alternative streets, considering various operational 
and service issues such as the cost of any required capital investments, the 
availability of layover space, and proximity to ridership origins and 
destinations. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


transit 
improvements; 


implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon determination as to 


feasibility of transit 
improvements and 


initiation of their 
installation, if applicable. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
M-TR-3d: Increased Funding to Offset Transit Delays. 
Sponsors of development projects within the Plan area could be subject to a 
fair share fee that would allow for the purchase of additional transit vehicle(s) 
to mitigate the impacts on transit travel time. In the case of Muni operations, 
one additional vehicle would be required. For regional operators, the analysis 
also determined that on-street delays could require the deployment of 
additional buses on some Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans routes. 
Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated 
from a delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with 
implementation of the draft Plan, and are projected to be adequate and 
sufficient to provide for the capital cost to purchase the additional vehicle and 
facility costs to store and maintain the vehicle. 
 
 


Planning 
Department, 


Planning 
Commission, Board 


of Supervisors 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


additional transit 
fees; implement 
if feasible and 


warranted. 


Planning Department Considered complete 
upon determination of 
feasibility of such fees 
and initiation of their 
implementation, if 


applicable. 


M-TR-3e: Increased Funding of Regional Transit.  
Sponsors of development projects within the Plan area could be subject to 
one or more fair share fees to assist in service improvements, such as 
through the purchase of additional transit vehicles and vessels or 
contributions to operating costs, as necessary to mitigate Plan impacts. 
These fee(s) could be dedicated to Golden Gate Transit, North Bay ferry 
operators, AC Transit, BART, and/or additional North Bay and East Bay 
transit operators. Depending on how the fee(s) were allocated, Caltrain and 
SamTrans might also benefit, although lesser impacts were identified for 
these South Bay operators. 
Funds for the implementation of this measure are expected to be generated 
from a delineated portion of the impact fees that would be generated with 
implementation of the draft Plan, and are projected to be adequate and 
sufficient to provide for the capital cost to purchase the additional vehicle and 
facility costs to store and maintain the vehicle. 


Planning 
Department, 


Planning 
Commission, Board 


of Supervisors 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 


additional transit 
fees; implement 
if feasible and 


warranted. 


Planning Department Considered complete 
upon determination of 
feasibility of such fees 
and initiation of their 
implementation, if 


applicable. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
Pedestrians     
M-TR-4a: Widen Crosswalks. 
To ensure satisfactory pedestrian level of service at affected crosswalks, the 
Municipal Transportation Agency, Sustainable Streets Division, could 
conduct periodic counts of pedestrian conditions (annually, for example) and 
could widen existing crosswalk widths, generally by 1 to 3 feet, at such times 
as pedestrian LOS is degraded to unacceptable levels. 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 
crosswalk 
widening; 


implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon determination of 
feasibility of sidewalk 


widening and initiation of 
its implementation, if 


applicable. 


M-TR-5 Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. 
If warranted by project-specific conditions, the project sponsor of a 
development project in the Plan area shall ensure that building management 
employs attendant(s) for the project’s parking garage and/or loading dock, as 
applicable. The attendant would be stationed as determined by the project-
specific analysis, typically at the project’s driveway to direct vehicles entering 
and exiting the building and avoid any safety-related conflicts with 
pedestrians on the sidewalk during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods of traffic 
and pedestrian activity, with extended hours as dictated by traffic and 
pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project garage and loading dock. 
(See also Mitigation Measure M-TR-4b, above.) Each project shall also 
install audible and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective 
warning devices as approved by the Planning Department and/or the 
Sustainable Streets Division of the Municipal Transportation Agency, to alert 
pedestrians of the outbound vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading 
dock, as applicable. 


Project sponsor of 
any subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to project 
approval. 


ERO shall review and 
approve project 


sponsor’s proposed 
garage/loading dock 
operations program. 


Considered complete 
upon review and 


approval by ERO of 
proposed garage/loading 


dock operations 
program. 


Loading     
M-TR-7a: Loading Dock Management. 
To ensure that off-street loading facilities are efficiently used and that trucks 
longer than can be safely accommodated are not permitted to use a 
building’s loading dock, the project sponsor of a development project in the 
Plan area shall develop a plan for management of the building’s loading dock 
and shall ensure that tenants in the building are informed of limitations and  


Project sponsor of 
any subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to project 
approval. 


ERO shall review and 
approve project 


sponsor’s proposed 
loading dock operations 


program. 


Considered complete 
upon review and 


approval by ERO of 
proposed loading dock 


operations program. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
conditions on loading schedules and truck size. Such a management plan 
could include strategies such as the use of an attendant to direct and guide 
trucks (see Mitigation Measure M-TR-5), installing a “Full” sign at the 
garage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity during peak hours, installation 
of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features. Additionally, as 
part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult with 
the Municipal Transportation Agency concerning the design of loading and 
parking facilities. 


    


M-TR-7b: Augmentation of On-Street Loading Space Supply. 
To ensure the adequacy of the Plan area’s supply of on-street spaces, the 
Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) could convert existing on-street 
parking spaces within the Plan Area to commercial loading use. Candidate 
streets might include the north side of Mission Street between Second Street 
and First Street, both sides of Howard Street between Third Street and 
Fremont Street, and both sides of Second Street between Howard Street and 
Folsom Street. The MTA and Planning Department could also increase the 
supply of on-street loading “pockets” that would be created as part of the draft 
Plan’s public realm improvements. 
Increasing the supply of on-street loading spaces would reduce the potential 
for disruption of traffic and transit circulation in the Plan Area as a result of 
loading activities. However, the feasibility of increasing the number of on-
street loading spaces is unknown. Locations for additional loading pockets 
have not been identified, and the feasibility of adding spaces is uncertain, as 
any such spaces would reduce pedestrian circulation area on adjacent 
sidewalks. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes would also not be ideal for 
loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between trucks 
and transit vehicles. Given these considerations, potential locations for 
additional on-street loading spaces within the Plan area are limited, and it is 
unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be provided to completely 
offset the net loss in supply. 
 
 


S.F. Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 


Evaluate 
feasibility of 
increasing 


on-street loading 
supply; 


implement if 
feasible and 
warranted. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon determination of 
feasibility of increasing 


on-street loading supply 
and initiation of its 
implementation, if 


applicable. 
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E. Transportation (continued)     
Construction     
M-TR-9: Construction Coordination. 
To minimize potential disruptions to transit, traffic, and pedestrian and 
bicyclists, the project sponsor and/or construction contractor for any 
individual development project in the Plan area shall develop a Construction 
Management Plan that could include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following: 
 Limit construction truck movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 


4:00 p.m. (or other times, if approved by the Municipal Transportation 
Agency) to minimize disruption of traffic, transit, and pedestrian flow on 
adjacent streets and sidewalks during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 
periods.  


 Identify optimal truck routes to and from the site to minimize impacts to 
traffic, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists; and,  


 Encourage construction workers to use transit when commuting to and from 
the site, reducing the need for parking. 


The sponsor shall also coordinate with the Municipal Transportation 
Agency/Sustainable Streets Division, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, 
and construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the Transit Center project, and 
with Muni, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as applicable, to 
develop construction phasing and operations plans that would result in the 
least amount of disruption that is feasible to transit operations, pedestrian 
and bicycle activity, and vehicular traffic. 


Project sponsor/ 
construction 


contractor of any 
subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of project 


construction. 


S.F. MTA, Planning 
Department 


Considered complete 
upon MTA and, 


optionally, Planning 
Department review of 


Construction 
Management Plan. 


F. Noise     
M-NO-1a: Noise Survey and Measurements for Residential Uses. 
For new residential development located along streets with noise levels 
above 70 dBA Ldn, the Planning Department shall require the preparation of 
an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential 
noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project site, and including at 
least one 24-hour noise measurement (with average and maximum noise 
level readings taken so as to be able to accurately describe maximum levels  


Project sponsor, 
architect, acoustical 


consultant, and 
construction 


contractor for each 
subsequent 


development project  


Analysis to be 
completed 


during 
environmental 


review; 
incorporate 


findings of noise  


Planning Department 
and Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction plan set. 
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F. Noise (continued)     
reached during nighttime hours), prior to completion of the environmental 
review for each subsequent residential project in the Plan area. The analysis 
shall be completed by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and shall 
demonstrate with reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where 
applicable, can be met, and that there are no particular circumstances about 
the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about 
noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the Department 
may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) 
qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project 
approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels 
consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 


undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


study into 
building plans 


prior to issuance 
of final building 


permit and 
certificate of 
occupancy. 


  


M-NO-1b: Noise Minimization for Residential Open Space. 
To minimize effects on residential development in the Plan area, the 
Planning Department, through its building permit review process and in 
conjunction with the noise analysis set forth in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, 
shall require that open space required under the Planning Code for 
residential uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing 
ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the 
open space. Implementation of this measure could involve, among other 
things, site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open space 
from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise 
sources and open space, and appropriate use of both common and private 
open space in multi-family dwellings, and implementation would also be 
undertaken consistent with other principles of urban design. 


Project sponsor, 
architect, acoustical 


consultant, and 
construction 


contractor for each 
subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan  


Incorporate 
findings of noise 


study into 
building plans 


prior to issuance 
of final building 


permit and 
certificate of 
occupancy. 


Planning Department 
and Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction plan set. 


M-NO-1c: Noise Minimization for Non-Residential Uses.  
To reduce potential effects on new non-residential sensitive receptors such 
as child care centers, schools, libraries, and the like, for new development 
including such noise-sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall require, 
as part of its building permit review process, the preparation of an acoustical 
analysis by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior 
to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that daytime 
interior noise levels of 50 dBA, based on the General Plan Environmental 
Protection Element, can be attained.  


Project sponsor, 
architect, acoustical 


consultant, and 
construction 


contractor for each 
subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Incorporate 
findings of noise 


study into 
building plans 


prior to issuance 
of final building 


permit and 
certificate of 
occupancy. 


Planning Department 
and Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction plan set. 
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F. Noise (continued)     
M-NO-1d: Mechanical Equipment Noise Standard. 
The Planning Department shall require that, as part of required the noise 
survey and study for new residential uses (Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a), all 
reasonable efforts be made to identify the location of existing rooftop 
mechanical equipment, the predicted noise generated by that equipment, 
and the elevation at which the predicted noise level would be of potential 
concern for new residential uses, as well as the necessary noise insulation 
for the new residential uses, where applicable. 


Project sponsor, 
architect, acoustical 


consultant, and 
construction 


contractor for each 
subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Analysis to be 
completed 


during 
environmental 


review; 
incorporate 


findings of noise 
study into 


building plans 
prior to issuance 
of final building 


permit and 
certificate of 
occupancy. 


Planning Department 
and Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction plan set. 


M-NO-1e: Interior Mechanical Equipment. 
The Planning Department shall require, as part of subsequent project-
specific review under CEQA, that effects of mechanical equipment noise on 
adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive uses be evaluated by a qualified 
consultant and that control of mechanical noise, as specified by the 
acoustical consultant, be incorporated into the final project design of new 
commercial buildings to achieve the maximum feasible reduction of building 
equipment noise, consistent with Building Code and Noise Ordinance 
requirements and CEQA thresholds, such as through the use of fully noise-
insulated enclosures around rooftop equipment and/or incorporation of 
mechanical equipment into intermediate building floor(s). 


Project sponsor, 
architect, acoustical 


consultant, and 
construction 


contractor for each 
subsequent 


development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Transit Center 


District Plan. 


Analysis to be 
completed 


during 
environmental 


review; 
incorporate 


findings of noise 
study into 


building plans 
prior to issuance 
of final building 


permit and 
certificate of 
occupancy. 


 
 
 


Planning Department 
and Department of 
Building Inspection 


Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction plan set. 
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F. Noise (continued)     
M-NO-2a: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving. 
For individual projects that require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise 
attenuation measures shall be completed under the supervision of a qualified 
acoustical consultant. These attenuation measures shall include as many of 
the following control strategies, and any other effective strategies, as 
feasible: 
 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 


the construction contractor to erect temporary plywood noise barriers along 
the boundaries of the project site to shield potential sensitive receptors and 
reduce noise levels; 


 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 
the construction contractor to implement “quiet” pile-driving technology 
(such as pre-drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of more than one 
pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, in 
consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions; 


 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 
the construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation 
measures by taking noise measurements; and 


 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 
that the construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result in the least 
disturbance to neighboring uses. 


Project sponsor and 
construction 


contractor of each 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 


District Plan that 
requires pile-driving 
during construction. 


During period of 
pile-driving 


Project sponsor to 
provide monthly noise 


reports during pile-
driving. 


Considered complete 
upon final monthly 


report. 


M-NO-2b: General Construction Noise Control Measures. 
To ensure that project noise from construction activities is minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible, the project sponsor of a development project in the 
Plan area shall undertake the following: 
 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 


the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project 
construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., 
improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, 
engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, 
wherever feasible). 


Project sponsor and 
construction 


contractor of each 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


During 
construction 


period. 


Project sponsor to 
provide monthly noise 


reports during 
construction. 


Considered complete 
upon final monthly 


report. 
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F. Noise (continued)     
 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 


the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as 
compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as 
possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around 
such sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction 
noise by as much as five dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall 
locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible. 


 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall require 
the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement 
breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered 
wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust 
from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be 
used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce 
noise levels by as much as 10 dBA. 


 The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan area shall include 
noise control requirements in specifications provided to construction 
contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be limited to, 
performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; 
use of equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy 
activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and 
occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential 
buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible.  


 Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of 
construction documents, the project sponsor of a development project in the 
Plan area shall submit to the Planning Department and Department of 
Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track 
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures shall include 
(1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of 
Public Health, and the Police Department (during regular construction hours 
and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise complaint 
procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all 
times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction 
complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of 
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F. Noise (continued)     
neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within 300 feet 
of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise 
generating activities (defined as activities generating noise levels of 90 dBA 
or greater) about the estimated duration of the activity. 


    


M-C-NO: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures.  
In addition to implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-2a and Mitigation 
Measure NO-2b (as applicable), prior to the time that construction of the 
proposed project is completed, the project sponsor of a development project 
in the Plan area shall cooperate with and participate in any City-sponsored 
construction noise control program for the Transit Center District Plan area or 
other City-sponsored areawide program developed to reduce potential 
effects of construction noise in the project vicinity. Elements of such a 
program could include a community liaison program to inform residents and 
building occupants of upcoming construction activities, staggering of 
construction schedules so that particularly noisy phases of work do not 
overlap at nearby project sites, and, potentially, noise and/or vibration 
monitoring during construction activities that are anticipated to be particularly 
disruptive. 
 


Project sponsor and 
construction 


contractor of each 
subsequent 


development project; 
Planning 


Department, 
Department of 


Building Inspection, 
Department of Public 
Health, and/or other 
City department(s), 


as applicable. 


During 
construction 


period, if City-
sponsored noise 


control 
program(s) are 
promulgated. 


City department(s) 
involved in 


development and 
enforcement of City-


sponsored noise control 
program(s), if 


applicable. 


Considered complete at 
conclusion of 


construction activities 
that generate substantial 


noise. 


G. Air Quality     
M-AQ-2: Implementation of Risk and Hazard Overlay Zone and Identification 
of Health Risk Reduction Policies. 
To reduce the potential health risk resulting from exposure of new sensitive 
receptors to health risks from roadways, and stationary sources, and other 
non-permitted sources PM2.5 and TACs, the Planning Department shall 
require analysis of potential site-specific health risks for all projects that 
would include sensitive receptors, based on criteria as established by the 
Planning Department, as such criteria may be amended from time to time. 
For purposes of this measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include  


Planning Department Prior to approval 
of subsequent 
development 


projects for any 
required air 


quality analysis. 


ERO to review and 
approve any required 
air quality analysis for 


subsequent 
development projects. 


Considered complete for 
each subsequent 


development project 
upon ERO review and 
approval of air quality 


analysis, as applicable. 
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G. Air Quality (continued)     
dwelling units; child-care centers; schools (high school age and below); and 
inpatient health care facilities, including nursing or retirement homes and 
similar establishments. Parks and similar spaces are not considered 
sensitive receptors for purposes of this measure unless it is reasonably 
shown that a substantial number of persons are likely to spend three hours 
per day, on a daily basis, at such facilities. 
Development projects in the Plan area that would include sensitive receptors 
shall undergo, during the environmental review process and no later than the 
first project approval action, a screening-level health risk analysis, consistent 
with methodology approved by the Planning Department, to determine if 
health risks from pollutant concentrations would exceed BAAQMD thresholds 
or other applicable criteria as determined by the Environmental Review 
Officer. If one or more thresholds would be exceeded at the site of the 
subsequent project where sensitive receptors would be located, the project 
(or portion of the project containing sensitive receptors, in the case of a 
mixed-use project) shall be equipped with filtration systems with a Minimum 
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 13 or higher, as necessary to 
reduce the outdoor-to-indoor infiltration of air pollutants by 80 percent. The 
ventilation system shall be designed by an engineer certified by the 
American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers, 
who shall provide a written report documenting that the system offers the 
best available technology to minimize outdoor to indoor transmission of air 
pollution. The project sponsor shall present a plan to ensure ongoing 
maintenance of ventilation and filtration systems and shall ensure the 
disclosure to buyers and/or renters regarding the findings of the analysis and 
inform occupants as to proper use of any installed air filtration. 


    


M-AQ-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM and Other TACs. To minimize 
potential exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter (DPM), 
for new development including warehousing and distribution centers, and for 
new development including commercial, industrial or other uses that would 
be expected to generate substantial levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) 
as part of everyday operations, whether from stationary or mobile sources,  


Planning Department Prior to approval 
of subsequent 
development 


projects for any 
required air 


quality analysis. 


ERO to review and 
approve any required 
air quality analysis for 


subsequent 
development projects. 


Considered complete for 
each subsequent 


development project 
upon ERO review and 
approval of air quality 


analysis, as applicable. 
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G. Air Quality (continued)     
the Planning Department shall require, during the environmental review 
process but no later than the first project approval action, the preparation of 
an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify residential 
or other sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of the project site, and an 
assessment of the health risk from potential stationary and mobile sources of 
TACs generated by the project. If risks to nearby receptors are found to 
exceed applicable significance thresholds, then emissions controls would be 
required prior to project approval to ensure that health risks would not be 
significant. 


    


M-AQ-4a: Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization. 
To reduce construction vehicle emissions, the project sponsor shall 
incorporate the following into construction specifications: 
 All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in 


accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be 
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper 
condition prior to operation.  


Project sponsor and 
construction 


contractor for any 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


During 
construction. 


Project sponsor and 
construction contractor. 


Project sponsor shall 
submit affidavit at the 


completion of 
construction that 


construction equipment 
has been properly 


operated. 
M-AQ-4b: Dust Control Plan. 
To reduce construction-related dust emissions, the project sponsor of each 
development project in the Plan area and each public infrastructure project (such 
as improvements to the public realm) in the Plan area on a site of one-half acre 
or less but that would require more than 5,000 cubic yards of excavation lasting 
four weeks or longer shall incorporate into construction specifications the 
requirement for development and implementation of a site-specific Dust Control 
Plan as set forth in Article 22B of the San Francisco Health Code. The Dust 
Control Plan shall require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the Director of 
Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet 
down areas of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind 
direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; record 
particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third party to conduct 
inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down 
conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding 
community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust;  


Project sponsor and 
construction 


contractor for any 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of earthmoving 


activities. 


S.F. Department of 
Public Health (DPH), 
Planning Department. 


Considered complete 
upon DPH and ERO 


review of Dust Control 
Plan. 
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G. Air Quality (continued)     
limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust 
curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of 
soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and secure soils with a tarpaulin; 
enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; 
sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and 
utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when 
winds exceed 25 miles per hour; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and 
sweep adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor 
would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with dust 
control requirements. 


    


M-AQ-5 Construction Vehicle Emissions Evaluation and Minimization: 
To reduce the potential health risk resulting from project construction 
activities, the project sponsor of each development project in the Plan area 
shall undertake a project-specific health risk analysis, or other appropriate 
analysis as determined by the Environmental Planning Division of the 
Planning Department, for diesel-powered and other applicable construction 
equipment, using the methodology recommended by the Planning 
Department. If the analysis determines that construction emissions would 
exceed applicable health risk significance threshold(s) identified by the 
Planning Department, the project sponsor shall include in contract 
specifications a requirement that the contractor use the cleanest possible 
construction equipment and exercise best practices for limiting construction 
exhaust. Measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in 


use or reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes;  
 The project shall develop a Construction Emissions Minimization 


demonstrating that the off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) to be 
used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor 
vehicles) would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Acceptable 
options for reducing emissions include, as the primary option, use of Interim 
Tier 4 equipment where such equipment is available and feasible for use, 
use of equipment meeting Tier 2/Tier 3 or higher emissions standards, the  


Project sponsor and 
construction 


contractor for any 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Prior to the start 
of heavy diesel 
equipment use 


on site. 


ERO to review and 
approve health risk 


assessment, or other 
appropriate analysis. 


Considered complete 
upon ERO review and 


acceptance of health risk 
assessment, or other 
appropriate analysis. 
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G. Air Quality (continued)     
use of other late model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative 
fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on devices 
such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available; 


 All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped 
with Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and 
PM, including Tier 2/3 or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is 
available and feasible for use; 


 All contractors shall use equipment that meets ARB’s most recent 
certification standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines; and 


 The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for 
construction purposes where feasible alternative sources of power are 
available. 


During the environmental review process, the project sponsor shall submit a 
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan demonstrating compliance with 
the requirements of this mitigation measure. 


    


I. Wind     
M-WI-2: Tower Design to Minimize Pedestrian Wind Speeds. 
As part of the design development for buildings on Parcel F and at the 
524 Howard Street, 50 First Street, 181 Fremont Street and Golden Gate 
University sites, the project sponsor(s) shall consider the potential effect of 
these buildings on pedestrian-level winds and on winds in the City Park atop 
the Transit Center. If wind-tunnel testing identifies adverse impacts, the 
project sponsor(s) shall conduct additional mitigation testing to resolve 
impacts to the maximum degree possible and to the satisfaction of Planning 
Department staff. Design features could include, but not be limited to, setting 
a tower atop a podium, which can interfere with “downwash” of winds from 
higher elevations toward the ground; the use of setbacks on tower facades, 
particularly those facades facing into prevailing winds, which can have 
similar results; using chamfered and/or rounded corners to minimize the 
acceleration of upper-level winds as they round corners; façade articulation; 
and avoiding the placement of large, unbroken facades into prevailing winds. 


Project sponsor of 
identified 


development projects 
and any other 
subsequent 


development project 
adjacent to the 
Transit Center. 


Wind-tunnel 
testing to occur 


during 
environmental 
review; project 


revisions to 
occur prior to 


project approval. 


ERO shall review and 
approve wind study. 


Considered complete 
upon EOR acceptance 


of wind study. 
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N. Biological Resources     
M-BI-1a: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys. 
Conditions of approval for building permits issued for construction within the Plan 
area shall include a requirement for pre-construction breeding bird surveys when 
trees or vegetation would be removed or buildings demolished as part of an 
individual project. Pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist between February 1st and August 15th if vegetation (trees or 
shrubs) removal or building demolition is scheduled to take place during that 
period. If special-status bird species are found to be nesting in or near any work 
area or, for compliance with federal and state law concerning migratory birds, if 
birds protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the California Fish 
and Game Code are found to be nesting in or near any work area, an 
appropriate no-work buffer zone (e.g., 100 feet for songbirds) shall be designated 
by the biologist. Depending on the species involved, input from the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Division of Migratory Bird Management may be warranted. As 
recommended by the biologist, no activities shall be conducted within the no-
work buffer zone that could disrupt bird breeding. Outside of the breeding season 
(August 16 – January 31), or after young birds have fledged, as determined by 
the biologist, work activities may proceed. Birds that establish nests during the 
construction period are considered habituated to such activity and no buffer shall 
be required, except as needed to avoid direct destruction of the nest, which 
would still be prohibited. 


Planning 
Department; Project 


sponsor of any 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Prior to project 
approval. 


ERO to review and 
approve bird survey. 


Considered complete 
upon ERO approval of 


bird survey. 


M-BI-1b: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys. 
Conditions of approval for building permits issued for construction within the Plan 
area shall include a requirement for pre-construction special-status bat surveys 
when large trees are to be removed or underutilized or vacant buildings are to be 
demolished. If active day or night roosts are found, the bat biologist shall take 
actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building 
demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around active bat roosts 
being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be determined 
in consultation with CDFG. Bat roosts initiated during construction are presumed 
to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary. 


Planning 
Department; Project 


sponsor of any 
subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Prior to project 
approval. 


ERO to review and 
approve bat survey. 


Considered complete 
upon ERO approval of 


bat survey. 
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Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials     
M-HZ-2a: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Sites Located Bayward 
of Historic Tide Line. 
For any project located bayward of the historic high tide line the project 
sponsor shall initiate compliance with, and ensure that the project fully 
complies with, Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. In accordance 
with this article, a site history report shall be prepared, and if appropriate, a 
soil investigation, soil analysis report, site mitigation plan, and certification 
report shall also be prepared. If the presence of hazardous materials is 
indicated, a site health and safety plan shall also be required. The soil 
analysis report is submitted to DPH. If required on the basis of the soil 
analysis report, a site mitigation plan shall be prepared to 1) assess potential 
environmental and health and safety risks; 2) recommend cleanup levels and 
mitigation measures, if any are necessary, that would be protective of 
workers and visitors to the property; 3) recommend measures to mitigate the 
risks identified; 4) identify appropriate waste disposal and handling 
requirements; and 5) present criteria for on-site reuse of soil. The 
recommended measures would be completed during construction. Upon 
completion, a certification report shall be prepared documenting that all 
mitigation measures recommended in the site mitigation report have been 
completed and that completion of the mitigation measures has been verified 
through follow-up soil sampling and analysis, if required. 
If the approved site mitigation plan includes leaving hazardous materials in 
soil or the groundwater with containment measures such as landscaping or a 
cap to prevent exposure to hazardous materials, the project sponsor shall 
ensure the preparation of a risk management plan, health and safety plan, 
and possibly a cap maintenance plan in accordance with DPH requirements. 
These plans shall specify how unsafe exposure to hazardous materials left in 
place would be prevented, as well as safe procedures for handling 
hazardous materials should site disturbance be required. DPH could require 
a deed notice, for example, prohibiting or limiting certain future land uses, 
and the requirements of these plans and the deed restriction would transfer 
to the new property owners in the event that the property was sold. 


Project sponsor of 
any subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 


District Plan that is 
bayward of the 


historic high tide line. 


Analysis to occur 
during 


environmental 
review; remedial 
actions, if any, to 


occur prior to 
issuance of site 


permit. 


Planning Department, 
S.F. Department of 


Public Health (DPH). 


Considered complete 
upon ERO and DPH 


review and approval of 
site history and, if 
appropriate, soil 
investigation, soil 


analysis report, site 
mitigation plan, and 


certification report, and 
any studies and 


remediation required by 
DPH. 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 
 


1. MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility Status/Date Completed 


    


 


Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (continued)     
M-HZ-2b: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for Projects Landward of 
the Historic High Tide Line. 
For any project that is not located bayward of the historic high tide line, the 
project sponsor shall ensure that a site-specific Phase I environmental site 
assessment is prepared prior to development. The site assessment shall 
include visual inspection of the property; review of historical documents; and 
review of environmental databases to assess the potential for contamination 
from sources such as underground storage tanks, current and historical site 
operations, and migration from off-site sources. The project sponsor shall 
ensure that the Phase I assessment and any related documentation is 
provided to the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) division 
and, if required by EP, to DPH for review and consideration of potential 
corrective action. 
Where the Phase I site assessment indicates evidence of site contamination, 
additional data shall be gathered during a Phase II investigation, including 
sampling and laboratory analysis of the soil and groundwater for the 
suspected chemicals to identify the nature and extent of contamination. If the 
level(s) of chemical(s) would create an unacceptable risk to human health or 
the environment, appropriate cleanup levels for each chemical, based on 
current and planned land use, shall be determined in accordance with 
accepted procedures adopted by the lead regulatory agency providing 
oversight (e.g., the DTSC, the RWQCB, or DPH). At sites where there are 
ecological receptors such as sensitive plant or animal species that could be 
exposed, cleanup levels shall be determined according to the accepted 
ecological risk assessment methodology of the lead agency, and shall be 
protective of ecological receptors known to be present at the site. 
If agreed-upon cleanup levels were exceeded, a remedial action plan or 
similar plan for remediation shall be prepared and submitted review and 
approval by the appropriate regulatory agency. The plan shall include 
proposed methods to remove or treat identified chemicals to the approved 
cleanup levels or containment measures to prevent exposure to chemicals 
left in place at concentrations greater than cleanup levels. 


Project sponsor of 
any subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 


District Plan that is 
landward of the 


historic high tide line. 


Analysis to occur 
during 


environmental 
review; remedial 
actions, if any, to 


occur prior to 
issuance of site 


permit. 


Planning Department, 
S.F. Department of 


Public Health (DPH). 


Considered complete 
upon ERO and DPH 


review and approval of 
Phase I site assessment 


and, if appropriate, 
additional studies and 


remediation as required 
by DPH. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 
 


1. MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility Status/Date Completed 


    


 


Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (continued)     
Upon determination that a site remediation has been successfully completed, 
the regulatory agency shall issue a closure letter to the responsible party. For 
sites that are cleaned to levels that do not allow unrestricted land use, or 
where containment measures were used to prevent exposure to hazardous 
materials, the DTSC may require a limitation on the future use of the 
property. The types of land use restriction include deed notice, deed 
restriction, or a land use restriction that binds current and future owners. A 
risk management plan, health and safety plan, and possibly a cap 
maintenance plan could be required. These plans would specify procedures 
for preventing unsafe exposure to hazardous materials left in place and safe 
procedures for handling hazardous materials should site disturbance be 
required. The requirements of these plans and the land use restriction shall 
transfer to the new property owners in the event that the property is sold. 


    


M-HZ-2c: Site Assessment and Corrective Action for All Sites. 
The project sponsor shall characterize the site, including subsurface features 
such as utility corridors, and identify whether volatile chemicals are detected 
at or above risk screening levels in the subsurface. If so, If potential 
exposure to vapors is suspected, a screening evaluation shall be conducted 
in accordance with guidance developed by the DTSC to estimate worst case 
risks to building occupants from vapor intrusion using site specific data and 
conservative assumptions specified in the guidance. If an unacceptable risk 
were indicated by this conservative analysis, then additional site data shall 
be collected and a site specific vapor intrusion evaluation, including fate and 
transport modeling, shall be required to more accurately evaluate site risks. 
Should the site specific evaluation identify substantial risks, then additional 
measures shall be required to reduce risks to acceptable levels. These 
measures could include remediation of site soil and/or groundwater to 
remove vapor sources, or, should this be infeasible, use of engineering 
controls such as a passive or active vent system and a membrane system to 
control vapor intrusion. Where engineering controls are used, a deed 
restriction shall be required, and shall include a description of the potential 
cause of vapors, a prohibition against construction without removal or  


Project sponsor of 
any subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Analysis to occur 
during 


environmental 
review; remedial 
actions, if any, to 


occur prior to 
issuance of site 


permit.+ 


Planning Department, 
S.F. Department of 


Public Health (DPH). 


Considered complete 
upon ERO and DPH 


review and approval of 
any studies and 


remediation required by 
DPH. 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 
 


1. MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 


Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility Status/Date Completed 


    


 


Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (continued)     
treatment of contamination to approved risk-based levels, monitoring of the 
engineering controls to prevent vapor intrusion until risk-based cleanup 
levels have been met, and notification requirements to utility workers or 
contractors who may have contact with contaminated soil and groundwater 
while installing utilities or undertaking construction activities. In addition, if 
remediation is necessary, the project sponsor shall implement long-term 
monitoring at the site as needed. The frequency of sampling and the duration 
of monitoring will depend upon site-specific conditions and the degree of 
volatile chemical contamination. 
The screening level and site-specific evaluations shall be conducted under 
the oversight of DPH and methods for compliance shall be specified in the 
site mitigation plan prepared in accordance with this measure, and subject to 
review and approval by the DPH. The deed restriction, if required, shall be 
recorded at the San Francisco Office of the Assessor-Recorder after 
approval by the DPH and DTSC. 


    


M-HZ-3:  Hazardous Building Materials Abatement.  
The project sponsor of any development project in the Plan area shall ensure 
that any building planned for demolition or renovation is surveyed for 
hazardous building materials including PCB-containing electrical equipment, 
fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light 
tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and 
properly disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Old light 
ballasts that are proposed to be removed during renovation shall be 
evaluated for the presence of PCBs and in the case where the presence of 
PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they shall be assumed to contain 
PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according to applicable laws 
and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified either 
before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to 
federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 


Project sponsor of 
any subsequent 


development project 
pursuant to the 
Transit Center 
District Plan. 


Prior to building 
demolition. 


Planning Department, 
S.F. Department of 


Public Health (DPH). 


Considered complete 
upon ERO and DPH 


review and approval of 
project’s sponsor’s 


documentation regarding 
hazardous building 


materials, to be 
submitted prior to 


building demolition. 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 
 


2. MITIGATION MEASURES 
DETERMINED TO BE INFEASIBLE 


Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility Status/Date Completed 


    


 


M-TR-1l: Mid-Block Signalized Intersection Improvements. 
At the signalized intersections proposed in the public realm plan at Second / 
Natoma Streets; First / Minna Streets; First / Natoma Streets; Fremont / 
Tehama Streets; and Fremont Street / Transit Center Bus Plaza, the 
following improvements could improve traffic operations: 
 At Second / Natoma Streets, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 


could install bulb-outs on the north and south crosswalks to reduce 
pedestrian crossing distances and times, allowing more green time for 
through traffic along Second Street; 


 At First / Minna Streets and First / Natoma Streets, the Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) could provide additional lane capacity on 
First Street; 


 At Fremont / Natoma Streets and Fremont Street at the Transit Center Bus 
Plaza, the signal could be designed with two signal phases instead of 
three. 


N/A N/A N/A N/A 


The following measures were also determined infeasible: 
 New Montgomery / Mission Streets (Optimize signal timing) 
 Third / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing) 
 New Montgomery / Howard Streets (Optimize signal timing) 
 Fremont / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and 


optimize signal) 
 Main / Howard Streets (Prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and 


optimize signal) 
 Spear / Howard Streets (Add northbound and southbound left-turn pockets, 


prohibit eastbound p.m. peak left turns and optimize signal) 


N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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3. PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES Responsibility for 
Implementation 


Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility Status/Date Completed 


    


 


N. Biological Resources     
I-BI-2: Night Lighting Minimization. 
In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco Lights Out Program, the 
Planning Department could encourage buildings developed pursuant to the 
draft Plan to implement bird-safe building operations to prevent and 
minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited to the following 
measures: 
 Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by:  
- Minimizing amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and façade up-


lighting and avoid up-lighting of rooftop antennae and other tall 
equipment, as well as of any decorative features; 


- Installing motion-sensor lighting; 
- Utilizing minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required lighting levels. 
 Reduce building lighting from interior sources by:  
- Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, and atria; 
- Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. through sunrise, 


especially during peak migration periods (mid-March to early June and 
late August through late October); 


- Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, etc.) to shut 
off lights in the evening when no one is present; 


- Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce the need for 
more extensive overhead lighting; 


- Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 11:00 p.m.; 
- Educating building users about the dangers of night lighting to birds. 


Planning Department, 
working with project 


sponsors of each 
subsequent 


development project 


During the 
environmental 
review process 


Planning Department Considered complete 
upon approval of 
building plans by 


Planning Department. 
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Date:   September 4, 2019 
 
To:   Recreation and Park Commission 
  Capital Committee  
 
Through: Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager 
  Toks Ajike, Director, Capital & Planning Division  
 
From:  Brian Stokle, Capital & Planning Division 
 
Subject:  Transbay Parcel F (542-550 Howard Street), Evaluation of Shadow on Union Square and 


Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 


 
Agenda Wording 
Discussion and possible action to adopt a resolution recommending to the Planning Commission regarding 
whether or not the new shadow cast by the proposed project at Transbay Parcel F (542-550 Howard 
Street) will have a significant adverse impact on the use of Union Square or Willie “Woo Woo” Wong 
Playground, pursuant to the Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance).  


Strategic Plan 


The Recreation and Parks review of the shadow cast by this project supports the following objective in the 
Strategic Plan: 


• Objective 1.2 – Strengthen the quality of existing parks and facilities.  


Background 


Planning Code Section 295, adopted by the voters in 1985 as Proposition K, prohibits the City from issuing 
building permits for structures greater than 40 feet in height that would cast a shadow on property under 
the jurisdiction of (or designated for acquisition by) the Recreation and Park Department (RPD), unless 
the Planning Commission, after consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, finds the shadow 
would not have a significant adverse impact on the use of the park property. In 1989, the Recreation and 
Park Commission and Planning Commission jointly adopted a memorandum (the “1989 Memo”) which 
identified quantitative and qualitative criteria for determining whether a shadow’s impact on a park is 
significant. (Planning Commission Resolution No. 11595) These criteria include the time of day when the 
shadow appears, the time of year, the size of shadow, duration of shadow, location of shadow, and public 
good served by the project.   
 
 See Attachment A for an overview on the quantitative and qualitative criteria. 


The 1989 Memo established a maximum limit of new shadow, or Absolute Cumulative Limit (ACL), for 14 
downtown parks, including Union Square and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong (WWWW).  The ACLs are 
expressed as a percentage of the Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight (TAAS) on the park.   
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Transit Center District Plan 
The Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) is a comprehensive vision for shaping growth on the southern side 
of downtown to respond to and support the construction of the new Transbay Transit Center project, 
including the Downtown Rail Extension. In addition to laying out policy recommendations to 
accommodate additional transit-oriented growth, sculpt the downtown skyline, improve streets and open 
spaces, and expand protection of historic resources, the TCDP would result in the potential to generate 
over $575 million for public infrastructure, including new parks and open spaces, as well as the Downtown 
Rail Extension project.   
 
Based on the TCDP shadow analysis, the actual building designs proposed were not included in the analysis 
as they had not yet been developed at that time. Instead, shadow models simulated the anticipated 
massing of the buildings. On October 11, 2012, the Planning Commission and Recreation and Park 
Commission supplemented the qualitative criteria that would be used to to evaluate seven downtown 
parks when shaded by projects within the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP), and amended the ACLs for 
these seven parks (including increasing the ACL at Union Square by 0.19% and at WWWW by 0.03%, with 
respect to TCDP projects (see Attachment M for the TCDP joint resolution).   The Commissions found that 
this increase to the ACLs was acceptable for the following reasons, among others: 


• New shadow would primarily occur in the morning hours during periods of comparatively low 
park usage; 


• New shadow would generally occur for limited amounts of time on any given day; and 


• New shadow would occur during limited, discrete periods of the year. 
 
For Union Square, the legislation language described that the net new shadow “may sweep across various 
parts of the park depending on the time of year, however the shadows at times of maximum extent would 
occur in the southern edge of the park, on the terraced steps, garage driveway, and adjacent landscaping 
and circulation areas.” 
 
For Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground, the legislation language described that the net new shadow 
“would sweep primarily over portions of the southern sport court and the children’s play area along 
Sacramento Street edge between 8:00-8:20.” 
 
Note that for WWWW the 2012 TCDP report and animation show the new shadow being in slightly 
different locations, and the 2019 Transbay Parcel F shadow report again shows slightly different shadow 
locations within the playground.  The discrepancy is due to the projection software becoming more 
accurate over time. 
  



https://sfplanning.org/project/transit-center-district-plan

https://sfplanning.org/project/transit-center-district-plan
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Comparison of Shade from TCDP and Transbay Parcel F – Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 


From TCDP Report (2012) From TCDP Animation (2012) From Transbay Shadow Report (2019) 


   


January 10/November 29, 8:15am, max extent of shadow day 


 


Comparison of Shade from TCDP and Transbay Parcel F – Union Square 


From TCDP Report (2012) From TCDP Animation (2012) From Transbay Shadow Report (2019) 


*Note shadow shown from 
Palace Tower, not Parcel F  


*Note shadow shown from 
Palace Tower, not Parcel F 


 


September 6, 8:00am, max extent of shadow day 


 
 
The increased budgets are only available to projects proposed within the TCDP area, which includes 
Transbay Joint Power Authority’s (TJPA) “Parcel F”.  Since the Joint Commissions’ action in 2012, the 
following projects have moved forward (indicates date of Recreation and Park Commission 
determination): Transbay Tower, also known as 101 1st Street and Salesforce Tower (October 11, 2012); 
181 Fremont (October 25, 2012); and 50 1st Street also known as Oceanwide Center (April 21, 2016).  
 
Findings from the TCDP programmatic shadow analysis determined new shadow would be cast on Union 
Square by a potential 600-foot additional tower building at the Palace Hotel, a potential 700‐foot building 
on the Golden Gate University site, the Transit Tower (now known as “Salesforce Tower”), 50 1st Street, 
and 181 Fremont Street, and would occur from mid-March to late September, from approximately 7:10 
a.m. to 8:40 a.m. New shadow would fall on Union Square for up to about one hour on most days. The 
greatest area of new shadow at any one time would be approximately 27,500 square feet (about 24.5 
percent of the total area of Union Square) at 8:00 a.m. in early September and early March due to the 
Palace Hotel tower, not the Parcel F building. The TCDP does not specify that the Parcel F building will 
shade Union Square. At the time of TCDP analysis, the Parcel F tower was in a slightly different location, 
and a different configuration. The proposed project now is slightly further northeast, and consequently, 
the shadow location shifted slightly. 
 
Findings from the TCDP programmatic shadow analysis determined new shadow would be cast on Willie 
“Woo Woo” Wong Playground by a potential 700‐foot building on the Golden Gate University site and by 
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a potential 750‐foot building on the TJPA’s Parcel F, and would occur from early November to early 
December and from late December to early January, from approximately 8:00 a.m. to 8:20 a.m. New 
shadow would fall on Willie Wong Playground for about 20 minutes per day. The greatest area of new 
shadow at any one time would be approximately 4,000 square feet (about 15 percent of the total area of 
Willie Wong Playground), at 8:15 a.m. in late November and mid‐January, from the building on TJPA Parcel 
F; at these times, shadow on the playground would increase from about 80 percent to about 97 percent 
shadow coverage. 
 
In addition to evaluating quantitative elements of new shade, the October 2012 joint commission staff 
report recommended that “the public good” of any project considered for allocation of new shadow 
within TCDP’s revised ACLs be considered in the context of the public benefits of the Transit Center District 
Plan as a whole provided that such project is within the Plan area; and (2) Projects in the Plan area must 
demonstrate that reasonable efforts have been made to refine final building designs in order to reduce 
shadow impacts below those anticipated in the Plan’s EIR. “ 


TCDP Open Space Update 


Parks and open spaces within the Transit Center Plan Area are in development. The 5.4 acre Salesforce 
Park atop the Salesforce Transit Center (formerly Transbay Transit Center) opened in August 2018 then 
closed in September 2018 due to cracked girders. The park reopened in July 2019. Additional open spaces 
include the adjacent half acre plaza, “Mission Square”, beside the Salesforce Tower, and the 1.1 acre 
Transbay Park, which will be made by converting a portion of the Temporary Transbay Terminal site into 
an open space. Under-Ramp Park, a 2.5 acre open space, is currently in the design phase with construction 
estimated to begin by the end of 2020.   


Project Description  


The project site is located at 542-550 Howard Street in the Financial District neighborhood, on the north 
side of Howard Street mid-block between First and Second streets, adjacent to the Salesforce Transit 
Center and the new Bus Ramp bridge connecting the Salesforce Transit Center to the Bay Bridge. The 
project site includes four lots within the Transit Center District Plan area of Assessor’s Block 3721 (Lots 
016, 135, 136, and 138, totaling 31,980 square feet) currently vacant and utilized as a staging area for the 
construction of Transbay Transit Center. A below grade train box associated with Transbay Transit Center 
is located beneath a portion of the site.  
 
The Transbay Parcel F project proposes to construct a 62-story mixed-use high-rise tower, approximately 
750 feet high plus 50 feet of rooftop mechanical features, for a total structure height of 800 feet above 
street level. The proposed project would include approximately 189 hotel guest rooms, 165 residential 
units, and approximately 274,000 gross-square-feet of office uses, 8,900 gross-square-feet of retail space, 
and 14,900 gross-square-feet of open space.   See Attachment C for project information. 


Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood  


The project site is within the Transit Center District Plan (TCPD) area, which is centered on the new 
Transbay Transit Center site (also known as the Salesforce Transit Center). The TCDP, adopted in 2012, 
includes a comprehensive program of zoning changes and increased height limits on certain parcels, 
including the project site. The following section provides an update on the TCDP. 
 
The project site is within the C‐3‐O (SD) Downtown Office Special Development use district and is also 
within the Transit Center Commercial Special Use District (SUD), identified in the Plan, in which the limits 
on non‐commercial space apply.   
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The neighborhood is characterized by a variety of retail, office, hotel, entertainment, and institutional 
uses, and high-density residential. The project is directly north of the Transit Center, a five-level bus transit  
building with the 5.4-acre public rooftop Salesforce Park (which is not under RPD jurisdiction). There are 
two approved projects surrounding the area including a 495-foot residential tower at 524 Howard Street, 
located directly east of the project site, and a 36-story mixed use residential and hotel development at 
555 Howard Street, located south of the project site. 


Park Descriptions 


Union Square 
Union Square, located on lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 0308, is a 105,516-sf (or 2.42-acre) public space under 
RPD jurisdiction. Union Square covers an entire block and is bounded by Post Street to the north, Stockton 
Street to the east, Geary Street to the south, and Powell Street to the west. The plaza features landscaped 
areas, walkways, the Dewey Monument, and areas for primarily passive uses with some active uses. The 
operating hours at Union Square are 5:00 am to midnight daily. See Attachment D for the park diagram. 
The park is also surrounded by many shops and restaurants.  
 
During the year, Union Square serves as the site of many public concerts and events, art shows, protests, 
and private events, as well as the winter ice rink and annual holiday lighting events.  
 
Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 
Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground, located on lot 018 of Assessor’s Block 0225, is a 26,563-sf (or 0.61-
acre) inner-city park in the Chinatown neighborhood of San Francisco. The park, built into the side of a 
hill, is bounded by Clay Street to the north, Waverly Place to the east, Sacramento Street to the south, 
and Stockton Street to the west. The playground is currently undergoing a renovation that will reconfigure 
the location of some facilities.  
 
After renovations the park will feature two children’s play areas, a basketball court, a fitness court, multi-
purpose area, plus a net sport court. In addition, the park includes a clubhouse that has assembly space, 
a kitchen, ping pong tables, and hosts after school programs. The operating hours at Willie “Woo Woo” 
Wong are 6:00 am to 10:00 pm daily. See Attachment E for the park diagram that identifies the new 
features from the park’s renovation. 


Project Shadow & TCDP Shadow 


When comparing the shade allowed by the TCDP and the shade created by the designed Parcel F 
building, the projects align. Both the TCDP analysis and the current project are 750 feet tall, with the 
project affecting Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground as expected, and also affecting Union Square, 
which has remaining shadow budget, even though the project was not originally listed as a project that 
would shadow the park.  
 


 TCDP Parcel F analysis Proposed Parcel F Project 


Union Square 0.19% from Transit Tower, 50 First 
Street, Palace Hotel Tower, and Golden 
Gate University Tower  


0.03% 


Willie “Woo Woo” 
Wong Playground 


0.03% for Parcel F & Golden Gate 
University site 


0.01% 
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Analysis of Project Impact on Surrounding Parks  


A Shadow Analysis, prepared by FASTCAST and approved by the Planning Department, analyzed the 
potential shadow impacts of the Transbay Parcel F project. Union Square and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong 
Playground, both parks under Rec and Park jurisdiction, will receive new shadow from the proposed 
project. The Shadow Analysis concluded the following findings: 


Union Square 


Quantitative Analysis 


 Park Size: 


 Square Foot Hours Percentage 


Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight  
(TAAS) 


392,667,242 sfh 100% 


Existing Shadow 176,661,811 sfh 44.99% 


New Shadow 115,526 sfh 0.03% 


Total Shadow with Proposed Project 176,777,337 sfh 45.02% 


 


Qualitative Analysis 


 
 


 
 
         Max new shadow (September 6/April 5 at 7:44am) 


 


Time of Day 
Early mornings (between 7:44 and 
8:15am) 


Time of Year 


Spring (March 29 through April 12) 
and again in late summer to early 
fall (August 30 through September 
13) for a total of 6 weeks a year. 


Duration of 
Shadow 


New shadow present for 0 to 30 
minutes throughout the year. 
Average daily duration of 18 
minutes.  


Range in Size 
of  
New Shadow 


Zero to 14,956 sf 


Day of 
Maximum net 
new shadow 


April 5 and September 6 with a net 
new shadow of 4,687 sfh 


Day & Time 
of Maximum 
New Shadow 
Coverage 


April 5 and September 6 at 7:44am; 
duration of approximately 8 
minutes, from 7:44am to 7:52am. 
See Attachment F for full-scale 
Maximum Shadow Coverage 
Diagram.  


Size in sf 14,956 sf (or 14.17% of park area) 


Location of  
Shadow 


Portion of the northwestern corner 
of the park containing public 
seating and part of Dewey 
Monument. 
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Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground  


Quantitative Analysis  


 Park Size: 


 Square Foot Hours Percentage 


Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight  
(TAAS) 


98,852,508 sfh 100% 


Existing Shadow 57,766,553 sfh 58.44% 


New Shadow 9,845 sfh +0.01% 


Total Shadow with Proposed Project 57,776,399 sfh 58.45% 


 


Shadow Summary 


 Union Square WWWW 


Park Size 105,516 sf or 2.42 acres 26,563 sf or 0.61 acres 


TAAS 392,667,242 sfh (100%) 98,852,508 sfh (100%) 


Existing Annual Shadow 176,661,811 sfh (44.99%) 57,766,553 sfh (58.44%) 


Proposed New Shadow 115,526 sfh (+0.03%) 9,845 sfh (+0.01%) 


Total Shadow with Proposed 
Project 


176,777,337 sfh (45.02%) 57,776,399 sfh (58.45%) 


 
 


Qualitative Analysis 


 


 
 
 
 


Max new shadow (January 11/November 29 
at 8:15am) 


 


Time of Day 
Early mornings (between 8:00 and 
8:30am) 


Time of Year 
Late fall and early winter 
(November 15 through January 
25) for a total of 11 weeks a year. 


Duration of 
Shadow 


New shadow present for 0 to 15 
minutes. Average daily duration 
of approximately 11 minutes.  


Range in Size of 
New Shadow 


Zero to 2,628 sf 


Day of 
Maximum net 
new shadow 


On November 29 and January 11 
with net new shadow of 552 sfh 


Day & Time of 
Maximum 
New Shadow 


November 29 and January 11 at 
8:15am; duration of 
approximately 12 minutes, from 
8:15am to 8:27am. See 
Attachment G for full-scale 
Maximum Shadow Coverage 
Diagram.  


Size in sf 2,628 sf (or 9.89% of park area) 


Location of  
Shadow 


Northwest corner of park where 
basketball court and fitness court 
will be located.   
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Cumulative Shading Analysis  


FASTCAST analyzed new shadows cast by other projects near the proposed project as well as projects in 
the development pipeline and projects in the foreseeable future. These projects were included in the 
analysis and it was determined that that there are no significant impacts from cumulative shadows on 
these park facilities. (See Attachment J for the cumulative projects in the area.) 


Shadow Budget 


 Union Square WWWW 


Background ACL increase from TCDP 2012 (%) +0.110% +0.030% 


TCDP 
Allocated 


Transbay Tower or 101 1st St  -0.011% -0% 


181 Fremont St -0.001% -0% 


50 1st Street -0.035% -0% 


Remaining 
TCDP 
Shadow 
Budget 


Current Remaining TCDP Shadow Budget 
(+%)  


0.063% 0.03% 


Proposed Transbay Parcel F -0.03% -0.01% 


Remaining Shadow Budget after Transbay 
Parcel F  


0.033% 0.02% 


Project Alternative  


To eliminate all new shading on both Union Square and Willie “Woo Woo” 
Wong Playground, the project as proposed would need to be modified to 
reduce its height by 206 feet from the south side and 254 feet from the west 
side. This would mean a reduction from 62 floors to 39 floors. With all 
residential units of the mix-use tower located between the 33rd and 61st 
floors, this would mean a loss of square footage anywhere between 350,000 
to 430,000 GSF, or up to all 165 residential units.  (see Attachment K for the 
images showing portions of the project affected by a project alternative) 


Project-Related Public Good  


The Project Sponsor identified the following benefits related to the project: 


• The Project would add 189 hotel guest rooms in a location close to 
many of the City’s most popular tourist attractions and the most 
significant density of office space. 


• The Project would add office space to the center of the downtown 
core, a location that is well-served by existing and future transit and 
is within walking distance of substantial goods and services 
available for employees of office tenants. 


• The Project would add 165 residential units to the downtown area. 


• The Project will comply with inclusionary affordable housing 
requirments as required by the Planning Code.  


• The Project would help activate the district by providing a 
significant amount of community-serving retail to create a vibrant 
atmosphere in the epicenter of the Transbay neighborhood’s 
commercial and residential corridors. 
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• The Project is expected to support 1,550 permanent workers on site, including 1,300 office 
workers, 200 hotel employees, and 83 retail workers. 


Project Outreach 


The Project Sponsor has met with community groups including the South Bay/Rincon/Mission Bay 
Neighborhood Association, the East Cut CBD, Committee for Better Park and Recreation, Chinatown 
Community Development Corporation, Transbay Citizen Advisory Committee, SRO Families, TODCO, and 
United Playaz. The project sponsor has also met with representatives from local unions and building trades 
as well as owners of nearby developments.  


Environmental Review  


The project is undergoing a review to determine whether it qualifies for a Community Plan Exemption 
(CPE). The final CPE was finalized on Tuesday, August 27,  2019.  The CPE relies on the TCDP FEIR, which 


can be found on the Planning Department’s website:  https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-
documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10 


Staff Recommendation 


Making a finding on a shadow impact on a park from a proposed development project is a policy decision 


for the Commission; as such, staff does not have a recommendation. 


Supported By 


None known at this time. 


Opposed By 


None known at this time. 
 


Attachments  


A. Section 295 Background and 1989 Memo Infographic 


B. Project Location Map 


C. Project Information and Renderings 


D. Park Diagram of Union Square 


E. Park Diagrams of Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground 


F. Union Square Maximum Shadow Coverage Diagram 


G. Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground Maximum Shadow Coverage Diagram 


H. FastCast Design Shadow Analysis of Transbay Parcel F (October 2018) 


I. Draft Resolution 


J. Cumulative Projects Map 


K. Zero Net New Shadow Height Restriction 


L. Environmental Review Document, https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-


documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10 


M. 2012 TCDP Joint Commission Resolution  



https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=215&items_per_page=10






















































 
 



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support - Stay Gold
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:26:20 PM
Attachments: 669 Mississppi Letter of Support to Print - JC.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: Jonathan R. Cummings <cummingsjr1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 11:08 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of Support - Stay Gold
 

 

To whom it may concern:
 
Please find my attached letter of support for Stay Gold located at 669 Mississippi St.  Thank you for
your time and consideration.
 
 
Jonathan R. Cummings
+1.813.541.6001

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



January 7, 2020 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  


I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669 
Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care 
about the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and 
respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through 
the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the 
equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business 
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity 
business owner and longstanding member of the community who runs a youth tennis 
program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and 
Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now 
in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have 
been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of 
people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed 
by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the 
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that 
their previous projects have delivered.  


I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis 
access and consumption. I believe there will be added value to the community if they 
are awarded the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail 
dispensary and consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please 
help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like 
this one to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
____________________________ 
Signature 
 
Jonathan Cummings 
88 King St, San Francisco, CA 94107 
Cummingsjr1@gmail.com 
 







 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support - 415 Native LLC
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:26:09 PM
Attachments: 415 Native LLC - 313 Ivy - Letter of Support - JC.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: Jonathan R. Cummings <cummingsjr1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 11:09 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Letter of Support - 415 Native LLC
 

 

Copy with signature.
 

Jonathan R. Cummings
+1.813.541.6001
 
 
On Tue, Jan 7, 2020 at 11:04 AM Jonathan R. Cummings <cummingsjr1@gmail.com> wrote:

To whom it may concern:
 
Please find my attached letter of support for 415 Native LLC located at 313 Ivy St.  Thank you for
your time and consideration.
 

Jonathan R. Cummings
+1.813.541.6001

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:cummingsjr1@gmail.com



January 7, 2020 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant 
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy 
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long 
time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community. 


Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and 
conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the 
opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity 
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable 
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for those 
negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and 
longstanding member of the community who runs a youth tennis program and works in 
cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine 
Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and 
beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 
years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that have  already 
proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and 
customers alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  Stay 
Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have 
delivered.  


I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis 
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by 
allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
____________________________________ 
Signature 
 
Jonathan Cummings 
88 King St, San Francisco, CA 94107 
Cummingsjr1@gmail.com 
 







 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Letter Mr.C"s 500 Laguna
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:50 PM
Attachments: cannabis store support letter-JGEORGIANNA.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: Chris Callaway <chris1callaway@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:33 PM
To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Letter Mr.C's 500 Laguna
 

 

 

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







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

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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Mr. C dispensary public hearing
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:42 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: Chris Callaway <chris1callaway@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:43 PM
To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Mr. C dispensary public hearing
 

 

Letter of Support received for Mr.C's 500 Laguna.
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Rae Roth <ray611@icloud.com>
Date: Fri, Jan 3, 2020 at 8:22 PM
Subject: Mr. C dispensary public hearing
To: <chris1callaway@gmail.com>
 

 
Hello, 
 
I noticed there was a public hearing regarding opening a dispensary on the corner of Fell & Laguna
under Mr. C.
I live in Hayes neighborhood at 100 Van ness ave and wanted to express my support for this
initiative. I’ve been highly disappointed from online dispensaries and looking forward to supporting

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:ray611@icloud.com
mailto:chris1callaway@gmail.com


your local business.
 
That corner location has been empty for a long while now, right beside such lively streets. Please let
me know if I can help in any way.
 
Best,
Rae
 



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: PC letter for Angel
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:37 PM
Attachments: support letter for Angel.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: angel <brokenspectacles@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:43 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: PC letter for Angel
 

 

 

Please see attached

 
 
Murrey E. Nelson
Director of Development
CHANTICLEER
1668 Bush Street
San Francisco, CA  94109
415-230-2511 (direct)
415-252-7941 (fax)
mnelson@chanticleer.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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 313 Ivy Support Letter
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:30 PM
Attachments: FTA_Support_Richard.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: angel <brokenspectacles@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:45 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>
Subject: 313 Ivy Support Letter
 

 

Please see attached.
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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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for 669 Mississippi
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:19 PM
Attachments: SG_Support_Richard.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: angel <brokenspectacles@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:46 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support for 669 Mississippi
 

 

Please see attached.
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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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:10 PM
Attachments: 669 Mississppi Letter of Support to Print -Christine Cummings.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: Christine Hille <christine_hille@yahoo.de> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 2:35 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of support
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Dear   Planning   Commissioners,   
I   am   writing   to   show   support   for   415   Native,   LLC   dba   Stay   Gold,   a   cannabis   retail  


location   at   669   Mississippi   Street,   in   San   Francisco,   California.     Owners   Mike,   Nguey  
and   Angel   care   about   the   community   they   are   in   and   conduct   business   in   an   upstanding  
and   respectable   manner.   They   have   been   given   the   opportunity   to   open   Stay   Gold  
through   the   Equity   Program,   a   program   designed   by   the   city   of   San   Francisco   to   foster  
the   equitable   participation   in   the   cannabis   industry   and   to   help   create   business  
opportunities   for   those   negatively   impacted   by   the   war   on   drugs.   Mike,   is   an   equity  
business   owner   and   longstanding   member   of   the    community   who   runs   a   youth   tennis  
program   and   works   in   cannabis   advocacy.   Nguey   and   Angel,   owners   of   the   Fig   and  
Thistle   Market   and   Wine   Bar   have   been   working   in   small   business   for   over   6   years   now  
in   both   the   food   and   beverage   industry   as   well   as   the   cannabis   industry.   They   have  
been   friends   for   over   20   years   and   are   all   from   the   city,   together   you   have   a   group   of  
people   that   have    already   proven   their   commitment   to   creating   a   space   both   welcomed  
by   the   neighborhood   and   customers   alike   and   dedication   to   the   community   and   to   the  
betterment   of   the   city.    Stay   Gold   has   the   ability   to   provide   the   sa me   positive   impact   that  
their    previous   projects   have   delivered.   


It   is   my   opinion   that   Stay   Gold   will   be   an   asset   to   the   community   and   I   want   to  
support   their   efforts   to   provide   a   safe   and   welcoming   space   for   cannabis   access   and  
consumption.    I   believe   there   will   be   added   value   to   the   community   if   they   are   awarded  
the   license   that   would   allow   Stay   Gold   to   operate   a   cannabis   retail   dispensary   and  
consumption   lounge   at   their   building   located   on   Mississippi   St.   Please   help   keep   San  
Francisco   special   and   commerce   local   by   allowing   small   businesses   like   this   one   to  
operate   and   thrive   in   the   community.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
____________________________ ____________________________  
Signature Date  
 
____________________________  
Printed   Name  
 
_____________________________  
Address  
 
_____________________________  
Email/Contact   Info  


1/7/2020


Christine Cummings


88 King St #715, San Francisco, CA 94107


christine_hille@yahoo.de







 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support 313 Ivy St.
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:25:01 PM
Attachments: 313 Ivy Letter of Support - Google Docs.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: Christine Hille <christine_hille@yahoo.de> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 2:36 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of support 313 Ivy St.
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Dear   Planning   Commissioners,   
 


I   am   writing   to   show   support   for   415   Native   LLC,   a   cannabis   equity   applicant  
group   applying   for   a   conditional   use   to   open   up   a   cannabis   retail   location   at   313   Ivy  
Street,   San   Francisco,   California   94104.   I   have   known   the   applicants   for   a   very   long  
time   and   are   familiar   with   their   business   practices   and   commitment   to   the   community.  


Owners   Mike,   Nguey   and   Angel   care   about   the   community   they   are   in   and  
conduct   business   in   an   upstanding   and   respectable   manner.   They   have   been   given   the  
opportunity   to   open   a   cannabis   retail   location   at   313   Ivy   Street   through   the   Equity  
Program,   a   program   designed   by   the   city   of   San   Francisco   to   foster   the   equitable  
participation   in   the   cannabis   industry   and   to   help   create   business   opportunities   for   those  
negatively   impacted   by   the   war   on   drugs.   Mike,   is   an   equity   business   owner   and  
longstanding   member   of   the    community   who   runs   a   youth   tennis   program   and   works   in  
cannabis   advocacy.   Nguey   and   Angel,   owners   of   the   Fig   and   Thistle   Market   and   Wine  
Bar   have   been   working   in   small   business   for   over   6   years   now   in   both   the   food   and  
beverage   industry   as   well   as   the   cannabis   industry.   They   have   been   friends   for   over   20  
years   and   are   all   from   the   city,   together   you   have   a   group   of   people   that   have    already  
proven   their   commitment   to   creating   a   space   both   welcomed   by   the   neighborhood   and  
customers   alike   and   dedication   to   the   community   and   to   the   betterment   of   the   city.    Stay  
Gold   has   the   ability   to   provide   the   sa me   positive   impact   that   their    previous   projects   have  
delivered.   


It   is   my   opinion   that   this   cannabis   dispensary   will   be   an   asset   to   the   community  
and   I   want   to   support   their   efforts   to   provide   a   safe   and   welcoming   space   for   cannabis  
access   and   education.    Please   help   keep   San   Francisco   special   and   commerce   local   by  
allowing   small   businesses   like   this   one   to   operate   and   thrive   in   the   community.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
____________________________________ _____________________  
Signature Date  
 
Printed   Name:  
Address:  
Email:  


1/7/2020


Christine Cummings
88 King St #715, San Francisco, CA 94107


christine_hille@yahoo.de







 
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: Item 11: Sustainable Neighborhoods Framework
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:24:34 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: Kate White <Kate.White@arup.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 4:13 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa (CPC)
<lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>; Cole Roberts <Cole.Roberts@arup.com>; Kirstin Weeks
<kirstin.weeks@arup.com>; Raphael Sperry <Raphael.Sperry@arup.com>
Subject: Item 11: Sustainable Neighborhoods Framework
 

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,
 
As a San Francisco resident for 24 years and an EcoDistricts accredited professional myself, I
am thrilled to see your department leveraging and eco-districts approach to inform San
Francisco’s neighborhood plans.  Your Agenda #11 Thursday “Sustainable Neighborhoods
Framework” is a great step forward in the City’s leadership on addressing climate change, and
building healthy, equitable, and resilient neighborhoods.  
 
Arup is a global employee-owned firm designers, planners, engineers, architects, consultants
and technical specialists, working across every aspect of today’s built environment.  We are
supportive of  advancing the proposed Sustainable Neighborhood Program, and look forward
to the Commission’s discussion tomorrow – and action in upcoming meetings.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
 
Sincerely,
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Kate White, MPA, EcoDisticts AP 
Associate Principal | Planning | Policy
 
Arup
560 Mission Street  Suite 700  San Francisco  CA  94105  USA
t: + 1 415 957 9445  d: +1 415 946 0752
m: +1 415 652 9516
www.arup.com
 
 ____________________________________________________________
Electronic mail messages entering and leaving Arup business systems are scanned for viruses and
acceptability of content.

http://www.arup.com/


 
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: 2019-023145CWP: Sustainable Neighborhoods Item
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:24:28 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: Kristen DiStefano <kristen.distefano@atelierten.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 5:13 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa (CPC)
<lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2019-023145CWP: Sustainable Neighborhoods Item
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
I’m writing to express my support for the San Francisco Sustainable Neighborhoods Program. I am an
Associate Director at Atelier Ten and I have worked as a sustainability consultant to define the
sustainability approach for master planning projects such as Mission Rock, India Basin, and Potrero
Power Station. I have also worked as part of a team contracted directly to OEWD and the Mayor’s Office
to compare the sustainability plans for San Francisco’s southern waterfront developments and identify
common sustainability metrics and themes for the projects.
 
For the past 1 ½ years we have been working with the Planning Department to pilot the Sustainable
Neighborhood Framework beta on Potrero Power Station. The Framework provides clear guidance on the
City’s priorities with regard to sustainability and climate resilience. The Sustainable Neighborhood Road
Map also provides a consistent format to summarize project-specific sustainability requirements and
aspirations.
 
Our team used the Sustainable Neighborhood Road Map as an organizational tool within our design
standards document. The Road Map provided a single location to summarize project-specific standards,
guidelines, and considerations related to sustainability within the larger design document. As sustainable
design issues become seamlessly integrated into design documents, this organizational mechanism is
critical for streamlined project review and coordination.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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I’m excited to see this program move forward in support of the City’s ambitious sustainability goals.
 
Sincerely,
Kristen DiStefano
 
 
Kristen DiStefano, LEED AP BD+C
Associate Director
 
Atelier Ten
Environmental Design Consultants + Lighting Designers
443 Tehama Street, 1st Floor
San Francisco CA 94103
T +1 (415) 351 2100 x103
kristen.distefano@atelierten.com
 
www.atelierten.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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for 415 Native LLC
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:24:19 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: Gretchen Buck <gbuck@absinthe.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 7:43 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of Support for 415 Native LLC
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant group applying for a
conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I
have known the applicants for a very long time and are familiar with their business practices and
commitment to the community.
Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct business in an
upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open a cannabis retail
location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco
to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for
those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and longstanding
member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey
and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for
over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have
been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that have 
already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers
alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to
provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have delivered. 
It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community and I want to support
their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and education. Please help keep
San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive
in the community.
 
Sincerely,
Gretchen Buck

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


135 Valencia Street, SF, CA 94103
thisisgretchen@gmail.com
 

mailto:thisisgretchen@gmail.com


 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for cannabis retail location at 669 Mississippi
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:24:14 PM

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

From: Gretchen Buck <gbuck@absinthe.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 7:51 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Support for cannabis retail location at 669 Mississippi
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
I am writing to show support for 415 Native, LLC dba Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669
Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community
they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the
opportunity to open Stay Gold through the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San
Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and
longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and works in cannabis
advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in
small business for over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis
industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group
of people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the
neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city. 
Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have delivered. 
It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to support their efforts to
provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and consumption. I believe there will be added
value to the community if they are awarded the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis
retail dispensary and consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San
Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in
the community.
 
Sincerely,
Gretchen Buck
135 Valencia Street, SF, CA 94103
thisisgretchen@gmail.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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 669 Mississippi // Letter of Support
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:24:00 PM
Attachments: 669mississippiJF.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: Justan Fondbertasse <justan.wine@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 8:41 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: 669 Mississippi // Letter of Support
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing to show support for 415 Native, LLC dba Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669
Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the
community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have
been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through the Equity Program, a program designed by
the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help
create business opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity
business owner and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and
works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar
have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as
well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city,
together you have a group of people that have already proven their commitment to creating a space
both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to
the betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their
previous projects have delivered. 
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It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to support their efforts
to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and consumption. I believe there will be
added value to the community if they are awarded the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate
a cannabis retail dispensary and consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St.
Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one
to operate and thrive in the community.

Sincerely,
Justan Fondbertasse



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 313 Ivy // Letter of Support
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:23:51 PM
Attachments: 313IvyJF.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: Justan Fondbertasse <justan.wine@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 8:41 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: 313 Ivy // Letter of Support
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant group applying for a
conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street, San Francisco, California
94104. I have known the applicants for a very long time and are familiar with their business practices
and commitment to the community.
Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct business in an
upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open a cannabis retail
location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San
Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner
and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and works in
cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been
working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as well as the
cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you
have a group of people that have already proven their commitment to creating a space both
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welcomed by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their
previous projects have delivered. 
It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community and I want to
support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and education.
Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one
to operate and thrive in the community.

Sincerely,
Justan Fondbertasse
 
 



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 500 Laguna Support Letters
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:23:39 PM
Attachments: Letter in support of Chris.docx

Letter in support of Christopher Callaway.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: Chris Callaway <chris1callaway@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 10:24 AM
To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 500 Laguna Support Letters
 

 

Hi Bridget,
 
Here are a few more letters of support I received from residents last summer in reference to the
Laguna 500 Arts Project I started to activate Mr.C's vacant space while in permitting. I hope they can
help paint a picture of my efforts to engage with the community in positive ways.
 
Thanks, 
 
Chris Callaway, CEO
Mr.C's
415-802-6160
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June 16, 2019



Dr. Lauren Palmateer

646 Laguna Street

San Francisco, CA 94102







To Whom it may concern,

This is a letter of recommendation for the work and the addition to Hayes Valley businesses concerning the new business of https://thelaguna500.com/.



[bookmark: _GoBack]The business owner is Christopher Callaway, Christopher-callaway.com .  The Laguna 500 Arts Project is to transform 500 vacant retail storefronts into temporary artist studios and pop up galleries until permanent businesses move in.

In a city where artists are leaving, Chris brings a welcome venue to the neighborhood and San Francisco.  His opening reception of long time local Hayes Valley artist, Muldoon Elder, was beautiful.  He hosted a French art history lecture series in June “Le Scandale à travers l'Art - Cycle complet de 5 cours by Élodie Vidal”.  This was a great opportunity for people to visit our neighborhood, see the art, listen to the lecture and get to know people from varying parts of the bay area.  



I support Chris Callaway in his heroic efforts to establish a brick and mortar store where people can gather and enjoy the store and the people.  He is devoted, energetic and committed to bring a business to Hayes Valley in support of what people enjoy. 



I hope that Chris’s endeavors will be supported.

Thank-you,

Lauren Palmateer 






June	18,	2019	
	
Élodie	Vidal	
300	2nd	Ave.	
San	Francisco,	CA	94118	
	
	
To	Whom	it	may	concern,	
	
My	name	is	Élodie	Vidal,	I	am	an	Art	historian	based	in	San	Francisco.	
Through	May	to	June	19	I	have	been	conducting	a	lecture	series	at	Christopher	Callaway’s	
gallery,	The	Laguna	500	(https://thelaguna500.com/).	
	
Christopher	Callaway,	owner	of	the	gallery	and	founder	of	The	Laguna	500	Arts	Project,	made	
The	Laguna	500	available	and	free	of	charge	for	the	duration	of	my	5	classes,	each	
accommodating	15	to	22	persons.	
	
All	the	participants	truly	enjoyed	the	venue	and	appreciated	Christopher’s	endeavor	to	make	
the	gallery	a	lively	and	versatile	place	supporting	local	artists	and	cultural	initiatives.	
As	for	myself,	I	can	only	attest	how	helpful	and	committed	Christopher	has	been	to	this	lecture	
project.	Moreover,	I	appreciated	his	support	towards	knowledge	dissemination	and	his	true	
passion	for	Art.	
	
A	neighborhood	as	in	Hayes	Valley	needs	a	gallery	and	place	for	artists	to	gather,	show	their	
work	and	meet	locals,	artists	and	collectors.	
My	understanding	is	that	there	were	a	few	galleries	in	Hayes	Valley	over	the	years,	most,	if	not	
all	are	gone.	This	ability	to	support	the	Arts	is	needed	and	desired	by	the	community.	
	
I	am	grateful	for	the	opportunity	Christopher	Callaway	provided	me	to	lecture	Art	history	
surrounded	by	vibrant	pieces	of	Art,	and	I	support	him	in	his	efforts	to	establish	his	local	
business	in	Hayes	Valley.	
	
Sincerely	yours,	
Élodie	Vidal	
	







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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In support of Angel Davis, 313 Ivy, SF Equity Program
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:23:27 PM
Attachments: Stay Gold Letter 2.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: Aaron Hulme <aaron@radhaussf.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 11:16 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM) <officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>;
brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: In support of Angel Davis, 313 Ivy, SF Equity Program

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

Hello SF Planning Commissioners,

Please see my letter in support – as a fellow SF business owner – for 313 Ivy attached here:

Sincerely,

Aaron Hulme
BIERGARTEN / RADHAUS
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sustainable Neighborhood Program and Framework
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:23:18 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: Kristen Hall <kristen.e.hall@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 11:53 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Fisher, Lisa (CPC)
<lisa.fisher@sfgov.org>
Subject: Sustainable Neighborhood Program and Framework
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
I will not be able to attend this week's commission hearing in person, so instead I am writing to you
to voice my support for the Sustainable Neighborhood Program and Framework that has been under
development by San Francisco Planning staff.  
 
One of the reasons that I became an urban designer was to positively impact the way cities are built,
making it easier for us to make more sustainable choices and reduce our carbon footprint. The built
environment accounts for 40% of the carbon emissions created, and with each new building we have
an opportunity to help people live in a way that is less resource intensive. The opportunities then
multiply at the district scale - particularly with new developments, were we can connect buildings
together to share resources more efficiently, build a public realm that will capture carbon, and
design our streets and transportation systems so that people can easily and safely walk or bike
instead of being dependent on their cars. 
 
Over the last decade we have all come to realize how imperative it is that we make a change
immediately. Pair this with San Francisco's need to build dramatically more housing, and we can see
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that this coming decade of building will be our most critical to excel in building high-performance
communities. 
 
As a professional urban designer, I have worked on several redevelopment plans in San Francisco
that created sustainability strategies as part of their entitlements process, including Mission Rock
and the Potrero Power Station. When I was working on Mission Rock, the framework was not yet in
place, and - while I believe we arrived at a fantastic sustainability plan - the process to get there was
complex and long, because there were no clear goals or targets yet established by the City for what
was required from a sustainability plan. Later, when I was working on the Potrero Power Station
D4D, this framework was under development, and our team volunteered to help pilot its use. 
 
My experience working with the framework was that it was immensely helpful to have a clear set of
goals and targets identified by the City, that were already aligned with SF's Climate Action Plan and
other sustainability initiatives. It provided clarity and direction on several important fronts:
1. Common metrics and definitions for sustainability goals and strategies
2. A series of baseline requirements as well as stretch goals
3. An holistic framework for thinking about sustainability from the perspective of resource
management, community health, and financial feasibility - all aligned with City policy.
 
When developing a sustainability plan, it is important to remember that each site should have a
different set of strategies and goals based on its context, location, proposed mix of uses, and site
characteristics. Also, I believe there should be room for developers to choose to innovate in specific
areas that are most aligned with their interests and experience. But, the only way that we can
ensure that each project being developed is moving us collectively toward achieving our
sustainability targets, is by beginning from the same understanding of metrics, policy goals, and
desired outcomes. This framework does a great job at setting the stage for innovation, creativity,
and our future success.
 
Thank you,
Kristen Hall
Owner, Kristen Hall City Design



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INAUGURATED AS MAYOR OF THE CITY AND COUNTY

OF SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:11:39 PM
Attachments: 01.08.20 Inauguration 2020.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: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:02 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INAUGURATED AS MAYOR OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 8, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INAUGURATED AS MAYOR OF

THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Mayor Breed spoke in City Hall about her vision for addressing homelessness and housing

affordability in San Francisco
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today took the Mayoral Oath of Office and
delivered a speech in the City Hall Rotunda before a crowd of approximately 700 people.
Today’s ceremony was Mayor Breed’s second inauguration and marks the beginning of her
first four-year term as the Mayor of the City and County of San Francisco. Mayor Breed was
reelected in November 2019 with 70.7% of the vote.
 
Mayor Breed spoke about the challenges of housing affordability and homelessness in
San Francisco, and laid out a vision for addressing them. She called for building at least
50,000 new homes in the next decade, supporting policies that allow for more multi-family
housing, meeting her goal of opening 1,000 new shelter beds, adding additional mental health
beds and services, and opening more Permanent Supportive Housing.
 
Homelessness
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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: 
Wednesday, January 8, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED INAUGURATED AS MAYOR OF 


THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Mayor Breed spoke in City Hall about her vision for addressing homelessness and housing 


affordability in San Francisco 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today took the Mayoral Oath of Office and 
delivered a speech in the City Hall Rotunda before a crowd of approximately 700 people. 
Today’s ceremony was Mayor Breed’s second inauguration and marks the beginning of her first 
four-year term as the Mayor of the City and County of San Francisco. Mayor Breed was 
reelected in November 2019 with 70.7% of the vote. 
 
Mayor Breed spoke about the challenges of housing affordability and homelessness in 
San Francisco, and laid out a vision for addressing them. She called for building at least 50,000 
new homes in the next decade, supporting policies that allow for more multi-family housing, 
meeting her goal of opening 1,000 new shelter beds, adding additional mental health beds and 
services, and opening more Permanent Supportive Housing. 
 
Homelessness 
“Homelessness isn’t just a problem; it’s a symptom. The symptom of unaffordable housing, of 
income inequality, of institutional racism, of addiction, untreated illness; and decades of dis-
investment. These are the problems. And if we’re going to fight homelessness, we’ve got to fight 
them all.  
 
To be clear, with these efforts will come a measure of ‘Tough Love.’ We are no longer accepting 
that “compassion” means anything goes on our streets. Yes, many people are sick and we will 
offer them help, but if they don’t want—or can’t—accept services, then we will bring them into 
treatment. We will continue to expand our services, shelter, and housing so that there is a place 
for everyone in need. And when we have a place for people to go, we cannot allow them to 
languish on the sidewalk. It’s not humane, it’s not compassionate, and it’s not safe for anyone.” 
 
Housing 
“Frankly, I am tired of hearing about our ‘housing crisis.’ Crises are unpredictable; they happen 
suddenly, and policymakers generally try to avoid them. Our housing problems were entirely 
predictable. They are the result of decades of almost intentional under-building, and the decision 
decades ago to down-zone almost three-quarters of the city and ban apartments. 
 
We don’t have a housing crisis. We have a housing shortage. 
 







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 
 


 


I’m committed to working with my fellow Mayors across the region and the state to create more 
housing, because, just like homelessness, this is a regional and statewide issue. I will be going to 
Sacramento to fight for these changes. Because we need more homes for workers, families, and 
seniors. Because our retail shops and restaurants can’t hire people who can afford to live here. 
Because San Francisco should be viable for all San Franciscans. 
 
We cannot say we need more housing, and then reject policies that allow us to actually build that 
housing. I was not here decades ago when we imposed restrictive laws to prevent new housing, 
but I will be here when we start building more homes throughout San Francisco and the entire 
Bay Area again.” 
 
For the complete text of Mayor Breed’s inauguration speech, go to: https://sfmayor.org/mayor-
london-n-breeds-2020-inauguration-speech.  
 
For the video of the Inauguration Ceremony, go to: https://sfgovtv.org/mayorbreedinauguration.  
 
Kayla Smith of Project LEVEL emceed the event, and Father Paul J. Fitzgerald, S.J., President 
of the University of San Francisco, delivered the invocation. The Galileo High School JROTC 
conducted the Posting of the Colors. Musical selections during the Inauguration Ceremony were 
performed by the George Washington High School Marching Band and Katie Kadan, musical 
artist and former competitor on “The Voice.” 
 
The Honorable Judge Teri L. Jackson of the San Francisco Superior Court administered the 
Mayoral Oath of Office to Mayor Breed. Following Mayor Breed’s speech, Carlos Santana, with 
special guest Yolanda Adams, concluded the ceremony with a musical performance. 
 


### 
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“Homelessness isn’t just a problem; it’s a symptom. The symptom of unaffordable housing, of
income inequality, of institutional racism, of addiction, untreated illness; and decades of dis-
investment. These are the problems. And if we’re going to fight homelessness, we’ve got to
fight them all.
 
To be clear, with these efforts will come a measure of ‘Tough Love.’ We are no longer
accepting that “compassion” means anything goes on our streets. Yes, many people are sick
and we will offer them help, but if they don’t want—or can’t—accept services, then we will
bring them into treatment. We will continue to expand our services, shelter, and housing so
that there is a place for everyone in need. And when we have a place for people to go, we
cannot allow them to languish on the sidewalk. It’s not humane, it’s not compassionate, and
it’s not safe for anyone.”
 
Housing
“Frankly, I am tired of hearing about our ‘housing crisis.’ Crises are unpredictable; they
happen suddenly, and policymakers generally try to avoid them. Our housing problems were
entirely predictable. They are the result of decades of almost intentional under-building, and
the decision decades ago to down-zone almost three-quarters of the city and ban apartments.
 
We don’t have a housing crisis. We have a housing shortage.
 
I’m committed to working with my fellow Mayors across the region and the state to create
more housing, because, just like homelessness, this is a regional and statewide issue. I will be
going to Sacramento to fight for these changes. Because we need more homes for workers,
families, and seniors. Because our retail shops and restaurants can’t hire people who can
afford to live here. Because San Francisco should be viable for all San Franciscans.
 
We cannot say we need more housing, and then reject policies that allow us to actually build
that housing. I was not here decades ago when we imposed restrictive laws to prevent new
housing, but I will be here when we start building more homes throughout San Francisco and
the entire Bay Area again.”
 
For the complete text of Mayor Breed’s inauguration speech, go to:
https://sfmayor.org/mayor-london-n-breeds-2020-inauguration-speech.
 
For the video of the Inauguration Ceremony, go to:
https://sfgovtv.org/mayorbreedinauguration.
 
Kayla Smith of Project LEVEL emceed the event, and Father Paul J. Fitzgerald, S.J., President
of the University of San Francisco, delivered the invocation. The Galileo High School JROTC
conducted the Posting of the Colors. Musical selections during the Inauguration Ceremony
were performed by the George Washington High School Marching Band and Katie Kadan,
musical artist and former competitor on “The Voice.”
 
The Honorable Judge Teri L. Jackson of the San Francisco Superior Court administered the
Mayoral Oath of Office to Mayor Breed. Following Mayor Breed’s speech, Carlos Santana,
with special guest Yolanda Adams, concluded the ceremony with a musical performance.
 

###
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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: 2018-010655DRP / 2169 26th Avenue
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:11:08 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: Staly Chin <stalychin@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 8:55 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; kai@kcdarch.com
Subject: 2018-010655DRP / 2169 26th Avenue
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a resident of the Sunset District and I am fully supportive of my new neighbor, Kai Chan,
wanting to maximize the number of new homes on this huge lot at 2169 26th Avenue. I am excited
that from only one current home, Kai is creating not only a 2nd home, but also the opportunity to
add a 3rd and a 4th thanks to ADUs. From one home to four, this is a no brainer: DO NOT TAKE
discretionary review and APPROVE the project. This is entirely legal and sorely needed until RH-1 is
made illegal in San Francisco.

As long as we have RH-1 zoning, this is the kind of project we need to have and approve right away
as to not clog our planning process. Do not incentivize future DR requests by even entertaining this
one!

Thank you,

Staly Chin
stalychin@gmail.com

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1099 Dolores Street CUA 1/9/2020 Consent Calendar
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:08:58 PM
Attachments: IMG_4790.PNG

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

From: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 11:49 AM
To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1099 Dolores Street CUA 1/9/2020 Consent Calendar
 

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

Dear Katy,
Good morning and Happy New Year to you and Mr. Ionin as well.
Attached are two photos of a tree located next to the garage for this project. One photo is of the full tree and the other one is a close-up showing the leaves.
I believe it is a Monkey Puzzle Tree (Araucaria Araucanian).
Will this tree be preserved in the yard of the new project?
Apparently there is one in the Salesforce Park and they are rare in California.  It is native to Chile where it is an endangered tree, even though it is the national tree of Chile.
If you search for Monkey Puzzle Tree SF you can see the article about the Salesforce Park that mentions this fact.  It is a very unique looking tree.
Sorry for the late comment about the tree just two days prior to the hearing.
Thanks and have a good day.
Georgia

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES 151 UNITS OF HOUSING FOR HOMELESS

AND FORMERLY HOMELESS ADULTS
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:08:20 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: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 12:42 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES 151 UNITS OF HOUSING FOR
HOMELESS AND FORMERLY HOMELESS ADULTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 7, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES 151 UNITS OF

HOUSING FOR HOMELESS AND FORMERLY HOMELESS
ADULTS

The City will fund new housing at The Abigail and The Post Hotels, including permanent
supportive housing

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City will open 151 units
of housing for homeless and formerly homeless adults at The Abigail Hotel and The Post
Hotel. Following the announcement, Mayor Breed toured The Abigail Hotel, which is
undergoing renovations and will open this spring. The City will provide funding to the
Tenderloin Housing Clinic and Episcopal Community Services to lease the 62-unit Abigail
Hotel and the 89-unit Post Hotel, respectively. These new units are part of Mayor Breed’s
efforts to open more than 450 additional units of Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) by the
end of 2020.
 
“Shelter is an important part of our homeless response system and is essential for meeting the
immediate needs of our neighbors in crisis, but housing is the solution to homelessness,” said
Mayor Breed. “These new homes not only provide permanent housing for formerly homeless
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people, they also open up more spaces in our shelter system for people who are currently
living on the streets. Addressing this crisis requires more housing at all types, and these 151
homes will make an important difference for those who are ready to start the next chapter in
their lives.”
 
“The journeys each of the people we helped out of homelessness 2019 give us hope as we
begin the New Year,” said Jeff Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing. “I’m excited that 2020 begins with a more coordinated, data-driven
Homelessness Response System paired with more housing exits created through the
courageous leadership of Mayor Breed and the compassion and hard work of our team,
partners, and community.”
 
Permanent Supportive Housing provides long-term affordable housing with on-site social
services to people exiting chronic homelessness. Currently, over 10,800 people live in the
City’s PSH. Last year, Mayor Breed allocated $7.6 million in Educational Revenue
Augmentation Funds to support the master leasing of 300 new units of PSH.
 
The Abigail Hotel is a vacant 62-unit updated Single Room Occupancy Hotel in the Civic
Center area. All rooms in The Abigail have a private bathroom and the building includes a
spacious lobby and dining facility on the first floor. Tenderloin Housing Clinic will manage
The Abigail for residents of PSH who no longer need supportive services and can live
independently. The units they vacate then become available to persons leaving shelters and the
streets.
 
“The Tenderloin Housing Clinic began assisting Abigail Hotel tenants in 1980, when a new
owner sought to illegally evict them and illegally covert to a 100% tourist hotel,” Randy
Shaw, Executive Director, Tenderloin Housing Clinic (THC). “This makes our leasing of the
hotel for supportive housing particularly meaningful for THC and the legacy of Tenderloin
activism.”
 
The Post Hotel is an SRO building in the Union Square area with 89 units, 65 of which will be
available immediately once the building is ready for occupancy. Eligibility for the PSH units
is determined by the City’s Coordinated Entry prioritization process, which is based on
vulnerability, length of homelessness, and barriers to housing.
 
“Permanent supportive housing is a proven solution to ending homelessness for our most
vulnerable neighbors. The opening of the Post Hotel will provide us with 89 solutions, moving
us closer toward our collective goal of ending chronic homelessness in San Francisco,” said
Beth Stokes, Executive Director of Episcopal Community Services.
 
In 2017, Tipping Point Community launched its Chronic Homelessness Initiative to partner
with the City to reduce chronic homelessness by 50% in five years. Tipping Point has worked
closely with the City to deploy philanthropic dollars in support of the most effective and
promising homelessness reduction strategies. Tipping Point is providing over $3 million to the
City’s provider partners for a wide range of needs for the 300 master leased units, including
apartment repairs and new furniture. The flexible funding provided allows the City to move
forward knowing that these costs are covered, and that its resources will go to more fixed,
long-term costs like supportive services and ongoing rental subsidies.
 
Daniel Lurie, Chairman of the Board of Tipping Point Community stated, “Homelessness is a
complex challenge that requires the public, private, and philanthropic sectors to effectively
address this crisis by creating the solutions necessary to meet the challenge. Public-private



partnerships like this one demonstrate how we can better work together toward our common
goal of reducing homelessness and making San Francisco a healthier, more vibrant city for
everyone.”
 
Every night, the City provides shelter and housing to over 13,400 homeless and formerly
homeless people across the community. This includes over 3,400 temporary shelter beds, and
over 10,000 people in PSH. To expand this effort, Mayor Breed announced a goal to open
1,000 new shelter beds by the end of 2020. Since that announcement in October 2018, the City
has opened 566 beds, currently has 24 beds under construction, and has announced 200 beds
in the Bayview and has proposed 75 beds in a Navigation Center for Transitional Age Youth
at 888 Post Street.
 

###
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2417 Green Street: Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (2017-002545ENV).
Date: Wednesday, January 08, 2020 12:06:46 PM
Attachments: 2020.01.07.PC Ltr-2417 Green FINAL.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: Toyer Grear <toyer@lozeaudrury.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 3:23 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Drury, Richard <richard@lozeaudrury.com>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>;
Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2417 Green Street: Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (2017-
002545ENV).
 

 

Dear President Melgar and Honorable Members of the Planning Commission, 
 
Attached please find correspondence regarding 2417 Green Street: Appeal of
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (2017-002545ENV). Please note hard
copies will follow by overnight mail. If you have any questions, please feel free to
contact our office. 
 
Best, 
Toyer Grear
Office Manager / Paralegal
Lozeau Drury, LLP
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612
email: toyer@lozeaudrury.com
phone: 510-836-4200 / fax: 510-836-4205
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January 7, 2020 


Via Overnight Mail and Email 


President Myrna Melgar (myrna.melgar@sfgov.org) 
Vice-President Joel Koppel (joel.koppel@sfgov.org) 
Commissioner Frank Fung (frank.fung@sfgov.org) 
Commissioner Sue Diamond (sue.diamond@sfgov.com) 
Commissioner Milicent A Johnson (milicent.johnson@sfgov.org) 
Commissioner Kathrin Moore (kathrin.moore@sfgov.org) 
Commissioner Dennis Richards (dennis.richards@sfgov.org)  
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas Ionin (Jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Re: 2417 Green Street: Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (2017-002545ENV). 


President Melgar and Honorable Members of the Planning Commission: 


On January 9, 2020 you will have the opportunity to help save an historic home on 
a steep hill in San Francisco from a dangerous excavation that jeopardizes the safety of 
the historic Coxhead home. The historic Coxhead home may be irreparably harmed by 
the adjacent, speculative development at 2417 Green Street. My client Philip Kaufman, 
the owner of the historic Coxhead home at 2421 Green Street, has lived there for thirty 
years and has preserved the historic house intact, as did the previous owners.  We 
respectfully urge you to save his home by voting to follow CEQA and demand that the 
downslope Developer prepare an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the proposed 
Project at 2417 Green Street, as voted on by the Board of Supervisors in February 2018.  
The permits for the proposed Project must be revoked pending proper CEQA review, 
which will undoubtedly require safety revision to the plans per San Francisco’s Building 
Codes and the Slope Protection Act.  


A private for-profit Developer, Christopher Durkin (“Developer”), has proposed to 
radically alter the UNOCCUPIED structure at 2417 Green Street, and erect a much larger 
structure on the site (“Project”) that will adversely affect the neighborhood, including the 
historic home located at 2421 Green Street built in 1893 by world-renowned architect 
Ernest Coxhead as his personal residence (“Coxhead House”).  The Coxhead House is 
immediately adjacent to, uphill and above the proposed Project, on a 24% slope. The 
Developer has prepared drawings for construction showing excavation into 2417 Green 
property up to the zero setback property line with the Coxhead House’s fragile, tall, 
single-width brick foundation at a depth of 13 feet.   
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 The City’s own Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (“PMND”) states, "the 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic 
adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. This would be a significant impact." 
(PMND pp. 18, 63-64).  The PMND further states, “The proposed project could directly 
or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground 
shaking, ground failure, or landslides.” (PMND, p. 60).  In other words, the City’s own 
analysis concludes that the Project may result in structural damage to the Coxhead 
House, and even possible “death.”  Yet, the PMND’s “mitigation measure” is that "if 
unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement is encountered during 
construction … project excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall 
evaluate if additional measures are required to prevent further movement." (PMND p. 62).  
But if “unacceptable earth movement” occurs, it may be too late to save the fragile and 
historically irreplaceable Coxhead House, and too late to prevent injury to inhabitants of 
the home.  Dr. Lawrence Karp, warns that the proposed Project will seriously undermine 
the historic foundations of the Coxhead House, and that no adequate mitigation measures 
have been proposed to address this existential threat.   
  
 On January 9, 2020, the Planning Commission is scheduled to consider our appeal 
of the San Francisco Planning Department’s June 26, 2019 determination of no significant 
effect on the environment pursuant to the CEQA. We urge the Planning Commission to 
reject the PMND and direct staff to prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”) to 
analyze the proposed Project’s significant impacts, and to propose feasible and 
enforceable mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce the Project’s impacts.  These 
safeguards must be developed before Project approval and construction – not after.  This 
is the fundamental purpose of CEQA – to “insure the integrity of the process of decision 
by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the rug.” 
(Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd Dist. Agr. Assn., 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935 (1986).) 


 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 


The Developer proposes a large Project at 2417 Green Street. Mr. Kaufman’s 
home, at 2421 Green Street, the Coxhead House, is directly adjacent to uphill and above 
the proposed Project.  The Coxhead House was constructed in 1893 by noted architect 
Ernest Coxhead as his own home.  Ernest Coxhead was the father of the First Bay 
Tradition of architecture and the home is one of the most historically significant properties 
in the City1.  


 
The proposed Project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 


additions; and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above the existing single-
family dwelling. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to 
approximately 5,115 square feet. The Project also proposes the partial excavation of the 
rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alternations, and interior modifications, including 
the underground expansion toward 2421 Green of the existing basement level garage to 


                                                 
1 Richard Longstreth, On the Edge of the World: Four Architects in San Francisco at the Turn of 
the Century (Univ. of Calif. Press, 1998). 
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accommodate additional vehicles.2 Finally, “the property is on an approximately 24 
percent slope,” and would require “excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil 
and rock to a depth of 13 feet below grade.”3 


 
B. HISTORY 
 
 The Developer has twice pushed the Planning staff to exempt the proposed Project 
entirely from CEQA review.  The Board of Supervisors has twice unanimously 
rejected the CEQA exemptions, holding:   
 


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of 
those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment … therefore the project is not categorically exempt from CEQA.”4 
 
- Unanimous 11-0 Vote of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Feb. 6, 


2018) (emphasis added).  
 


Despite the Board of Supervisors ruling, Planning staff has issued a preliminary 
mitigated negative declaration (“PMND”) rather than an environmental impact report 
(“EIR”).  A PMND is only appropriate if there is not even a “fair argument” that the Project 
may have any adverse environmental impacts.5  However, the Board of Supervisors has 
already found that the proposed Project “may have a significant effect on the 
environment” related to impacts to “historic resources” and “hazardous materials” -- and 
returned the Project to the Planning Department.  The PMND does almost nothing to 
address these impacts.  Instead, Planning staff disputes the Board of Supervisor’s factual 
findings, raising the question of who is actually the “ultimate decision-maker.” Under 
CEQA, the answer is clearly, the Board of Supervisors, not the staff.6   


 
During the pendency of these proceedings, the Project Developer, Mr. Durkin, has 


racked up at least five separate Notices of Violation (“NOVs”) for “work without a permit." 
He removed two chimneys illegally without a permit and despite notices, left gaping holes 
in the roof for many months, through an entire rainy season. This created an environment 
ripe for mold, rot, rodent infestations, etc. His apparent purpose may have been to 
dilapidate the house and create a tear-down situation.  Ultimately, on April 13, 2019, the 
City Department of Building Inspection, Code Enforcement Division issued a notice of 
Order of Abatement that the building was UNSAFE and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE due to 
failure to remedy past violations.  


 


                                                 
2 Although the Project application states that the garage is intended to accommodate two cars, 
the large expansion creates space for up to four cars.  
3 Second exemption under CEQA at p. 1-2.  
4 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
5 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320. 
6 Pub. Res. Code §21151(c); CEQA Guidelines, 14 CCR §§15061(e), 15074(f), 15090(b). 
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Ironically, Mr. Durkin recently came before the Planning Commission to argue that 
a neighboring property owner at another of his developments in Ashbury Heights (1026 
Clayton) should be required to conduct CEQA review for a roof-deck on the neighbor’s 
garage due to potential historic impacts. (See attached letter). Yet, in that case, the 
homes at issue were not historic resources, so Mr. Durkin was unsuccessful.  
Nevertheless, Mr. Durkin has the temerity to make the exact opposite argument when it 
comes to his own proposed development, adjacent to, downhill and below a truly historic 
home. Certainly, Mr. Durkin should be required to conduct the same analysis that 
he argues should be required of his neighbors.  


 
C. CEQA 
 


1. LEGAL STANDARD 


Under CEQA, an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required rather than a 
preliminary mitigated negative declaration (“PMND”) if there is even a “fair argument” that 
a proposed project “may have” any adverse environmental impacts   -- even if contrary 
evidence exists to support the agency’s decision.7  Put simply, “if there is a disagreement 
among experts over the significance of an effect, the agency is to treat the effect as 
significant and prepare an EIR.”8  Since the Board of Supervisors has made a formal 
finding that the proposed Project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those 
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment,”9 an EIR 
is required as a matter of law.  


 
The purpose of the EIR is to have independent experts analyze significant 


environmental impacts and to propose feasible, enforceable mitigation measures and 
alternatives to reduce the proposed project’s impacts.10  
 


2. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 


 The proposed Project has many significant environmental impacts that have not 
been adequately mitigated, including the following: 
 


a. STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY:  After numerous comments from Dr. Lawrence Karp, 
the PMND admits that "the project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. 


                                                 
7 14 CCR § 15064(f)(1); Stanislaus Audubon Society v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 
Cal.App.4th 144, 150-15. 
8 Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307,1316–17. 
9 Unanimous 11-0 Vote of the San Francisco Bd. of Supervisors (Feb. 6, 2018) (emphasis added).   
10Sierra Club v. Fresno, 6 Cal.5th 502, 514 (2018) (“An adequate description of adverse 
environmental effects is necessary to inform the critical discussion of mitigation measures and 
project alternatives at the core of the EIR. (See Guidelines, § 15151 [An EIR should be prepared 
with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables 
them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.].”) 
 







2417 Green Street 
January 7, 2020 
Page 5 of 7 
 
 


This would be a significant impact." (PMND pp. 18, 63-4).  Nevertheless, the 
City refuses even to require the Project to comply with the San Francisco Seismic 
Hazard Zone Protection Act (“Slope Protection Act”).  Instead, the PMND merely 
states: "if unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement is 
encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, 
project excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if 
additional measures are required to prevent further movement." (PMND p. 62).  
The sole mitigation measure, M-GE-1, simply requires "ongoing coordination" with 
the Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection during 
construction. (PMND p. 79). This mitigation measure is inadequate to reduce this 
impact to less than significant. The measure allows earth movement to occur first, 
and then the Developer would possibly develop a plan after the fact to mitigate the 
harm.   
 
The problem with this is that by the time "unacceptable earth movement" occurs, 
the thin Wythe brick foundation of the historic Coxhead House may already have 
suffered possibly catastrophic irreparable harm.  CEQA prohibits such 
"deferred" mitigation.11 An EIR is required to analyze this admittedly significant 
impact and to develop enforceable mitigation measures prior to construction -- not 
after irreparable harm occurs. 
 


b. HISTORIC IMPACTS:  The PMND finally admits the historic significance of the 
Coxhead House, as established by Architectural Historian Carol Karp, AIA, and 
several authoritative treatises.12  However, the sole mitigation measure is the 
above-mentioned M-GE-1 - to require ongoing coordination with the Planning 
Department and DBI during construction.  As discussed above, this is clearly 
inadequate to prevent structural damage to the Coxhead House given the steep 
slope and fragile historic foundation.  Also, the PMND ignores entirely the impact 
that the massive expansion will have on access to light and air circulation from 24 
windows at the Coxhead House, which contribute to its historic significance.  Such 
blockade would create tenement-like conditions, denying Mr. Kaufman light and air 
in his own historic 127-year-old home.  The PMND dismisses the fact that the 
massive Project will block public views of the Coxhead House from Pierce Street.  
While the PMND states that these are not the "primary views" to and from the 
Coxhead House, there is no distinction in CEQA law between primary and 
secondary views of historic resources.  An EIR is required to analyze the Project's 
impacts to the historic Coxhead House, and to propose feasible alternatives and 
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts. CEQA requires environmental review 
for any project that “may” adversely impact an historic resource.  Pub. Res. Code 
§§21084(c); 21084.1. 
 


c. SOIL CONTAMINATION:  As discussed by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 
Hagemann, C. Hg., former director of the US EPA Western Superfund program, 


                                                 
11 Sundstrom v County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-308.  
12 Carol Karp (Sept. 11, 2019);  R. Longstreth, supra;  Morgan and Roth, Shingle Styles: 
Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874-1982 (1999). 
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the Project site is on the City's Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites. The 
Developer proposes to excavate over 400 cubic yards of potentially contaminated 
soil. Despite this, neither the city nor the Developer has conducted any additional 
soil testing.   
 
The PMND continues to rely on 2 "co-located" soil samples taken in 2018 from 
within the garage.  Mr. Hagemann has testified that these samples are inadequate 
because the garage was rebuilt in in the 1980s.  Therefore, this is the one area 
where the soil would be expected to be clean.  Instead, soil sampling is required in 
the areas proposed to be excavated, including the rear yard. This has not been 
done.  This situation is eerily reminiscent of the situation at Hunters Point, where 
the contractor allegedly took soil samples from an area known to be clean, 
overlooking contamination in other areas.  An EIR is required to analyze and 
mitigate this impact.   
 


d. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTIONS:  The PMND fails even to mention 
the unanimous resolutions of the Board of Supervisors, finding that the proposed 
Project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those 
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment...”  
This Board of Supervisors finding itself creates a “fair argument” that the Project 
may have adverse environmental impacts, thereby necessitating an EIR, and staff 
cannot “unring the bell.” Planning staff lacks the power to ignore or overrule the 
unanimous resolution of the Board of Supervisors, which is the City’s ultimate 
decision-making body.13   


 After being ordered by the Board of Supervisors to prepare a CEQA document to 
investigate and disclose the proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts on the 
Coxhead House, the Planning staff prepared a bare bones mitigated negative declaration 
devoid of independent agency investigation and analysis, and devoid of adequate 
mitigation measures. An EIR is required since eminently well-qualified experts have 
concluded that the proposed Project will have adverse impacts on the historic Coxhead 
House.   
 
D. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW. 
 
 The Commission should decline to reach the discretionary review issue.  It is 
premature to address discretionary review or any Project approvals until an adequate 
CEQA document is prepared for the Project.  See, Save Tara v. City of W. Hollywood, 45 
Cal.4th 116 (2008).  
                                                 
13 In the case of Stanislaus Audobon Soc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, the 
court rejected a county’s argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which 
contradicted the findings of the first initial study had “relegated the first initial study to oblivion.”  Id. 
at 154.  The court stated, “We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a bell. 
The first initial study is part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was later prepared 
does not make the first initial study any less a record entry nor does it diminish its significance...”  
(Id. (emphasis added))   
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E. CONCLUSION 


 
 For the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission 
reject the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration and direct staff to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Project as the Board of Supervisors 
intended.  We also request that the Commission decline to consider Discretionary Review 
unless and until an adequate EIR is prepared for the Project. Finally, we request that the 
Planning Commission direct staff to revoke all permits issued for the Project pending 
completion of CEQA review.  


      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
      Richard Drury  
      Lozeau Drury LLP 
 
cc:  Sup. Catherine Stefani 
 Sup. Aaron Peskin 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


ATTACHMENT 1 
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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: Lorrie French <lorrie@lorriefrench.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 3:41 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
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Please see attached letter of support for 313 Ivy Street.
 
 
 
 
Best Regards,
 
Lorrie French
Compass
Broker Associate – CIPS, GRI, RRC, SRES
License # 00910990
415.297.8071
_____________________________________________________________________________________
COMPASS
1699 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94109
415.297.8071
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1-6-2020 
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,  
 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant group 
applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street, San 
Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long time and are familiar 
with their business practices and commitment to the community. 


 
Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct 


business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to 
open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity Program, a program 
designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis 
industry and to help create business opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on 
drugs.  


 
Mike is an equity business owner and longstanding member of the  community who runs 


a youth tennis program and works in cannabis advocacy.  
 
Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been 


working in small business for over 6 years in both the food and beverage industry as well as the 
cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from San Francisco.  


 
Together you have a group of people that have  already proven their commitment to 


creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the 
community and to the betterment of the city. This dispensary has the ability to provide the same 
positive impact that their previous projects have delivered.  


 
It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community and I 


want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and 
education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small 
businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Cory Gowan 
293 Whitmore St. #12 
Oakland, CA 94611 
cory@streetsandavenues.com 
510-842-6794 
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1-6-2020 
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,  
 


I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669 Mississippi 
Street in San Francisco.  


 
Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct 


business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to 
open Stay Gold through the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to 
foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business 
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. 


 
 Mike is an equity business owner and longstanding member of the community who runs 


a youth tennis program and works in cannabis advocacy.  
 
Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been 


working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as well 
as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from San 
Francsico. Together you have a group of people who have already proven their commitment to 
creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the 
community and to the betterment of the city.  


 
Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects 


have delivered.  
 
It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to support 


their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and consumption. I 
believe there will be added value to the community if they are awarded the license that would 
allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail dispensary and consumption lounge at their 
building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local 
by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Cory Gowan 
293 Whitmore St. #12 
Oakland, CA 94611 
cory@streetsandavenues.com 
510-842-6794 
 



mailto:cory@streetsandavenues.com






[Date] 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  


I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669 
Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care 
about the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and 
respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through 
the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the 
equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business 
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity 
business owner and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis 
program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and 
Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now 
in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have 
been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of 
people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed 
by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the 
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the sa me positive impact that 
their  previous projects have delivered.  


It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to 
support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and 
consumption. I believe there will be added value to the community if they are awarded 
the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail dispensary and 
consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San 
Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to 
operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
____________________________ 
Signature 
 
____________________________ 
Name 
 
_____________________________ 
Address 
 
_____________________________ 
Email/Contact Info 


1/6/2020


Kristina Tacey


PO Box 9373 Berkeley, CA 94709


kristie@tessierwinery.com
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From: Stephen <grovestand2012@gmail.com>
Date: January 4, 2020 at 10:19:40 PM PST
To: bridget.hicks@sfgov.org
Cc: kfrench@mercyhousing.org, kpeterson@mercyhousing.org,
prestonstaff@sfgov.org, dean.preston@sfgov.org, president@hayesvalleysf.org,
foundation@sfrealtors.com, Boiz & Girlz Club Carter Ashforth
<cashforth@kidsclub.org>, Emma Hamer <ehamer@mercyhousing.org>, Stephen
Malloy <grovestand2012@gmail.com>
Subject: 1-4-20 Mr. C Cannabis Drug Dispensary at 500 Laguna-Citizen Negative
Support & Unanswered “School” & Federal Violation ?s


To: Ms. Hicks 
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(SF Planning & Zoning Committee)
 
Thru Community Members for your study and voice:
 
Mercy Housing
Hayes Valley District 5 Supervisor Dean Preston
Hayes Valley Association
SF Realtors Association
Boys & Girls Club
 
My name is Stephen Malloy and I live at 455 Fell across the street from the proposed
location. 
 
I speak only for myself, as a neighbor, and I wanted to voice my opposition for the
following reasons to the proposed “Mr. C’s” Cannabis Drug Dispensary at the corner of
Fell and Laguna. 500 Laguna to be exact.
 
1. I am a resident in the new 455 Fell St., Mercy Housing Complex which is located 50
feet...across the street... from the proposed “Mr. C’s”
Cannabis Drug Dispensary. 
 
I walk by the proposed site every day, usually a couple of times at least per day,  with
my little service dog  Ziggy since I live across the street.
 
Also, the 21 Hayes Muni Bus Stop is just a block away.
 
This is why I noticed your Zoning and Planning Poster at 500 Laguna for “Mr. C’s.”
 
A. Children & Families live here. 
 
I therefore think a Cannabis Drug Dispensary is not appropriate.
 
B. Hayes Valley includes families in our neighborhood.  There is the “Hayes Valley”
Community Playground 1 block over and 1/2 a block up, from the proposed Cannabis
Drug Dispensary.

I therefore think a Cannabis Drug Dispensary is not appropriate.
 
C. Sober members from drugs and alcohol, in the recovery community, reside/work
here. 
 
I therefore think a Cannabis Drug Dispensary is not appropriate.
 
D. “School.” The zoning law on your poster says that a cannabis drug dispensary cannot



be built within 600 feet of a school.
 
I submit that my home at 455 Fell will be the site of a Mercy Housing “Financial
Empowerment Center” for the Community.
 
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2019/11/01/mercy-housing.html 
 
As such, we will have citizens: parents, children, visitors coming to 455 Fell which is
right across the street from 500 Laguna for classes and training.
 
In short, I offer that my home is within 600 feet, is part of a ”school” and therefore this
disqualifies Mr. C’s planning request.
 
I therefore think a Cannabis Drug Dispensary is not appropriate.
 
May I know your answer to my ”school” assertion please Ms. Hicks?
 
2. There are already a number of Cannabis Dispensaries throughout the City. 

There is a ready supply and easy access, for cannabis clientele in the City.

I offer that it is not appropriate, nor essential, to the neighborhood for a Cannabis Drug
Dispensary to be zoned here.

I believe there are more suitable locations, that I’m sure would happily host Mr. C’s,
elsewhere in San Francisco.

3.  Mr. C’s has a letter posted next to your Planning Committee Poster in the potential
sites window at 500 Laguna.

In that letter he essential states words to the effect that they:

 “...don’t want any smoking or use of the cannabis drug outside of the site...”

This is San Francisco and Mr. C‘s cannot establish that requirement, concerning the
public streets, outside their potential Cannabis Drug Dispensary.

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2019/11/01/mercy-housing.html


That claim falls flat with this potential neighbor and assured me that it is not in my or
the communities best interests, particularly in San Francisco which does not “police”
cannabis use on public sidewalks.

I don’t believe or accept that statement  from Mr. C’s. They are a business owner
focused on profit to survive, and that false statement alone tells me they are not
focused on me or my community. For they cannot and will not police the use of
cannabis once sold, on the sidewalks that I have to navigate to enter my home. 

Yes potential customers can and will, like they do on every other block and street there
is a Cannabis Drug Dispensary in the City.

I do not want to breathe, for me, secondhand toxic cannabis drug smoke as I pass Mr.
C’s to cross the street to my home.

I therefore think a Cannabis Drug Dispensary is not appropriate.

4. My home is also a Federally Funded Housing Complex. 

I have not researched this question yet, and it may impact your ability to potentially
zone a For Profit Cannabis Drug Dispensary, within 50 feet of a Federally Subsidized
Housing Complex.

What are the legal requirements, if any, concerning zoning and planning requirements
within proximity to Federally Funded Facilities?

May I know your answer on that please Ms. Hicks?

5. Thank you for your consideration in this matter where I as a potential neighbor and
citizen, want to voice my intense opposition to the proposed approval of Mr. C
Cannabis Drug Dispensary at 500 Laguna.

Stephen Malloy



 
 



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support 313 Ivy Street
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:39:38 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: jtschirch <jtschirch@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:25 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hicks, Bridget (CPC)
<Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM) <officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>;
brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of support 313 Ivy Street
 

 

 
 
1/6/2020
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 

I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long
time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community.

Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and
conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given
the opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for
those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner
and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and
works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market
and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the
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food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends
for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that
have already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the
neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact
that their previous projects have delivered. 

It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community
and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local
by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jannea Tschirch 
 
2644 Alemany Blvd 
San Francisco, CA 94112
Jtschirch@yahoo.com 
 
 
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
 

mailto:Jtschirch@yahoo.com


 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support 669 Mississippi Street
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:39:30 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: jtschirch <jtschirch@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of support 669 Mississippi Street
 

 

 
1/6/2020
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 

I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669
Mississippi St. San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about
the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and respectable
manner. They have been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through the Equity
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for
those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner
and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and
works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market
and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the
food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends
for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that
have already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the
neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the
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betterment of the city. Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact
that their previous projects have delivered. 

It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to
support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and
consumption. I believe there will be added value to the community if they are awarded
the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail dispensary and
consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San
Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to
operate and thrive in the community.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jannea Tschirch 
 

2644 Alemany Blvd 
San Francisco, CA 94112
Jtschirch@yahoo.com 

 
 
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
 

mailto:Jtschirch@yahoo.com


 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for 415 Native LLC @ 313 Ivy St
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 1:24:53 PM
Attachments: 313 Ivy Letter of Support.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: Daniel Lee <danyolsan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 1:24 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of Support for 415 Native LLC @ 313 Ivy St
 

 

Please find letter attached. Thank you!

Daniel Lee
415.272.1819
danyolsan.com
@danyolsan
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January 6th, 2019 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant 
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy 
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. As a former merchant in Hayes Valley at 522 
Octavia St and lifetime resident of SF, I can attest that they were always the best 
neighbors and active members of the Hayes community.  


Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel created space in the neighborhood through Fig 
& Thistle that was welcoming and enjoyable. It would be a huge benefit to Hayes Valley 
and the city for them to continue serving members of the district with their new 
dispensary, Stay Gold. I have the utmost confidence that they will provide a space that 
is also safe and takes into account the concerns of their neighbors and other 
merchants.  


In addition, Hayes Valley has been changing over the past five years. And while 
it has maintained its ability to avoid formula retail, small local merchants are still being 
driven out, making way for much larger, often times venture backed businesses like 
Warby Parker, Away, Beta, and Outdoor Voices. It’s important for the city to support 
local small business owners in any way possible and helping keep Mike, Nguey, and 
Angel in Hayes would go a long way in that effort. Thank you for your positive 
consideration to help local businesses continue to thrive in San Francisco. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Daniel Lee 
415 28th Ave 
San Francisco, CA 94121 
 







 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letters of Support
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 11:01:13 AM
Attachments: 313 Ivy Letter of Support_1-6-20KT.pdf

669 Mississppi Letter of Support_1-6-20KT.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: Kristie Tacey <kristie@tessierwinery.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:36 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Letters of Support
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
Please find my letters of support.  
Sincerely,
Kristie Tacey, CSW
Owner & Winemaker
Tessier Winery
https://www.tessierwinery.com/contact

Mobile:  510-295-5858
Instagram: @tessierwinery/ Twitter: @wineaux7/ Facebook: @tessierpinot
New Labels- Science as Art
"A bottle of wine contains more philosophy than all the books in the world." --Louis Pasteur
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[Date] 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant 
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy 
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long 
time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community. 


Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and 
conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the 
opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity 
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable 
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for those 
negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and 
longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and works in 
cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine 
Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and 
beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 
years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that have  already 
proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and 
customers alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  Stay 
Gold has the ability to provide the sa me positive impact that their previous projects have 
delivered.  


It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community 
and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis 
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by 
allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
____________________________________ 
Signature 
 
[Name] 
[Your Address] 
[Email/Contact Info] 
 


Kristina Tacey
PO Box 9373 Berkeley, CA 94709


Kristie@tessierwinery.com


1/6/2020








[Date] 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  


I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669 
Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care 
about the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and 
respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through 
the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the 
equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business 
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity 
business owner and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis 
program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and 
Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now 
in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have 
been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of 
people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed 
by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the 
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the sa me positive impact that 
their  previous projects have delivered.  


It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to 
support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and 
consumption. I believe there will be added value to the community if they are awarded 
the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail dispensary and 
consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San 
Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to 
operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
____________________________ 
Signature 
 
____________________________ 
Name 
 
_____________________________ 
Address 
 
_____________________________ 
Email/Contact Info 


1/6/2020


Kristina Tacey


PO Box 9373 Berkeley, CA 94709


kristie@tessierwinery.com







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

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: HVNA T & P Support of 313 Ivy Street Cannabis Dispensary CU at CPC Jan 23rd 2020
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 11:01:05 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

-----Original Message-----
From: Jason M Henderson <Jhenders@sonic.net>
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:35 AM
To: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: HVNA T & P Support of 313 Ivy Street Cannabis Dispensary CU at CPC Jan 23rd 2020

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

Dear Ms. Hicks and Planning Commissioners,

As chair of the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association's Transportation and Planning Committee, I want to
express my full support for the CU for a cannabis dispensary at 313 Ivy Street. I am currently out of the country
until the end of January so will not be able to speak at the Jan 23rd Planning Commission Hearing, but I want to
share a few observations about the proprietor - Angel Davis.

You cannot get a more solid, community-engaged and responsive business owner than Angel Davis. Angel has been
an active member of HVNA for over seven years, and HVNA wholeheartedly supported her first business - Fig and
Thistle. Angel is now running two storefronts in the Market and Octavia Plan Area and I've only heard positive
comments from neighbors.
In the Market and Octavia Plan area, green mobility (cycling, walking, public transit) are central to the plan, and
Angel has always been a strong supporter of these goals.

As far as potential traffic issues on Ivy and Gough, I've discussed this with Angel. There's an existing problem at the
junction of Ivy and Gough with TNC drop offs and pickups, related to the wider Hayes Valley commercial district.
This reminds us that the city needs to be more proactive in identifying a designated pickup/dropoff zone and not
leaving it to the whims of TNC users and TNC drivers. Please remind your colleagues that HVNA has been asking
for this for years. But this should not fall on 313 Ivy to resolve. Planning needs to coordinate with SFMTA and get
this sorted out.

If you have any further questions about HVNA's T & P Committee perspective, please do not hesitate to reach out
(although I'm in the New Zealand bush, so spotty reception).
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best wishes and happy new year

Jason Henderson

Chair, Hayes Valley NA Transportation and Planning Committee

--
Jason Henderson
San Francisco CA
94102



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Stay Gold Dispensary at 313 Ivy Street San Francisco
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:32:17 AM

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

From: Chandran Param <chandranparam@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2020 4:01 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Support for Stay Gold Dispensary at 313 Ivy Street San Francisco
 

 


1/5/20

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long
time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community.

Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and
conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given
the opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for
those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner
and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and
works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market
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and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the
food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends
for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that
have already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the
neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact
that their previous projects have delivered. 

It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community
and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local
by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community.

Chandran Param

Chandran Param
960 61st Street
Oakland Ca 94608
Chandranparam@gmail.com
925-788-9896
 

mailto:Chandranparam@gmail.com


 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Angel // Fig & Thistle is Moving!
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:31:36 AM
Attachments: Ivy.docx

Mississippi.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: Angel Davis <angel@figandthistlesf.com> 
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2020 9:03 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; Angel Davis <brokenspectacles@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Letter of Support for Angel // Fig & Thistle is Moving!
 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Suzanne Roberts <suzanne.roberts@tartinebakery.com>
Date: Sun, Jan 5, 2020 at 2:04 PM
Subject: Re: Letter of Support for Angel // Fig & Thistle is Moving!
To: Angel Davis <angel@figandthistlesf.com>
 

Support letters for 313 Ivy Street and 669 Mississippi for 415 Native. 
 
--

-- 
 

 
Suzanne Roberts
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January 5, 2020



Dear Planning Commissioners, 



I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community.

Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have delivered. 

It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community.



Sincerely,

Suzanne Roberts

General Manager 

Tartine Manufactory

Suzanne.roberts@tartinemanufactory.com

[bookmark: _GoBack]949-887-5880


January 5, 2020



Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669 Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and longstanding member of the community who runs a youth tennis program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have delivered. 

It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community, and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and consumption. I believe there will be added value to the community if they are awarded the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail dispensary and consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community.



Sincerely,

Signature



Suzanne Roberts

676 Geary Street #402

SF ca 94102

Suzanne.roberts@tartinebakery.com

[bookmark: _GoBack]949-887-5880





General  Manager  | Tartine Manufactory
San Francisco, California
W: 415.757.0007
C: 949.887.5880
www.tartinebakery.com
 

 
 

https://maps.google.com/?q=767+S.+Alameda+St.+Suite+255%C2%A0+%7C+%C2%A0Los+Angeles+CA+90021&entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.tartinebakery.com/


 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2019-016523CUA: In Support of CUA for Cannabis Retail at 313 Ivy St
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:31:24 AM
Attachments: 313IvyLetterOfSupport_MattCoelho.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: Matt Coelho <matt.coelho@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2020 9:15 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; Angel Davis <brokenspectacles@gmail.com>
Subject: 2019-016523CUA: In Support of CUA for Cannabis Retail at 313 Ivy St
 

 

Hi-
 
Please see attached for my letter in support of the CUA for Cannabis Retail at 313 Ivy St.
 
Thanks,
 
-matt
 
--

sent from somewhere
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Matt Coelho    
2443 Fillmore St #380-6963, San Francisco, CA 94115  tel: 732.331.5368


January 5, 2020 


San Francisco Planning Commission 
Attn: Bridget Hicks 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479 


Address:  313 Ivy St 
Block/Lot: 0808 / 004 
Application #: 2019-016523CUA 
Zoning District: NCT - Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial Transit Zoning District 
  50-X Height and Bulk District 


Subject:  Request for Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail Use 


Dear Bridget, 


I am one of the founders and operators of Woods Beer and Wine Co., a beer and wine company based here 
in San Francisco as well as a long-time resident and neighbor. 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant group applying for a 
Conditional Use Authorization to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street, San Francisco, 
California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long time and are familiar with their business 
practices and commitment to the community.  Mike, Nguey and Angel are model small-business owners that 
advocate for and assist local commerce to thrive in their neighborhood and are exactly the type of business 
owners we should be supporting in San Francisco. 


The growth of the cannabis industry is of course sensitive at this moment; however, history has shown that 
many of the new dispensaries opened in the years since legalization have been operating ethically and 
responsibly.  The applicants’ outstanding record with the Fig and Thistle locations is evident that they will 
continue this trend in the cannabis industry. 


It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community and I want to support their 
efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and education. Please help keep San 
Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the 
community. Therefore, I am requesting the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Authorization 
at 313 Ivy St. 


Sincerely, 


Matt Coelho 


 


Matthew S. Coelho, P.E., LEED AP 


313 Ivy St  of  1/5/201 2







Matt Coelho    
2443 Fillmore St #380-6963, San Francisco, CA 94115  tel: 732.331.5368


313 Ivy St  of  1/5/202 2







 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Local SF Businesses
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:31:09 AM
Attachments: 669-Mississippi-LetterofSupport.pdf

313-IvySt-LetterofSupport.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: robert van horne <rvh@rvhdesign.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:20 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; angel <brokenspectacles@gmail.com>
Subject: Support for Local SF Businesses
 

 

Hello 
Please see my attached letters of support for 415 Native LLC at 313 Ivy St. and also Stay Gold at 669
Mississippi street.
Thank you for your consideration of these letters.
best
Robert
 
 

................................................................................
Robert van Horne // r.vH design 
2130 Folsom St. San Francisco CA. 94110 
phone: 415.621.6061 e: rvh@rvhdesign.com 
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01/06/2020 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  


I am writing to show support for Stay Gold, a cannabis retail location at 669 
Mississippi Street, in San Francisco, California. Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care 
about the community they are in and conduct business in an upstanding and 
respectable manner. They have been given the opportunity to open Stay Gold through 
the Equity Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the 
equitable participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business 
opportunities for those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity 
business owner and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis 
program and works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and 
Thistle Market and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now 
in both the food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have 
been friends for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of 
people that have  already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed 
by the neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the 
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that 
their previous projects have delivered.  


It is my opinion that Stay Gold will be an asset to the community and I want to 
support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis access and 
consumption. I believe there will be added value to the community if they are awarded 
the license that would allow Stay Gold to operate a cannabis retail dispensary and 
consumption lounge at their building located on Mississippi St. Please help keep San 
Francisco special and commerce local by allowing small businesses like this one to 
operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 


 
___________________________________ 
Signature 
 
Robert van Horne // r.vH design  
2130 Folsom St. San Francisco CA. 94110  
phone: 415.621.6061 e: rvh@rvhdesign.com  
 
	








01/06/2020 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 


I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant 
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy 
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long 
time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community. 


Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and 
conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the 
opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity 
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable 
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for those 
negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner and 
longstanding member of the community who runs a youth tennis program and works in 
cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market and Wine 
Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the food and 
beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends for over 20 
years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that have already 
proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the neighborhood and 
customers alike and dedication to the community and to the betterment of the city.  Stay 
Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact that their previous projects have 
delivered.  


It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community 
and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis 
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local by 
allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
___________________________________ 
Signature 
 
Robert van Horne // r.vH design  
2130 Folsom St. San Francisco CA. 94110  
phone: 415.621.6061 e: rvh@rvhdesign.com  
 
	







.................................................................................



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Fig and Thistle CU
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:30:52 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: xan@foxandlionbread.com <xan@foxandlionbread.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:28 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; brokenspectacles@gmail.com
Subject: Fig and Thistle CU
 

 

1/6/2020
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 

I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant
group applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy
Street, San Francisco, California 94104. I have known the applicants for a very long
time and are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community.

Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and
conduct business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given
the opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for
those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner
and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and
works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market
and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the
food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends
for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that
have already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the
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neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact
that their previous projects have delivered. 

It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community
and I want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local
by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community.
 
Sincerely,
 
______Xan deVoss_____________________________
Signature
 
Xan deVoss
763 Haight Street 94117
 
 
xan@foxandlionbread.com
Xan DeVoss
Fox and Lion Bread
5273 3rd Street SF 94124
415-872-9789

mailto:xan@foxandlionbread.com


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2727 Vallejo
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:26:05 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: Stephen Leavitt <ssl@2710.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 3:20 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>
Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 2727 Vallejo
 

 

President Melgar and Members of the SF Planning Commission,
 
We are the owners and long-time residents of the property located at 2710 Broadway, south of, and
a portion of which is adjacent to, 2727 Vallejo.  We recently learned that the property is proposed
for a massive expansion of three levels and a roof deck to the rear, and strongly oppose the project
as currently proposed for the following reasons.
 
First, the proposed expansion will eliminate a significant portion of the mid-block open space at the
eastern end of our block.  As you know, the preservation of mid-block open space in our Cow Hollow
Neighborhood is a priority, as provided in the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines, and the
Project is inconsistent with such preservation.
 
Second, we are concerned that the project as proposed requires a variance from Planning Code
requirements for side yard set backs, to accommodate an enormous doubling in size of the existing
house.  We respectfully request that the project be required, at a minimum, to comply with existing
code requirements without approval of a variance.
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Finally, we have serious concerns regarding the impacts of construction and excavation, particularly
when considered in combination with the other expansion projects that are pervading the
neighborhood.  While the exact amount and scope of excavation involved is not clear, to minimize
impacts, we request that the project be modified to eliminate the expansion of the existing one-car
garage to create what appears to be an underground, three-car garage.
 
We ask that you please carefully consider this project in the context of the alarming trend of
enlarging existing, historic homes in this established neighborhood, irreversibly altering the
character of the neighborhood and contributing to an increasingly unaffordable housing stock.
 
We appreciate your time and look forward to providing additional comments at your meeting next
week. 
 
Maribelle and Stephen Leavitt
415 563-1540
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES APPOINTMENT OF KATY MILLER AS CHIEF

JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICER
Date: Friday, January 03, 2020 3:17:45 PM
Attachments: 01.03.20 Chief Juvenile Probation Officer.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: Friday, January 03, 2020 2:55 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES APPOINTMENT OF KATY
MILLER AS CHIEF JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 3, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES APPOINTMENT OF
KATY MILLER AS CHIEF JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICER

Miller, who currently serves as Chief of Programs and Initiatives in the San Francisco
District Attorney’s Office, will bring experience working on juvenile and alternative justice

programs to Juvenile Probation Department
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the appointment of Katy
Weinstein Miller to serve as Chief Juvenile Probation Officer for the City and County of
San Francisco. Over the past two decades, Miller has worked to improve the criminal justice
system as a community-based reformer and direct service provider, government policymaker
and funder, and most recently, through her work in the District Attorney’s Office.
 
Working under the Mayoral-appointed Juvenile Probation Commission, the Chief Juvenile
Probation Officer is responsible for leading the Juvenile Probation Department (JPD). JPD
locates, develops, and administers programs for the assessment, education, treatment,
appropriate rehabilitation, and effective supervision of youth under the jurisdiction of the
Department.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, January 3, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES APPOINTMENT OF 
KATY MILLER AS CHIEF JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICER 
Miller, who currently serves as Chief of Programs and Initiatives in the San Francisco District 
Attorney’s Office, will bring experience working on juvenile and alternative justice programs to 


Juvenile Probation Department 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the appointment of Katy 
Weinstein Miller to serve as Chief Juvenile Probation Officer for the City and County of 
San Francisco. Over the past two decades, Miller has worked to improve the criminal justice 
system as a community-based reformer and direct service provider, government policymaker and 
funder, and most recently, through her work in the District Attorney’s Office. 
 
Working under the Mayoral-appointed Juvenile Probation Commission, the Chief Juvenile 
Probation Officer is responsible for leading the Juvenile Probation Department (JPD). JPD 
locates, develops, and administers programs for the assessment, education, treatment, appropriate 
rehabilitation, and effective supervision of youth under the jurisdiction of the Department. 
 
“As we work to reform our juvenile justice system, it’s critical that we have a Chief Juvenile 
Probation Officer that is committed to keeping young people out of Juvenile Hall in the first 
place, providing rehabilitation with an equity lens for those who are in our custody, and ensuring 
youth get the support they need in order to break the cycle of the juvenile justice system,” said 
Mayor Breed. “Katy Miller’s experience, skills, and values make her an ideal leader for the 
Juvenile Probation Department. I’m looking forward to working with her to reform our juvenile 
justice system.” 
 
“We are at a critical moment in San Francisco’s juvenile justice system. The historically low 
number of young people in our system affords us an unparalleled opportunity—and obligation—
to re-examine our practices and create responses to delinquency grounded in positive youth 
development, equity and community well-being,” said Miller. “I’m grateful to Mayor Breed for 
entrusting me with the responsibility to lead San Francisco’s Juvenile Probation Department at 
this pivotal time. The challenges that confront us are urgent and complex, but we face them at a 
moment uniquely rich in hopeful solutions and collective will for change.” 
 
Miller is currently the Chief of Programs and Initiatives in the District Attorney’s Office, a role 
that she has held since 2014. In that role, she leads policy and program development for the 
District Attorney’s juvenile and alternative justice programs and strategies. She oversaw the 
development, operation, and evaluation of Make it Right, a restorative justice diversion program 
for youths facing felony prosecution, and Young Adult Court, a nationally-recognized model for 
18- to 25-year-olds charged with serious and violent felonies. She has previously held positions 
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with Attorney General Kamala Harris’ transition team, as Director of Strategic Planning for 
Goodwill Industries of San Francisco, and in the Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice for both 
Mayor Willie Brown and Mayor Gavin Newsom. 
 
“Katy Miller will make an amazing Chief Probation Officer, and Mayor Breed could not have 
selected a better person for the job,” said Denise Coleman, Director of Youth Justice for 
Huckleberry Youth Programs, Community Assessment and Resource Center (CARC). “I have 
worked with Katy for over twenty years and she consistently serves young people and their 
families with integrity, commitment, and passion. I am looking forward to seeing what she 
accomplishes in this new role.” 
 
Mayor Breed is committed to reforming San Francisco’s juvenile justice system. In April 2019, 
Mayor Breed announced the formation of the Juvenile Justice Reform Blue Ribbon Panel, which 
is focusing on comprehensive and system-wide reform to San Francisco’s juvenile justice 
system. The Panel is charged with identifying systematic, implementable, and compassionate 
reforms to drastically reduce the number of youth detained in both Juvenile Hall and the State 
Division of Juvenile Justice. Miller is a member of the Panel.  
 
Miller has a J.D. from Yale Law School and a B.A. from the University of Pennsylvania. She 
will begin serving as the Chief Probation Officer later this month. 
 


### 







“As we work to reform our juvenile justice system, it’s critical that we have a Chief Juvenile
Probation Officer that is committed to keeping young people out of Juvenile Hall in the first
place, providing rehabilitation with an equity lens for those who are in our custody, and
ensuring youth get the support they need in order to break the cycle of the juvenile justice
system,” said Mayor Breed. “Katy Miller’s experience, skills, and values make her an ideal
leader for the Juvenile Probation Department. I’m looking forward to working with her to
reform our juvenile justice system.”
 
“We are at a critical moment in San Francisco’s juvenile justice system. The historically low
number of young people in our system affords us an unparalleled opportunity—and obligation
—to re-examine our practices and create responses to delinquency grounded in positive youth
development, equity and community well-being,” said Miller. “I’m grateful to Mayor Breed
for entrusting me with the responsibility to lead San Francisco’s Juvenile Probation
Department at this pivotal time. The challenges that confront us are urgent and complex, but
we face them at a moment uniquely rich in hopeful solutions and collective will for change.”
 
Miller is currently the Chief of Programs and Initiatives in the District Attorney’s Office, a
role that she has held since 2014. In that role, she leads policy and program development for
the District Attorney’s juvenile and alternative justice programs and strategies. She oversaw
the development, operation, and evaluation of Make it Right, a restorative justice diversion
program for youths facing felony prosecution, and Young Adult Court, a nationally-
recognized model for 18- to 25-year-olds charged with serious and violent felonies. She has
previously held positions with Attorney General Kamala Harris’ transition team, as Director of
Strategic Planning for Goodwill Industries of San Francisco, and in the Mayor’s Office of
Criminal Justice for both Mayor Willie Brown and Mayor Gavin Newsom.
 
“Katy Miller will make an amazing Chief Probation Officer, and Mayor Breed could not have
selected a better person for the job,” said Denise Coleman, Director of Youth Justice for
Huckleberry Youth Programs, Community Assessment and Resource Center (CARC). “I have
worked with Katy for over twenty years and she consistently serves young people and their
families with integrity, commitment, and passion. I am looking forward to seeing what she
accomplishes in this new role.”
 
Mayor Breed is committed to reforming San Francisco’s juvenile justice system. In April
2019, Mayor Breed announced the formation of the Juvenile Justice Reform Blue Ribbon
Panel, which is focusing on comprehensive and system-wide reform to San Francisco’s
juvenile justice system. The Panel is charged with identifying systematic, implementable, and
compassionate reforms to drastically reduce the number of youth detained in both Juvenile
Hall and the State Division of Juvenile Justice. Miller is a member of the Panel.
 
Miller has a J.D. from Yale Law School and a B.A. from the University of Pennsylvania. She
will begin serving as the Chief Probation Officer later this month.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT);

JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for January 9, 2020
Date: Friday, January 03, 2020 12:30:03 PM
Attachments: 20200109_cal.docx

20200109_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20200109.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Happy New Year! Here we go again…
 
Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for January 9, 2020.
 
Cheers,
 
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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Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, January 9, 2020

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Sue Diamond, 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:                	Sue Diamond, 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.



1a.	2013.0689CUA	(M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714)

2 HENRY ADAMS – located on the west side of Henry Adams Street between Division and Alameda streets, Lots 001 and 005 in Assessor’s Block 3910 (District 10). Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 210.3B to allow the conversion of 49,364 square feet of laboratory use to office use on the fourth and fifth floors of the subject property, located in a PDR-1-D (Production, Distribution & Repair-1-Design) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property is Landmark No. 283, the Dunham, Carrigan, & Hayden Building, designated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. The proposal also includes façade restoration and establishment of a public plaza on the northwest corner of the property. 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 December 5, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to January 30, 2020)



1b.	2013.1593B	(M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714)

2 HENRY ADAMS – located on the west side of Henry Adams Street between Division and Alameda streets, Lots 001 and 005 in Assessor’s Block 3910 (District 10).  Request for an Office Development Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322 to allow the conversion of 49,364 square feet of laboratory use to office use on the fourth and fifth floors of the subject property, located in a PDR-1-D (Production, Distribution & Repair-1-Design) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property is Landmark No. 283, the Dunham, Carrigan, & Hayden Building, designated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. The proposal also includes façade restoration and establishment of a public plaza on the northwest corner of the property. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to January 30, 2020)



2a.	2018-011430CUA	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

1776 GREEN STREET – north side of Green Street between Octavia and Gough Streets, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 0544 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 to permit a two-story vertical addition and a change of use from an automobile repair garage to a residential building containing five new residential units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Conditional Use Authorization request is to exceed the principally permitted dwelling unit density limit for the respective zoning 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 December 5, 2019)

Note: On November 7, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 5, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0. On December 5, 2019, without hearing, continued to January 9, 2020 by a vote of +7 -0.

(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020)



2b.	2018-011430VAR	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

1776 GREEN STREET – north side of Green Street between Octavia and Gough Streets, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 0544 (District 2) – Request for Variances from the front setback and rear yard requirements of Planning Code Sections 132 and 134, respectively, to permit a two-story vertical addition and a change of use from an automobile repair garage to a residential building containing five new residential units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 5, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020)



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



3.	2019-012131CUA	(C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)

1099 DOLORES STREET – west corner of Dolores Street between 23rd and 24th Streets, Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 3648 (District 8) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization, 317 and 303 to demolish a two-story single-family dwelling and construct a new four-story three-family dwelling. The project includes the addition of one vehicle parking space within the existing single car garage and the relocation of the curb cut from 24th Street to Quane Street 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: Approve with Conditions



4.	2019-014257CUA	(E. SAMONSKY: (415) 575-9112)

401 POTRERO AVENUE – southeast corner of the intersection of Potrero Avenue and 17th Street, Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 3974 (District 10) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, 303.1 and 843.46 to establish a Formula Retail use (d.b.a. “Circle K,” a convenience store) in a 1,483 square foot building on the subject property within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 58-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



5.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for December 12, 2019 – Regular 

· Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Closed Session

· Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Regular



6.	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



7.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



9.	2019-022569PCAMAP	(A. MERLONE: (415) 575-9129)

ESTABLISHING TWELVE NAMED NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS [BOARD FILE NO. 191260] – Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments to establish 1) the Inner Balboa Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) generally including the properties along Balboa Street between 2nd and 8th Avenues; 2) the Outer Balboa Street NCD generally including the properties along Balboa Street between 32nd and 39th Avenues; 3) the Bayview NCD generally including the properties along 3rd Street from Yosemite to Jerrold Avenues; 4) the Cortland Avenue NCD generally including the properties along Cortland Avenue between Bonview and Folsom Streets; 5) the Geary Boulevard NCD generally including the properties along Geary Boulevard between Masonic and 28th Avenues; 6) the Mission Bernal NCD generally including the properties along Mission Street between Cesar Chavez and Randall Streets; 7) the San Bruno Avenue NCD generally including the properties along San Bruno Avenue between Hale and Olmstead Streets; 8) the Cole Valley NCD generally including the properties along Cole Street from Frederick to Grattan Streets and some parcels north of Carl Street and south of Parnassus; 9) the Lakeside Village NCD generally including the properties along Ocean Avenue between Junipero Serra Boulevard to 19th Avenue; 10) the Lower Haight Street NCD generally including the properties along Haight Street between Webster and Steiner Streets; 11) the Lower Polk Street NCD generally including non-contiguous properties along Polk Street from Geary Boulevard to Golden Gate Avenue with frontage on Geary Boulevard, Golden Gate Avenue, and other side streets; and 12) the Inner Taraval NCD generally including the properties along Taraval Street from 19th to Forest Side Avenues; amending the Zoning Map to include the new Neighborhood Commercial Districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



10.		(J. BINTLIFF: (415) 575-9170)

SB 330: HOUSING CRISIS ACT OF 2019 – Informational Presentation regarding Senate Bill 330, titled the “Housing Crisis Act of 2019.” The bill took effect January 1, 2020 and declares a statewide housing emergency to be in effect through 2025. During this period: 1) cities are generally prohibited from rezoning actions that would reduce zoned capacity for housing or adopting new design standards that are not objective; 2) housing development projects may file a preliminary application to lock in zoning, design, and fee requirements for the project; 3) some housing developments will be subject to a limit of five public hearings related to approval; 4) local landmark designations may only be made prior to submittal of a development application; 5) housing developments that would demolish any existing housing units would be required to provide replacement units and relocation assistance. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



11.	2019-023145CWP	(L. FISHER: (415) 575-8715)

SUSTAINABLE CITY FRAMEWORK – Informational Presentation on the Sustainable Neighborhoods Framework and application to plans and projects. The Sustainable Neighborhood Framework synthesizes the City's sustainability, climate, and resilience initiatives and requirements and provides a set of tools for community plans, major projects, and other project sponsors to incorporate best practices in planning and design towards the City's sustainability goals.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



12.	2015-004827ENV	(C. KERN: (415) 575-9037)

SFPUC ALAMEDA CREEK RECAPTURE PROJECT – located in Alameda County, within the Sunol Valley on watershed lands owned by the City and County of San Francisco and managed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) – Public Hearing on the recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would recapture water that the SFPUC will release from the Calaveras Reservoir and bypass around the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam when the SFPUC implements instream flow schedules required for future operations of Calaveras Reservoir. Water would be pumped from an existing quarry pit in the Sunol Valley, which collects Alameda Creek water through subsurface seepage, to the SFPUC’s regional distribution system. No construction would occur in Alameda Creek.

NOTE:  Written comments will be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on January 21, 2020.

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment



13a.	2016-013312GPA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for General Plan Amendment pursuant to Planning Code Section 340. The proposed amendment would revise the height and bulk designations for portions of the Project Site as shown on Figure 1 of the Transit Center District Subarea Plan and revise the use designations on Map 1 and Height and Bulk designations on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan. The proposed General Plan Amendment is related to Planning Code text and map amendments to allow the construction of an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts. The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses. The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center. The proposed amendment will be before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve to the Board of Supervisors



13b.	2016-013312PCAMAP	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Matt Haney amending the Planning Code and Zoning Map to revising Map ZN-01 to rezone a portion of the project site from the P (Public) District to the C-3-O (SD) Downtown Office Special Development District and revise Zoning Map HT-01 to reclassify the height and bulk district designations for a portion of the project site from 750-S-2 to 450-S and from 450-S to 750-S-2; waiving certain provisions of the Planning Code to allow the project’s required inclusionary affordable housing units to be provided off-site within the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, subject to certain conditions, and to permit the footprint of the portion of the project site dedicated to dwellings to exceed 15,000 square feet. The proposed amendments will be before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve to the Board of Supervisors



13c.	2016-013312SHD	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for adoption of  Shadow Findings that net new shadow cast upon Union Square Plaza and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground by the Project would not be adverse to their use, pursuant to Section 295. The Project will construct an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts.  The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses. The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings

	

13d.	2016-013312DNX	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 309 with requests for exceptions for setback, street wall, tower separation, and rear yard requirements (Sections 132.1 and 134(d)); dwelling unit exposure (Section 140); reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); off-street freight loading (Sections 152.1 and 161); use requirements in the C-3-O(SD) Commercial Special Use Subdistrict (Section 248); height limits for buildings taller than 550 feet in height in the S-2 bulk district for allowance of non-occupied architectural, screening, and rooftop elements that meet the criteria of Section 260(b)(1)(m); and bulk controls (Sections 270 and 272) as part of a project that includes the construction of an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts.  The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses.  The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center. 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



13e.	2016-013312OFA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Office Development Allocation under the 2019-2020 Annual Office Development Limitation Program pursuant to Sections 320 through 325 that would authorize up to 275,764 gross square feet of general office as part of a project that includes the construction an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts. The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses. The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



13f.	2016-013312CUA	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to permit a hotel use with up to 189 tourist guestrooms as part of a project that includes the construction of an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts.  The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses. The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



14.	2019-020070CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

2100 MARKET STREET – southwest corner of the intersection of Market, Church and 14th Streets, Lot 041 in Assessor’s Block 3542 (District 8) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections  303, 303.1, 703.4 and 764 to establish a Formula Retail Financial Services use (dba “Sterling Bank”) within a vacant 2,999 square foot commercial retail space at the ground floor of an existing seven-story mixed use building within a Upper Market Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Market and Octavia Area Plan, and 60/65-X and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove



15a.	2017-002545ENV	(J. POLING: (415) 575-9072)

2417 GREEN STREET –2,500-square-foot project site on the south side of Green Street between Pierce Street and Scott Street; Lot 028 of Assessor’s Block 0560 – Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed expansion of an existing single-family home. The project would lower building floor plates by approximately two feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. The project site is located in a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration

(Continued from canceled hearing on November 14, 2019)



15b.	2017-002545DRP-03	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised

(Continued from canceled hearing on November 14, 2019)



G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



16.	2018-003023DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

[bookmark: _GoBack]2727 VALLEJO STREET – between Divisadero and Broderick; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 0959 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0214.1303, proposing construction of a rear horizontal expansion on all levels, excavation of the basement and garage level to add habitable space, and other interior renovations to a one-family house within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications



17.	2017-014666DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

743 VERMONT STREET – between 19th and 20th Streets; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 4074 (District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.1027.2504 for construction of a horizontal rear addition to an existing two-story single-family residence within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

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

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

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

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

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

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

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.



Proposition F

Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.
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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:                 Sue Diamond, 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. 


 
1a. 2013.0689CUA (M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714) 


2 HENRY ADAMS – located on the west side of Henry Adams Street between Division and 
Alameda streets, Lots 001 and 005 in Assessor’s Block 3910 (District 10). Request for a 
Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 210.3B to allow 
the conversion of 49,364 square feet of laboratory use to office use on the fourth and fifth 
floors of the subject property, located in a PDR-1-D (Production, Distribution & Repair-1-
Design) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property is Landmark 
No. 283, the Dunham, Carrigan, & Hayden Building, designated under Article 10 of the 
Planning Code. The proposal also includes façade restoration and establishment of a public 
plaza on the northwest corner of the property. 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 December 5, 2019) 
(Proposed for Continuance to January 30, 2020) 
 


1b. 2013.1593B (M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714) 
2 HENRY ADAMS – located on the west side of Henry Adams Street between Division and 
Alameda streets, Lots 001 and 005 in Assessor’s Block 3910 (District 10).  Request for an 
Office Development Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322 to allow 
the conversion of 49,364 square feet of laboratory use to office use on the fourth and fifth 
floors of the subject property, located in a PDR-1-D (Production, Distribution & Repair-1-
Design) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property is Landmark 
No. 283, the Dunham, Carrigan, & Hayden Building, designated under Article 10 of the 
Planning Code. The proposal also includes façade restoration and establishment of a public 
plaza on the northwest corner of the property. This action constitutes the Approval Action 
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Proposed for Continuance to January 30, 2020) 


 
2a. 2018-011430CUA (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


1776 GREEN STREET – north side of Green Street between Octavia and Gough Streets, Lot 
006 in Assessor’s Block 0544 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 to permit a two-story vertical addition 
and a change of use from an automobile repair garage to a residential building containing 
five new residential units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 



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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40-X Height and Bulk District. The Conditional Use Authorization request is to exceed the 
principally permitted dwelling unit density limit for the respective zoning 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 December 5, 2019) 
Note: On November 7, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment; Continued to 
December 5, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0. On December 5, 2019, without hearing, continued to 
January 9, 2020 by a vote of +7 -0. 
(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020) 
 


2b. 2018-011430VAR (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 
1776 GREEN STREET – north side of Green Street between Octavia and Gough Streets, Lot 
006 in Assessor’s Block 0544 (District 2) – Request for Variances from the front setback and 
rear yard requirements of Planning Code Sections 132 and 134, respectively, to permit a 
two-story vertical addition and a change of use from an automobile repair garage to a 
residential building containing five new residential units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on December 5, 2019) 
(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020) 
 


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 


 
3. 2019-012131CUA (C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732) 


1099 DOLORES STREET – west corner of Dolores Street between 23rd and 24th Streets, Lot 
019 in Assessor’s Block 3648 (District 8) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization, 317 and 
303 to demolish a two-story single-family dwelling and construct a new four-story three-
family dwelling. The project includes the addition of one vehicle parking space within the 
existing single car garage and the relocation of the curb cut from 24th Street to Quane Street 
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: Approve with Conditions 
 


4. 2019-014257CUA (E. SAMONSKY: (415) 575-9112) 
401 POTRERO AVENUE – southeast corner of the intersection of Potrero Avenue and 17th 
Street, Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 3974 (District 10) – Request a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, 303.1 and 843.46 to establish a 
Formula Retail use (d.b.a. “Circle K,” a convenience store) in a 1,483 square foot building on 
the subject property within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 58-X Height and 
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-012131CUA.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/2019-014257CUA.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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C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


5. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for December 12, 2019 – Regular  
• Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Closed Session 
• Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Regular 


 
6. 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 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect 
to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is 
reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three 
minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may 
be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the 
project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
9. 2019-022569PCAMAP (A. MERLONE: (415) 575-9129) 


ESTABLISHING TWELVE NAMED NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS [BOARD FILE NO. 
191260] – Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments to establish 1) the Inner Balboa 
Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) generally including the properties along 
Balboa Street between 2nd and 8th Avenues; 2) the Outer Balboa Street NCD generally 
including the properties along Balboa Street between 32nd and 39th Avenues; 3) the Bayview 
NCD generally including the properties along 3rd Street from Yosemite to Jerrold Avenues; 
4) the Cortland Avenue NCD generally including the properties along Cortland Avenue 
between Bonview and Folsom Streets; 5) the Geary Boulevard NCD generally including the 
properties along Geary Boulevard between Masonic and 28th Avenues; 6) the Mission Bernal 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191212_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191219_closedsession_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20191219_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-022569PCAMAP.pdf
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NCD generally including the properties along Mission Street between Cesar Chavez and 
Randall Streets; 7) the San Bruno Avenue NCD generally including the properties along San 
Bruno Avenue between Hale and Olmstead Streets; 8) the Cole Valley NCD generally 
including the properties along Cole Street from Frederick to Grattan Streets and some 
parcels north of Carl Street and south of Parnassus; 9) the Lakeside Village NCD generally 
including the properties along Ocean Avenue between Junipero Serra Boulevard to 19th 
Avenue; 10) the Lower Haight Street NCD generally including the properties along Haight 
Street between Webster and Steiner Streets; 11) the Lower Polk Street NCD generally 
including non-contiguous properties along Polk Street from Geary Boulevard to Golden Gate 
Avenue with frontage on Geary Boulevard, Golden Gate Avenue, and other side streets; and 
12) the Inner Taraval NCD generally including the properties along Taraval Street from 19th 
to Forest Side Avenues; amending the Zoning Map to include the new Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
10.  (J. BINTLIFF: (415) 575-9170) 


SB 330: HOUSING CRISIS ACT OF 2019 – Informational Presentation regarding Senate Bill 
330, titled the “Housing Crisis Act of 2019.” The bill took effect January 1, 2020 and declares 
a statewide housing emergency to be in effect through 2025. During this period: 1) cities are 
generally prohibited from rezoning actions that would reduce zoned capacity for housing or 
adopting new design standards that are not objective; 2) housing development projects 
may file a preliminary application to lock in zoning, design, and fee requirements for the 
project; 3) some housing developments will be subject to a limit of five public hearings 
related to approval; 4) local landmark designations may only be made prior to submittal of 
a development application; 5) housing developments that would demolish any existing 
housing units would be required to provide replacement units and relocation assistance.  
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 


11. 2019-023145CWP (L. FISHER: (415) 575-8715) 
SUSTAINABLE CITY FRAMEWORK – Informational Presentation on the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Framework and application to plans and projects. The Sustainable 
Neighborhood Framework synthesizes the City's sustainability, climate, and resilience 
initiatives and requirements and provides a set of tools for community plans, major projects, 
and other project sponsors to incorporate best practices in planning and design towards the 
City's sustainability goals. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  
 


12. 2015-004827ENV (C. KERN: (415) 575-9037) 
SFPUC ALAMEDA CREEK RECAPTURE PROJECT – located in Alameda County, within the Sunol 
Valley on watershed lands owned by the City and County of San Francisco and managed by 
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) – Public Hearing on the recirculated 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would recapture water that the 
SFPUC will release from the Calaveras Reservoir and bypass around the Alameda Creek 
Diversion Dam when the SFPUC implements instream flow schedules required for future 
operations of Calaveras Reservoir. Water would be pumped from an existing quarry pit in 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/SB%20330_010220.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-023145CWP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-004827ENV_Draft%20REIR.pdf
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the Sunol Valley, which collects Alameda Creek water through subsurface seepage, to the 
SFPUC’s regional distribution system. No construction would occur in Alameda Creek. 
NOTE:  Written comments will be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on 
January 21, 2020. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment 
 


13a. 2016-013312GPA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the 
north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 
136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for General Plan Amendment pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 340. The proposed amendment would revise the height and bulk designations for 
portions of the Project Site as shown on Figure 1 of the Transit Center District Subarea Plan 
and revise the use designations on Map 1 and Height and Bulk designations on Map 5 of the 
Downtown Area Plan. The proposed General Plan Amendment is related to Planning Code 
text and map amendments to allow the construction of an approximately 957,000 gross 
square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, 
mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning 
District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts. The Project would include 165 
dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 
9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 
1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would 
accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office 
uses. The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to 
Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center. The proposed 
amendment will be before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, 
or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve to the Board of Supervisors 
 


13b. 2016-013312PCAMAP (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the 
north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 
136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments. 
Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Matt Haney amending the Planning Code and Zoning 
Map to revising Map ZN-01 to rezone a portion of the project site from the P (Public) District 
to the C-3-O (SD) Downtown Office Special Development District and revise Zoning Map HT-
01 to reclassify the height and bulk district designations for a portion of the project site from 
750-S-2 to 450-S and from 450-S to 750-S-2; waiving certain provisions of the Planning Code 
to allow the project’s required inclusionary affordable housing units to be provided off-site 
within the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, subject to certain conditions, and to 
permit the footprint of the portion of the project site dedicated to dwellings to exceed 
15,000 square feet. The proposed amendments will be before the Commission so that it may 
recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve to the Board of Supervisors 


 
13c. 2016-013312SHD (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the 
north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 
136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for adoption of  Shadow Findings that net new shadow 
cast upon Union Square Plaza and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground by the Project would 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013312DNXCUAOFAVARSHDPCAMAPGPA_DRAFT.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013312DNXCUAOFAVARSHDPCAMAPGPA_DRAFT.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013312DNXCUAOFAVARSHDPCAMAPGPA_DRAFT.pdf
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not be adverse to their use, pursuant to Section 295. The Project will construct an 
approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop 
mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office 
(Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts.  The 
Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use 
floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet 
of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels 
that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, 
hotel, and office uses. The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public 
access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 
  


13d. 2016-013312DNX (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the 
north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 
136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 309 with requests for exceptions for setback, street wall, tower 
separation, and rear yard requirements (Sections 132.1 and 134(d)); dwelling unit exposure 
(Section 140); reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); off-
street freight loading (Sections 152.1 and 161); use requirements in the C-3-O(SD) 
Commercial Special Use Subdistrict (Section 248); height limits for buildings taller than 550 
feet in height in the S-2 bulk district for allowance of non-occupied architectural, screening, 
and rooftop elements that meet the criteria of Section 260(b)(1)(m); and bulk controls 
(Sections 270 and 272) as part of a project that includes the construction of an 
approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop 
mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office 
(Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and Bulk Districts.  The 
Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use 
floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 20,000 square feet 
of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and four below-grade levels 
that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking spaces provided for the residential, 
hotel, and office uses.  The Project also would construct a pedestrian bridge providing public 
access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the Transbay Transit Center. 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 


 
13e. 2016-013312OFA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the 
north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 
136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Office Development Allocation under the 2019-2020 
Annual Office Development Limitation Program pursuant to Sections 320 through 325 that 
would authorize up to 275,764 gross square feet of general office as part of a project that 
includes the construction an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 750-foot tall (800 
feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower within a C-3-O(SD) 
Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 450-S Height and 
Bulk Districts. The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel rooms, 275,674 
square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail space, 
approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle parking 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013312DNXCUAOFAVARSHDPCAMAPGPA_DRAFT.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013312DNXCUAOFAVARSHDPCAMAPGPA_DRAFT.pdf





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, January 9, 2020 


 


Notice of Hearing & Agenda        Page 9 of 13 
 


spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle parking 
spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses. The Project also would construct 
a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof of the 
Transbay Transit Center. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
13f. 2016-013312CUA (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


542-550 HOWARD STREET (“TRANSBAY PARCEL F”) MIXED-USE PROJECT – located on the 
north side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets; Assessor’s Block 3721, Lots 016,135, 
136, and 138 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to permit a hotel use with up to 189 tourist guestrooms as part 
of a project that includes the construction of an approximately 957,000 gross square foot, 
750-foot tall (800 feet inclusive of rooftop mechanical features), 61-story, mixed-use tower 
within a C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 750-S2 and 
450-S Height and Bulk Districts.  The Project would include 165 dwelling units, 189 hotel 
rooms, 275,674 square feet of office use floor area, approximately 9,000 square feet of retail 
space, approximately 20,000 square feet of open space, 178 Class 1 and 34 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, and four below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 183 vehicle 
parking spaces provided for the residential, hotel, and office uses. The Project also would 
construct a pedestrian bridge providing public access to Salesforce Park located on the roof 
of the Transbay Transit Center. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
14. 2019-020070CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


2100 MARKET STREET – southwest corner of the intersection of Market, Church and 14th 
Streets, Lot 041 in Assessor’s Block 3542 (District 8) – Request a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections  303, 303.1, 703.4 and 764 to establish a 
Formula Retail Financial Services use (dba “Sterling Bank”) within a vacant 2,999 square foot 
commercial retail space at the ground floor of an existing seven-story mixed use building 
within a Upper Market Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Market and Octavia Area 
Plan, and 60/65-X and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove 
 


15a. 2017-002545ENV (J. POLING: (415) 575-9072) 
2417 GREEN STREET –2,500-square-foot project site on the south side of Green Street 
between Pierce Street and Scott Street; Lot 028 of Assessor’s Block 0560 – Appeal of 
Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed expansion of an existing single-family 
home. The project would lower building floor plates by approximately two feet, construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions above a portion of the existing building. The floor area would increase from 
approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A one-bedroom 
accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, 
façade alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 
The project site is located in a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Use District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District.  



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013312DNXCUAOFAVARSHDPCAMAPGPA_DRAFT.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-020070CUA.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/2017-002545ENV%20appeal.pdf
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Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(Continued from canceled hearing on November 14, 2019) 


 
15b. 2017-002545DRP-03 (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 
in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal 
rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the 
existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase 
from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include 
a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the 
first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken 
terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of the 
existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1 (Residential, 
House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised 
(Continued from canceled hearing on November 14, 2019) 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
16. 2018-003023DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


2727 VALLEJO STREET – between Divisadero and Broderick; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 0959 
(District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2018.0214.1303, proposing construction of a rear horizontal expansion on all levels, 
excavation of the basement and garage level to add habitable space, and other interior 
renovations to a one-family house within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning 
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications 


 
17. 2017-014666DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


743 VERMONT STREET – between 19th and 20th Streets; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 4074 
(District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2017.1027.2504 for construction of a horizontal rear addition to an existing two-story single-
family residence within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-002545DRP-03c1.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/2018-003023DRP-02.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/2017-014666DRP.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. 


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. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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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.  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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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. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
 


 



http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447



		F. REGULAR CALENDAR

		G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

		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 ringin...




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.



				January 9, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2013.1593BCUA		2 Henry Adams				fr: 12/5		Giacomucci

						office use in a landmark building in PDR-1-D		to: 1/30

		2018-011430CUAVAR		1776 Green St				fr: 11/7; 12/5		May

						TBD		to: 2/13

		2019-022569PCAMAP		Twelve Named Neighborhood Commercial Districts						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2009-2623CWP		Sustainable City Framework 						Fisher

						Informational

		2015-004827ENV		SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project						Kern

						DEIR

		2016-013312CUADNXMAP		542-550 Howard Street (“Parcel F”)						Foster

		OFAPCAVAR				Project Adoption 

		2019-020070CUA  		2100 Market Street						Horn

						Formula Retail

		2019-014257CUA		401 Potrero Ave						Samonsky

						Formula Retail

		2019-012131CUA		1099 Dolores Street						Campbell

						CUA Demolition New Construction

		2017-002545ENVAPL		2417 Green St 				fr: 9/19; 11/14		Poling

						PMND Appeal

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2017-014666DRP		743 Vermont Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-003023DRP-02		2727 VALLEJO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 16, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-020940PCA		Residential Occupancy- Intermediate Length Occupancy						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2020-000052PCA 		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval 						Bintliff

						Initiation

				Office of Cannabis						Christensen

						Informational

		1996.0016CWP		COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2018						Ken

						Informational

		2016-006860IKA		65 Ocean Av				fr: 10/24; 12/12		Flores

						In-Kind Agreement

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St						Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use

		2019-001694CUA		1500 Mission Street				fr: 10/3; 11/14		Weissglass

						Massage establishment in Equinox Gym

		2017-005154CUASHD		1300 Columbus Avenue				fr: 12/19		Fahey

						4-story addition of 174 rooms and ground floor retail to an existing 4-story, 342 room hotel

		2018-002124CUA 		54 4th St 				fr: 12/19		Alexander

						conversion of residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel 

		2009.0159XCUAVAR		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

						extension in the conditions of approval

		2019-001455CUA		1750 Wawona Street						Campbell

						CUA Tantamount to Demolition During Construction

		2017-012887DRPVAR		265 OAK ST				fr: 12/5		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-010941DRP		2028 LEAVENWORTH ST				fr: 12/19		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-005400DRP		166 PARKER AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 23, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-016849CND		1630 Clay Street				CONSENT		Fahey

						Condo Conversion Subdivision of a 6-unit building

		2019-017311CND		901 Union Street				CONSENT		Fahey

						Condo Conversion Subdivision of a 6-unit building

		2019-017957PCA		Geary-Masonic Special Use District				fr: 12/12		Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Informational

		2019-016568CUA		2255 Judah Street				fr: 12/19		Horn

						Formula Retail

		2017-011214CUA		9 Apollo Street 						Kwiatkawska

						CUA to remove a UDU

		2019-006042CUA		1560 Wallace St						Liang

						Subdivision of a parcel greater than 10,000 sf into two parcels 

		2015-004109CUA-02 		333 12th Street 						Jardines

						change of use from a previously approved residential project to student housing

		2019-015062CUA		500 Laguna St						Hicks

						change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-016523CUA		313 Ivy St						Hicks

						change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-005361DRM		49 Kearny St						Hicks

						change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-000650DRP-02		617 SANCHEZ ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002825DRP		780 KANSAS ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-003900DRP		1526 MASONIC AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 30, 2020

		Case No.		Johnson - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-004211CUA		3829 24th Street 						Fahey

						Limited Restaurant with Retail Sales 

		2012.1384		1 Vassar 						Sucre

						C. SoMa Key Site Informational

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

		2013.1593BCUA		2 Henry Adams				fr: 12/5; 1/9		Giacomucci

						office use in a landmark building in PDR-1-D

		2018-011904CUA		1420 Taraval St				fr: 12/12		Hoagland

						Demo SFD & construct 3 du mixed use building

		2019-013168CUA		153 Kearny Street						Updegrave

						CUA to convert existing vacant retail and retail storage to office below grade

		2019-017082CUA		1610 Post Street 						Wilborn

						CUA to for Massage Establishment

		2018-015058CUA  		2555 Diamond Street						Hoagland

						Demo SFR and construct new SFR

		2019-006316CUA		645 Irving Street						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Yi Fang Taiwan Fruit Tea) 

		2018-010655DRP-03		2169 26TH AVE				fr: 12/19		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2014.0243DRP-02		3927-3931 19TH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-014127DRP		2643 31ST AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013041DRP		41 KRONQUIST CT						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 6, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-016911CUA		855 Brannan St				CONSENT		Liang

						Formula Retail  (d.b.a  StretchLab)

				Market Octavia Plan Amendment						Langlois

						Initiation

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Initiation

		2018-011717CUA 		1369 Sanchez Street				fr: 10/24; 12/19		Cisneros

						Demo per PC Section 317

		2019-006446CUA		428 27th St						Pantoja

						removal of a UDU at an existing formerly SFH

		2019-014039CUA		1735 Polk Street						Hicks

						Change of use to cannabis retail

		2018-013139CUA		271 Granada Avenue						Campbell

						CUA Demolition New Construction

		2019-014893DRP-02		152 GEARY ST						Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-014211DRP		667 MISSISSIPPI ST						Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011022DRP		2651 OCTAVIA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011031DRP-03		219-223 MISSOURI ST				fr: 11/14		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 13, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Adoption

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Initiation

		2018-011430CUAVAR		1776 Green St				fr: 11/7; 12/5; 1/9		May

						TBD

		2017-002545ENVAPL		2417 Green St 				fr: 9/19; 11/14; 1/9		Poling

						PMND Appeal

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14; 1/9		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2019-014251DRP-02		2001 CHESTNUT ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010281DRP		236 EL CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007012DRP		134 HEARST AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 20, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000503DRP-03		2452 GREEN ST				fr: 12/12		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: Indefinite

		2012.1384VARENX		400 2nd Street/One Vassar 						Jardines

		OFACUA				Demolition of (E) new hotel and construct two new buildings (residential and office)

		2019-000013CUA		552-554 Hill Street						Campbell

						Legalization of Dwelling Unit Merger & Relocation

		2018-001088CUA		4211 26th St						Pantoja

						demolition of a UDU and SFH and the construction of a new SFH with an ADU

		2018-012611DRP-03		2101-2103 VALLEJO ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007763DRP-05		66 MOUNTAIN SPRING AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 27, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St						Poling

						Certification

		2017-003559PRJ		3700 California St						May

						Project Approvals

		2007.0168CUA-02		Hunters View Design for Development Agreement						Durandet

						ten year entitlement extension and Minor Modifications 

		2017-002964CUA		1714 Grant Avenue						Updegrave

						CUA to allow the addition of a garage; addition to existing single-family residence 

		2018-014949DRP		4428 23rd STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010670DRP		421 WALNUT Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 5, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-013012DRP-02		621 11TH AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-007931DRP-02		2630 DIVISADERO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009964DRP		526 LOMBARD 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 12, 2020 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Adoption

		2016-016100ENV		SFPUC’s Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project						Johnston

						DEIR

				March 12, 2020

		Case No.		Diamond - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

				Market Octavia Plan Amendment						Langlois

						Adoption

		2018-011441CUAVAR 		1846 Grove Street				fr: 11/7; 12/12		Dito

						new construction of five dwelling units 

		2018-013511DRP		350 LIBERTY ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-015039DRP		350-352 SAN JOSE AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 19, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-002243DRP		439 HILL ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-005918DRP-02		254 ROOSEVELT WAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 26, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 2, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-008661ENXOFA		701 Harrison Street 						Jardines

						seven-story, mixed-use office building with 8,407 sf of Retail and 49,801 sf of Office Space

		2018-013422DRP		 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-017309DRP		 2447 FRANCISCO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2015-014170DRP		804 22ND ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 9, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 16, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 23, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 30, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						Certification

				May 7, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				May 14, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20609

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0676

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



December 19, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







December 19, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-010941DRP

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-010941VAR

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-005154CUA

		1300 Columbus Avenue

		Fahey

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-016568CUA

		2255 Judah Street

		Horn

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2009.0885B

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Teague

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20603

		2019-013953CUA

		196 States Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 5, 2019 – Closed Session

		

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 5, 2019 – Regular

		

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20604

		2019-022159CWP

		Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

		Small

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014-000362ENVGPA

PCAMAPDNXSHD

		1500 Mission Street

		Alexander

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 6, 2020 with direction to include an ADU.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20605

		2018-012392CUA

		37 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20606

		2017-000140CUA

		2299 Market Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20607

		2019-001995CUA

		1 Front Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions as amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20608

		2019-006086CUA

		40 12th Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Richards absent)



		DRA-0674

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Did Not Take DR; approved as proposed, including a finding recognizing the Sponsor’s voluntary gift (250k) to the City.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Melgar against; Richards absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		ZA closed the PH and took the matter under advisement

		



		DRA-0675

		2018-011578DRP

		2898 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-010655DRP-03

		2169 26th Avenue

		Winslow

		Without hearing; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)







December 12, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-017957PCA

		Geary-Masonic Special Use District [BF191002]

		Flores

		Continued to January 23, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-012442DRP

		436 Tehama Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-014764CND

		2101-2109 Ellis Street

		Wilborn

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-000503DRP-03

		2452 Green Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013697DRP

		3500 Jackson Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20592

		2019-012018CUA

		251 Clement Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		2020 Hearing Schedule

		Ionin

		Adopted as amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20593

		2019-013522PCA

		Code Clean-Up 2019 [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Approved as amended by Staff and T.Radulovich

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-003164CWP

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-013506GEN

		Water Supply

		Kern

		None - Informational

		



		M-20594

		2016-012773CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20595

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20596

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Moore, Melgar against; Richards absent)



		M-20597

		2005.0759ENX

		725 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended and read into the record by Dir. Rahaim

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20598

		2005.0759OFA

		725 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2005.0759VAR

		725 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Asst. ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20599

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Liang

		Asst. ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Asst. ZA, after hearing and closing PC; Continued to March 12, 2020

		



		M-20600

		2018-015446CUA

		740 Clayton Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions as amended limiting the number of units to four with the option of providing an ADU and Com. Moore’s design comments for unit No. 1.

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		

		2018-015446VAR

		740 Clayton Street

		Dito

		Asst. ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Deny

		



		

		2018-011904CUA

		1420 Taraval Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20601

		2019-015307CUA

		2222 Bush Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20602

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







December 10, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







December 9, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







December 5, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







December 5, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.0689CUA

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1593B

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-012887DRP

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Continued to January 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to January 9, 2020

		



		M-20583

		2019-006951CUA

		1401 19th Avenue

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 21, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 21, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Corrected

		+7 -0



		R-20584

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units [Board File No. 190757]

		Merlone

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20585

		2018-017235CWP

		Retained Elements Special Topic Design Guidelines

		Small

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022159CWP

		Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

		Small

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20586

		2016-013312GPA

		542-550 Howard Street (Transbay Parcel F) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after January 9, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20587

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		After a motion to continue failed +3 -3(Diamond, Fung, Koppel against); Approved with Conditions, including to continue working with Staff on the design.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson absent)



		M-20588

		2018-014774CUA

		360 Spear Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: DPH must review all BPA’s for each tenant for local, state and federal regulations prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Fung against; Johnson absent)



		M-20589

		2019-004451CUA

		2075 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended, eliminating Condition No. 11.

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Johnson absent)



		

		2016-012773CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Fahey

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 12, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20590

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Vimr

		After a motion to approve conversions on the third, fourth and fifth floors with conditions failed +2 -4 (Diamond, Fung, Moore, Melgar against); Approved with Staff recommendation and Conditions

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Johnson absent)



		M-20591

		2018-007267OFA

		865 Market Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-0673

		2019-013201DRP

		500 Jones Street

		Christensen

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Johnson absent)



		

		2019-013559DRP-02

		2517 Pacific Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







November 21, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to conduct Closed Session

		+4 -0 (Moore, Fung, Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Reported that they narrowed the list of candidates and will begin scheduling interviews; and adopted a motion to not disclose

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)







November 21, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units [Board File No. 190757]

		Merlone

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2009.0885B

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Teague

		Continued to December 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2018-007725DRP

		244 Douglass Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-007725VAR

		244 Douglass Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to the December 5, 2019 Variance Agenda

		



		

		2018-012392CUA

		37 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to December 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2018-016284DRP

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20562

		2019-015128CUA

		333 Dolores Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20566

		2019-014224CUA

		279 Columbus Avenue

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20567

		2019-012281CUA

		350 Pacific Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20568

		2019-016419CND

		3234 Washington Street

		Dito

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 7, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 14, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		R-20569

		2016-003351CWP

		Racial and Social Equity Action Plan

		Flores

		Adopted Phase 1

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		R-20570

		2019-017962PCA

		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program

		Merlone

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		

		Plan Bay Area

		Switzky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Design Guidelines

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		R-20571

		2018-003800CWP

		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines

		Francis

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20572

		2008.0586E

		Multiple Properties Owned or Leased by The Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Adopted CEQA Findings

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		R-20573

		2019-012970PCADVA

		Multiple Properties Owned or Leased by The Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20574

		2019-012970CUA

		Multiple Properties Owned or Leased by The Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20575

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff, including:

1. Make the top more pronounced;

2. No more than two furnished units may be rented at any one time;

3. All units to hold a minimum six-month lease;

4. No corporate tenants, with exception to non-profit corporations; and

5. If pending Peskin legislation passes, it would supersede these conditions.

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20576

		2018-012642CUA

		552-554 Capp Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Fung, Richards absent)



		M-20577

		2019-004849CUA

		2406 Bush Street

		Ajello

		Disapproved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20578

		2008.0023CUA

		461 29th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to continue working with staff on:

1. Eliminating the fourth floor;

2. Extending the lightwell to grade; 

3. Reducing the parking to one space; and

4. Providing bicycle parking.

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Moore, Fung, absent)



		M-20579

		2018-009157CUA

		2175 Hayes Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Fung, Richards absent)



		M-20580

		2019-000745CUA

		1100 Thomas Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2019-000745VAR

		1100 Thomas Street

		Christensen

		Asst. ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20581

		2019-001143CUA

		1465 Donner Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20582

		2019-005500CUA

		2934 Cesar Chavez Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		DRA-0672

		2018-003910DRP

		3252 19th Street

		Sucre

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+4 -1 (Richard against; Moore, Fung absent)







November 14, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Fung absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a motion not to disclose

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Fung absent)







November 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-002545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Without hearing, continued to January 9, 2020

		



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Without hearing, continued to January 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		Without hearing, continued to January 16, 2020

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to February 6, 2020

		



		

		2018-011962DRP

		869 Alvarado Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued indefinitely 

		



		

		2017-004110CUA-02

		2867 San Bruno Avenue

		Durandet

		Without hearing, continued indefinitely

		



		

		2019-012281CUA

		350 Pacific Avenue

		Weissglass

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2019-016419CND

		3234 Washington Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Without hearing, continued to December 12, 2019

		



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Without hearing, continued to December 12, 2019

		



		

		2018-012642CUA

		552-554 Capp Street

		Liang

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2017-000140CUA

		2299 Market Street

		Campbell

		Without hearing, continued to December 19, 2019

		



		

		2018-016284DRP

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2018-003910DRP

		3252 19th Street

		Sucre

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		







November 7, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-012970PRJ

		Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2008.0023CUA

		461 29th Street

		Hicks

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units [Board File No. 190757]

		Merlone

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-007267OFA

		865 Market Street

		Vimr

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Continued to December 12, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Asst. ZA Continued to December 12, 2019

		



		

		2019-013506GEN

		Water Supply

		Kern

		Continued to December 12, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-003910DRP

		3252 19th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+3 -2 (Fung, Koppel against; Melgar recused)



		M-20557

		2019-004664CUA

		57 Wentworth Street

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 17, 2019 – Joint with Rec and Park

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 17, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 24, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Corrected

		+6 -0



		

		

		Planning Director Search

		

		Endorsed the Process and tentatively scheduled Closed Sessions on November 14, 2019, November 21, 2019, December 5, 2019, and December 9, 10 or 11, 2019.

		+6 -0



		M-20558

		2018-009548CUA

		427 Baden Street

		Pantoja

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended to include: eliminate the connecting door and at no point may the adjoining properties be re-connected.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20559

		2019-013522PCA

		Code Clean-Up 2019

		Flores

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after December 12, 2019

		+4 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		M-20560

		2015-006825CUA

		367 Hamilton Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: 

1. Provide separate entries;

2. Reduce the deck; and

3. Improve access to light and livability to the lower unit.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20561

		2018-000468AHB

		3945 Judah Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: 

1. Provide a car-share space; and

2. Two commercial units of approximately 700 square feet each.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 5, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Asst. ZA Continued to December 5, 2019

		



		M-20563

		2018-001485CUA

		3360 Sacramento Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20564

		2017-013155CUA

		230 Kirkham Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a tenant and tenancy finding.

		+6 -0



		M-20565

		2019-002758CUA

		3501 Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0671

		2018-015288DRP

		1130 Potrero Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved the BPA with conditions:

1. Provide an ADU (at least 750 square feet);

2. Expand the lightwell; and

3. Extend the roof deck wall.

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Johnson absent)







October 24, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2009.0885B

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Teague

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-012392CUA

		37 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-001568CUA

		101 Bayshore Boulevard

		Liang

		Withdrawn

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-013506GEN

		Water Supply

		Kern

		Continued to November 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-012773CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Tran

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Vimr

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 19, 2019

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Melgar absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to December 19, 2019

		



		M-20549

		2018-013158CUA

		2956 24th Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 10, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20550

		2016-006860ENV

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Li

		Upheld PMND

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20551

		2016-006860AHB

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent)



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 12, 2019

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent)



		

		2018-010555CUA

		2412 Clay Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued Indefinitely

		+3 -1 (Koppel against; Melgar, Johnson absent)



		R-20553

		2019-017266PCA

		Extension of Temporary Cannabis Permits [BF 190842]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20552

		2007.0946CWP-03

		Candlestick Point Design for Development Amendments

		Snyder

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Approve with Conditions failed +2 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Melgar, Johnson absent); Continued to December 19, 2019.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20554

		2006.0660B

		100 California Street

		Teague

		Revoked Office Allocation

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20555

		2012.0605B

		300 California Street

		Teague

		Revoked Office Allocation

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20556

		1998.714B

		350 Rhode Island Street

		Teague

		Revoked Office Allocation

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0670

		2019-012253DRP

		463 Castro Street

		Washington

		A motion to Take DR failed; BPA Approved

		+3 -1 (Fung against; Melgar, Johnson absent)



		

		2014.1063DNX

		633 Folsom Street

		Tran

		None - Informational

		







October 17, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		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)



		R-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)







image1.jpeg





From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED RELEASES UPDATE TO FIVE-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN FOR

THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:21:01 AM
Attachments: 01.03.20 Five-Year Financial Plan Update.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: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:04 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED RELEASES UPDATE TO FIVE-YEAR
FINANCIAL PLAN FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 3, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED RELEASES UPDATE TO

FIVE‑YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF SAN FRANCISCO

With revenue projected to grow at a slowing rate, steps must be taken to address structural
deficits in future years

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the release of San
Francisco’s Joint Report Update to the Five-Year Financial Plan for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2020-
21 through 2023-24. The Joint Report, released by the offices of the Mayor, the Controller,
and the Board of Supervisors’ Budget and Legislative Analyst, projects that while the City
will experience continued growth in tax revenues over the next four years, the cost of City
services will outpace growth in tax revenues, resulting in ongoing structural deficits.
 
The projected deficit for the upcoming FY 2020-21 and FY 2021-22 budget represents a
meaningfully higher deficit than the City has faced in the last two budget cycles. If the City
does not take corrective action, the projected gap between revenues and expenditures will
increase from a deficit of $195 million in FY 2020-21 to approximately $630 million by FY
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, January 3, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED RELEASES UPDATE TO 


FIVE-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO 


With revenue projected to grow at a slowing rate, steps must be taken to address structural 
deficits in future years 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the release of San Francisco’s 
Joint Report Update to the Five-Year Financial Plan for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2020-21 through 
2023-24. The Joint Report, released by the offices of the Mayor, the Controller, and the Board of 
Supervisors’ Budget and Legislative Analyst, projects that while the City will experience 
continued growth in tax revenues over the next four years, the cost of City services will outpace 
growth in tax revenues, resulting in ongoing structural deficits. 
 
The projected deficit for the upcoming FY 2020-21 and FY 2021-22 budget represents a 
meaningfully higher deficit than the City has faced in the last two budget cycles. If the City does 
not take corrective action, the projected gap between revenues and expenditures will increase 
from a deficit of $195 million in FY 2020-21 to approximately $630 million by FY 2023-24. The 
City’s budget deficit for the upcoming two fiscal years, FY 2020-21 and FY 2021-22, is 
projected to be approximately $420 million.  
 
“In order to provide the services that our residents depend on every day, we have to make 
fiscally responsible decisions for our City, and sometimes that means making tough trade-offs,” 
said Mayor Breed. “We need to be disciplined in our spending to ensure that what we spend 
doesn’t exceed what we bring in. We also have a crisis on our streets, so I’ve made it clear to 
Departments that we need to reprioritize existing funding to help people who are homeless and 
those who are suffering from mental illness and substance use disorder.” 
 
The Joint Report Update projects that revenues will grow each year, but that they are not 
growing fast enough to keep pace with the projected increase in expenditures. As a result, a gap 
between revenue and expenditures will remain despite continued, but slowing, economic growth. 
Slowing growth is consistent with recent financial results, regional housing and infrastructure 
constraints, and the risk posed by the length of the current economic expansion. At 125 months, 
the 2008-2019 economic expansion is the longest in modern US history. Although the 
projections do not assume nor predict a recession, the persistent gap between revenue and 
expenditures would only be exacerbated in the event of the next economic slowdown or 
recession. 
 



http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=2785
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The Five-Year Financial Plan projects that available General Fund revenue sources will increase 
by $424 million, or 6.9%, over the next four years. In comparison, total expenditures are 
projected to grow by $1.1 billion, or 17.1%, over the same time period, including: $408 million 
in employee salary, pension, and benefit cost growth; $315 million in citywide operating cost 
increases; $163 million in baseline and reserve growth; and $169 million in other departmental 
operating cost increases.  
 
The Mayor must submit a balanced two-year budget to the Board of Supervisors by June 1, 2020. 
Over the course of the next six months, the Mayor will work with City departments, the Board of 
Supervisors, and other partners to bring costs and revenues into alignment in order to balance the 
projected deficit for FY 2020-21 and FY 2021-22. 
 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.6(b) requires that by March 1 of each even-
numbered year, the Mayor, Controller’s Office, and the Board of Supervisors’ Budget and 
Legislative Analyst submit an updated estimated summary budget for the remaining four years of 
the City’s Five-Year Financial Plan. The next full update of the City’s Five-Year Financial Plan 
will be submitted in December 2020. 
 


### 







2023-24. The City’s budget deficit for the upcoming two fiscal years, FY 2020-21 and FY
2021-22, is projected to be approximately $420 million.
 
“In order to provide the services that our residents depend on every day, we have to make
fiscally responsible decisions for our City, and sometimes that means making tough trade-
offs,” said Mayor Breed. “We need to be disciplined in our spending to ensure that what we
spend doesn’t exceed what we bring in. We also have a crisis on our streets, so I’ve made it
clear to Departments that we need to reprioritize existing funding to help people who are
homeless and those who are suffering from mental illness and substance use disorder.”
 
The Joint Report Update projects that revenues will grow each year, but that they are not
growing fast enough to keep pace with the projected increase in expenditures. As a result, a
gap between revenue and expenditures will remain despite continued, but slowing, economic
growth. Slowing growth is consistent with recent financial results, regional housing and
infrastructure constraints, and the risk posed by the length of the current economic expansion.
At 125 months, the 2008-2019 economic expansion is the longest in modern US history.
Although the projections do not assume nor predict a recession, the persistent gap between
revenue and expenditures would only be exacerbated in the event of the next economic
slowdown or recession.
 
The Five-Year Financial Plan projects that available General Fund revenue sources will
increase by $424 million, or 6.9%, over the next four years. In comparison, total expenditures
are projected to grow by $1.1 billion, or 17.1%, over the same time period, including: $408
million in employee salary, pension, and benefit cost growth; $315 million in citywide
operating cost increases; $163 million in baseline and reserve growth; and $169 million in
other departmental operating cost increases.
 
The Mayor must submit a balanced two-year budget to the Board of Supervisors by June 1,
2020. Over the course of the next six months, the Mayor will work with City departments, the
Board of Supervisors, and other partners to bring costs and revenues into alignment in order to
balance the projected deficit for FY 2020-21 and FY 2021-22.
 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.6(b) requires that by March 1 of each even-
numbered year, the Mayor, Controller’s Office, and the Board of Supervisors’ Budget and
Legislative Analyst submit an updated estimated summary budget for the remaining four years
of the City’s Five-Year Financial Plan. The next full update of the City’s Five-Year Financial
Plan will be submitted in December 2020.
 

###



 
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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter in Support of Mr C’s
Date: Friday, January 03, 2020 10:38:37 AM

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

From: Chris Callaway <chris1callaway@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 10:27 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Letter in Support of Mr C’s
 

 

 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Lan Ritzye Paje <lan@paje.io>
Date: Thu, Jan 2, 2020 at 7:53 PM
Subject: Letter in Support of Mr C’s
To: <chris1callaway@gmail.com>
 

Hi,
 
I’m a resident of 468 Fell St in the Hayes Valley neighborhood right next to the proposed Mr C’s
cannabis dispensary at 500 Laguna St. I walk by this store every single day and it is really unfortunate
to have it sit idle and empty next to a bustling Urban Ritual and Il Borgo restaurant. I recently saw
the Notice of Public Hearing and wanted to express my strong support of this development. Let me
know if there is anything else I can do to help!
 
Thanks,
Lan Paje
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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: Transit Center District Plan Energy Policy 6.6 - Will Transbay Parcel F Use Available District Heating?
Date: Thursday, January 02, 2020 10:31:59 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: Paul Lockareff <Paul.Lockareff@clearwayenergy.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 10:04 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@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: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Transit Center District Plan Energy Policy 6.6 - Will Transbay Parcel F Use Available District
Heating?
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
I wanted to submit the following Public Comment for 542-550 Howard Street (Transbay Parcel F)
regarding the Transit Center District Plan Policy 6.6:
 
Policy 6.6 Require all major development to demonstrate that proposed heating and cooling systems
have been designed in accordance with the following order of diminishing preference:
· Connection to sources of waste heat or underutilized boiler or CHP plant within the transit center
district or adjacent areas
· Connection to existing district heating, cooling, and/or power plant or distribution networks with
excess capacity
· Site-wide CHP powered by renewable energy
· Site-wide CHP powered by natural gas
· Building level communal heating and cooling powered by renewable energy
· Building level communal heating and cooling powered by natural gas
 

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


 
Clearway Energy owns and operates San Francisco’s over 100 year-old District Energy steam grid.  In
Policy 6.6 of the TCDP, building developers in this district are required to connect to our existing

district heating grid if it is accessible.  Our steam distribution line at 2nd and Howard is currently
available for connection to Parcel F.
 
This is actually great news for the City as it “future proofs” new buildings that connect to our
communal energy grid.  As we migrate to carbon-free energy, everyone connected to our grid will
immediately benefit.  Many project developers hand responsibility for building energy designs to
their engineering firm who simply install a permanent gas-burning water and space heating system. 
Engineering companies often tell the developer that District Energy Steam systems are old and
inefficient.  However, quite the opposite is true.  New cities considering all energy options quickly
realize that District Energy is their most efficient and sustainable choice.  The SFPUC would certainly
agree that our District Energy system is the best choice for new Transbay Transit Center buildings.
 
Parcel F building drawings currently show natural gas water and space heating systems.  I want to be
sure the developers of Parcel F will comply with the TCDP Policy to connect with District Energy
steam, as they have not yet communicated with us.  Can this energy policy be included for review at

the January 9th public hearing?
 
Thank You,
 
Paul Lockareff
Director, Sales & Marketing
 

Clearway Energy, Inc.
Energy Center San Francisco
14 Mint Plaza, Suite 200, San Francisco, CA 94103
 

Direct: 415-644-9666
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEMBERS ANNOUNCE

FUNDING PLAN FOR CITY COLLEGE CLASSES FOR OLDER ADULTS AND ADULTS WITH DISABILITIES
Date: Tuesday, December 31, 2019 10:54:55 AM
Attachments: 12.30.19 CCSF Classes.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, December 30, 2019 9:33 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEMBERS
ANNOUNCE FUNDING PLAN FOR CITY COLLEGE CLASSES FOR OLDER ADULTS AND ADULTS WITH
DISABILITIES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, December 30, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

MEMBERS ANNOUNCE FUNDING PLAN FOR CITY
COLLEGE CLASSES FOR OLDER ADULTS AND ADULTS

WITH DISABILITIES
Funding through the Dignity Fund will continue classes in CCSF’s Older Adults Program that
take place at San Francisco community centers, which were at risk as part of CCSF’s plan to

address operating deficits
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London Breed, Board President Norman Yee, and Supervisors
Catherine Stefani, Ahsha Safaí, Aaron Peskin, and Rafael Mandelman today announced a plan
to fund classes for older adults and adults with disabilities that were at risk of being cut as part
of City College of San Francisco’s (CCSF) efforts to address ongoing operating deficits.
 
The plan will allow classes in CCSF’s Older Adults Program (OLAD) to continue by using
resources from the Dignity Fund to leverage existing contracts with community-based
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, December 30, 2019 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


MEMBERS ANNOUNCE FUNDING PLAN FOR CITY 


COLLEGE CLASSES FOR OLDER ADULTS AND ADULTS 


WITH DISABILITIES 
Funding through the Dignity Fund will continue classes in CCSF’s Older Adults Program that 


take place at San Francisco community centers, which were at risk as part of CCSF’s plan to 


address operating deficits 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London Breed, Board President Norman Yee, and Supervisors 


Catherine Stefani, Ahsha Safaí, Aaron Peskin, and Rafael Mandelman today announced a plan to 


fund classes for older adults and adults with disabilities that were at risk of being cut as part of 


City College of San Francisco’s (CCSF) efforts to address ongoing operating deficits.  


 


The plan will allow classes in CCSF’s Older Adults Program (OLAD) to continue by using 


resources from the Dignity Fund to leverage existing contracts with community-based 


organizations in order to continue 17 classes at 13 sites, which serves approximately 1,000 


participants. Course activities include physical fitness, wellness, nutrition, language arts, art, and 


music appreciation. The anticipated annual cost of the classes is $216,000.  


 


The Dignity Fund was passed by voters in 2016 and guarantees funding to enhance supportive 


services to help older adults and adults with disabilities age with dignity in their own homes and 


communities. The Department of Disability and Aging Services (DAS), which administers the 


Dignity Fund, is able to dedicate these resources for at least the next three years.  


 


“City College is having to make some tough choices to address ongoing structural financial 


issues, and while that is happening we can lessen the impact for our seniors who visit our 


community centers to enrich their lives,” said Mayor Breed. “Many of our older adults rely on 


these classes, which keep them active and connected to the community, and I’m glad we’re able 


to find a way to ensure that they can continue.” 


 


Using available Dignity Fund revenue, DAS will provide funding to community-based 


organizations that currently host OLAD classes in order to allow them to continue. These courses 


are currently offered at senior and community centers throughout San Francisco. The 


organizations will assume responsibility for administering the classes from CCSF, including 


securing instructors, supervising curriculum, and managing student enrollment. The City will 


continue to explore other options for supplementing existing programs that serve the community. 


 



https://www.sfhsa.org/about/departments/department-disability-and-aging-services-das/dignity-fund
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“When we created the Dignity Fund, it was with the very intention to secure long-term funding 


to serve our seniors with quality programs. With the senior population on the rise, San 


Francisco cannot afford losing the limited services we have for our aging adults. I am proud that 


we are able to develop a collaborative approach leveraging existing resources and partnering 


with our community partners to bring their expertise in ensuring that these pivotal educational 


and recreational courses can continue serving residents throughout the city,” stated Supervisor 


Norman Yee, President of the Board of Supervisors.  


 


For over 20 years, non-profit organizations in San Francisco have partnered with CCSF to 


provide educational classes for older adults at community service centers throughout the City. 


Many participants are low-income and speak languages other than English. These courses 


supplement traditional senior center activities and services, including congregate meal and case 


management services funded by DAS. 


 


“We are so pleased to be able to continue these classes for older adults that are so vital to so 


many,” stated Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director of the Department of Disability and 


Aging Services. “Not only are older adults San Francisco’s fastest growing age group, but they 


are living longer lives with more opportunities to remain engaged and active. These classes help 


keep older residents involved in their community, but also benefit our City as well, by allowing 


us to draw on their experience, insight and knowledge.”  


 


To learn more about OLAD course offerings and to register, contact participating senior and 


community centers. Additional information on wellness and community engagement classes for 


older adults and adults with disabilities in San Francisco is available by calling the DAS Benefits 


and Resources Hub at (415) 355-6700.  


 


CCSF OLAD courses will continue by leveraging Dignity Fund resources at the following 


locations:  


 


 30th Street Senior Center (On Lok) 


 Aquatic Park Senior Center  


 Castro Senior Center 


 Jewish Community Center 


 Self-Help for the Elderly Senior Centers: Geen Mun, Jackie Chan, South Sunset, John 


King, West Portal Clubhouse 


 Stepping Sone Adult Day Health Centers: Mabini, Mission Creek, Presentation  


 YMCA Stonestown 


 


### 


 







organizations in order to continue 17 classes at 13 sites, which serves approximately 1,000
participants. Course activities include physical fitness, wellness, nutrition, language arts, art,
and music appreciation. The anticipated annual cost of the classes is $216,000.
 
The Dignity Fund was passed by voters in 2016 and guarantees funding to enhance supportive
services to help older adults and adults with disabilities age with dignity in their own homes
and communities. The Department of Disability and Aging Services (DAS), which administers
the Dignity Fund, is able to dedicate these resources for at least the next three years.
 
“City College is having to make some tough choices to address ongoing structural financial
issues, and while that is happening we can lessen the impact for our seniors who visit our
community centers to enrich their lives,” said Mayor Breed. “Many of our older adults rely on
these classes, which keep them active and connected to the community, and I’m glad we’re
able to find a way to ensure that they can continue.”
 
Using available Dignity Fund revenue, DAS will provide funding to community-based
organizations that currently host OLAD classes in order to allow them to continue. These
courses are currently offered at senior and community centers throughout San Francisco. The
organizations will assume responsibility for administering the classes from CCSF, including
securing instructors, supervising curriculum, and managing student enrollment. The City will
continue to explore other options for supplementing existing programs that serve the
community.
 
“When we created the Dignity Fund, it was with the very intention to secure long-
term funding to serve our seniors with quality programs. With the senior population on the
rise, San Francisco cannot afford losing the limited services we have for our aging adults. I am
proud that we are able to develop a collaborative approach leveraging existing resources and
partnering with our community partners to bring their expertise in ensuring that these pivotal
educational and recreational courses can continue serving residents throughout the city,” stated
Supervisor Norman Yee, President of the Board of Supervisors. 
 
For over 20 years, non-profit organizations in San Francisco have partnered with CCSF to
provide educational classes for older adults at community service centers throughout the City.
Many participants are low-income and speak languages other than English. These courses
supplement traditional senior center activities and services, including congregate meal and
case management services funded by DAS.
 
“We are so pleased to be able to continue these classes for older adults that are so vital to so
many,” stated Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director of the Department of Disability and
Aging Services. “Not only are older adults San Francisco’s fastest growing age group, but they
are living longer lives with more opportunities to remain engaged and active. These classes
help keep older residents involved in their community, but also benefit our City as well, by
allowing us to draw on their experience, insight and knowledge.”
 
To learn more about OLAD course offerings and to register, contact participating senior and
community centers. Additional information on wellness and community engagement classes
for older adults and adults with disabilities in San Francisco is available by calling the DAS
Benefits and Resources Hub at (415) 355-6700.
 
CCSF OLAD courses will continue by leveraging Dignity Fund resources at the following

https://www.sfhsa.org/about/departments/department-disability-and-aging-services-das/dignity-fund


locations:
 

30th Street Senior Center (On Lok)
Aquatic Park Senior Center
Castro Senior Center
Jewish Community Center
Self-Help for the Elderly Senior Centers: Geen Mun, Jackie Chan, South Sunset, John
King, West Portal Clubhouse
Stepping Sone Adult Day Health Centers: Mabini, Mission Creek, Presentation
YMCA Stonestown

 
###

 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Multi-Factor Authentication required for Office 365, starting Jan 2020
Date: Monday, December 23, 2019 9:07:45 AM
Attachments: (SMS) Setting up MFA in Office 365.docx

(App) Setting up MFA in Office 365.docx
(Phone Call) Setting up MFA in Office 365.docx
image001.png

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

From: Yoshikawa, Genta (CPC) <genta.yoshikawa@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2019 5:33 PM
To: Foley, Chris (CPC) <chris.foley@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Black, Kate (CPC)
<kate.black@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; So, Lydia (CPC)
<lydia.so@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Wong, Barry (CPC) <barry.w.wong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Multi-Factor Authentication required for Office 365, starting Jan 2020
 
Dear SF Planning Commissioners,
 
I’m Genta Yoshikawa with SF Planning IT Help Desk.
I’m writing to notify you of a new IT security policy that will impact your Office365 user accounts (SFGOV
email).
 
City recently announced a new IT security policy where all CCSF users will be required to enroll their
Office365 accounts with multi-factor authentication (MFA) by January 21, 2020.
 
MFA is a security step that helps protect your account by making it harder for others to break in. It uses
two different forms of identification: your password and a contact method such as a mobile phone. Even
in an event when someone acquires your password, this person won’t be able to access your account
without an access to your secondary contact method (your mobile phone).

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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		[bookmark: _GoBack]Quick-start Guide: Setting up Multifactor Authentication for Office 365
Using SMS to your mobile phone
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		1

		Log into Outlook on the Web after MFA has been enabled for your account: http://outlook.com/sfgov.org. Log into your account and when prompted, click the Set it up now button to proceed.

		2

		Select Authentication Phone in the drop drown menu. Enter your mobile phone number and select Send me a code by text message. Click Next to continue.
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		3

		You will receive an SMS message to your phone with a verification code. Enter the code and click Verify.

		4

		You will be prompted to set up an app password for apps that don’t use MFA. Unless directed by your IT staff to use the password, you can skip this step. Click Done.
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		[bookmark: _GoBack]Quick-start Guide: Setting up Multifactor Authentication for Office 365
Using the Microsoft Authenticator mobile app on your phone or tablet
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		1

		Log into Outlook on the Web after MFA has been enabled for your account: http://outlook.com/sfgov.org. Log into your account and when prompted, click the Set it up now button to proceed.

		2

		Select Mobile App in the drop drown menu. Click Receive notifications for verification. Click the Set up button to add your account to the mobile app.
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		3

		On your phone or tablet, download the Microsoft Authenticator from the Apple App store or Google Play store. When you open it for the first time, it will prompt you to grant the app access to your camera and push notifications. Camera access is used to scan the QR code in Step 4, notifications are required so you can approve access to your account.

		4

		Open the Microsoft Authenticator app on your mobile device and click + to add your account (on Android click the 3 dots to add your account). Select Work or School account and scan the QR code on the screen. Click Next after scanning the code, and Next again.
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		5

		You will receive a test verification to your mobile app. Check your mobile device and click Approve when prompted.

		6

		Add your mobile number, to help you access your account in the event you lose access to the mobile app (i.e. lost phone). Click Next to continue.
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		7

		You will be prompted to set up an app password for apps that don’t use MFA. Unless directed by your IT staff to use the password, you can skip this step. Click Done.

		 

		[image: Image result for warning sign]

		Only approve access when you are trying to log into your O365 account.



If you are prompted to approve access and it didn’t come from you – your password may have been stolen!



Deny the request and report this to your IT staff immediately.
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		[bookmark: _GoBack]Quick-start Guide: Setting up Multifactor Authentication for Office 365
Using Automated Calls to your mobile phone
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		1

		Log into Outlook on the Web after MFA has been enabled for your account: http://outlook.com/sfgov.org. Log into your account and when prompted, click the Set it up now button to proceed.

		2

		Select Authentication Phone in the drop drown menu. Enter your mobile phone number and select Call Me. Click Next to continue.
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		3

		You will receive an automated phone call to your phone. Press # on your phone when prompted.

		4

		You will be prompted to set up an app password for apps that don’t use MFA. Unless directed by your IT staff to use the password, you can skip this step. Click Done.
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MFA will be enabled for your account on January 21, 2020 by default. Or, you are more than welcome to
request for an early activation.
Once MFA is enabled, you will be required to go through an initial setup process before you can access
your SFGOV mailbox.
 
Attached to this email are step by step instructions for three contact methods you can choose from:

1. Authenticator App
2. SMS Text
3. Phone Call

 
Please contact Barry or Genta at City Planning Help Desk if you have any question or need an assistance.
 
Barry Wong            | Barry.W.Wong@sfgov.org     | 415-575-8759
Genta Yoshikawa | Genta.Yoshikawa@sfgov.org | 415-558-6269 (out of office between 1/16 –
1/21/2020)
 
Thank you,
 
Genta Yoshikawa
IS Administrator
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6269 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

From: DT Communications <noreply@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 3:00 PM
To: Yoshikawa, Genta (CPC) <genta.yoshikawa@sfgov.org>
Subject: Multi-Factor Authentication required for Office 365, starting Jan 2020
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Office 365 Multi-Factor Authentication
January 21, 2020

 

In response to the rise in sophisticated phishing, spear phishing, and
malware attacks that are targeting our staff, all CCSF users will be required
to enroll their Office 365 accounts with multi-factor authentication (MFA) by
January 21, 2020.

MFA is an additional security step that helps protect user accounts by
making it harder for bad actors to log in using another's username and
password. It uses two different forms of identification: a user's passwrd
password plus a contact method such as a mobile device or desk phone.
Even if someone obtains a user's password, they will be unable to log in to
the user's account without ID verification from their second contact method.

A user's identity can be verified using:

One-time SMS code to a mobile device
Automated phone call to number of a user's choosing
Authenticator app on a mobile device

 

Action Items

IT Administrators should review the Office 365 MFA Administration
Guide for information about application compatibility and instructions for

https://t.e2ma.net/click/6euk2p/ioxim7b/6y13xs
https://t.e2ma.net/click/6euk2p/ioxim7b/6y13xs


enabling user enrollment.

Additionally, end-users should be notified of the upcoming change and
provided instructions to complete enrollment. More information and
enrollment guides can be found in the Office 365 Multi-Factor Authentication
site.

To minimize the potential impact of support calls to your Service Desk, we
recommend testing and enabling MFA for users in groups before January
21, 2020. If you would like help planning and scheduling this rollout, please
contact the Department of Technology Service Desk.

 

 

Questions?
If you have any questions, please contact the Department of Technology
Service desk at dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org.

 

Join the conversation in the O365 Admins Team

Learn more at the DT Service Desk SharePoint site

 

This email has been sent to members of the Office 365 Administrators group for the City and County of San

Francisco.

Copyright © 2018 City & County of San Francisco, Department of Technology, All rights reserved.

Support:
(628) 652-5000

dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org

City & County of San Francisco, Department of Technology 
1 South Van Ness 2nd floor San Francisco, California 94103 USA

https://t.e2ma.net/click/6euk2p/ioxim7b/mr23xs
mailto:dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org
mailto:dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org
https://t.e2ma.net/click/6euk2p/ioxim7b/2j33xs
https://t.e2ma.net/click/6euk2p/ioxim7b/ic43xs
mailto:dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org?subject=


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** MEDIA ADVISORY *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC EVENTS FOR MONDAY,

DECEMBER 23, 2019
Date: Monday, December 23, 2019 9:03:47 AM
Attachments: 12.23.19 Public Schedule Media Advisory.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, December 23, 2019 8:57 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** MEDIA ADVISORY *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC EVENTS FOR
MONDAY, DECEMBER 23, 2019
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, December 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** MEDIA ADVISORY ***
 

MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC
EVENTS FOR MONDAY, DECEMBER 23, 2019

 
 
3:00 PM
Mayor London Breed to join the San Francisco Police Department, Project LEVEL, the
Steezzy Cares Kids Foundation, and community members for the 2nd Annual Fillmore
Christmas Tree Giveaway.
Fillmore/Turk Mini Park
 
 

Note: Mayor’s schedule is subject to change.
 

###
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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, December 23, 2019 


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


  


  


*** MEDIA ADVISORY *** 


  


MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC 


EVENTS FOR MONDAY, DECEMBER 23, 2019 


  


 


3:00 PM 


Mayor London Breed to join the San Francisco Police Department, Project LEVEL, the 


Steezzy Cares Kids Foundation, and community members for the 2nd Annual Fillmore 


Christmas Tree Giveaway. 


Fillmore/Turk Mini Park 


 


 


Note: Mayor’s schedule is subject to change. 


  


### 







 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program - Update
Date: Friday, December 20, 2019 2:58:52 PM
Attachments: Office Allocation Stats (2019_12_20_UPDATED).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: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2019 2:12 PM
To: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program - Update
 
All Interested Parties,
The SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program tracking sheet sent out earlier today
contained some errors. Those errors were corrected, and the updated tracking sheet is attached. It
will be available on our website shortly (https://sfplanning.org/office-development-annual-
limitation-program). Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator
 
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9081 | www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

From: Teague, Corey (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2019 12:27 PM
To: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program - Update
 
All Interested Parties,
The SF Office Development Annual Limitation Program tracking sheet, as of December 20, 2019, is
attached. It will be available on our website shortly (https://sfplanning.org/office-development-
annual-limitation-program). Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator
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Current Availability 902,621 gsf Pending Availability 369,635 gsf Pipeline Availability 212,636 gsf


Current Availability 786,993 gsf Pending Availability -4,351,087 gsf Pipeline Availability -5,286,810 gsf


* A "pending project" is one for which an office allocation application has been submitted but not yet acted upon.


Current total square footage available for 
allocation.


Currently available square footage less 532,986 
gsf of pending* projects.


Currently available square footage less 
5,138,080 gsf of pending* projects.


Currently available square footage less 532,986 
gsf of pending* projects and 156,999 gsf of pre-
application** projects.


Currently available square footage less 
5,138,080 gsf of pending* projects and 935,723 
gsf of pre-application** projects.


** A "pre-application" project is one for which an environmental review application, preliminary project assessment application, or other similar application has been submitted but for which no
office allocation application has yet been submitted.


Office Development Annual Limitation ("Annual Limit") Program
The Office Development Annual Limit (Annual Limit) Program became effective in 1985 with the adoption of the Downtown Plan Amendments to the Planning Code (Sections 320–325) and was 
subsequently amended by Propositions M (1986) and C (1987). The Program defines and regulates the allocation of any office development project that exceeds 25,000 gross square feet (gsf) 
in area. However, pursuant to Proposition O (2016), office development within the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 and Candlestick Point areas is not subject to this Program. 


A total of 950,000 gsf of office development potential becomes available for allocation in each approval period, which begins on October 17th every year.  Of the total new available space, 
75,000 gsf is reserved for Small Allocation projects (projects with between 25,000 and 49,999 gsf of office space), and the remaining 875,000 gsf is available for Large Allocation projects 
(projects with at least 50,000 gsf of office space).  Any available office space not allocated in a given year is carried over to subsequent years.


This document reflects the status of the Annual Limit Program, including current availability and summaries of previously approved and pending projects.


Information in this document was last updated on December 20, 2019. Inquiries should be directed to Corey Teague at (415) 575-9081 or corey.teague@sfgov.org. 


Summary of Key Figures


Small Allocation Projects
(<50,000 gsf of office space)


Large Allocation Projects
(>50,000 gsf of office space)


Current total square footage available for 
allocation.
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PENDING OFFICE PROJECTS*


Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments


2013.1593 2 Henry Adams 49,364 B filed on 2/6/14
Monica 
Giacomucci


Owner-initiated Article 10 Landmark designation and an Office 
Allocation. Eligible area limited by recent legislation.


2014.0154 1800 Mission Street 49,999 OFA filed on 1/27/15
Monica 
Giacomucci Conversion in the Armory.


2015-010219 462 Bryant Street 49,990 OFA filed on 12/20/16
Esmeralda 
Jardines


5-story addition to existing 1-story building. (Central SoMa 
Project)


2016-004392 531-535 Bryant Street 47,810 OFA filed on 3/2/17
Ella 
Samonsky


Demo existing commercial building and construct new 65-ft, six-
story office and  retail sales/food service building. (Central SoMa 
Project)


2018-007289 233 Geary Street 49,999 OFA filed on 5/18/18.
Jonathan 
Vimr Conversion of existing retail on floors 5-7 (Macy's) to office. 


2017-008051 30 Van Ness Avenue 49,999 OFA filed on 9/26/18 Nick Foster


Project would expand office use of existing five-story office/retail 
building and add a residential tower; project would amend 
Zoning Map and Code to increase permitted height to 520' and 
permit general office use above the 4th floor. 


2019-015122 444 Townsend Street 49,240 OFA filed on 8/8/19
Monica 
Giacomucci Convert first and second floors of existing building to office. 


2018-017279 501 Tunnel Avenue 49,999 OFA filed on 7/10/19
Ella 
Samonsky New office space for Recology regional HQ.


2018-014357 1450 Owens Street 49,950 OFA filed on 6/18/19 Mat Snyder
New building with approx. 150,000sf lab use and less than 50k sf 
office space.


2019-011944 660 3rd Street 36,699 OFA filed on 5/30/19
Alex 
Westhoff Legalize first and second floor office space in existing building.


2018-010838 543 Howard Street 49,500 OFA filed on 4/25/19 Andrew Perry Addition to an existing office building.


2018-008661 701 Harrison Street 49,801 OFA filed on 1/8/19
Esmeralda 
Jardines Seven-story office building with groun floor retail. 


Subtotal 532,986


Small Office Cap


*Projects that have submitted an application (B or OFA) pursuant to Planning Code Section 321 (Office Development Annual Limit) but on which no Commission action has yet ocurred.
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Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments


2014-001272
Pier 70 (Forest City 
Only) 1,810,000


Planning Commission 
approvals on 8/24/17 Rich Sucre


SF Port project. Office allocation will be provided 
automatically on a per-permit basis, at the time of issuance 
of each building permit.


2013.0208
SWL 337 ("Mission 
Rock") 1,300,000


Planning Commission 
approvals on 10/5/17 Rich Sucre


SF Port project. Office allocation will be provided 
automatically on a per-permit basis, at the time of issuance 
of each building permit.


2012.0640 598 Brannan Street 211,601 Phase 2 Rich Sucre Phase 2 (May have different Case No. in future).


2012.1384 400 2nd Street 421,000 OFA filed on 4/29/16
Esmeralda 
Jardines


Proposed 350' office building within a three-building project 
including a 325' residential building and 200' tall hotel. (Central 
SoMa Project) 


2017-000663
610-698 Brannan 
Street 676,802 Phase 2 Rich Sucre Phase 2 (May have different Case No. in future).


2016-013312


542-550 Howard 
Street - Transbay 
Parcel F 288,677 OFA filed on 3/14/17 Nick Foster


New 61-story, approximately 800-ft mixed-use tower with 10 
hotel floors containing approximately 220 guest rooms, 16 floors 
of office, 26 residential floors with 175 units, seven floors of 
shared amenity space. 


2015-009704 505 Brannan Street 165,000 OFA filed on 3/6/18.
Ella 
Samonsky


"Phase II" addition (165', 11 stories) of office space onto an 
approved 85' "Phase I" office building approved by the Planning 
Commission on 12/11/14. With this newly planned addition, total 
building height would now be 250' and contain a total of approx. 
300,000sf (Central SoMa Project).


2005.0759 725-735 Harrison 265,000 Phase 2 Rich Sucre Phase 2 (May have different Case No. in future).
Subtotal 5,138,080


Large Office Cap
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PRE-APPLICATION OFFICE PROJECTS*
*Projects that have submitted a pre-application (PPA or ENV) but on which no Office Allocation (OFA) entitlement application has been yet submitted
Small Office Cap
Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments
2014.1616 1200 Van Ness Ave 27,000 EE filed on 9/21/15. Mary Woods Exact office square footage TBD.
2016-000346 Pier 70 (Orton) 40,000 CEQA clearance issued 7/6/17. Don Lewis Conversion of existing buildings to office.
2019-017481 530 Sansome Street 40,000 PPA filed on 9/27/19. Nick Foster New mixed use building. 


2019-017141 545 Sansome Street 49,999 PPA filed on 9/20/19.
Samantha 
Updegrave Horizontal addition to existing office building.


Subtotal 156,999


Large Office Cap
Case No. Address Sq. Ft. Status Staff Comments


2017-011878 1201A Illinois Street 597,723 EE filed on 9/15/17. Rachel Schuett


Proposed project would involve construction 
of up to approximately 5.3 million gross 
square feet in a mixed commercial office, 
laboratory, PDR, and hotel use. Most new 
buildings would range in height of 65-180 ft, 
with one building at 300-ft. 


2019-004290 490 Brannan Street 338,000 PPA filed on 3/26/19.
Esmeralda 
Jardines


New office construction (Central SoMa 
Project).


Subtotal 935,723
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "SMALL" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 902,621


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Small" Office 
Annual Limit


Adjusted 
Annual Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


1985-1986 0 75,000 75,000 No Projects N/A 0 0
1986-1987 75,000 75,000 150,000 1199 Bush 1985.244 46,645 46,645
1987-1988 103,355 75,000 178,355 3235-18th Street 1988.349 45,350 45,350 aka 2180 Harrison Street
1988-1989 133,005 75,000 208,005 2601 Mariposa 1988.568 49,850 49,850
1989-1990 158,155 75,000 233,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1990-1991 233,155 75,000 308,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1991-1992 308,155 75,000 383,155 1075 Front 1990.568 32,000 32,000
1992-1993 351,155 75,000 426,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1993-1994 426,155 75,000 501,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1994-1995 501,155 75,000 576,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1995-1996 576,155 75,000 651,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1996-1997 651,155 75,000 726,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1997-1998 726,155 75,000 801,155 No Projects N/A 0 0
1998-1999 801,155 75,000 876,155 1301 Sansome 1998.362 31,606 31,606
1999-2000 844,549 75,000 919,549 435 Pacific 1998.369 32,500


2801 Leavenworth 200.459 40,000
215 Fremont 1998.497 47,950
845 Market 1998.090 49,100 169,550


2000-2001 749,999 75,000 824,999 530 Folsom 2000.987 45,944
35 Stanford 2000.1162 48,000


2800 Leavenworth 2000.774 34,945
500 Pine 2000.539 44,450 173,339 See also 350 Bush Street - Large


2001-2002 651,660 75,000 726,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2002-2003 726,660 75,000 801,660 501 Folsom 2002.0223 32,000 32,000
2003-2004 769,660 75,000 844,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2004-2005 844,660 75,000 919,660 185 Berry Street 2005.0106 49,000 49,000
2005-2006 870,660 75,000 945,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2006-2007 945,660 75,000 1,020,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2007-2008 1,020,660 75,000 1,095,660 654 Minnesota no case number 43,939 0 UCSF
2008-2009 1,095,660 75,000 1,170,660 No Projects N/A 0 0
2009-2010 1,170,660 75,000 1,245,660 660 Alabama Street 2009.0847 39,691 39,691
2010-2011 1,205,969 75,000 1,280,969 No Projects N/A 0 0
2011-2012 1,280,969 75,000 1,355,969 208 Utah / 201 Potrero 2011.0468 48,732 EN Legitimization


808 Brannan Street 2012.0014 43,881 EN Legitimization
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "SMALL" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 902,621


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Small" Office 
Annual Limit


Adjusted 
Annual Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


275 Brannan Street 2011.1410 48,500
385 7th/1098 Harrison 2011.1049 42,039 EN Legitimization
375 Alabama Street 2012.0128 48,189 231,341 EN Legitimization


2012-2013 1,124,628 75,000 1,199,628 No Projects N/A 0 0
2013-2014 1,199,628 75,000 1,274,628 3130 20th Street 2013.0992 32,081


660 3rd Street 2013.0627 40,000 72,081
2014-2015 1,202,547 75,000 1,277,547 340 Bryant Street 2013.1600 47,536


101 Townsend Street 2014-002385 41,206
2101 Mission Street 2014.0567 46,660 135,402


2015-2016 1,142,145 75,000 1,217,145 135 Townsend Street 2014.1315 49,995
360 Spear Street 2013.1511 49,992 aka 100 Harrison St


1125 Mission Street 2015-000509 35,842 135,829 Approved 12/17/15, Motion No. 19538
2016-2017 1,081,316 75,000 1,156,316 300 Grant Avenue 2015-000878 29,703 Motion No. 19813


2525 16th Street 2015-011529 43,569 Motion No. 19799
144 Townsend Street 2015-017998 42,510 Motion No. 19846


1088-1090 Sansome Street 2016-010294 49,814 Motion No. 19889
77-85 Federal Street 2,012 49,840 215,436 Motion No. 19996


2017-2018 940,880 75,000 1,015,880 945 Market Street 2017-011465 47,552
120 Stockton Street 2016-016161 49,999


345 4th Street 2017-001690 49,901
420 Taylor Street 2017-016476 38,791 186,243


2018-2019 829,637 75,000 904,637 No Projects N/A 0 0
2019-2020 904,637 75,000 979,637 865 Market Street 2018-007267 49,999


2300 Harrison Street 2016-010589 27,017 77,016
Total 1,739,301


1  Each approval period begins on October 17
2  Carried over from previous year
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 786,993


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


1985-1986 0 875,000 (475,000) 400,000 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1986-1987 400,000 875,000 (475,000) 800,000 600 California 1986.085 318,030 


235 Pine 1984.432 147,500 
343 Sansome 1985.079 160,449 625,979 


1987-1988 174,021 875,000 (475,000) 574,021 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1988-1989 574,021 875,000 (475,000) 974,021 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1989-1990 974,021 875,000 (475,000) 1,374,021 150 California 1987.613 195,503 195,503 
1990-1991 1,178,518 875,000 (475,000) 1,578,518 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1991-1992 1,578,518 875,000 (475,000) 1,978,518 300 Howard 1989.589 382,582 382,582 aka 199 Fremont Street
1992-1993 1,595,936 875,000 (475,000) 1,995,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1993-1994 1,995,936 875,000 (475,000) 2,395,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1994-1995 2,395,936 875,000 (475,000) 2,795,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1995-1996 2,795,936 875,000 (475,000) 3,195,936 No Projects N/A 0 0 
1996-1997 3,195,936 875,000 (475,000) 3,595,936 101 Second 1997.484 368,800 368,800 
1997-1998 3,227,136 875,000 (37,582) 4,064,554 55 Second Street 1997.215 283,301 aka One Second Street


244-256 Front 1996.643 58,650 aka 275 Saramento Street
650 Townsend 1997.787 269,680 aka 699-08th Street


455 Golden Gate 1997.478 420,000 State office building - see also Case No. 
1993.707


945 Battery 1997.674 52,715 
475 Brannan 1997.470 61,000 
250 Steuart 1998.144 540,000 1,685,346 aka 2 Folsom/250 Embarcadero


1998-1999 2,379,208 875,000 0 3,254,208 One Market 1998.135 51,822 
Pier One 1998.646 88,350 Port office building


554 Mission 1998.321 645,000 aka 560/584 Mission Street
700 Seventh 1999.167 273,650 aka 625 Townsend Street


475 Brannan 1999.566 2,500 1,061,322 addition to previous approval - 1997.470


1999-2000 2,192,886 875,000 0 3,067,886 670 Second 1999.106 60,000 
160 King 1999.027 176,000 


350 Rhode Island 1998.714 250,000 


First & Howard 1998.902 854,000 First & Howard bldg #2 (405 Howard), 
#3 (505-525 Howard) & #4 (500 Howard)


235 Second 1999.176 180,000 
500 Terry Francois 2000.127 280,000 Mission Bay 26a
550 Terry Francois 2000.329 225,004 Mission Bay 28


899 Howard 1999.583 153,500 2,178,504 


2000-2001 889,382 875,000 0 1,764,382 First & Howard 1998.902 295,000 First & Howard bldg #1 (400 Howard)
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 786,993


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


550 Terry Francois 2000.1293 60,150 355,150 Additional allocation (see also 2000.329)


2001-2002 1,409,232 875,000 0 2,284,232 350 Bush 2000.541 344,500 See also 500 Pine Street - Small
38-44 Tehama 2001.0444 75,000 


235 Second 2000.319 64,000 modify 1999.176
250 Brannan 2001.0689 113,540 
555 Mission 2001.0798 549,000 


1700 Owens 2002.0300 0 1,146,040 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(160,100)


2002-2003 1,138,192 875,000 0 2,013,192 7th & Mission GSA No Case 514,727 514,727 Federal Building
2003-2004 1,498,465 875,000 0 2,373,465 Presidio Dig Arts No Case 839,301 839,301 Presidio Trust
2004-2005 1,534,164 875,000 0 2,409,164 No Projects N/A 0 0 
2005-2006 2,409,164 875,000 0 3,284,164 201 16th Street 2006.0384 430,000 430,000 aka 409/499 Illinois


2006-2007 2,854,164 875,000 0 3,729,164 1500 Owens 2006.1212 0 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(158,500)


1600 Owens 2006.1216 0 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(228,000)


1455 Third Street/455 
Mission Bay South 


Blvd/450 South Street
2006.1509 0 Alexandria District - North Campus 


(373,487)


1515 Third Street 2006.1536 0 Alexandria District - North Campus 
(202,893)


650 Townsend 2005.1062 375,151
120 Howard 2006.0616 67,931
535 Mission 2006.1273 293,750 736,832 


2007-2008 2,992,332 875,000 0 3,867,332 100 California 2006.0660 76,500 


505-525 Howard 2008.0001 74,500 Additional allocation for First & Howard 
Building #3


680 Folsom Street No Case 117,000 Redevelopment - Yerba Buena


Alexandria District 2008.0850 1,122,980 


Establishes Alexandria Mission Bay Life 
Sciences and Technology Development 
District ("Alexandria District") for which 


previously allocated office space and 
future allocations would be limited to 
1,350,000 gsf to be distributed among 
designated buildings within district.


600 Terry Francois 2008.0484 0 Alexandria District - East Campus 
(312,932)
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 786,993


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


650 Terry Francois 2008.0483 0 Alexandria District - East Campus 
(291,367)


1450 Owens 2008.0690 0 1,390,980 Alexandria District - West Campus 
(61,581)


2008-2009 2,476,352 875,000 0 3,351,352 No Projects N/A 0 0 
2009-2010 3,351,352 875,000 0 4,226,352 850-870 Brannan Street 2009.1026 138,580 aka 888 Brannan Street


222 Second Street 2006.1106 430,650 569,230 LEED
2010-2011 3,657,122 875,000 0 4,532,122 350 Mission Street 2006.1524 340,320 


Alexandria District n/a 200,000 under terms of Motion 17709
Treasure Island 2007.0903 0 540,320 Priority Resolution Only


2011-2012 3,991,802 875,000 0 4,866,802 Alexandria District n/a 27,020 under terms of Motion 17709
850-870 Brannan St 2011.0583 113,753  aka 888 Brannan Street


444 DeHaro St 2012.0041 90,500 
460-462 Bryant St 2011.0895 59,475 


185 Berry St 2012.0409 101,982 aka China Basin Landing
100 Potrero Ave. 2012.0371 70,070 EN Legitimization


601 Townsend Street 2011.1147 72,600 535,400 EN Legitimization
2012-2013 4,331,402 875,000 0 5,206,402 101 1st Street 2012.0257 1,370,577 Transbay Tower; aka 425 Mission


181 Fremont Street 2007.0456 404,000 new office/residential building
1550 Bryant Street 2012.1046 108,399 EN Legitimization
1100 Van Ness Ave 2009.0885 242,987 CPMC Cathedral Hill MOB
3615 Cesar Chavez 2009.0886 94,799 CPMC St. Luke's MOB
345 Brannan Street 2007.0385 102,285 
270 Brannan Street 2012.0799 189,000 
333 Brannan Street 2012.0906 175,450 
350 Mission Street 2013.0276 79,680 Salesforce (No. 2)
999 Brannan Street 2013.0585 143,292 EN Legitimization - Dolby
1800 Owens Street 2012.1482 700,000 3,610,469 Mission Bay Block 40


2013-2014 1,595,933 875,000 0 2,470,933 300 California Street 2012.0605 56,459
665 3rd Street 2013.0226 123,700 


410 Townsend Street 2013.0544 76,000 
888 Brannan Street 2013.0493 10,000 AirBnB - See Also 2011.0583B


81-85 Bluxome Street 2013.0007 55,000 321,159 
2014-2015 2,149,774 875,000 0 3,024,774 501-505 Brannan Street 2012.1187 137,446


100 Hooper Street 2012.0203 284,471
390 Main Street 2012.0722 137,286 MTC Project - Verified on 4/14/15


250 Howard Street 2014-002085 766,745 aka Transbay Block 5 (195 Beale St)


510 Townsend Street 2014.0679 269,063
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ANNUAL LIMIT FOR "LARGE" SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE DEVELOPMENT


Amount Currently Available: 786,993


Approval 
Period1 Unallocated Sq. Ft.2


"Large" Office 
Annual Limit3


Reduction per 
Section 321.1


Adjusted Annual 
Limit Project Address Case No. Project 


Allocation
Total 


Allocated Comments


901-925 Mission Street 2011.0409 633,500 2,228,511 5M (Motions 19467 & 19468)
2015-2016 796,263 875,000 0 1,671,263 MBS Blocks 29 & 31 2014-002701 0 GSW Event Center (Design Only)


645 Harrison Street 2013.1545 98,964 
1455 & 1515 3rd St 2008.0850 0 Uber/Alexandria (Design Only)


50 1st St 2006.1523 1,057,549 Motion No. 19636
875 Howard St 2015-009141 70,881 1,227,394 Motion No. 19700


2016-2017 443,869 875,000 0 1,318,869 633 Folsom St 2014.1063 90,102


1500 Mission Street 2014-000362 0 90,102 


Motion No. 19887 - DNX Approval (City 
Gov't. Office Bldg. - Approx. 464,000 


GSF)
2017-2018 1,228,767 875,000 0 2,103,767 1 De Haro Street 2015-015010 86,301 86,301 
2018-2019 2,017,466 875,000 0 2,892,466 598 Brannan Street 2012.0640 711,136 


610 Brannan Street 2017-000663 1,384,578 Flower Mart
88 Bluxome Street 2015-012490 775,000 2,870,714 Tennis Club


2019-2020 21,752 875,000 0 896,752 601 Townsend Street 2019-017636OTH (72,600) Administrative Revocation
100 California Street 2006.066 (76,500) PC Revocation
300 California Street 2012.0605 (56,459) PC Revocation


350 Rhode Island Street 1998.714 (87,700) PC Revocation
185 Berry Street 2012.0409 (101,982) Administrative Revocation


725 Harrison Street 2005.0759 505,000 109,759 
Total 24,100,425


1  Each approval period begins on October 17
2  Carried over from previous year
3  Excludes 75,000 gsf dedicated to "small" projects per Section 321(b)(4)
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SMALL OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
1986-1987 1985.244 1199 Bush 0280-031 46,645 11026 complete 1991 St. Francis Hospital
1987-1988 1988.349 3235-18th Street 3591-001/030 45,350 11451 complete PG&E, aka 2180 Harrison Street
1988-1989 1988.568 2601 Mariposa 4016-001 49,850 11598 complete 1991 KQED


1988.287 1501 Sloat 7255-002 39,000 11567 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1990-1991 1990.238 350 Pacific 0165-006 45,718 13114 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1991-1992 1990.568 1075 Front 0111-001 32,000 13381 complete 1993


1987.847 601 Duboce 3539-001 36,000 13254 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1992-1993 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1993-1994 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1994-1995 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1995-1996 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1996-1997 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1997-1998 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1998-1999 1998.362 1301 Sansome 0085-005 31,606 14784 complete 1999
1999-2000 1998.369 435 Pacific 0175-028 32,500 14971 complete 2003


2000.459 2801 Leavenworth 0010-001 40,000 15922 complete 2001 The Cannery


1998.497 215 Fremont 3738-012 47,950 15939 complete 2002
1999.668 38-44 Tehama 3736-111 49,950 15967 doesn't count n/a reapproved as large project


1998.090 845 Market
3705-09:18 


into 3705-049 49,100 15949 complete 2006 Bloomingdale's


2000-2001 1999.821 178 Townsend 3788-012 49,002 16025 doesn't count n/a


18mos exp 5/2/02; 2005.0470 new E & K appl for residential, 
building permit application no.200608290851 for residential 
submitted on 8/29/07; 9/4/08 CPC approves conversion to 
Residential (M17688) - Revoked on 1/23/09


2000.987 530 Folsom 3736-017 45,944 16023 complete 2006


1999.300 272 Main 3739-006 46,500 16049 doesn't count n/a


18mos exp 6/7/02; permit 200502185810 filed 2/05. 12/15/08 - 
Building Permit Application No. 200811136470 issued for 
demolition of two buildings on property.  To be used for temp 
Transbay facility. REVOCATION LETTER ISSUED 3/16/09


2000.1162 35 Stanford 3788-038 48,000 16070 complete 2007


2000.774 2800 Leavenworth 0011-007/008 34,945 16071 complete 2001 The Anchorage


2000.552 199 New Montgomery 3722-021 49,345 16104 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/6/05
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SMALL OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2000.1269 3433 Third 5203-23 42,000 16107 doesn't count n/a
building permit application no. 200011014657 withdrawn on 
11/9/06.  REVOCATION LETTER ISSUED 9/25/07


1999.795 177 Townsend 3794-4,7 46,775 16122 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/6/05


2000.539 500 Pine
258-4 to 


9/033 44450 16113 complete n/a BPA No. 200011024683 complete as of 3/22/17. 


2000.986 150 Powell 327-22 39,174
16118/164


23 doesn't count n/a


time limit for construction extended (see Case No. 
2002.0363B). Project converted to residential use (see Case 
No. 2006.1299)


1998.281 185 Berry 3803-005 49,500 16143 doesn't count n/a new approval 2005


2000.190 201 Second 3736-097 44,500 16148 doesn't count n/a converted to residential use


2000.660 35 Hawthorne 3735-047 40,350 16174 doesn't count n/a
converted to residential use - see 2004.0852 and building 
permit application no. 200509082369


2000.122 48 Tehama 3736-084/085 49,300 16235 doesn't count n/a revoked at Planning Commission hearing on 6/9/11


2000.723 639 Second
3789-


005/857:971 49,500 16241 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/6/05


1999.423 699 Second
3789-


004/857:971 49,500 16240 doesn't count n/a revoked 1/10/05


2001-2002 2001.0050 3251 18th Street 3591-018 49,500 16451 doesn't count n/a


6/28/07 - building permit application no. 200706285450 
submitted to revise project and reduce office space to approx. 
10,000 gsf. - REVOCATION LETTER ISSUED 8/16/07


2002-2003 2002.0223 501 Folsom Street 3749-001 32,000 16516 complete 2006
2003-2004 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2004-2005 2005.0106 185 Berry Street 3803-005 49,000 17070 complete 2008
2005-2006 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2006-2007 No Case 654 Minnesota 4042-003 & 004 43,939 none complete 2009
Confirmed by UCSF via 7/13/2007 letter from UCSF and 
associated LoD


2007-2008 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2008-2009 2006.1294 110 The Embarcadero 3715-002 41,940 17804 doesn't count n/a
18mos exp 7/14/10 - E appealed to BoS and overturned on 
3/17/09.  Application withdrawn and case closed on 12/30/09.


2009-2010 2009.0847 660 Alabama Street 4020-002 39,691 17973 complete 2011
CFC for building permit application no. 201001144798 issued 
on 3/23/11


2010-2011 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2011-2012 2011.0468 208 Utah / 201 Potrero 3932-017 48,732 18608 complete 2012 BPA No. 201205090093


12







SMALL OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
2012.0014 808 Brannan Street 3780-004D 43,881 18559 complete 2013 BPA No. 201201031584
2012.0128 375 Alabama Street 3966-002 48,189 18574 complete 2013 BPA No. 201209210308
2011.1049 385 7th / 1098 Harrison 3754-017 42,039 18700 complete 2013 BPA No. 201212115895
2011.1410 275 Brannan Street 3789-009 48,500 18672 complete 2013 BPA No. 201207164925


2012-2013 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2013-1014 2013.0992 3130 20th Street 4083-002 32,081 19188 complete n/a BPA No. 201409297604 issued 10/28/16. 


2013.0627 660 3rd Street 3788-008 40000 19234 complete 2015 BPA No. 201411252480 issued on 2/24/15.
2014-2015 2013.1600 340 Bryant Street 3764-061 47536 19311 complete n/a BPA 201305177189 issued 7/15/15.


2014-002385 101 Townsend Street 3794-015 41,206 19338 complete 2015 BPA No. 201505055374  for change of use completed 9/10/15. 
2014.0567 2101 Mission Street 3575-091 46,660 19445 complete 2018 BPA No. 201312033192  issued 11/3/15. CFC issued 5/10/18.


2015-2016 2014.1315 135 Townsend Street 3794-022 49,995 19517 complete 2017 BPA No. 201601086717  complete 3/10/17. 
2013.1511 360 Spear Street 3745-009 49,992 19515 approved n/a BP No. 201809119777 issued on 9/28/18.


2015-000509 1125 Mission Street 3727-091 35,842 19538 complete 2017 BPA No. 201511021472 complete 3/14/17.
2016-2017 2015-000878 300 Grant Avenue 0287-014 29,703 19813 approved n/a BPA No. 201612275920 issued on 12/22/17.


2015-011529 2525 16th Street 3966-001 43,569 19799 approved n/a BPA No. 201604185006 issued on 9/5/18. 
2016-010294 1088-1090 Sansome Street 0135-009 49,814 19889 approved n/a No BPA yet filed.


2015-017998 144 Townsend Street 3788-009A 42,510 19846 complete 2019
BPA No. 201806263016 filed on 6/26/18 and under review by 
Planning. 


2012.1410 77-85 Federal Street 3774-444 49,840 19996 approved n/a BPA No. 201306200082 issued on 6/14/18. 


2017-2018 2017-011465 945 Market Street 3704-240 47,552 20137 approved n/a
BPA No. 201805017929 filed on 5/1/18 and under review by 
Planning.


2016-016161 120 Stockton Street 0313-017 49,999 20173 approved n/a
BPA No. 201805048215 filed on 5/4/18 and under review by 
Planning.


2017-001690 345 4th Street 3751-165 49,901 20222 approved n/a BPA No.  201807194942 approved by Planning on 9/14/18.


2017-016476 420 Taylor Street 0316-010 38,791 20289 approved n/a
BPA No. 201712146457 filed on 12/4/17 and under review by 
Planning.


2018-2019 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
2019-2020 2018-007267 865 Market Street 3705-042 49,999 20591 approved n/a


2016-010589 2300 Harrison Street 3593-001 27,017 20596 approved n/a
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


1986-1987 1986.085 600 California
0241-003 into 0241-


027 318,030 11077 complete 1992


1984.432 235 Pine 0267-015 147,500 11075 complete 1991
1984.274 33 Columbus 0195-004 81,300 11070 doesn't count n/a revoked 12/00
1985.079 343 Sansome 0239-002 160,449 11076 complete 1991


1987-1988 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1988-1989 1984.199 524 Howard 3721-013 199,965 11683 doesn't count n/a reapproved in 1998 under Case No. 1998.843.


1989-1990 1987.613 150 California
0236-003 into 0236-


019 195,503 11828 complete 2001


1990-1991 1989.589 300 Howard
3719-005 into 3719-


018 382,582 13218 complete 2001 aka 199 Fremont Street
1991-1992 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1992-1993 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1993-1994 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
1994-1995 1994.105 101 Second Street 3721-072 386,655 13886 doesn't count n/a Reapproved in 1997 under Case No. 1997.484.
1995-1996 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


1996-1997 1997.484 101 Second Street
3721-72:75 into 3721-


089 368,800 14454 complete 2000


1997-1998 1997.215 55 Second Street
3708-019A/033/034 


into 3708-096 283,301 14542 complete 2002 aka One Second Street


1996.643 244-256 Front 0236-018 58,650 14601 complete 2001 aka 275 Sacramento Street
1997.787 650 Townsend 3783-009 269,680 14520 complete 2001 aka 699-08th Street
No Case 455 Golden Gate 0765-002/003 420,000 none complete 1998 State office building.  See also case no. 1993.707.
1997.674 945 Battery 0135-001 52,715 14672 complete 1998
1997.470 475 Brannan 3787-031 61,000 14685 complete 2001


1998.144 250 Steuart
3741-028 into 3741-


035 540,000 14604 complete 2002 aka 2 Folsom/250 Embarcadero
1998-1999 1998.135 One Market 3713-006 51,822 14756 complete 2000


1998.843 524 Howard 3721-013 201,989 14801 doesn't count n/a revoked 6/11 under Case No. 2011.0503
1998.646 Pier One 9900-001 88,350 none complete 2003 Port office building
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


1998.321 554 Mission
3708-015/017/018 into  


3708-095 645,000 14893 complete 2003 aka 560/584 Mission


1999.167 700 Seventh
3799-001 into 3799-


008 273,650 14895 complete 2006 aka 625 Townsend
1999.566 475 Brannan 3787-031 2,500 14884 complete 2001 addition to previous approval - 1997.470


1998.268 631 Folsom 3750-090 170,000 14750 doesn't count n/a
project converted to residential - allocation revoked 
12/00.


1999-2000 1999.106 670 Second 3788-043/044 60,000 14907 complete 2001
1999.027 160 King 3794-025 176,000 14956 complete 2002
1998.714 350 Rhode Island 3957-001 250,000 14988 complete 2004


1998.902 First & Howard 3721; 3736; 3737 854,000 15006 complete


405 Howard - 
2005; 505-


525 Howard - 
under review; 
500 Howard - 


2003


18 mos exp 9/2/01. Includes 3 of 4 buildings at First & 
Howard (see bldg #1  - 400 Howard - below): bldg #2 - 
405 Howard (3737-030) - 460,000 gsf office - 
200002172133 - complete); bldg #3 - 505-525 Howard  
(3736-121/114) - 178,000 gsf office - 200610316514 
currently (8/4/08) under review by Planning (see also 
2008.0001 for additional allocation); bldg #4 -500 
Howard  (3721-119) - 216,000 gsf office - 
200006172952 - complete).
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


1999.176 235 Second
3736-061 into 3736-


123 180,000 15004 complete 2002


2000.127 500 Terry Francois
3838; 3839 into 8721-


001/010 280,000 15010 complete 2008 MB 26a


1998.766 535 Mission 3721-068 252,000 15027 doesn't count n/a revoked and reapproved as residential


1998.635 2101 Bryant 4080-007 148,000 15044 doesn't count n/a
project converted to residential - allocation revoked 
1/10/05


2000.329 550 Terry Francois
3839; 3840 into 8721-


001/011 225,004 15055 complete 2002 MB 28
1999.583 899 Howard 3733-079 153,500 15062 complete 2005


2000-2001 1998.902 First & Howard 3720-008 295,000 16069 complete 2008 First & Howard - Building #1 (400 Howard)


2000.1293 550 Terry Francois
3839: 3840 into 8721-


001/011 60,150 16110 complete 2002 addition to 2000.329.


2000.1295 Mission Bay 26/2
3840; 3841 into 8721-


001-012 145,750 16111 doesn't count n/a
AKA MB 26 East. returned to cap for approval of 
2002.0301


1999.603 555 Mission 3721-69,70,78… 499,000 16130 doesn't count n/a
project revised - allocation revoked and reapproved 
under Case No. 2007.0798.


2000.277 801 Market 3705-48 112,750 16140 doesn't count n/a project abandoned per letter from sponsor


2001-2002 2000.541 350 Bush 269-2,2a,3,22… 344,500 16273 complete 2019
Building permit application no. 200708078938 issued 
12/19/14. 


2001.0444 38-44 Tehama 3736-111 75,000 16280 complete 2003


2000.319 235 Second 3736-61,62,64-67 64,000 16279 complete 2002
modify 1999.176 - convert warehouse from PDR to 
office.


2001.0689 250 Brannan 3774-25 113,540 16285 complete 2002


2001.0798 555 Mission
3721-69,70,78-81, 


120 549,000 16302 complete 2008
2002.0301 Mission Bay 42/4 8709-10 80,922 16397 doesn't count n/a revoked and reapproved as 2002.1216 (1600 Owens)
2002.0300 1700 Owens 8709-007 0 16398 complete 2007 Alexandria District (160,100). West Campus. 164,828


2002-2003 No Case 7th/Mission GSA 3702-15 … 514,727 none complete 2007 Federal Building
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2002.0691
499 Illinois/201-16th 
Street 3940-001 429,542 16483 doesn't count n/a


revoked and reapproved as 2006.0384 (201 16th 
Street)  MB Block X4


2003-2004 2001.1039 55 9th Street 3701-063 268,000 16760 doesn't count n/a


200408111247 issued 5/19/05 - Authorization 
REVOKED by Planning Commission Motion Nos. 
17521 and 17522 for proposal to convert project to 
residential use. 


2000.1229 Pier 30-32 3770-001 370,000 none doesn't count n/a


E, K & ! Cases created, no B case created.  BCDC 
permit approved in 2003 and allocation made for 
accounting purposes, but permit never acted upon. 
2/09 - 370,000 added back to cap because project 
does not appear to be moving forward. 


No Case
Presidio - Letterman 
Digital Arts 839,301 none complete 2006


2004-2005 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period


2005-2006 2006.0384 201-16th Street 3940-001 430,000 17223 complete 2008
aka 1409-1499 Illinois/MB Block X-4. 18 mos exp 
10/6/07.  Project (200607186938) complete 11/19/08


2006-2007 2006.1212 1500 Owens 8709-006 0 17333 complete 2009


Alexandria District - West Campus (158,500); 
200611298694 issued 5/24/07 (aka MBS Blk 41-43, 
Parcel 5). Under construction. Estimated completion in 
March 2009. 


2006.1216 1600 Owens 8709-004/010 0 17332 complete 2016 BPA 200711097802 completed 2/4/16. 


2006.1509


Alexandria District - 
North Campus (MB 26/1-
3; 1455 Third Street/455 
Mission Bay South 
Blvd/450 South Street)


8721-012/8720-
011/016/017 0 17401


complete/under 
construction n/a


Alexandria District - North Campus (373,487); aka 
MBS Blk 26, Parcels 1-3, project proposes 3 buildings - 
building permit application no. 200704279921 (455 
Mission Bay South Blvd.) COMPLETE on 11/17/09 for 
5 story office/lab; 200705090778 (450 South Street) 
COMPLETE on 10/23/09 for "parking garage with 7 
stories new building."  BPA 201508245071 for 12-story 
office issued 11/2/16 and 201508245062 issued 
11/3/16 for 7 story office/retail building. 


2006.1536 1515 Third Street 8721-012 0 17400 under construction n/a


Alexandria District - North Campus (202,893); aka 
MBS Blk 27, Parcel 1  see also 2006.1509. BPA 
200806265407 withdrawn 11/3/16; new BPA 
201508245062 issued 11/3/16 for 7 story office/retail 
building. 
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2005.1062 650 Townsend 3783-009 375,151 17440 complete 2009


18 mos exp 12/7/08.  200705151356 issued 2/20/08 - 
Conversion of existing structure into office - no major 
construction required. Final Inspection (3/16/09)


2006.0616 120 Howard 3717-019 67931 17466 complete n/a Construction completed in 2012


2006.1273 535 Mission 3721-068, 083 293750 17470 complete n/a


18 mos exp 2/2/09; 2/12/08 - 200508049463 issued by 
CPB on 8/21/08.  Appealed to Board of Permit Appeals 
on 8/29/08 (Appeal No. 08-137) - appeal withdrawn 
and permit reinstated on 8/29/08.  Separate permits 
issued for pile indicators, site cleanup and fencing. 
10/24/08 - Construction started in early 2013.


2007-2008 2006.0660 100 California 0236-017 76,500 17544 approved n/a


18 mos exp 7/31/09. No building permit on file as of 
5/18/11. Beacon Capital started the process and then 
allegedly sold to Broadway Partners, who are reputed 
to be current owners- no current status


6/16/14 update - Broadway Partners website lists the 
property as theirs. No building permits relating to 
project on file. Site visit on 6/17/14 shows no signs of 
upcoming construction activity.  


2008.0001 505-525 Howard 3736-001:004/114/121 74,500 17641 complete n/a


18 mos exp 12/26/09.  200610316514 for new 
construction COMPLETED on 3/11/14. "First & 
Howard"  bldg 3 - see 1998.902. 2005.0733 on file to 
legalize existing surface parking lot.


No Case 680 Folsom Street 3735-013 117,000 none complete n/a Redevelopment (Yerba Buena)


2008.0850 Alexandria District various 1122980 17709 approved n/a


Establishes Alexandria Mission Bay Life Sciences and 
Technology Development District ("Alexandria District") 
to consolidate previous and future allocations.


2008.0484 600 Terry Francois 8722-001 0 17710 approved n/a
Alexandria District - East Campus (312,932) - 
schematic design.


2008.0483 650 Terry Francois 8722-001 0 17711 approved n/a
Alexandria District - East Campus (291,367) - 
schematic design.


2008.0690 1450 Owens 8709-006 0 17712 approved n/a
Alexandria District - West Campus (61,581) - 
schematic design as of 4/2011


2008-2009 No Projects Approved During Allocation Period
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2009-2010 2009.1026 850-870 Brannan Street 3780-
006/007/007A/072 138,580 18095 complete 2013 aka 888 Brannan Street


2007.0946
Candlestick Point - 
Hunter's Point


Candlestick Point and 
Hunter's Point 


Shipyard 800000 18102 approved n/a


NO ALLOCATION GRANTED YET. First  800,000 gsf 
of office development within the Candlestick Point - 
Hunter's Point Project Area to receive priority office 
allocation over all projects except the Transbay Transit 
Tower or those within Mission Bay South.


2006.1106 222 Second Street 3735-063 430650 18170 complete n/a BPA No. 200711309386


2010-2011 No Case Alexandria District various 200000 17709 approved n/a
additional allocation per terms of Motion 17709 by 
Letter of  Determination


2006.1524 350 Mission Street 3710-017 335000 18268 complete n/a
2007.0903 Treasure Island 1939-001/002 0 18332 approved n/a Priority Resolution Only for 100,000gsf.


2011-2012 No Case Alexandria District various 27020 17709 approved n/a
additional allocation per terms of Motion 17709 by 
Letter of  Determination


2011.0583 850-870 Brannan Street 3780-006, 007, 007A, 
and 072 113,753 18527 complete 2013 aka 888 Brannan Street


2011.1147 601 Townsend Street 3799-001 72,600 18619 approved n/a
BPA No. 201408063120 approved by Planning on 
8/8/14, but not yet issued by DBI. Project sponsor 
proposed to withdraw on 8/3/16.


2009.0885 1100 Van Ness Ave 0694-010 242,987 18599 doesn't count n/a
CPMC - Cat Hill MOB; rescinded & reallocated in 2013 
cycle


2011.0895 460-462 Bryant St 3763-015A 59475 18685 complete n/a BPA No. 201312194664 issued on 5/22/14.
2012.0041 444 DeHaro St 3979-001 90500 18653 complete 2013 BPA No. 201312194626 issued on 12/31/13.
2012.0409 185 Berry St 3803-005 101982 18690 complete n/a aka China Basin Landing. 


2012.0371 100 Potrero Ave. 3920-001 70070 18704 complete 2013
EN Legitimization. BPA No. 201212286973 issued 
5/6/13.


2009.0886 3615 Cesar Chavez 6576-021 99,848 18595 doesn't count n/a
CPMC - St. Luke's MOB; rescinded & reallocated in 
2013 cycle


2012-2013 2012.0257 101 1st Street 3720-001 1,370,577 18725 complete n/a
Transbay Tower; aka 425 Mission St. BPA No. 
201303132080.


2007.0456 181 Fremont Street 0308-001 361038 18764 under construction n/a
BPA No. 201305015894 issued 12/26/13. TCOs issued 
on 5/10 and 8/13/19.


2012.1046 1550 Bryant Street 3923-006 108,399 18732 complete 2013 EN Legitimization. BPA No. 201302069627


2012.1482 1800 Owens 8727-005 700,000 18807 complete 2017
Mission Bay Block 40. BPA No. 201409045458 issued 
11/12/15.


2009.0885 1100 Van Ness Ave 0694-010 242,987 18890 complete 2019 CPMC - Cat Hill MOB;  BPA 201112090400
2009.0886 3615 Cesar Chavez 6576-021 94799 18886 under construction n/a CPMC - St. Luke's MOB
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments


2007.0385 345 Brannan Street 3788-039 102285 19000 complete 2015
BPA 200810275193 completed and CFC issued 
10/14/15


2012.0799 270 Brannan Street 3774-026 189000 18988 complete 2016


BPA No. 201312174402 issued on 4/25/14. Foundation 
and Superstructure Addendum approved. Architectural 
Addendum under review by DBI/DPW/PUC. 
"Groundbreaking" in August 2014.


2012.0906 333 Brannan Street 3788-042 175,450 18952 complete 2015
BPA No. 201306280744 completed and CFC issued 
10/14/15. 


2013.0276 350 Mission Street 3710-017 79,680 18956 complete 2017
Salesforce (No. 2). BPA No. 201108011461 complete 
3/23/17. 


2013.0585 999 Brannan Street 3782-003 143292 18950 complete 2014
EN Legitimization. BPA No. 201306280728 issued 
4/28/14.


2013-2014 2012.0605 300 California Street 0238-002 56459 19034 approved n/a Approved 12/5/13. No BPA filed.


2013.0226 665 3rd Street 3788-041 123,700 19012 complete 2013
BPA No. 201311222636 issued on 12/31/13 to legalize 
office space.


2013.0544 410 Townsend Street 3785-002A 76,000 19062 complete 2015 BPA No. 201306260587 issued on10/29/15. 


2013.0493 888 Brannan Street
3780-006, 007, 007A, 


and 072 10000 19049 complete 2014 AirBnB (No. 2) to convert GF parking to office.


2013.0007 81-85 Bluxome Street 3786-018 55,000 19088 complete 2016
BPA No. 201404072588 completed and CFC issued on 
12/1/16.


2014-2015 2012.1187 501-505 Brannan Street 3786-038 137,446 19295 complete 2018 BPA No. 201508285498 issued on 2/8/16.


2012.0203 100 Hooper Street 3808-003 284471 19315 under construction n/a
BPA Nos. 201410239755 and 201410209377 issued 
12/17/15.


2012.0722 390 Main Street 3746-002 n/a complete 2017 Conversion of former gov. agencies to office space. 
2014-002085 250 Howard Street 3718-012, 025, 027 766,745 19413 under construction n/a BPA No. 201504274732 issued on 10/28/15. 
2014.0679 510 Townsend Street 3784-007, 080 269,063 19440 complete 2019


2011.0409 901-925 Mission Street
3725-005, 006, 008, 
009, 012, 098, 093 633,500


19467, 
19468 approved n/a 5M Project; No building permit filed.


2015-2016 2013.1545 645 Harrison Street 3763-105 98,964 19524  under construction n/a BPA No. 201703101213 issued on 4/3/2017.


2014-002701 MBS Blocks 29 & 31 8722-001 0 19502 complete 2019


GSW Event Center (Design Only); BPA No. 
201606149952 (11-story office bldg.) issued on 


4/11/17. 


2008.0850 1455 & 1515 3rd St 8721-029, 033 0 19619  under construction n/a


Uber/Alexandria (Design Only); BPA No. 
201508245071 (12-story office bldg.) issued 11/2/16; 
BPA No. 201508245062 (7-story office/retail bldg.) 
issued 11/3/16. 


2006.1523 50 1st St 3708/055 1,057,549 19636  under construction n/a BPA No. 201510301303 issued 7/5/17. 
2015-009141 875 Howard St 3733/079 70,881 19700 complete 2018 BPA No. 201707182101 completed on 3/5/18.
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LARGE OFFICE APPROVALS - STATUS OF ALL PROJECTS COMPLETE


REVOKED
18 MOS. EXPIRED
NO INFORMATION / NOT APPLICABLE
UNDER CONSTRUCTION


AWAITING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Date Case No. Address APN Size Motion Status Completion Comments
2016-2017 2014.1063 630 Folsom St 3750/079 90,102 19815  under construction n/a BPA No. 201706018184 issued on 3/21/18. 


2014-000362 1500 Mission St
3506-006, 007, 008-


011 0 n/a  under construction n/a BPA No. 201606200387 issued on 10/3/17.


2017-2018 2015-015010 1 De Haro St 3800-004, 005 86,301  under construction n/a BPA No. 201710121125 issued on 12/5/18.


2018-2019 2012.0640 598 Brannan Street 3777-045, 050, 052 711,136 20460 approved n/a
BPA Nos. 201909060913 and 201909060914 under 
review by Planning.


2017-000663 610 Brannan Street
3778-001B, 002B, 
004, 005, 047, 048 1,355,363 20485 approved n/a BPA Nos. 2019.0806.8051, 8052, 8053, 8054, 8055


2015-012490 88 Bluxome Street 3786-037 775,000 20494 approved n/a
BPA Nos. 201903215884, 201903215873, and 
201903215872 under review by Planning.


2019-2020 2005.0759 725 Harrison Street
3762-106, 108, 109, 


112, 116, 117 505,000 20598 approved n/a
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT);

JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for December 26, 2019 and January 2, 2020
Date: Friday, December 20, 2019 1:53:40 PM
Attachments: winterbreak cancellation.docx

CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx
Advance Calendar - 20191226.xlsx

Commissioners,
I am pleased to forward your Cancellation Notice for December 26, 2019 and January 2, 2020.
 
Congratulations on a very productive year in 2019.
 
Looking forward to 2020.
 
Enjoy your Holidays and have a happy New Year!
 
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
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION 
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NOTICE

OF 

CANCELLATION











Thursday, 

December 26, 2019 and January 2, 2020



Regular Meetings



[bookmark: _GoBack]NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, December 26, 2019 and January 2, 2020 San Francisco Planning Commission Regular Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Thursday, January 9, 2020.



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Sue Diamond, 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







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20609

 

[bookmark: _GoBack]NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0676

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



December 19, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







December 19, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-010941DRP

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-010941VAR

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-005154CUA

		1300 Columbus Avenue

		Fahey

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-016568CUA

		2255 Judah Street

		Horn

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2009.0885B

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Teague

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20603

		2019-013953CUA

		196 States Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 5, 2019 – Closed Session

		

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 5, 2019 – Regular

		

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20604

		2019-022159CWP

		Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

		Small

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014-000362ENVGPA

PCAMAPDNXSHD

		1500 Mission Street

		Alexander

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 6, 2020 with direction to include an ADU.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20605

		2018-012392CUA

		37 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20606

		2017-000140CUA

		2299 Market Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20607

		2019-001995CUA

		1 Front Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions as amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20608

		2019-006086CUA

		40 12th Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Richards absent)



		DRA-0674

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Did Not Take DR; approved as proposed, including a finding recognizing the Sponsor’s voluntary gift (250k) to the City.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Melgar against; Richards absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		ZA closed the PH and took the matter under advisement

		



		DRA-0675

		2018-011578DRP

		2898 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		



		

		2018-010655DRP-03

		2169 26th Avenue

		Winslow

		Without hearing; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)







December 12, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-017957PCA

		Geary-Masonic Special Use District [BF191002]

		Flores

		Continued to January 23, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-012442DRP

		436 Tehama Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-014764CND

		2101-2109 Ellis Street

		Wilborn

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-000503DRP-03

		2452 Green Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013697DRP

		3500 Jackson Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20592

		2019-012018CUA

		251 Clement Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		2020 Hearing Schedule

		Ionin

		Adopted as amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20593

		2019-013522PCA

		Code Clean-Up 2019 [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Approved as amended by Staff and T.Radulovich

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-003164CWP

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-013506GEN

		Water Supply

		Kern

		None - Informational

		



		M-20594

		2016-012773CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20595

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20596

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Moore, Melgar against; Richards absent)



		M-20597

		2005.0759ENX

		725 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended and read into the record by Dir. Rahaim

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20598

		2005.0759OFA

		725 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2005.0759VAR

		725 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Asst. ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20599

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Liang

		Asst. ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Asst. ZA, after hearing and closing PC; Continued to March 12, 2020

		



		M-20600

		2018-015446CUA

		740 Clayton Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions as amended limiting the number of units to four with the option of providing an ADU and Com. Moore’s design comments for unit No. 1.

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		

		2018-015446VAR

		740 Clayton Street

		Dito

		Asst. ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Deny

		



		

		2018-011904CUA

		1420 Taraval Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20601

		2019-015307CUA

		2222 Bush Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Richards absent)



		M-20602

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







December 10, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







December 9, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







December 5, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to go into Closed Session

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







December 5, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.0689CUA

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1593B

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-012887DRP

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Continued to January 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to January 9, 2020

		



		M-20583

		2019-006951CUA

		1401 19th Avenue

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 21, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 21, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Corrected

		+7 -0



		R-20584

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units [Board File No. 190757]

		Merlone

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20585

		2018-017235CWP

		Retained Elements Special Topic Design Guidelines

		Small

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022159CWP

		Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

		Small

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20586

		2016-013312GPA

		542-550 Howard Street (Transbay Parcel F) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after January 9, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20587

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		After a motion to continue failed +3 -3(Diamond, Fung, Koppel against); Approved with Conditions, including to continue working with Staff on the design.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson absent)



		M-20588

		2018-014774CUA

		360 Spear Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: DPH must review all BPA’s for each tenant for local, state and federal regulations prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

		+4 -2 (Moore, Fung against; Johnson absent)



		M-20589

		2019-004451CUA

		2075 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended, eliminating Condition No. 11.

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Johnson absent)



		

		2016-012773CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Fahey

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 12, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20590

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Vimr

		After a motion to approve conversions on the third, fourth and fifth floors with conditions failed +2 -4 (Diamond, Fung, Moore, Melgar against); Approved with Staff recommendation and Conditions

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Johnson absent)



		M-20591

		2018-007267OFA

		865 Market Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-0673

		2019-013201DRP

		500 Jones Street

		Christensen

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Johnson absent)



		

		2019-013559DRP-02

		2517 Pacific Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







November 21, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to conduct Closed Session

		+4 -0 (Moore, Fung, Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Reported that they narrowed the list of candidates and will begin scheduling interviews; and adopted a motion to not disclose

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)







November 21, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units [Board File No. 190757]

		Merlone

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2009.0885B

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Teague

		Continued to December 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2018-007725DRP

		244 Douglass Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-007725VAR

		244 Douglass Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to the December 5, 2019 Variance Agenda

		



		

		2018-012392CUA

		37 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to December 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2018-016284DRP

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20562

		2019-015128CUA

		333 Dolores Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20566

		2019-014224CUA

		279 Columbus Avenue

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20567

		2019-012281CUA

		350 Pacific Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20568

		2019-016419CND

		3234 Washington Street

		Dito

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 7, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 14, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		R-20569

		2016-003351CWP

		Racial and Social Equity Action Plan

		Flores

		Adopted Phase 1

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		R-20570

		2019-017962PCA

		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program

		Merlone

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		

		Plan Bay Area

		Switzky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Design Guidelines

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		R-20571

		2018-003800CWP

		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines

		Francis

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20572

		2008.0586E

		Multiple Properties Owned or Leased by The Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Adopted CEQA Findings

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		R-20573

		2019-012970PCADVA

		Multiple Properties Owned or Leased by The Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20574

		2019-012970CUA

		Multiple Properties Owned or Leased by The Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20575

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff, including:

1. Make the top more pronounced;

2. No more than two furnished units may be rented at any one time;

3. All units to hold a minimum six-month lease;

4. No corporate tenants, with exception to non-profit corporations; and

5. If pending Peskin legislation passes, it would supersede these conditions.

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20576

		2018-012642CUA

		552-554 Capp Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Fung, Richards absent)



		M-20577

		2019-004849CUA

		2406 Bush Street

		Ajello

		Disapproved

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20578

		2008.0023CUA

		461 29th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to continue working with staff on:

1. Eliminating the fourth floor;

2. Extending the lightwell to grade; 

3. Reducing the parking to one space; and

4. Providing bicycle parking.

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Moore, Fung, absent)



		M-20579

		2018-009157CUA

		2175 Hayes Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Moore, Fung, Richards absent)



		M-20580

		2019-000745CUA

		1100 Thomas Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		

		2019-000745VAR

		1100 Thomas Street

		Christensen

		Asst. ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20581

		2019-001143CUA

		1465 Donner Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		M-20582

		2019-005500CUA

		2934 Cesar Chavez Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore, Fung absent)



		DRA-0672

		2018-003910DRP

		3252 19th Street

		Sucre

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+4 -1 (Richard against; Moore, Fung absent)







November 14, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Fung absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a motion not to disclose

		+4 -0 (Johnson, Fung absent)







November 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-002545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Without hearing, continued to January 9, 2020

		



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Without hearing, continued to January 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		Without hearing, continued to January 16, 2020

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to February 6, 2020

		



		

		2018-011962DRP

		869 Alvarado Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued indefinitely 

		



		

		2017-004110CUA-02

		2867 San Bruno Avenue

		Durandet

		Without hearing, continued indefinitely

		



		

		2019-012281CUA

		350 Pacific Avenue

		Weissglass

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2019-016419CND

		3234 Washington Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Without hearing, continued to December 12, 2019

		



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Without hearing, continued to December 12, 2019

		



		

		2018-012642CUA

		552-554 Capp Street

		Liang

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2017-000140CUA

		2299 Market Street

		Campbell

		Without hearing, continued to December 19, 2019

		



		

		2018-016284DRP

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2018-003910DRP

		3252 19th Street

		Sucre

		Without hearing, continued to November 21, 2019

		







November 7, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-012970PRJ

		Academy of Art University

		Perry

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2008.0023CUA

		461 29th Street

		Hicks

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		



		

		2019-014348PCA

		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units [Board File No. 190757]

		Merlone

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-007267OFA

		865 Market Street

		Vimr

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Continued to December 12, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Asst. ZA Continued to December 12, 2019

		



		

		2019-013506GEN

		Water Supply

		Kern

		Continued to December 12, 2019

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-003910DRP

		3252 19th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to November 14, 2019

		+3 -2 (Fung, Koppel against; Melgar recused)



		M-20557

		2019-004664CUA

		57 Wentworth Street

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 17, 2019 – Joint with Rec and Park

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 17, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 24, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Corrected

		+6 -0



		

		

		Planning Director Search

		

		Endorsed the Process and tentatively scheduled Closed Sessions on November 14, 2019, November 21, 2019, December 5, 2019, and December 9, 10 or 11, 2019.

		+6 -0



		M-20558

		2018-009548CUA

		427 Baden Street

		Pantoja

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended to include: eliminate the connecting door and at no point may the adjoining properties be re-connected.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20559

		2019-013522PCA

		Code Clean-Up 2019

		Flores

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after December 12, 2019

		+4 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		M-20560

		2015-006825CUA

		367 Hamilton Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: 

1. Provide separate entries;

2. Reduce the deck; and

3. Improve access to light and livability to the lower unit.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20561

		2018-000468AHB

		3945 Judah Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: 

1. Provide a car-share space; and

2. Two commercial units of approximately 700 square feet each.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 5, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Asst. ZA Continued to December 5, 2019

		



		M-20563

		2018-001485CUA

		3360 Sacramento Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20564

		2017-013155CUA

		230 Kirkham Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a tenant and tenancy finding.

		+6 -0



		M-20565

		2019-002758CUA

		3501 Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0671

		2018-015288DRP

		1130 Potrero Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved the BPA with conditions:

1. Provide an ADU (at least 750 square feet);

2. Expand the lightwell; and

3. Extend the roof deck wall.

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Johnson absent)







October 24, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2009.0885B

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Teague

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-012392CUA

		37 Saturn Street

		Horn

		Continued to November 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-001568CUA

		101 Bayshore Boulevard

		Liang

		Withdrawn

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-013506GEN

		Water Supply

		Kern

		Continued to November 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-012773CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Tran

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-014849CUA

		220 Post Street

		Vimr

		Continued to December 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 19, 2019

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Melgar absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to December 19, 2019

		



		M-20549

		2018-013158CUA

		2956 24th Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 10, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20550

		2016-006860ENV

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Li

		Upheld PMND

		+5 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20551

		2016-006860AHB

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent)



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to December 12, 2019

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent)



		

		2018-010555CUA

		2412 Clay Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued Indefinitely

		+3 -1 (Koppel against; Melgar, Johnson absent)



		R-20553

		2019-017266PCA

		Extension of Temporary Cannabis Permits [BF 190842]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20552

		2007.0946CWP-03

		Candlestick Point Design for Development Amendments

		Snyder

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		After hearing and closing public comment; a motion to Approve with Conditions failed +2 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Melgar, Johnson absent); Continued to December 19, 2019.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20554

		2006.0660B

		100 California Street

		Teague

		Revoked Office Allocation

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20555

		2012.0605B

		300 California Street

		Teague

		Revoked Office Allocation

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		M-20556

		1998.714B

		350 Rhode Island Street

		Teague

		Revoked Office Allocation

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson absent)



		DRA-0670

		2019-012253DRP

		463 Castro Street

		Washington

		A motion to Take DR failed; BPA Approved

		+3 -1 (Fung against; Melgar, Johnson absent)



		

		2014.1063DNX

		633 Folsom Street

		Tran

		None - Informational

		







October 17, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		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)



		R-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)







image1.jpeg




Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				December 26, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 2, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 9, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2013.1593BCUA		2 Henry Adams				fr: 12/5		Giacomucci

						office use in a landmark building in PDR-1-D		to: 1/30

		2009-2623CWP		Sustainable City Framework 						Fisher

						Informational

		2015-004827ENV		SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project						Kern

						DEIR

		2016-013312CUADNXMAP		542-550 Howard Street (“Parcel F”)						Foster

		OFAPCAVAR				Project Adoption 

		2019-020070CUA  		2100 Market Street						Horn

						Formula Retail

		2019-014257CUA		401 Potrero Ave						Samonsky

						Formula Retail

		2019-012131CUA		1099 Dolores Street						Campbell

						CUA Demolition New Construction

		2018-011430CUAVAR		1776 Green St				fr: 11/7; 12/5		May

						TBD

		2017-002545ENVAPL		2417 Green St 				fr: 9/19; 11/14		Poling

						PMND Appeal

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2017-014666DRP		743 Vermont Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-003023DRP-02		2727 VALLEJO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 16, 2020 - CLSOED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-020940PCA		Residential Occupancy- Intermediate Length Occupancy						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

				Office of Cannabis						Christensen

						Informational

		1996.0016CWP		COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2018						Ken

						Informational

		2016-006860IKA		65 Ocean Av				fr: 10/24; 12/12		Flores

						In-Kind Agreement

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St						Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use

		2019-001694CUA		1500 Mission Street				fr: 10/3; 11/14		Weissglass

						Massage establishment in Equinox Gym

		2017-005154CUASHD		1300 Columbus Avenue				fr: 12/19		Fahey

						4-story addition of 174 rooms and ground floor retail to an existing 4-story, 342 room hotel

		2018-002124CUA 		54 4th St 				fr: 12/19		Alexander

						conversion of residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel 

		2009.0159XCUAVAR		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

						extension in the conditions of approval

		2019-001455CUA		1750 Wawona Street						Campbell

						CUA Tantamount to Demolition During Construction

		2017-012887DRPVAR		265 OAK ST				fr: 12/5		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-010941DRP		2028 LEAVENWORTH ST				fr: 12/19		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-005400DRP		166 PARKER AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 23, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-016849CND		1630 Clay Street				CONSENT		Fahey

						Condo Conversion Subdivision of a 6-unit building

		2019-017311CND		901 Union Street				CONSENT		Fahey

						Condo Conversion Subdivision of a 6-unit building

		2019-017957PCA		Geary-Masonic Special Use District				fr: 12/12		Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Informational

		2019-016568CUA		2255 Judah Street				fr: 12/19		Horn

						Formula Retail

		2016-008652ENXCUA		1721 15th Street 						Durandet

						Demo and new construction with State Density Bonus 41 residential units

		2017-011214CUA		9 Apollo Street 						Kwiatkawska

						CUA to remove a UDU

		2019-006042CUA		1560 Wallace St						Liang

						Subdivision of a parcel greater than 10,000 sf into two parcels 

		2015-004109CUA-02 		333 12th Street 						Jardines

						change of use from a previously approved residential project to student housing

		2019-015062CUA		500 Laguna St						Hicks

						change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-016523CUA		313 Ivy St						Hicks

						change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-005361DRM		49 Kearny St						Hicks

						change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-000650DRP-02		617 SANCHEZ ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002825DRP		780 KANSAS ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-003900DRP		1526 MASONIC AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 30, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-004211CUA		3829 24th Street 						Fahey

						Limited Restaurant with Retail Sales 

		2012.1384		1 Vassar 						Sucre

						C. SoMa Key Site Informational

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

		2013.1593BCUA		2 Henry Adams				fr: 12/5; 1/9		Giacomucci

						office use in a landmark building in PDR-1-D

		2018-011904CUA		1420 Taraval St				fr: 12/12		Hoagland

						Demo SFD & construct 3 du mixed use building

		2019-013168CUA		153 Kearny Street						Updegrave

						CUA to convert existing vacant retail and retail storage to office below grade

		2019-017082CUA		1610 Post Street 						Wilborn

						CUA to for Massage Establishment

		2018-015058CUA  		2555 Diamond Street						Hoagland

						Demo SFR and construct new SFR

		2019-006316CUA		645 Irving Street						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Yi Fang Taiwan Fruit Tea) 

		2018-010655DRP-03		2169 26TH AVE				fr: 12/19		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2014.0243DRP-02		3927-3931 19TH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-014127DRP		2643 31ST AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013041DRP		41 KRONQUIST CT						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 6, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Market Octavia Plan Amendment						Langlois

						Initiation

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Initiation

		2018-011717CUA 		1369 Sanchez Street				fr: 10/24; 12/19		Cisneros

						Demo per PC Section 317

		2019-006446CUA		428 27th St						Pantoja

						removal of a UDU at an existing formerly SFH

		2019-014039CUA		1735 Polk Street						Hicks

						Change of use to cannabis retail

		2018-013139CUA		271 Granada Avenue						Campbell

						CUA Demolition New Construction

		2019-014893DRP-02		152 GEARY ST						Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-014211DRP		667 MISSISSIPPI ST						Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011022DRP		2651 OCTAVIA ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011031DRP-03		219-223 MISSOURI ST				fr: 11/14		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 13, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Adoption

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Initiation

		2019-014251DRP-02		2001 CHESTNUT ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010281DRP		236 EL CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007012DRP		134 HEARST AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 20, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000503DRP-03		2452 GREEN ST				fr: 12/12		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: Indefinite

		2012.1384VARENX		400 2nd Street/One Vassar 						Jardines

		OFACUA				Demolition of (E) new hotel and construct two new buildings (residential and office)

		2019-000013CUA		552-554 Hill Street						Campbell

						Legalization of Dwelling Unit Merger & Relocation

		2018-012611DRP-03		2101-2103 VALLEJO ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007763DRP-05		66 MOUNTAIN SPRING AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 27, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St						Poling

						Certification

		2017-003559PRJ		3700 California St						May

						Project Approvals

		2018-014949DRP		4428 23rd STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-010670DRP		421 WALNUT Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 5, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-013012DRP-02		621 11TH AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-007931DRP-02		2630 DIVISADERO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009964DRP		526 LOMBARD 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 12, 2020 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Adoption

		2016-016100ENV		SFPUC’s Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project						Johnston

						DEIR

				March 12, 2020

		Case No.		Diamond - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

				Market Octavia Plan Amendment						Langlois

						Adoption

		2018-011441CUAVAR 		1846 Grove Street				fr: 11/7; 12/12		Dito

						new construction of five dwelling units 

		2018-013511DRP		350 LIBERTY ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-015039DRP		350-352 SAN JOSE AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 19, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-002243DRP		439 HILL ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 26, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				April 2, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-008661ENXOFA		701 Harrison Street 						Jardines

						seven-story, mixed-use office building with 8,407 sf of Retail and 49,801 sf of Office Space

		2018-013422DRP		 						Winslow
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				Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						Certification

				May 7, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				May 14, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW RENTAL SUBSIDIES FOR HIV

POSITIVE SAN FRANCISCANS
Date: Friday, December 20, 2019 1:34:50 PM
Attachments: 12.20.19 HIV Rental Subsidies.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: Friday, December 20, 2019 1:34 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW RENTAL SUBSIDIES FOR
HIV POSITIVE SAN FRANCISCANS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, December 20, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW RENTAL

SUBSIDIES FOR HIV POSITIVE SAN FRANCISCANS
$1 million in funding from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development for
first new HIV rental subsidies in 12 years; Q Foundation now accepting applications for the

program
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the launch of the first new
rental subsidy program for people living with HIV/AIDS in 12 years. In partnership with
Mayor Breed and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD),
the Q Foundation hosted a launch event today at the Main Library for people to receive
information about the program, including qualification criteria and the application process.
 
Last month, MOHCD awarded $1 million to the Q Foundation to administer the HIV/AIDS
Rent Subsidy Program. Mayor Breed included the funding for the program in the City budget.
In addition to these new subsidies, the City has long provided rental subsidies for people living
with HIV and AIDS through the Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA)
Program.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, December 20, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW RENTAL 


SUBSIDIES FOR HIV POSITIVE SAN FRANCISCANS 
$1 million in funding from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development for first 
new HIV rental subsidies in 12 years; Q Foundation now accepting applications for the program 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the launch of the first new 
rental subsidy program for people living with HIV/AIDS in 12 years. In partnership with Mayor 
Breed and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), the 
Q Foundation hosted a launch event today at the Main Library for people to receive information 
about the program, including qualification criteria and the application process.  
 
Last month, MOHCD awarded $1 million to the Q Foundation to administer the HIV/AIDS Rent 
Subsidy Program. Mayor Breed included the funding for the program in the City budget. In 
addition to these new subsidies, the City has long provided rental subsidies for people living with 
HIV and AIDS through the Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) Program. 
 
“As we work to end homelessness in our City, we must also work to keep people housed, and 
this program helps us do just that,” said Mayor Breed. “Although we’ve reached a record-low 
number of new HIV infections in San Francisco, disparities exist among populations—including 
people who are unstably housed. These rental subsidies help people who have HIV live in stable, 
safe conditions, so they can continue to seek treatment and just live their lives without worrying 
about their housing situation.” 
 
“On behalf of Q Foundation and the HIV+ communities, we are proud and thankful for the 
leadership of Mayor London Breed and the City in taking this important step to reduce 
homelessness,” said Brian Basinger, Co-Founder and Executive Director of Q Foundation. 
“There are currently 2,390 people with HIV in San Francisco with immediate need for housing 
assistance. This investment in equity provides hope for our HIV+ communities who are among 
the top five highest rates of homelessness in the City.” 
 
Following the information session, case managers from the Q Foundation walked people through 
the application process using the Library’s computer lab. This immediate screening for eligibility 
will allow Q Foundation staff to begin reviewing applications as soon as possible. The rental 
subsidies will be administered to approximately 120 individuals who are HIV positive. To 
qualify for the program, people must be either currently housed and paying more than 70 percent 
of their income toward rent, or offered below-market rate housing in San Francisco, but in need 
of a subsidy. 
 



https://theqfoundation.org/
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“There is an immense need for rental subsidies for individuals who are HIV positive living in 
San Francisco, the city with one of the highest rates of HIV positive people experiencing 
homelessness in the United States,” said Daniel Adams, Acting Director of MOHCD. “We are 
excited to partner with the Q Foundation to administer these subsidies to ensure those with 
HIV/AIDS can live with dignity and security.” 
 
In 2014, San Francisco City agencies and organizations came together in a collective impact 
initiative known as Getting to Zero. This initiative brings together people and resources from 
throughout the city with three goals in mind: zero new HIV infections, zero HIV-related deaths 
and zero stigma and discrimination. 
 
Helping HIV positive individuals remain housed or find housing advances the City’s goal of 
“getting to zero” new HIV infections and HIV-related deaths. Stable housing allows people to 
more easily access the regular health care and medications they need to achieve viral 
suppression. Viral suppression drugs have made HIV a survivable disease for many, but there is 
a major disparity when it comes to people who are marginally housed or homeless. Thirty-three 
percent of homeless persons living with HIV in San Francisco are virally suppressed, compared 
to 74 percent of housed persons. 
 
In the 2018 Annual HIV Epidemiology Report, which was released this September, the 
Department of Public Health found that the total number of new HIV diagnoses fell below 200 
for the first time. However, the number of new HIV diagnoses increased among people 
experiencing homelessness, further demonstrating the need for programs that help people 
become housed and remain in their homes. 
 
In addition to the rental subsidy program for HIV-positive people, the City has a wide portfolio 
of rental and housing subsidies for low-income trans people, seniors, people with disabilities, and 
formerly homeless individuals living in permanent supportive housing. The City budget for 
Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21 includes $2 million in new subsidies for trans individuals and 
$300,000 for trans housing stability case management, and is projected to serve at least 55 
households. The budget also includes $7 million in new funding for housing subsidies for low-
income seniors and people with disabilities, including $500,000 that the Q Foundation is also 
administering. These investments will prevent eviction and stabilize tenancies for some of the 
City’s most vulnerable residents. 
 
Q Foundation aims to prevent homelessness by protecting the housing people already have, 
providing resources to secure new housing, and promoting public policy to expand opportunities 
for all. Q Foundation provides rental subsidies and affordable housing application assistance to 
diverse community of San Francisco, specifically including LGBTQ, HIV+, seniors, disabled 
adults, and families. 
 
Individuals interested in applying for the rental subsidies should talk to their case manager, or 
use Q Foundation’s online self-referral tool at https://theqfoundation.org/signup. 
 


### 
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“As we work to end homelessness in our City, we must also work to keep people housed, and
this program helps us do just that,” said Mayor Breed. “Although we’ve reached a record-low
number of new HIV infections in San Francisco, disparities exist among populations—
including people who are unstably housed. These rental subsidies help people who have HIV
live in stable, safe conditions, so they can continue to seek treatment and just live their lives
without worrying about their housing situation.”
 
“On behalf of Q Foundation and the HIV+ communities, we are proud and thankful for the
leadership of Mayor London Breed and the City in taking this important step to reduce
homelessness,” said Brian Basinger, Co-Founder and Executive Director of Q Foundation.
“There are currently 2,390 people with HIV in San Francisco with immediate need for housing
assistance. This investment in equity provides hope for our HIV+ communities who are
among the top five highest rates of homelessness in the City.”

Following the information session, case managers from the Q Foundation walked people
through the application process using the Library’s computer lab. This immediate screening
for eligibility will allow Q Foundation staff to begin reviewing applications as soon as
possible. The rental subsidies will be administered to approximately 120 individuals who are
HIV positive. To qualify for the program, people must be either currently housed and paying
more than 70 percent of their income toward rent, or offered below-market rate housing in
San Francisco, but in need of a subsidy.
 
“There is an immense need for rental subsidies for individuals who are HIV positive living in
San Francisco, the city with one of the highest rates of HIV positive people experiencing
homelessness in the United States,” said Daniel Adams, Acting Director of MOHCD. “We are
excited to partner with the Q Foundation to administer these subsidies to ensure those with
HIV/AIDS can live with dignity and security.”
 
In 2014, San Francisco City agencies and organizations came together in a collective impact
initiative known as Getting to Zero. This initiative brings together people and resources from
throughout the city with three goals in mind: zero new HIV infections, zero HIV-related
deaths and zero stigma and discrimination.
 
Helping HIV positive individuals remain housed or find housing advances the City’s goal of
“getting to zero” new HIV infections and HIV-related deaths. Stable housing allows people to
more easily access the regular health care and medications they need to achieve viral
suppression. Viral suppression drugs have made HIV a survivable disease for many, but there
is a major disparity when it comes to people who are marginally housed or homeless. Thirty-
three percent of homeless persons living with HIV in San Francisco are virally suppressed,
compared to 74 percent of housed persons.
 
In the 2018 Annual HIV Epidemiology Report, which was released this September, the
Department of Public Health found that the total number of new HIV diagnoses fell below 200
for the first time. However, the number of new HIV diagnoses increased among people
experiencing homelessness, further demonstrating the need for programs that help people
become housed and remain in their homes.
 
In addition to the rental subsidy program for HIV-positive people, the City has a wide
portfolio of rental and housing subsidies for low-income trans people, seniors, people with

http://www.gettingtozerosf.org/


disabilities, and formerly homeless individuals living in permanent supportive housing. The
City budget for Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21 includes $2 million in new subsidies for
trans individuals and $300,000 for trans housing stability case management, and is projected
to serve at least 55 households. The budget also includes $7 million in new funding for
housing subsidies for low-income seniors and people with disabilities, including $500,000 that
the Q Foundation is also administering. These investments will prevent eviction and stabilize
tenancies for some of the City’s most vulnerable residents.
 
Q Foundation aims to prevent homelessness by protecting the housing people already have,
providing resources to secure new housing, and promoting public policy to expand
opportunities for all. Q Foundation provides rental subsidies and affordable housing
application assistance to diverse community of San Francisco, specifically including LGBTQ,
HIV+, seniors, disabled adults, and families.
 
Individuals interested in applying for the rental subsidies should talk to their case manager, or
use Q Foundation’s online self-referral tool at https://theqfoundation.org/signup.
 

###
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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); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for 415 Native LLC at 313 Ivy St
Date: Friday, December 20, 2019 12:08:15 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: Hannah Fenton <hannah.e.fenton@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2019 11:47 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; angel <brokenspectacles@gmail.com>; Nguey Lay
<ngueylay@msn.com>; mike.hall.tennis@gmail.com
Subject: Letter of Support for 415 Native LLC at 313 Ivy St
 

 

12/20/19
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I am writing to show support for 415 Native LLC, a cannabis equity applicant group
applying for a conditional use to open up a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street,
San Francisco, California 94114. I have known the applicants for a very long time and
are familiar with their business practices and commitment to the community.
 
Owners Mike, Nguey and Angel care about the community they are in and conduct
business in an upstanding and respectable manner. They have been given the
opportunity to open a cannabis retail location at 313 Ivy Street through the Equity
Program, a program designed by the city of San Francisco to foster the equitable
participation in the cannabis industry and to help create business opportunities for
those negatively impacted by the war on drugs. Mike, is an equity business owner
and longstanding member of the  community who runs a youth tennis program and
works in cannabis advocacy. Nguey and Angel, owners of the Fig and Thistle Market
and Wine Bar have been working in small business for over 6 years now in both the

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


food and beverage industry as well as the cannabis industry. They have been friends
for over 20 years and are all from the city, together you have a group of people that
have already proven their commitment to creating a space both welcomed by the
neighborhood and customers alike and dedication to the community and to the
betterment of the city.  Stay Gold has the ability to provide the same positive impact
that their previous projects have delivered. 
 
It is my opinion that this cannabis dispensary will be an asset to the community and I
want to support their efforts to provide a safe and welcoming space for cannabis
access and education. Please help keep San Francisco special and commerce local
by allowing small businesses like this one to operate and thrive in the community.
 
Peace,
 

Hannah E. Fenton

hannah.e.fenton@gmail.com

San Francisco, CA

(209) 404-7154
 
 

mailto:hannah.e.fenton@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Diamond, Susan (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; So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES OPENING OF LA CASA DE LAS MADRES

DROP IN COUNSELING CENTER
Date: Friday, December 20, 2019 11:48:52 AM
Attachments: 12.19.19 La Casa de Las Madres Opening.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: Thursday, December 19, 2019 11:22 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES OPENING OF LA CASA DE LAS
MADRES DROP IN COUNSELING CENTER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, December 19, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES OPENING OF

LA CASA DE LAS MADRES DROP IN COUNSELING CENTER
New center at 1269 Howard Street to expand support for survivors of domestic violence

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and La Casa de las Madres, San Francisco’s
leading provider of domestic violence response and prevention services, today celebrated the
opening of a new Drop in Counseling Center for survivors of domestic violence. Over the past
20 years, La Casa’s Drop in Center has moved three times, as the program grew and needed
more space. This acquisition, supported by a grant from the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development’s Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, provides La Casa with a
permanent home and an additional 3,000 square feet of space to accommodate their domestic
violence support services.
 
“Each year I hear from nonprofits like La Casa de las Madres whose high rents put their
services at risk. With support from my Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, organizations
helping women, children and other vulnerable people have secured more than 100,000 square
feet of newly nonprofit-owned space to ensure access to their services for years to come,” said
Mayor Breed. “La Casa de las Madres is ending the cycle of domestic violence through crisis
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, December 19, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES OPENING OF 


LA CASA DE LAS MADRES DROP IN COUNSELING CENTER 
New center at 1269 Howard Street to expand support for survivors of domestic violence 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and La Casa de las Madres, San Francisco’s 
leading provider of domestic violence response and prevention services, today celebrated the 
opening of a new Drop in Counseling Center for survivors of domestic violence. Over the past 
20 years, La Casa’s Drop in Center has moved three times, as the program grew and needed 
more space. This acquisition, supported by a grant from the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development’s Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, provides La Casa with a permanent home and 
an additional 3,000 square feet of space to accommodate their domestic violence support 
services. 
 
“Each year I hear from nonprofits like La Casa de las Madres whose high rents put their services 
at risk. With support from my Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, organizations helping women, 
children and other vulnerable people have secured more than 100,000 square feet of newly 
nonprofit-owned space to ensure access to their services for years to come,” said Mayor Breed. 
“La Casa de las Madres is ending the cycle of domestic violence through crisis response, support 
services and prevention, and I’m glad the City is able to support them so they can continue their 
important work.” 
 
La Casa de las Madres is one of four nonprofits to receive the highest possible award of 
$1 million, allowing them to overcome the high costs of real estate and grow their operations and 
services for women and children affected by domestic violence. Community Vision administers 
the awards through a competitive request for proposals. 
 
“With rents continuing to rise in San Francisco, having the space to support the thousands of 
survivors of domestic violence each year was becoming increasingly difficult. The City’s support 
is truly transformational,” said Kathy Black, La Casa’s Executive Director. “We want all 
survivors to both believe in and actualize a life free from fear and abuse. With the help of the 
Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, survivors and their children will always have a safe place to 
turn when they need it most.” 
 
La Casa’s services have expanded in the last five years, adding partnerships with Zuckerberg 
San Francisco General Hospital, the Bayview Police Station, and the Human Services Agency to 
their comprehensive domestic violence response and prevention services. In addition to these 
more recent partnerships, La Casa operates a 24-hour emergency shelter, two crisis lines, a text 
line, and has advocates co-located at the San Francisco Housing Authority, the San Francisco 
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Police Department Special Victims Unit, the Mary Elizabeth Inn, and select San Francisco 
Unified School District high schools. A diverse network of public and private funding supports 
these services.  
 
“La Casa de las Madres provides a crucial lifeline to survivors of domestic violence, especially 
immigrant women, and helps them navigate the challenging process of securing their 
independence and safe housing,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development. “We are proud to support this acquisition that enables La Casa to stay 
rooted in the community they serve and provide more life-saving services to survivors escaping 
the cycle of domestic violence.” 
 
La Casa aims to reach over 3,000 adult and child survivors of domestic violence each year. 
While the organization shelters nearly 400 individuals on an annual basis, the majority of their 
clients are participating in programs run through their Drop in Counseling Center. Increasing the 
size of this space allows for more support groups, peer counseling and one-on-one therapeutic 
support. La Casa’s new Center also has a large space for training volunteers and other service 
providers who work with survivors. 
 
“We want as many people as possible to be able to recognize the warning signs of domestic 
violence, and know how to refer a victim or survivor to support services like La Casa. Training 
other community based service providers and volunteers to see, the signs, and provide the right 
referrals, means that an individual is more likely to get out of an unsafe or abusive situation 
sooner,” Black explained. 
 
La Casa’s goal is to decrease the rate of domestic violence in San Francisco. Domestic violence 
affects one in four women each year and is leading cause of homelessness and economic 
instability for women in the City. In addition to serving survivors of domestic violence, La Casa 
works to avert domestic violence-related crises before they happen and before the survivor loses 
their housing, their job, or their health and well-being.  
 
About La Casa de las Madres 
La Casa de las Madres provides expert domestic violence intervention and prevention services to 
more than 20,000 San Francisco community members each year. In addition to a 35-bed 
confidentially located emergency shelter, La Casa’s services include an active Drop in Center, 
24-hour Teen and Adult Hotlines, La Casa’s Teen Program, and community education and 
outreach. All services are free of charge, multilingual, confidential, and available to all victims of 
domestic violence. For more information about La Casa de las Madres, visit www.lacasa.org.  
 
About the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative 
The Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative is led by the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development in partnership with the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, 
the San Francisco Arts Commission, and Community Vision to deploy a variety of tools to help 
stabilize nonprofits. 
 



http://www.lacasa.org/
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Since 2017, the program has awarded $9.3 million and assisted more than 100 San Francisco-
based nonprofits. Information about the initiative and current resources for nonprofits may be 
found at www.oewd.org/nonprofits. 
 


### 
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response, support services and prevention, and I’m glad the City is able to support them so
they can continue their important work.”
 
La Casa de las Madres is one of four nonprofits to receive the highest possible award of
$1 million, allowing them to overcome the high costs of real estate and grow their operations
and services for women and children affected by domestic violence. Community Vision
administers the awards through a competitive request for proposals.
 
“With rents continuing to rise in San Francisco, having the space to support the thousands of
survivors of domestic violence each year was becoming increasingly difficult. The City’s
support is truly transformational,” said Kathy Black, La Casa’s Executive Director. “We want
all survivors to both believe in and actualize a life free from fear and abuse. With the help of
the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative, survivors and their children will always have a safe
place to turn when they need it most.”
 
La Casa’s services have expanded in the last five years, adding partnerships with Zuckerberg
San Francisco General Hospital, the Bayview Police Station, and the Human Services Agency
to their comprehensive domestic violence response and prevention services. In addition to
these more recent partnerships, La Casa operates a 24-hour emergency shelter, two crisis lines,
a text line, and has advocates co-located at the San Francisco Housing Authority, the San
Francisco Police Department Special Victims Unit, the Mary Elizabeth Inn, and select San
Francisco Unified School District high schools. A diverse network of public and private
funding supports these services.
 
“La Casa de las Madres provides a crucial lifeline to survivors of domestic violence,
especially immigrant women, and helps them navigate the challenging process of securing
their independence and safe housing,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic
and Workforce Development. “We are proud to support this acquisition that enables La Casa
to stay rooted in the community they serve and provide more life-saving services to survivors
escaping the cycle of domestic violence.”
 
La Casa aims to reach over 3,000 adult and child survivors of domestic violence each year.
While the organization shelters nearly 400 individuals on an annual basis, the majority of their
clients are participating in programs run through their Drop in Counseling Center. Increasing
the size of this space allows for more support groups, peer counseling and one-on-one
therapeutic support. La Casa’s new Center also has a large space for training volunteers and
other service providers who work with survivors.
 
“We want as many people as possible to be able to recognize the warning signs of domestic
violence, and know how to refer a victim or survivor to support services like La Casa.
Training other community based service providers and volunteers to see, the signs, and
provide the right referrals, means that an individual is more likely to get out of an unsafe or
abusive situation sooner,” Black explained.
 
La Casa’s goal is to decrease the rate of domestic violence in San Francisco. Domestic
violence affects one in four women each year and is leading cause of homelessness and
economic instability for women in the City. In addition to serving survivors of domestic
violence, La Casa works to avert domestic violence-related crises before they happen and
before the survivor loses their housing, their job, or their health and well-being.
 



About La Casa de las Madres
La Casa de las Madres provides expert domestic violence intervention and prevention services
to more than 20,000 San Francisco community members each year. In addition to a 35-bed
confidentially located emergency shelter, La Casa’s services include an active Drop in Center,
24-hour Teen and Adult Hotlines, La Casa’s Teen Program, and community education and
outreach. All services are free of charge, multilingual, confidential, and available to all victims
of domestic violence. For more information about La Casa de las Madres, visit
www.lacasa.org.
 
About the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative
The Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative is led by the Office of Economic and Workforce
Development in partnership with the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development, the San Francisco Arts Commission, and Community Vision to deploy a variety
of tools to help stabilize nonprofits.
 
Since 2017, the program has awarded $9.3 million and assisted more than 100 San Francisco-
based nonprofits. Information about the initiative and current resources for nonprofits may be
found at www.oewd.org/nonprofits.
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RE: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA (2018-011430CUA)
Opposition to Closure, Request for Hearing

Dear Ms. Cushing and Department of Public Health:

am writing on behalf of The Hollow Revolution ("THoR"), an association of
neighbors living near 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, California, concerning the
proposal to grant "closure" status to the contaminated site located at 1776 Green Street,
San Francisco, California ("Site"). THoR opposes site closure, and requests a public
hearing on the matter. As discussed in the attached letter from certified hydrogeologist,
Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg., (Exhibit A), "the property at 1776 Green Street is not suitable
for closure" due to the presence of the cancer-causing chemical benzene at levels far
above residential standards, and even exceeding commercial standards. Since further
remedial action is required, site closure is inappropriate.

A. PROJECT BACKGROUND

1776 Green Street was used as an automotive repair garage for over one hundred
years, from 1914 to 2018. During much of that time, almost no environmental laws even
existed. The site became heavily contaminated with the cancer-causing chemical,
benzene, which apparently leaked from several underground storage tanks.

A private developer is now proposing to convert the property to residential use with
six luxury units and atwo-story addition ("Project"). The Project will involve excavation of
approximately 1300 cubic yards of potentially contaminated soil to expand the below-
ground parking garage.

On December 3, 2019, Mamdouh Awwad of the San Francisco Department of
Public Health ("SFDPH"), Environmental Health Branch, posted a report on the Cortese
Lists GeoTracker website, recommending that the site be deemed "eligible for closure."
SFDPH is the Local Oversight Program ("LOP") for contaminated site clean-ups. On
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December 9, 2019, SFDPH posted a Notice of Intent to close local oversight program
case for 1776 Green Street, requesting comments or requests for hearing by January 9,
2020.

The most obvious problem with the proposal to close the Site is that it ignores
entirely the obvious fact that the use of the Site will be changing to residential rather than
commercial use, and additional clean-up is admittedly required for the new use since the
Site fails to meet residential clean-up standards. Furthermore, as discussed below, if
SFDPH takes discretionary action to close the Site, it must first conduct review under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Pub. Res. Code 21084(c).

B. SITE CLOSURE IS IMPROPER.

1. Legal Requirements.

Pursuant to the Health and Safety Code, site closure is only allowed when "no
further corrective action is required at the site." Health & Saf. §25299.3. Similarly, the
Water Board's guidance document entitled, GeoTracker Status Definitions states that a
sites is "Open —Eligible for Closure" only when "Corrective action at the Site has been
determined to be completed." (Exhibit B). State Water Board Resolution 92-49 "directs
that water affected by an unauthorized release attain either background water quality or
the best water quality that is reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored."
The Low-Treat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy ("LTUST Policy") (Exhibit
C) requires that the "Secondary source [of pollution] has been removed to the extent
practicable." (LTUST Policy, p. 3). Any "alternate level of water quality" must not "exceed
that prescribed in the applicable Basin Plan." (LTUST Policy, p. 6). "Secondary source" is
defined as:

petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located at or immediately beneath the
point of release from the primary source. Unless site attributes prevent secondary
source removal (e.g. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose removal or
relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites
are required to undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as
described herein. "To the extent practicable" means implementing acost-effective
corrective action which removes or destroys-in-place the most readily recoverable
fraction of source-area mass. It is expected that most secondary mass removal
efforts will be completed in one year or less. Following removal or destruction of
the secondary source, additional removal or active remedial actions shall not be
required by regulatory agencies unless (1) necessary to abate a demonstrated
threat to human health or (2) the groundwater plume does not meet the definition
of low threat as described in this policy. (LTUST Policy, p. 4).

Pursuant to the Water code, the agency must consider "reasonable maximum
estimates of exposure for both current land use conditions and reasonably foreseeable
future land uses at the site." Water Code §13304.2(c)(6) (emphasis added). Similarly,
the LTUST Policy requires analysis of site specific conditions "under current and
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reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios." (LTUST Policy, p. 6 (emphasis
added)).

Finally, the Low-Treat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure Policy ("LTUST
Policy") requires a "60 day period to comment' on any proposed case closure. (LTUST
Policy, p.9).

2. Site is Not Eligible for Closure Under the Applicable Legal Standards.

The SFDPH Case Closure Summary only recommends closure of the site for the
"current land use." (Case Closure Summary, Section IV). The "current use" is listed as
"commercial." (Id. Section III). The report expressly states that if the land use changes,
(such as to residential use), then further corrective action may be required. (Id. Section

IV). The report states that additional site clean-up is required: "The development will
require additional site assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan prior to development." (Id.
Section VII).

Despite clean-up efforts dating to 2016, the report clearly shows that soil
contamination have not improved at all (although groundwater contamination levels have
improved). (Id. Section III, p.2). These contamination levels remain far above
Environmental Screening Levels ("ESLs"). (Id. Section VII).
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As discussed by certified hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, The "after" benzene
levels that remain in soil and groundwater, as tabulated above, exceed the following San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels
(ESLs) below:

• Benzene (groundwater): 0.42 ppb (residential soil vapor intrusion concerns)
• Benzene (groundwater): 1.8 ppb (commercial/industrial soil vapor intrusion

concerns)
Benzene (soil): 0.33 ppm (residential exposure)

• Benzene (soil): 1.4 ppm (commercial/industrial exposure)
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• Benzene (soil): 33 ppm (construction worker exposure)

To put this in perspective, the current levels in soil and groundwater exceed state
standards by hundreds of times. The current level of Benzene in groundwater of 380 ppb
exceeds the residential ESL of 0.42 ppb by 904 times. Furthermore, it exceeds even the
commercial of 1.8 ppb ESL by 211 times. The benzene level in soil of 94 ppm at the Site
exceeds the residential ESL of 0.33 ppm by over one hundred times, and also exceeds
the commercial ESL of 1.4 ppm by 67 times. Benzene is a known human carcinogen.
Mr. Hagemann concludes that these levels pose potential risks related to soil vapor
intrusion and construction worker exposure. Soil-vapor intrusion is a process in which the
chemical vapors may enter the new construction above, potentially exposing future
residents.

It appears that the SFDPH has ignored entirely the fact that the Site is proposed to
be converted to residential use. However, the Planning Commission is currently
considering an application for permits to convert the automobile repair shop to a six-unit
residential development. This is clearly "reasonably foreseeable future land use at the
site" within the meaning of Water Code §13304.2(c)(6).

SFDPH's own report admits that if the land use changes, (such as to residential
use), then further corrective action may be required. (Id. Section IV). The report states
that additional Site clean-up is required: "The development will require additional site
assessment and a Site Mitigation Plan prior to development." (Id. Section VII). SFDPH's
own report establishes that further corrective action is required for residential use.
Therefore, the City cannot make a finding that "no further corrective action is required at
the site." Health & Saf. §25299.3. Nor can the City make a finding that when "Corrective
action at the Site has been determined to be completed." (GeoTracker Status Definitions).

For the foregoing reasons, SF DPH may not make a finding that the Site is eligible
for closure. It should promptly reverse this finding pending full remediation of the Site to
residential standards.

Finally, the LTUST Policy requires a "60 day period to comment' on any proposed
case closure. (LTUST Policy, p.9). SFDPH has provided only a 31-day comment period.
The Notice of Intent to Close Local Oversight of 1776 Green was posted on December 9,
2019, and stated that any comments must be provided on or before January 9, 2020.
This provided only 31 days comment period —including the Christmas/New Year holiday.
This flatly violates the LTUST Policy and deprived the interested public of an adequate
opportunity to review and comment on the decision.

C. CEQA REVIEW IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO SITE CLOSURE.

The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") provides that any "project"
located on the State of California's Cortese List of highly contaminated sites may not be
exempted from CEQA review. CEQA is quite clear, a categorical exemption:
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"shall not be used for a project located on a site which is included on any list
compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code [Cortese
List]."

14 CCR §15300.2(e) (emphasis added). The CEQA statute states:

"No project located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant
to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code [Cortese List] shall be exempted
from this division pursuant to subdivision (a)[categorical exemptions]."

PRC § 21084(c)). There is no question that the Site is on the Cortese list.

CEQA only applies to "discretionary" actions. (Pub. Res. Code § 21080(a), (b)(1);
Guideline § 15268(a)). The decision of whether to list the Site as "closed" on the Cortese
list is clearly a "discretionary" action, and therefore falls under CEQA. Closing the Site
may have significant adverse environmental impacts since it may bring a halt to ongoing
clean-up activities that are necessary to protect human health and the environment.

The decision to list the Site as "closed" is the first step in a series of actions
intended to allow the Site to be developed for the pending six-unit residential Project. As
such, the City may not "piecemeal" that decision from the consideration of the Project
itself. Under CEQA, the agency must consider the "whole of an action." 14 Cal. Code
Regs. § 15378(a). That means:

"[T]he environmental review accompanying the first discretionary approval must
evaluate the impacts of the ultimate development authorized by that approval. ...
Even though further discretionary approvals may be required before development
can occur, the agency's environmental review must extend to the development
envisioned by the initial approvals. It is irrelevant that the development may not
receive all necessary entitlements or may not be built. Piecemeal environmental
review that ignores the environmental impacts of the end result will not be
permitted."

See Kostka, et al., Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, § 6.52, p.
298. As the Court of Appeal stated:

"The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully open to the
public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the entire
project, from start to finish. .. the purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to
compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental
consequences in mind."

Natural Resources Defense Council v. City of Los Angeles, 103 Cal.App.4th 268 (2002).

SFDPH has violated CEQA by failing to perform any CEQA review of its proposed
action to "close" the Site on the Cortese list. SF DPH has "piecemealed" this action from
consideration of the known fact that the Site is proposed to be converted from commercial
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to residential use, and has failed entirely to consider the six-unit Project underlying all of
these actions. There is no question that "development in the near future was anticipated."
Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com., 13 Cal. 3d 263, 281 (1975). This action is
intended to facilitate the proposed development of a specific residential Project on the
Site. "[B]efore conducting CEQA review, agencies must not ̀ take any action' that
significantly furthers a project ̀in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation
measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that public project.' (Cal.Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15004, subd. (b)(2)(B)." Save Tara v. City of W. Hollywood, 45 Cal.4th
1 16, 138 (2008).

Under these circumstances, CEQA requires that the Project may not be exempted
from CEQA review. CEQA review is required to develop aclean-up plan, subjected to
public review, to ensure safe and adequate site clean-up that adequately protects
neighbors, workers and future residents of the Project. (CEQA section 21084(c); Citizens
for Responsible Equitable EnvYl Dev. v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327,
331-333).

Therefore, if SFDPH intends to "close" the Site on the Cortese List, it must first
conduct CEQA review to analyze the environmental impacts of its action, to analyze the
proposed Project, and to consider feasible mitigation measures and alternatives.

D. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, we request that SFDPH not list the property at 1776
Green as "closed" or "eligible for closure" on the Cortese list, and remove any such
references from the GeoTracker database. We request a public hearing on the proposed
decision. We also request that SFDPH conduct CEQA review of the proposed
discretionary action.

Sincerely,

Richard Toshiyuki Drury
LOZEAU DRURY LLP

Cc: San Francisco Planning Commission
c/o Jonas lonin (jonas.ionin(c~sfgov.orq; commissions.secretary(c~sfgov.orq)
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg.
(949)887-9013

mha~emann@swape.com

January 7, 2020

Stephanie K.J. Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS

Department of Public Health

Environmental Health Services

Local Oversight Program

City and County of San Francisco

1390 Market Street, Suite 210

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, California

Dear Ms. Cushing:

am commenting on the "Eligible for Closure" notice posted for 1776 Green Street, San Francisco,

California. Because of residual soil and groundwater contamination, it is my opinion that the property at

1776 Green Street is not suitable for closure.

Residential development, to include afour-story building atop cone-level below-grade parking garage,

is proposed for this property. The proposed project site was used for automotive repair purposes

between 1914 and 2018.1

A Case Closure Summary, signed on December 3, 2019 (attached), prepared by the San Francisco

Department of Public Health for 1776 Green Street includes this summary table on page 2.

1 Phase II Site investigation Workplan, 1176 Green Street, San Francisco, AIIWest Environmental, January 18, 2019
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The "after" benzene levels that remain in soil and groundwater, as tabulated above, exceed the

following San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs)

below:

• Benzene (groundwater): 0.42 ppb (residential soil vapor intrusion concerns)

• Benzene (groundwater): 1.8 ppb (commercial/industrial soil vapor intrusion concerns)

• Benzene (soil): 0.33 ppm (residential exposure)

• Benzene (soil): 1.4 ppm (commercial/industrial exposure)

• Benzene (soil): 33 ppm (construction worker exposure)

have noted that the December 3, 2019 Case Closure Summary states that the corrective action taken at

the site is protective only of the current land use, i.e., commercial (p. 1). The Case Closure Summary

further states "Most sensitive current use: Commercial" (p. 2). The Case Closure Summary does not

acknowledge the proposed change in the current commercial land use to residential; therefore, the

lower concentration residential ESLs are most applicable for comparison even though

commercial/industrial ESLs for benzene in soil and groundwater are also greatly exceeded.

The "after" benzene concentrations in soil and groundwater greatly exceed residential (and

commercial/industrial) ESLs, indicating further investigation or mitigation, including consideration of the

installation of a barrier or membrane to reduce the vapor intrusion potential. Benzene is a known

human carcinogenz and the remaining ("after") levels of benzene may pose health risks to construction

workers, commercial/industrial workers and future residents.

The Case Closure Summary states that oversight is to be continued under the Site Mitigation Program

(Article 22A) of local Health Code and that development will require additional site assessment and a

Site Mitigation Plan under Article 22A (p. 3). Closure is only appropriate when no further action

is required. Therefore, because of the proposed residential development, the site should be further

assessed and mitigated (as appropriate) prior to closure.

2 https://www.atsdr.cdc.~ov/toxfags/tfacts3.pdf



Sincerely,

/?~ r~~t~~: ,

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.
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Project Status Definitions

1. Completed —Case Closed
A closure letter or other formal closure decision document has been issued for the site.

2. Open —Assessment 8 Interim Remedial Action
An "interim" remedial action is occurring at the site AND additional activities such as site
characterization, investigation, risk evaluation, and/or site conceptual model
development are occurring.

3. Open —Inactive
No regulatory oversight activities are being conducted by the Lead Agency

4. Open — Remediation
An approved remedy or remedies has/have been selected for the impacted media at the
site and the responsible party (RP) is implementing one or more remedy under an
approved cleanup plan for the site. This includes any ongoing remedy that is either
passive or active, or uses a combination of technologies. For example, a site
implementing only a long term groundwater monitoring program, or a "monitored natural
attenuation" (MNA) remedy without any active groundwater treatment as part of the
remedy, is considered an open case under remediation until site closure is completed.

5. Open —Site Assessment
Site characterization, investigation, risk evaluation, and/or site conceptual model
development are occurring at the site. Examples of site assessment activities include,
but are not limited to, the following: 1) identification of the contaminants and the
investigation of their potential impacts; 2) determination of the threats/impacts to water
quality; 3) evaluation of the risk to humans and ecology; 4) delineation of the nature and
extent of contamination; 5) delineation of the contaminant plume(s); and 6) development
of the Site Conceptual Model.

6. Open —Verification Monitoring (use only for UST, Chapter 16 regulated cases)
Remediation phases are essentially complete and amonitoring/sampling program is
occurring to confirm successful completion of cleanup at the Site. (e.g. No "active"
remediation is considered necessary or no additional "active" remediation is anticipated
as needed. Active remediation systems) has/have been shut-off and the potential for a
rebound in contaminant concentrations is under evaluation).

7. Open —Reopen Case (available selection only for previously closed cases)
This is not a case status. This field should be selected to record the date that the case
was reopened for further investigation and/or remediation. A case status should
immediately be selected from the list of case status choices after recording this date.

8. Open —Eligible for Closure
Corrective action at the Site has been determined to be completed and any remaining
petroleum constituents from the release are considered to be low threat to Human
Health, Safety, and the Environment. The case in GeoTracker is going through the
process of being closed.





Low-Threat Underground Storage Tank Case Closure
Policy

Preamble
The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) administers the petroleum UST
(Underground Storage Tank) Cleanup Program, which was enacted by the Legislature in 1984
to protect health, safety and the environment. The State Water Board also administers the
petroleum UST Cleanup Fund (Fund), which was enacted by the Legislature in 1989 to assist
UST owners and operators in meeting federal financial responsibility requirements and to
provide reimbursement to those owners and operators for the high cost of cleaning up
unauthorized releases caused by leaking USTs.

The State Water Board believes it is in the best interest of the people of the State that
unauthorized releases be prevented and cleaned up to the extent practicable in a manner that
protects human health, safety and the environment. The State Water Board also recognizes
that the technical and economic resources available for environmental restoration are limited,
and that the highest priority for these resources must be the protection of human health and

environmental receptors. Program experience has demonstrated the ability of remedial
technologies to mitigate a substantial fraction of a petroleum contaminant mass with the
investment of a reasonable level of effort. Experience has also shown that residual

contaminant mass usually remains after the investment of reasonable effort, and that this mass
is difficult to completely remove regardless of the level of additional effort and resources
invested.

It has been well-documented in the literature and through experience at individual UST release
sites that petroleum fuels naturally attenuate in the environment through adsorption, dispersion,

dilution, volatilization, and biological degradation. This natural attenuation slows and limits the
migration of dissolved petroleum plumes in groundwater. The biodegradation of petroleum, in

particular, distinguishes petroleum products from other hazardous substances commonly found
at commercial and industrial sites.

The characteristics of UST releases and the California UST Program have been studied
extensively, with individual works including:

a. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory report (1995)
b. S61764 Committee report (1996)
c. UST Cleanup Program Task Force report (2010)
d. Cleanup Fund Task Force report (2010)
e. Cleanup Fund audit (2010)
f. State Water Resources Control Board site closure orders
p. State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 2009-0081

I n general, these efforts have recognized that many petroleum release cases pose a low threat
to human health and the environment. Some of these studies also recommended establishing
"low-threat' closure criteria in order to maximize the benefits to the people of the State of

California through judicious application of available resources.



The purpose of this policy is to establish consistent statewide case closure criteria for low-threat
petroleum UST sites. The policy is consistent with existing statutes, regulations, State Water
Board precedential decisions, policies and resolutions, and is intended to provide clear direction
to responsible parties, their service providers, and regulatory agencies. The policy seeks to
increase UST cleanup process efficiency. A benefit of improved efficiency is the preservation
of limited resources for mitigation of releases posing a greater threat to human and
environmental health.

This policy is based in part upon the knowledge and experience gained from the last 25 years
of investigating and remediating unauthorized releases of petroleum from USTs. While this
policy does not specifically address other petroleum release scenarios such as pipelines or
above ground storage tanks, if a particular site with a different petroleum release scenario
exhibits attributes similar to those which this policy addresses, the criteria for closure evaluation
of these non-UST sites should be similar to those in this policy.

This policy is a state policy for water quality control and applies to all petroleum UST sites
subject to Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and Chapter 16 of
Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. The term "regulatory agencies" in
this policy means the State Water Board, Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional
Water Boards) and local agencies authorized to implement Health and Safety Code section
25296.10. Unless expressly provided in this policy, the terms in this policy shall have the same
definitions provided in Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code and Chapter
16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations.

Criteria for Low-Threat Case Closure
In the absence of unique attributes of a case or site-specific conditions that demonstrably
increase the risk associated with residual petroleum constituents, cases that meet the general
and media-specific criteria described in this policy pose a low threat to human health, safety or
the environment and are appropriate for closure pursuant to Health and Safety Code section
25296.10. Cases that meet the criteria in this policy do not require further corrective action and
shall be issued a uniform closure letter consistent with Health and Safety Code section
25296.10. Annually, or at the request of the responsible party or party conducting the
corrective action, the regulatory agency shall conduct a review to determine whether the site
meets the criteria contained in this policy.

It is important to emphasize that the criteria described in this policy do not attempt to describe
the conditions at all low-threat petroleum UST sites in the State. The regulatory agency shall
issue a closure letter for a case that does not meet these criteria if the regulatory agency
determines the site to be low-threat based upon a site specific analysis.

This policy recognizes that some petroleum-release sites may possess unique attributes and
that some site specific conditions may make case closure under this policy inappropriate,
despite the satisfaction of the stated criteria in this policy. It is impossible to completely capture
those sets of attributes that may render a site ineligible for closure based on this low-threat
policy. This policy relies on the regulatory agency's use of the conceptual site model to identify
the special attributes that would require specific attention prior to the application of low-threat
criteria. In these cases, it is the regulatory agency's responsibility to identify the conditions that
make closure under the policy inappropriate.
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General Criteria
General criteria that must be satisfied by all candidate sites are listed as follows:

a. The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system;
b. The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum;
c. The unauthorized ("primary") release from the UST system has been stopped;
d. Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable;
e. A conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of the release

has been developed;
f. Secondary source has been removed to the extent practicable;
g. Soil or groundwater has been tested for methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) and results

reported in accordance with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15; and
h. Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site.

a. The unauthorized release is located within the service area of a public water system
This policy is protective of existing water supply wells. New water supply wells are unlikely to be
installed in the shallow groundwater near former UST release sites. However, it is difficult to
predict, on a statewide basis, where new wells will be installed, particularly in rural areas that are
undergoing new development. This policy is limited to areas with available public water systems
to reduce the likelihood that new wells in developing areas will be inadvertently impacted by
residual petroleum in groundwater. Case closure outside of areas with a public water system
should be evaluated based upon the fundamental principles in this policy and a site specific
evaluation of developing water supplies in the area. For purposes of this policy, a public water
system is a system for the provision of water for human consumption through pipes or other
constructed conveyances that has 15 or more service connections or regularly serves at least 25
individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year.

b. The unauthorized release consists only of petroleum
For the purposes of this policy, petroleum is defined as crude oil, or any fraction thereof, which is
liquid at standard conditions of temperature and pressure, which means 60 degrees Fahrenheit
and 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute, including the following substances: motor fuels, jet
fuels, distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, petroleum solvents and used oils, including
any additives and blending agents such as oxygenates contained in the formulation of the
substances.

c. The unauthorized release has been stopped
The tank, pipe, or other appurtenant structure that released petroleum into the environment (i.e.
the primary source) has been removed, repaired or replaced. It is not the intent of this policy to
allow sites with ongoing leaks from the UST system to qualify for low-threat closure.

d. Free product has been removed to the maximum exfent practicable
At petroleum unauthorized release sites where investigations indicate the presence of free
product, free product shall be removed to the maximum extent practicable. In meeting the
requirements of this section:

a. Free product shall be removed in a manner that minimizes the spread of the
unauthorized release into previously uncontaminated zones by using recovery and
disposal techniques appropriate to the hydrogeologic conditions at the site, and
that properly treats, discharges or disposes of recovery byproducts in compliance
with applicable laws;

3



b. Abatement of free product migration shall be used as a minimum objective for the
design of any free product removal system; and

c. Flammable products shall be stored for disposal in a safe and competent manner
to prevent fires or explosions.

e. A conceptual site model that assesses the nature, extent, and mobility of the
release has been developed
The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is a fundamental element of a comprehensive site
investigation. The CSM establishes the source and attributes of the unauthorized release,
describes all affected media (including soil, groundwater, and soil vapor as appropriate),
describes local geology, hydrogeology and other physical site characteristics that affect
contaminant environmental transport and fate, and identifies all confirmed and potential
contaminant receptors (including water supply wells, surface water bodies, structures and their
inhabitants). The CSM is relied upon by practitioners as a guide for investigative design and
data collection. Petroleum release sites in California occur in a wide variety of hydrogeologic
settings. As a result, contaminant fate and transport and mechanisms by which receptors may
be impacted by contaminants vary greatly from location to location. Therefore, the CSM is
unique to each individual release site. All relevant site characteristics identified by the CSM
shall be assessed and supported by data so that the nature, extent and mobility of the release
have been established to determine conformance with applicable criteria in this policy. The
supporting data and analysis used to develop the CSM are not required to be contained in a
single report and may be contained in multiple reports submitted to the regulatory agency over
a period of time.

f. Secondary source has been removed to the extent practicable
"Secondary source" is defined as petroleum-impacted soil or groundwater located at or
immediately beneath the point of release from the primary source. Unless site attributes
prevent secondary source removal (e.g. physical or infrastructural constraints exist whose
removal or relocation would be technically or economically infeasible), petroleum-release sites
are required to undergo secondary source removal to the extent practicable as described
herein. "To the extent practicable" means implementing acost-effective corrective action which
removes or destroys-in-place the most readily recoverable fraction of source-area mass. It is
expected that most secondary mass removal efforts will be completed in one year or less.
Following removal or destruction of the secondary source, additional removal or active remedial
actions shall not be required by regulatory agencies unless (1) necessary to abate a
demonstrated threat to human health or (2) the groundwater plume does not meet the definition
of low threat as described in this policy.

g. Soil and groundwater have been tested for MTBE and results reported in
accordance with Health and Safety Code section 25296.15
Health and Safety Code section 25296.15 prohibits closing a UST case unless the soil,
groundwater, or both, as applicable have been tested for MTBE and the results of that testing
are known to the Regional Water Board. The exception to this requirement is where a
regulatory agency determines that the UST that leaked has only contained diesel or jet fuel.
Before closing a UST case pursuant to this policy, the requirements of section 25296.15, if
applicable, shall be satisfied.
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h. Nuisance as defined by Water Code section 13050 does not exist at the site

Water Code section 13050 defines "nuisance" as anything which meets all of the
following requirements:

1) Is injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to
the free use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or
property.

2) Affects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any
considerable number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage
inflicted upon individuals may be unequal.

3) Occurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.

For the purpose of this policy, waste means a petroleum release.

Media-Specific Criteria
Releases from USTs can impact human health and the environment through contact with any or
all of the following contaminated media: groundwater, surface water, soil, and soil vapor.
Although this contact can occur through ingestion, dermal contact, or inhalation of the various
media, the most common drivers of health risk are ingestion of groundwater from drinking water
wells, inhalation of vapors accumulated in buildings, contact with near surface contaminated
soil, and inhalation of vapors in the outdoor environment. To simplify implementation, these
media and pathways have been evaluated and the most common exposure scenarios have
been combined into three media-specific criteria:

1. Groundwater
2. Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air
3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure

Candidate sites must satisfy all three of these media-specific criteria as described below.

1. Groundwater
This policy describes criteria on which to base a determination that threats to existing and
anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater have been mitigated or are de minimis, including
cases that have not affected groundwater.

State Water Board Resolution 92-49, Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup
and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304 is a state policy for water
quality control and applies to petroleum UST cases. Resolution 92-49 directs that water
affected by an unauthorized release attain either background water quality or the best water
quality that is reasonable if background water quality cannot be restored. Any alternative level
of water quality less stringent than background must be consistent with the maximum benefit to
the people of the state, not unreasonably affect current and anticipated beneficial use of
affected water, and not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the water quality
control plan for the basin within which the site is located. Resolution No. 92-49 does not require
that the requisite level of water quality be met at the time of case closure; it specifies
compliance with cleanup goals and objectives within a reasonable time frame.

Water quality control plans (Basin Plans) generally establish "background" water quality as a
restorative endpoint. This policy recognizes the regulatory authority of the Basin Plans but
underscores the flexibility contained in Resolution 92-49.
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It is a fundamental tenet of this low-threat closure policy that if the closure criteria described in
this policy are satisfied at a petroleum unauthorized release site, attaining background water
quality is not feasible, establishing an alternate level of water quality not to exceed that
prescribed in the applicable Basin Plan is appropriate, and that water quality objectives will be
attained through natural attenuation within a reasonable time, prior to the expected need for use
of any affected groundwater.

If groundwater with a designated beneficial use is affected by an unauthorized release, to
satisfy the media-specific criteria for groundwater, the contaminant plume that exceeds water
quality objectives must be stable or decreasing in areal extent, and meet all of the additional
characteristics of one of the five classes of sites listed below. A plume that is "stable or
decreasing" is a contaminant mass that has expanded to its maximum extent: the distance from
the release where attenuation exceeds migration.

Groundwater-Specific Criteria
(1) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 100 feet in

length.
b. There is no free product.
c. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than 250 feet

from the defined plume boundary.

(2) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 feet in
length.

b. There is no free product.
c. The nearest existing water supply well or surfiace water body is greater than 1,000

feet from the defined plume boundary.
d. The dissolved concentration of benzene is less than 3,000 micrograms per liter
(fig/I), and the dissolved concentration of MTBE is less than 1,000 ~g/I.

(3) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 250 feet in
length.

b. Free product has been removed to the maximum extent practicable, may still be
present below the site where the release originated, but does not extend off-site.

c. The plume has been stable or decreasing for a minimum of five years.
d. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than

1,000 feet from the defined plume boundary.
e. The property owner is willing to accept a land use restriction if the regulatory agency

requires a land use restriction as a condition of closure.

(4) a. The contaminant plume that exceeds water quality objectives is less than 1,000 feet
in length.

b. There is no free product.
c. The nearest existing water supply well or surface water body is greater than

1,000 feet from the defined plume boundary.
d. The dissolved concentration of benzene is less than 1,000 Ng/I, and the dissolved

concentration of MTBE is less than 1,000 Ng/I.

(5) a. The regulatory agency determines, based on an analysis of site specific conditions
that under current and reasonably anticipated near-term future scenarios, the
contaminant plume poses a low threat to human health and safety and to the
environment and water quality objectives will be achieved within a reasonable time
frame.

C:~



Sites with Releases That Have Not Affected Groundwater
Sites with soil that does not contain sufficient mobile constituents [leachate, vapors, or light
non-aqueous-phase liquids (LNAPL)] to cause groundwater to exceed the groundwater criteria
in this policy shall be considered low-threat sites for the groundwater medium. Provided the

general criteria and criteria for other media are also met, those sites are eligible for case
closure.

For older releases, the absence of current groundwater impact is often a good indication that
residual concentrations present in the soil are not a source for groundwater pollution.

2. Petroleum Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air
Exposure to petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater to indoor air may pose

unacceptable human health risks. This policy describes conditions, including bioattenuation
zones, which if met will assure that exposure to petroleum vapors in indoor air will not pose

unacceptable health risks. In many petroleum release cases, potential human exposures to
vapors are mitigated by bioattenuation processes as vapors migrate toward the ground surface.
For the purposes of this section, the term "bioattenuation zone" means an area of soil with

conditions that support biodegradation of petroleum hydrocarbon vapors.

The low-threat vapor-intrusion criteria described below apply to sites where the release
originated and impacted or potentially impacted adjacent parcels when: (1) existing buildings
are occupied or may be reasonably expected to be occupied in the future, or
(2) buildings for human occupancy are reasonably expected to be constructed in the future.
Appendices 1 through 4 (attached) illustrate four potential exposure scenarios and describe
characteristics and criteria associated with each scenario. Petroleum release sites shall satisfy

the media-specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air and be considered low-
threat for the vapor-intrusion-to-indoor-air pathway if:

a. Site-specific conditions at the release site satisfy all of the characteristics and criteria of

scenarios 1 through 3 as applicable, or all of the characteristics and criteria of
scenario 4 as applicable; or

b. Asite-specific risk assessment for the vapor intrusion pathway is conducted and
demonstrates that human health is protected to the satisfaction of the regulatory
agency; or

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through
the use of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that
petroleum vapors migrating from soil or groundwater will have no significant risk of
adversely affecting human health.

Exception: Exposures to petroleum vapors associated with historical fuel system releases are

comparatively insignificant relative to exposures from small surface spills and fugitive vapor

releases that typically occur at active fueling facilities. Therefore, satisfaction of the media-
specific criteria for petroleum vapor intrusion to indoor air is not required at active commercial
petroleum fueling facilities, except in cases where release characteristics can be reasonably

believed to pose an unacceptable health risk.
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3. Direct Contact and Outdoor Air Exposure
This policy describes conditions where direct contact with contaminated soil or inhalation of
contaminants volatized to outdoor air poses a low threat to human health. Release sites where
human exposure may occur satisfy the media-specific criteria for direct contact and outdoor air
exposure and shall be considered low-threat if they meet any of the following:

a. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than or equal to
those listed in Table 1 for the specified depth below ground surface (bgs). The
concentration limits for 0 to 5 feet bgs protect from ingestion of soil, dermal contact with
soil, and inhalation of volatile soil emissions and inhalation of particulate emissions. The
5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits protect from inhalation of volatile soil emissions.
Both the 0 to 5 feet bgs concentration limits and the 5 to 10 feet bgs concentration limits
for the appropriate site classification (Residential or Commercial/Industrial) shall be
satisfied. In addition, if exposure to construction workers or utility trench workers are
reasonably anticipated, the concentration limits for Utility Worker shall also be satisfied;
or

b. Maximum concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil are less than levels that a site
specific risk assessment demonstrates will have no significant risk of adversely affecting
human health; or

c. As a result of controlling exposure through the use of mitigation measures or through
the use of institutional or engineering controls, the regulatory agency determines that
the concentrations of petroleum constituents in soil will have no significant risk of
adversely affecting human health.

Table 1
Concentrations of Petroleum Constituents in Soil That Will Have No Significant Risk of

Adversely Affecting Human Health

Chemical Residential Commercial/ Industrial Utility Worker

Volatilization to Volatilization to
0 to 10 feet

0 to 5 feet bgs outdoor air 0 to 5 feet bgs outdoor air
bgs

(5 to 10 feet bgs) (5 to 10 feet bgs)

mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg

Benzene 1.9 2.8 8.2 12 14

Ethylbenzene 21 32 89 134 314

Naphthalene 9.7 9.7 45 45 219

PAH~ 0.063 NA 0.68 NA 4.5

Notes:
1. Based on the seven carcinogenic poly-aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) as benzo(a)pyrene toxicity

equivalent [BaPe]. Sampling and analysis for PAH is only necessary where soil as affected by either
waste oil or Bunker C fuel.

2. The area of impacted soil where a particular exposure occurs is 25 by 25 meters (approximately 82 by
82 feet) or less.

3. NA =not applicable
4. mg/kg =milligrams per kilogram
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Low-Threat Case Closure
Cases that meet the general and media-specific criteria established in this policy pose a low
threat to human health, safety and the environment and satisfy the case-closure requirements
of Health and Safety Code section 25296.10, and case closure is consistent with State Water
Board Resolution 92-49 that requires that cleanup goals and objectives be met within a
reasonable time frame. If the case has been determined by the regulatory agency to meet the
criteria in this policy, the regulatory agency shall notify responsible parties that they are eligible
for case closure and that the following items, if applicable, shall be completed prior to the
issuance of a uniform closure letter specified in Health and Safety Code section 25296.10.
After completion of these items, and unless the regulatory agency revises its determination
based on comments received on the proposed case closure, the regulatory agency shall issue
a uniform closure letter within 30 days from the end of the comment period.

a. Notification Requirements —Municipal and county water districts, water replenishment
districts, special act districts with groundwater management authority, agencies with
authority to issue building permits for land affected by the petroleum release, owners
and occupants of the property impacted by the petroleum release, and the owners and
occupants of all parcels adjacent to the impacted property shall be notified of the
proposed case closure and provided a 60 day period to comment. The regulatory
agency shall consider any comments received when determining if the case should be
closed or if site specific conditions warrant otherwise.

b. Monitoring Well Destruction —All wells and borings installed for the purpose of
investigating, remediating, or monitoring the unauthorized release shall be properly
destroyed prior to case closure unless a property owner certifies that they will keep and
maintain the wells or borings in accordance with applicable local or state requirements.

c. Waste Removal —All waste piles, drums, debris and other investigation or remediation
derived materials shall be removed from the site and properly managed in accordance
with regulatory agency requirements.
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Appendix 1
Scenario 1: Unweathered* LNAPL in Groundwater

~ Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone ~

Existing Building or Potential Future Construction

Building Foundation

TPH < 100 mglkg
i#►roughout 30' depth

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone:

._F___~____.

30'

1. The bioattenuation zone shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 30 feet vertically between
the LNAPL in groundwater and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
2. Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation
zone.

TPH =total petroleum hydrocarbons
TPH-g =total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline
TPH-d =total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel

''As used in this context, unweathered LNAPL is generally understood to mean petroleum product that has not been
subjected to significant volatilization or solubilization, and therefore has not lost a significant portion of its volatile or
soluble constituents (e.g., comparable to recently dispensed fuel).
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Appendix 2
Scenario 2: Unweathered* LNAPL in Soil

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone

Existing Building or Potential Future Construction

-:,~ ~: .

._"

~h '
;~.

~ 30' --~

\~~ E--- 3 Q' "—" \

30'

30' ~1 TPH < 100 mgkg for
30' from foundation

Unweathered
LNAPL in soil

Required Characteristics of the Bioattenuation Zone:

1. The bioattenuation zone shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 30 feet both laterally and

vertically between the LNAPL in soil and the foundation of existing or potential buildings, and

2. Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) are less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire lateral and vertical extent of

the bioattenuation zone.

''As used in this context, unweathered LNAPL is generally understood to mean petroleum product that has not been

subjected to significant volatilization or solubilization, and therefore has not lost a significant portion of its volatile or

soluble constituents (e.g., comparable to recently dispensed fuel).
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Appendix 3
Scenario 3 -Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater
(Low concentration groundwater scenarios with or without oxygen data)

(1 of 2)

Defining the Bioattenuation Zone Without Oxygen Data or Oxygen < 4%

Existing Building or Future Construction

Without Oxygen Data
or Oxygen < 4%

TPH < 100 ~
mg~lcg 5

_,

$enzene ~ 100 ~s~r'~.

Figure A
~B~nzene? 100 Ng/Land < 1000 Ng'l

Figure B

Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone for Sites
Without Oxygen Data or Where Oxygen is < 4%

Figure A: 1) Where benzene concentrations are less than 100 Ng/L, the bioattenuation zone:

a) Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 5 feet vertically between the dissolved phase
Benzene and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
b) Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the
bioattenuation zone.

Figure B: 1) Where benzene concentrations are equal to or greater than 100 Ng/L but less than 1000 Ng/L, the
bioattenuation zone:

a) Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of at least 10 feet vertically between the dissolved phase
Benzene and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and b) Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined)
less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the bioattenuation zone.
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Appendix 3
Scenario 3 -Dissolved Phase Benzene Concentrations in Groundwater
(Low concentration groundwater scenarios with or without oxygen data)

(2 of 2)

Defining the Bioattenuation Zone With Oxygen >_ 4%

Existing Building or Future Construction

x~~~~ y
Y

KPH < goo Oxygen > 4%
mg'F;g 5'

r .

Be~zEne •= 1000 Ng'l

Figure C

Required Characteristics of Bioattenuation Zone for Sites With Oxygen >_ 4%

Where benzene concentrations are less than 1000 ug/L, the bioattenuation zone:

1. Shall be a continuous zone that provides a separation of least 5 feet vertically between the dissolved phase Benzene

and the foundation of existing or potential buildings; and
2. Contain Total TPH (TPH-g and TPH-d combined) less than 100 mg/kg throughout the entire depth of the
bioattenuation zone.
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Appendix 4
Scenario 4 -Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations

(1 of 2)

Soil Gas Sampling — No Bioattenuation Zone

Existing Building Future Construction

5'

De;pthof ~~ ~------
Foundation ' " - ' - " ' ` ~ ̀  4

b -sample location
a -sample location

The criteria in the table below apply unless the requirements for a bioattenuation zone, established below, are satisfied.

When applying the criteria below, the soil gas sample must be obtained from the following locations:

a. Beneath or adjacent to an existing building: The soil gas sample shall be collected at least five feet below the bottom
of the building foundation.
b. Future construction: The soil gas sample shall be collected from at least five feet below ground surface.

Soil Gas Criteria (Ng/m3)

No Bioattenuation Zone*

Residential Commercial

• •

Benzene < 85 < 280

Ethylbenzene <1,100 <3,600

Naphthalene < 93 < 310

*For the no bioattenuation zone, the screening criteria are same as the California Human Health Screening Levels
(CHHSLs) with engineered fill below sub-slab.
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Appendix 4
Scenario 4 -Direct Measurement of Soil Gas Concentrations

(2 of 2)

Soil Gas Sampling —With Bioattenuation Zone

existing Building Future Construction

;::~~~,~
,:~' -

." ~. •K

r K r

TPH<100 
TPH<100 F

5, m9+kg Jmglkg ,,

_ ___~---___ _------. ----sample location ~~
sample location

Oxygen >_ 4°/a at
Uxygen >_ 4'~o at lower end of zone
lower end ~t zone

The criteria in the table below apply if the following requirements for a biattenuation zone are satisfied:

1. There is a minimum of five vertical feet of soil between the soil vapor measurement and the foundation of an existing
building or ground surface of future construction.
2. TPH (TPHg + TPHd) is less than 100 mg/kg (measured in at least two depths within the five-foot zone.)
3. Oxygen is greater than or equal to four percent measured at the bottom of the five-foot zone.

Soil Gas Criteria (Ng/m3)

With Bioattenuation Zone**

Residential Commercial

• .

Benzene < 85,000 < 280,000

Ethylbenzene <1,100,000 <3,600,000

Naphthalene < 93,000 < 310,000

"'A 1000-fold bioattenuation of petroleum vapors is assumed for the bioattenuation zone.
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