From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Petition Opposing 1420 Taraval Demolition (2018-011904CUA)
Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 2:07:52 PM

Attachments: Petition Opposing 1420 Taraval Demolition.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: Evan Rosen <er@sonic.net>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 12:20 PM

To: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; 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>

Subject: Petition Opposing 1420 Taraval Demolition (2018-011904CUA)

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

Linda, Jonas, Myrna, Joel, Sue, Frank, Milicent, Kathrin, and Dennis,

Please see attached Petition Opposing the proposed demolition of the
1907 house at 1420 Taraval (2018-011904CUA) which is #18 on tomorrow's agenda as a conditional use
authorization.

Thank you.
Evan Rosen

2371 25th Ave.
415-566-8556
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PETITION: SAVE 1420 TARAVAL STREET

TO COMMISSIONERS MELGAR, KOPPEL, DIAMOND, FUNG, JOHNSON, MOORE
AND RICHARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

We are writing in opposition to the conditional use authorization for 1420 Taraval Street
(2018-011904CUA).

The Arts and Crafts style house at 1420 Taraval Street is one of the earliest examples
of Parkside district architecture and should be preserved in that it is an integral part of
the look, feel and character of our Parkside neighborhood. The house is the last
remaining house of a row of houses built by Hugh Keenan who also built the Grateful
dead house at 710 Ashbury Street. 1420 Taraval Street is an important San Francisco
historical resource, and the minor modifications can easily be reversed.
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PETITION: SAVE 1420 TARAVAL STREET

TO COMMISSIONERS MELGAR, KOPPEL, DIAMOND, FUNG, JOHNSON, MOORE
AND RICHARDS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

We are writing in opposition to the conditional use authorization for 1420 Taraval Street
(2018-011904CUA). '

The Arts and Crafts style house at 1420 Taraval Street is one of the earliest examples
of Parkside district architecture and should be preserved in that it is an integral part of
the look, feel and character of our Parkside neighborhood. The house is the last
remaining house of a row of houses built by Hugh Keenan who also built the Grateful
dead house at 710 Ashbury Street. 1420 Taraval Street is an important San Francisco
historical resource, and the minor modifications can easily be reversed.
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF CAR FREE MARKET STREET
Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 11:21:46 AM

Attachments: 01.29.20 Better Market Street Car-Free.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 29, 2020 11:21 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF CAR FREE
MARKET STREET

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 29, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF
CAR-FREE MARKET STREET

Effective today, Market Street will be closed to private vehicle traffic, making the street safer
for bicyclists and pedestrians

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the opening of a car-free
Market Street. This transformation, paired with numerous other improvements along the
corridor, will improve safety and ensure Muni reliability along 2.2 miles of the City’s most
traveled street. Mayor Breed was joined by community leaders, department staff, and
members of the advocacy community for a ribbon cutting and ride along Market Street in the
Muni Boat Tram.

This initial effort to improve Market Street is enabled by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Quick Build program, which Mayor Breed championed in
2019. The Quick Build program will accelerate the implementation of much needed safety
improvements. The decision to make Market Street car-free was a core component of the
Better Market Street Plan, which was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in October
after a years-long design, community feedback, and approval process. Half of the City’s top
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 29, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OPENING OF
CAR-FREE MARKET STREET

Effective today, Market Street will be closed to private vehicle traffic, making the street safer for
bicyclists and pedestrians

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the opening of a car-free
Market Street. This transformation, paired with numerous other improvements along the
corridor, will improve safety and ensure Muni reliability along 2.2 miles of the City’s most
traveled street. Mayor Breed was joined by community leaders, department staff, and members
of the advocacy community for a ribbon cutting and ride along Market Street in the Muni Boat
Tram.

This initial effort to improve Market Street is enabled by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Quick Build program, which Mayor Breed championed in
2019. The Quick Build program will accelerate the implementation of much needed safety
improvements. The decision to make Market Street car-free was a core component of the Better
Market Street Plan, which was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in October after a
years-long design, community feedback, and approval process. Half of the City’s top ten
intersections for injury collisions involving people walking or biking are on Market Street,
making the transition to a car-free Market especially vital and urgent.

“After years of discussion, activism, and planning, 2020 is the year we will truly put people first

on Market Street,” said Mayor Breed. “Starting today, San Francisco’s main civic boulevard will
be returned to pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders—making it safer for everyone who uses it
and helping us make progress on our Vision Zero and climate goals.”

The implementation of car-free Market Street is part of a broader effort in San Francisco to
redesign our streets to move more people on public transit, and ensure those walking and biking
can do so safely. These efforts are necessary to ensure San Francisco can continue to grow and
help move people sustainably and efficiently.

Market Street is now car-free eastbound from 10" to Main Streets and westbound from Steuart
Street to Van Ness Avenue. In addition to restricting private vehicles, the Quick Build effort
includes extending Muni-only lanes, new loading zones and much-needed intersection safety
improvements.

“The Market Street project helps us meet two key goals: moving more people by eliminating
congestion delay on our most important transit corridor, and improving safety on the street with

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

five of our top-ten, high-injury intersections,” said Jeffrey Tumlin, SFMTA Director of
Transportation.

“Since my time on the Board of Supervisors, I’ve been an advocate for a better Market Street
that prioritizes public transit, walking and biking over car traffic,” said Senator Scott Wiener
(D-San Francisco), who supported the Better Market Street project when he was on the Board of
Supervisors. “I’m thrilled to see Market Street finally go car-free after years of hard work from
advocates to get this done. | want to thank Mayor Breed for her leadership on this.”

“Car-free Market Street has been years in the making and could not be more urgently needed,”
said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “Prioritizing transit, cycling, and
pedestrians over private vehicles will decrease congestion, improve public transit reliability, and
make our downtown safer for all.”

“The transformation of Market Street is the kind of bold change that will encourage more
San Franciscans to try biking and improve safety for everyone,” said Brian Wiedenmeier,
Executive Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition. “Years of outreach and planning went into
making today possible, and we're grateful to Mayor Breed for her leadership in getting us here.”

“Today, San Francisco joins cities around the world that are creating streets that put people—and
safety—first,” said Jodie Medeiros, Executive Director, Walk San Francisco. “We’re grateful to
Mayor Breed for her leadership in making this long-time dream a reality, and San Francisco will
be a safer and stronger city because of it.”

Today’s highly anticipated change provides a path forward for longer-term construction
improvements to make Market Street safer for those walking or on bikes, speed up Muni, and
improve loading and delivery for businesses. In addition to safety benefits, going car-free on
Market Street will prioritize transit on a street that sees upwards of 200 buses per hour during
peak times. With bus lines branching throughout San Francisco, boosting Muni’s reliability on
Market Street will positively affect transit across the entire city.

The Better Market Street Project is a comprehensive planning and decision-making collaboration
between numerous City agencies. San Francisco Public Works is leading the multi-agency
project in partnership with SFMTA, the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development and the Mayor’s Office on Disability.

Construction on the full project is expected to start in late 2020 or early 2021. For project details,
please visit the Better Market Street San Francisco website: http://www.bettermarketstreetsf.org/

About Better Market Street

The City’s multi-agency project is a transformational redesign of San Francisco’s busiest
pedestrian, bicyclist and transit corridor. Better Market Street, which stretches from Steuart
Street to Octavia Boulevard, will be built in phases to enhance safety for people traveling down
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Market Street, improve transit and create a vibrant and inclusive destination where people want
to live, work and visit.

The Better Market Street project team held multiple public open houses and ongoing meetings
over the past few years with businesses, residents, developers, Community Benefit Districts,
neighborhood associations, and advocacy groups representing pedestrians, cyclists, transit riders
and people with disabilities. The project team has a longstanding and diverse Community
Working Group that meets regularly.

Quick Build elements of Better Market Street include:

e Making Market a car-free zone east of 10th Street.

e 100 new cross-street passenger and commercial loading zones to accommodate safe
loading.

e Peak hour loading restrictions on Market Street to reduce conflicts between people on
bicycles, transit and commercial vehicles.

e Extending existing transit-only lane east from Third to Main Street, the segment of
Market with the most transit service, and making it Muni-only (taxis and non-Muni buses
will no longer be allowed).

e Installing painted safety zones at eight intersections to make crossing the street safer.

e Adding bicycle intersection improvements at Eighth, Page, Battery, and Valencia streets.

HH
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ten intersections for injury collisions involving people walking or biking are on Market Street,
making the transition to a car-free Market especially vital and urgent.

“After years of discussion, activism, and planning, 2020 is the year we will truly put people
first on Market Street,” said Mayor Breed. “Starting today, San Francisco’s main civic
boulevard will be returned to pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders—making it safer for
everyone who uses it and helping us make progress on our Vision Zero and climate goals.”

The implementation of car-free Market Street is part of a broader effort in San Francisco to
redesign our streets to move more people on public transit, and ensure those walking and
biking can do so safely. These efforts are necessary to ensure San Francisco can continue to
grow and help move people sustainably and efficiently.

Market Street is now car-free eastbound from 10t to Main Streets and westbound from
Steuart Street to Van Ness Avenue. In addition to restricting private vehicles, the Quick Build
effort includes extending Muni-only lanes, new loading zones and much-needed intersection
safety improvements.

“The Market Street project helps us meet two key goals: moving more people by eliminating
congestion delay on our most important transit corridor, and improving safety on the street
with five of our top-ten, high-injury intersections,” said Jeffrey Tumlin, SFMTA Director of
Transportation.

“Since my time on the Board of Supervisors, I’ve been an advocate for a better Market Street
that prioritizes public transit, walking and biking over car traffic,” said Senator Scott Wiener
(D-San Francisco), who supported the Better Market Street project when he was on the Board
of Supervisors. “I’m thrilled to see Market Street finally go car-free after years of hard work
from advocates to get this done. I want to thank Mayor Breed for her leadership on this.”

“Car-free Market Street has been years in the making and could not be more urgently needed,”
said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “Prioritizing transit, cycling, and
pedestrians over private vehicles will decrease congestion, improve public transit reliability,
and make our downtown safer for all.”

“The transformation of Market Street is the kind of bold change that will encourage more

San Franciscans to try biking and improve safety for everyone,” said Brian Wiedenmeier,
Executive Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition. “Years of outreach and planning went
into making today possible, and we're grateful to Mayor Breed for her leadership in getting us
here.”

“Today, San Francisco joins cities around the world that are creating streets that put people—
and safety—first,” said Jodie Medeiros, Executive Director, Walk San Francisco. “We’re
grateful to Mayor Breed for her leadership in making this long-time dream a reality, and

San Francisco will be a safer and stronger city because of it.”

Today’s highly anticipated change provides a path forward for longer-term construction
improvements to make Market Street safer for those walking or on bikes, speed up Muni, and
improve loading and delivery for businesses. In addition to safety benefits, going car-free on
Market Street will prioritize transit on a street that sees upwards of 200 buses per hour during
peak times. With bus lines branching throughout San Francisco, boosting Muni’s reliability on



Market Street will positively affect transit across the entire city.

The Better Market Street Project is a comprehensive planning and decision-making
collaboration between numerous City agencies. San Francisco Public Works is leading the
multi-agency project in partnership with SFMTA, the San Francisco Planning Department, the
San Francisco County Transportation Authority, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development and the Mayor’s Office on
Disability.

Construction on the full project is expected to start in late 2020 or early 2021. For project
details, please visit the Better Market Street San Francisco website:

http://www.bettermarketstreetsf.org/

About Better Market Street

The City’s multi-agency project is a transformational redesign of San Francisco’s busiest
pedestrian, bicyclist and transit corridor. Better Market Street, which stretches from Steuart
Street to Octavia Boulevard, will be built in phases to enhance safety for people traveling
down Market Street, improve transit and create a vibrant and inclusive destination where
people want to live, work and visit.

The Better Market Street project team held multiple public open houses and ongoing meetings
over the past few years with businesses, residents, developers, Community Benefit Districts,
neighborhood associations, and advocacy groups representing pedestrians, cyclists, transit
riders and people with disabilities. The project team has a longstanding and diverse
Community Working Group that meets regularly.

Quick Build elements of Better Market Street include:

e Making Market a car-free zone east of 10th Street.

e 100 new cross-street passenger and commercial loading zones to accommodate safe
loading.

o Peak hour loading restrictions on Market Street to reduce conflicts between people on
bicycles, transit and commercial vehicles.

o Extending existing transit-only lane east from Third to Main Street, the segment of
Market with the most transit service, and making it Muni-only (taxis and non-Muni
buses will no longer be allowed).

¢ Installing painted safety zones at eight intersections to make crossing the street safer.

o Adding bicycle intersection improvements at Eighth, Page, Battery, and Valencia
streets.

HiH
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 333 12th Street Continuance

Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:30:56 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that staff is requesting the above referenced item to be continued to Feb. 13th,

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Conner, Kate (CPC) <kate.conner@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 5:13 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
<esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org>; Grob, Carly (CPC) <carly.grob@sfgov.org>
Subject: 333 12th Street Continuance

Hi everyone,

Carly and | spoke to the sponsor today and they are going to be preparing additional materials that
we need to review with the City Attorney’s office and Senior staff. Can we continue this item to
2/13/20 please?

Thanks

Kate

Kate Conner, Principal Planner

Special Projects and Policy

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6914 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: General Public Comment January 9 thru January 23, 2020
Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:29:00 AM

Attachments: 2019 463 DR .pdf

463 Scan.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 3:32 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; mooreurban@aol.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: General Public Comment January 9 thru January 23, 2020

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

Dear President Koppel, VP Moore and fellow Commissioners:

Attached is the Request for Discretionary Review that | filed for the 2019 Permit revising the project
at 463 Duncan Street.

Unfortunately my check was returned two weeks after | filed and there was no DR hearing, which is
why | have taken the three weeks to talk about it.

This project is a very poor template.

Since the Code no longer has Minimum Parking Requirements, the Commission and Staff and Project
Sponsors/Architects have the leeway to densify using the square footage in garages.

| also attached a screenshot of the approved revision plans and an annotated rendering of the rear
of the project.

(I'did not include the Board of Appeals Order as mentioned in the DR Request.)

The issue of a full lot excavation (loss of natural rear yard, egress, etc) and the efficient use of
interior space in speculative alterations are pertinent to projects in the RH neighborhoods, which as
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Answer to Question #1

The reason for this DR is to give the Planning Commission another opportunity
to exercise their power of Discretionary Review on this project and project site.

The below garage, subterranean unit at this site, on this lot, for this project, is
Extraordinary and Exceptional due to the following fact:

The design approved by this Commission at the DR hearing in December 2018
did not meet the standards for egress in the Building Code.

The second unit should be built on the ground level. Two, three bedroom units
can be efficiently built in this Alteration. That is what | am asking the
Commission to consider.

First Some Background

This permit # 201907267095 is in response to the unanimous Board of Appeals
Decision for Appeals Nos. 18-034 and 18-042, requiring that the new, below the
garage, subterranean unit must have at least two bedrooms.

Why did the Board require this? Because when the project was approved as an
Alteration by the Planning Commission in December 2018 this new, below
garage, subterranean unit had three bedrooms.

When the approved plans under the original Site Permit #201708154881 were
sent to the Building Department it was determined that two of the three
bedrooms were not legal bedrooms per the Building Code requirements for
egress.

In February 2018, two months after the Commission took DR these spaces were
subsequently “re-labeled” by the architect Mr. Pashelinsky, as non-bedrooms.
Please see Attachment #1

This transformed the second unit into a legal one bedroom unit with three rooms
as “study” “library” and “media room”. These spaces are nearly half of the unit.

This transformation and revision to the Site Permit was not what the Planning
Commission thought they were getting when they took DR and approved it.

However, if not for the two appeals to the Board by myself and a neighbor, the
one-bedroom design would have been approved by the Building Department.





The Site Permit and subsequent Addenda (or Structural) would have been
Issued as a project with a one bedroom below garage, subterranean unit that
had three extra rooms at nearly half of the entire unit, that would not be legal
bedrooms due to the requirements of the Building Code and therefore could not
be marketed or legally used as bedrooms.

The Zoning Administrator and the Building Department flagged this to the
Board, otherwise it would have been up to the neighbors to try and raise this
issue along with other concerns at the June 19, 2019 Board of Appeals hearing.

At the hearing the Board approved the Site Permit granting the Appeal with
several conditions most notably with Condition number 3. A copy of the Board’s
Notice of Decision and Order is Attachment #2

Why the Request for Discretionary Review for this Permit # 201907267095?

| am requesting DR for this new permit because | think this is an important policy
decision that the Commission should discuss since the Commission did take DR
on the project in December 2018. A new set of Findings are necessary.

Here are some questions for the Planning Commission to consider:

Would the Commission have approved this design of the below garage,
subterranean second unit if the Commission had known that two of the three
bedrooms were illegal per the Building Code?

Would the Commission have approved this design if they had known it would
need to create an unusual egress to try and meet the Building Code?

Would the Commission have reconsidered the full lot excavation necessary to
create this below garage, subterranean second unit and guided the Project
Sponsor to efficiently create a second unit on the existing garage/street level?

In approving this project would the Commission be setting up an Extraordinary
and Exceptional template to densify in the RH neighborhoods?

Conclusion

This Site Permit # 201907267095 has had three revisions since July 2019.

The first revision was approved in October 2019 and called for a spiral staircase
adjacent to a bedroom that would exit on the street level. This was like an
interior fire escape and had an interior door to the main entry space onto





Duncan Street. So technically this unit would have two entrances....a main one
and a separate one from the second bedroom. Please see Attachment #3

In November there were two more revisions, the third one was submitted on the
day before Thanksgiving. As of this writing | have not seen either of these
revisions, but based on my conversation with the Building Department there is
to be a ladder in the light well from the below garage, subterranean unit to the
“roof”. Hopefully | will see the current plans before | file and have made a
written request with Planning Staff to do so.

This design to comply with the Building Code and the Board of Appeals Notice
of Decision and Order is Extraordinary and Exceptional because the method to
make the two bedrooms legal is so unusual and extreme. Has there ever been a
project like this, on a site like this where two bedrooms need a ladder for proper
and legal egress in a newly remodeled two-unit building?

The Planning Commission needs to review this project and decide whether to
not take DR and approve the Site Permit as is, or to take DR and revise the
project to move the second unit to the garage/street level to “normalize” the
egress. In my December 2018 DR Request discussing the below garage,
subterranean unit | wrote, “...makes construction of such a unit highly
questionable....create a second unit, which could easily be done on existing
ground level.”

It was then and remains now, very reasonable to redesign the project to put the
second unit on the ground (street/garage) level. This seemed and still seems,
more feasible due to the fact that the expansion into the rear yard on this level is
an almost 30 foot long horizontal addition to the existing structure. All this
square footage, efficiently used, could create two fine, viable and marketable
units without the 11 foot deep, full lot excavation on one of the steepest hills in
Noe Valley. And without the need for Exceptional and Extraordinary measures
to create legal bedrooms that comply with the Building Code.

If I had known that two of the three bedrooms would be considered illegal per
the Building Code | most certainly would have raised that issue to the Staff and
to the Commission as DR Requestor in December 2018. But unfortunately | am
not an expert in the ins and outs of the Building Code.

| am very glad that the Building Department and ultimately the Zoning
Administrator raised this issue. However this issue was not before the Planning
Commission in December 2018. It should have been and that is why | filed this
DR.











£ i s ki i -

ONIANVT

y3\ A g Nal

43QQv1
INITONI

1235

Q3.1vy9 v.L3IW

— c—
oo ——
—— —
— ——

TIvM ANIT8 ANIT
ALY3d0¥d YH |

\«l \_ﬁmﬂl\\/ ¥

N

=%

e,

N

T

1
i
1
i : T T AR






. LINN 234dN Neddd 2a1SH N
92d0¥) & U , |

LAy Aqay







you know is most of the City.

Full lot excavations and efficient use of interior space are two of the issues.

The other three are: Neighborhood Character; Demo Calcs and Relative Affordability; and How
Projects Densify.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 801 Corbett ADU Nightmare

Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:27:51 AM
Attachments: helollbaccoapdng.png
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Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 6:53 AM

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>; lonin, 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, leffrey (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>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>

Subject: 801 Corbett ADU Nightmare
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Mark E. Hyatt
MEH Pioneer LLC
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Honeybee Hyatt slides into her chautfeured Cadilac Escalads,
giddy for anight on the town





Joe Peters,®
ADU Explo









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

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission and Mayor Breed,

Because of Scott Wiener's ill thought out ADU, nightmares like this happen last night:




| was awakened in a panic tonight as my smoke detector alarm went off and not seeing smoke | immediately
thought it might be carbon monoxide so | called the fire department. It didn’t turn out to be carbon monoxide or
fire, it was several smoke alarms failing simultaneously here in the building. A couple of months ago the smoke
detectors were replaced and at the time | asked for a better one which met with groans about extra expense.
Earlier this evening several smoke alarms mysteriously started failing simultaneously in different units. The fire
department told us that something was wrong with the detectors but they weren’t sure exactly what, they said
the batteries seemed OK. | have stayed up all night tonight because without a smoke alarm | dare not doze off
without this essential protection.

The guy who bought our building to ADU it for a quick profit, Newport Beach based (registered Republican) Mark
Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer, LLC) has a bad history of building ownership and fire, just reference this newspaper
article:

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.



Several of us seniors now live in fear because of Mark E. Hyatt's (aka MEH Pioneer, LLC) troubled history with his
Woodside building burning and causing death. Mr. Hyatt has never returned any of the dozens of calls made and
emails | have sent to him regarding harassment by his developer Joe Peters, neglected building maintenance
issues, or flooding emergencies. Not even a response regarding a large dripping water damage hole in the fire
sprinkler section of our garage ceiling that wasn't repaired for 10 months.

This person Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer, LLC) cannot be trusted with the well-being of tenants here in San
Francisco. If he can’t properly manage this building or the one in Woodside, then it is highly likely that his ADU
plans for our garage will become a disaster. His history speaks for itself.

When he submits his ADU planning application to the Planning Commission IT MUST BE REJECTED for the
well-being of all of us that call San Francisco home.



For over a year | have been pleading with all of you to do something about the abuse of the ADU. Why has there
been no action to reform the ADU? Thousands of us suffer every day from unscrupulous developers in search of a
swift million dollar profit by ravaging our buildings with a total disregard for tenant’s well being and with only an
interest in a quick flip.

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.

| 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.

L0 il
ATE BILL 50 PLANNING AND ZONING HOUSING
UE"J’ELOF;'ME;IT EQUITABLE COMMUMNITIES

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, | have faced constant
retaliation by new owner/speculator Mark Hyatt (aka: MEH Pioneer, LLC) and Joe Peters his ADU developer.

Honeybee Hyatt slides into her éhauiaurad Cadillac Escalade,
giddy for a night on the town

Mark E. Hyatt
MEH Pioneer LLC

Mo Image Found

Joe Peters :

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.

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 T 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. T 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: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 1420 Taraval Demolition (2018-011904CUA)
Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:27:02 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Katherine Hirzel <khirzel@impactvid.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 1:12 PM

To: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; 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>

Subject: Opposition to 1420 Taraval Demolition (2018-011904CUA)

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

To the Planning Commission:

I oppose the proposed conditional use authorization (2018-011904CUA) for the demolition of
the historic house built in 1907 at 1420 Taraval and the proposed 4-story, multi-unit
replacement structure. This significant house is right around the corner from me, and I can't
stress enough how important 1420 Taraval is to the character of our Parkside neighborhood.
1420 Taraval is one of the oldest and most intact houses from the early days of Parkside.
Many of us pass this house every day in that it is in a high-profile stretch of our
neighborhood.

Currently 1420 Taraval is housing several renters paying below market rent. To demolish
this affordable housing to build market rate housing makes no sense. The property tax on
1420 Taraval is currently 1,869.32/ year. With a low tax base, the landlord can afford to rent
1420 Taraval below market. The proposed 4-story multi-unit structure can not be affordable,
because the owner will have to recover the new tax base and cost of construction. The
Planning Commission will be swapping affordable housing with market-rate housing as well
as erasing our Parkside neighborhood history.

Demolishing this distinctive example of early Parkside architecture would negatively impact
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the look and feel of the Parkside district. I urge the Planning Commission to deny the
conditional use authorization for this project.

Also, I sent the Planning Department a check for $40 several months ago so that the staff
would mail me notices and updates related to this project. Planning cashed my check but never
sent me one notice. Clearly, something is wrong with this process.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Kathy R. Hirzel

2371 25th Ave
415-566-8556



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Schuett, Rachel (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: DNA Support Vote - Dogpatch Power Station - Tuesday, 9/10/19
Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:26:53 AM

Attachments: 2019.09.10 - Support Vote - Dogpatch Power Station.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Bruce Kin Huie <brucehuie@me.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 4:42 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Francis, John (ECN)
<john.francis@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Enrique Landa <e5@associatecapital.com>; Susan Eslick <susan.thebookkeeper@gmail.com>;
Jon Larner <jonlarner@gmail.com>

Subject: FW: DNA Support Vote - Dogpatch Power Station - Tuesday, 9/10/19

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

SF Planning Commissioners and City Staff —

With the upcoming Planning Commission EIR hearing planned for Thursday, 1/30/20 on the Power
Station in Dogpatch — | did want to resend the DNA letter of support posted in September 2019.

Best regards —

BRUCE KIN HUIE

mobile: +1-415-308-5438
skype: brucehuie

twitter: @brucehuie
email: brucehuie@me.com
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DOGPATCH

NEIGHEDRROOD ARSOTIATION

September 10th, 2019
SF Planning Commissioners -

The Dogpatch Neighborhood Association (DNA) has worked with Associate Capital on the Dogpatch Power Station
for the past three years.

Background

Associate Capital spent time to understand our neighborhood community, meeting multiple times with DNA
members on an informal basis as well as in formal community meetings and have made several presentations to
our organization. We appreciated this approachable, open-minded and collaborative style.

The project plan that resulted from this outreach process reflects the priorities of the adjacent Dogpatch
community and the DNA membership supports the inclusion of key requirements in the current direction of the
project - housing equity (Homeless Prenatal Program inclusion), historic preservation (Station A) , open space
(active recreation), community centric services (e.g. YMCA), grocery store and transportation investment options
for land and water. All of these are Dogpatch community asks and necessary for the growth in population planned
for this area.

Support Vote
DNA appreciates the commitment by the developer to work collaboratively on addressing areas of concern for our
community. We expect this collaboration to continue at each step of the development process.

DNA understands that updates to the D4D and Development Agreement (DA) are necessary to further secure the
deeply needed community benefits promised by the Power Station, including benefits related to child-care,
housing, active recreation, historic preservation and transportation spending.

DNA further understands that members of our community, including the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood
Association, are actively negotiating with Associate Capital and the City and County of San Francisco to draft key
language to better ensure the delivery of promised benefits.

Therefore, we continue to work with the developer on details and issues as they arise and look forward to
confirming our support at the next San Francisco Planning Commission meeting to approve its entitlement.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have further questions.

Best regards,

Bruce Kin Huie - President

Dogpatch Neighborhood Association

Email: brucehuie@me.com

Twitter: @brucehuie

Web: http://www.mydogpatch.org

Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/DogpatchNeighborhoodAssociation

1459 18" Street * #227 « San Francisco * California 94107
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From: Bruce Kin Huie <brucehuie@me.com>

Date: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 at 11:34 PM

To: <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>,
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, <richhillissf@gmail.com>,
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: Susan Eslick <susan.thebookkeeper@gmail.com>, Jared Doumani <jared@doumani.net>,
vanessa r aquino <vanessa.r.aquino@gmail.com>, <john.francis@sfgov.org>,
<jon.lau@sfgov.org>, Mathew Kochmann <mk@associatecapital.com>, Enrique Landa

<e5@associatecapital.com>
Subject: DNA Support Vote - Dogpatch Power Station - Tuesday, 9/10/19

September 10th, 2019

SF Planning Commissioners -

The Dogpatch Neighborhood Association (DNA) has worked with Associate Capital on the Dogpatch Power Station
for the past three years.

Background

Associate Capital spent time to understand our neighborhood community, meeting multiple times with DNA
members on an informal basis as well as in formal community meetings and have made several presentations to our
organization. We appreciated this approachable, open-minded and collaborative style.

The project plan that resulted from this outreach process reflects the priorities of the adjacent Dogpatch community
and the DNA membership supports the inclusion of key requirements in the current direction of the project - housing
equity (Homeless Prenatal Program inclusion), historic preservation (Station A) , open space (active recreation),
community centric services (e.g. YMCA), grocery store and transportation investment options for land and water.
All of these are Dogpatch community asks and necessary for the growth in population planned for this area.

Support Vote
DNA appreciates the commitment by the developer to work collaboratively on addressing areas of concern for our
community. We expect this collaboration to continue at each step of the development process.

DNA understands that updates to the D4D and Development Agreement (DA) are necessary to further secure the
deeply needed community benefits promised by the Power Station, including benefits related to child-care, housing,
active recreation, historic preservation and transportation spending.

DNA further understands that members of our community, including the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood
Association, are actively negotiating with Associate Capital and the City and County of San Francisco to draft key
language to better ensure the delivery of promised benefits.

Therefore, we continue to work with the developer on details and issues as they arise and look forward to
confirming our support at the next San Francisco Planning Commission meeting to approve its entitlement.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have further questions.
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Best regards,

Bruce Kin Huie - President

Dogpatch Neighborhood Association

Email: brucehuie@me.com

Twitter: @brucehuie

Web: http://www.mydogpatch.org

Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/DogpatchNeighborhoodAssociation
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Subject: FW: SFHAC Support for 657 Harrison

Date: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:26:23 AM

Attachments: SFHAC Project Scorecard 657 Harrison Street.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Nico Nagle <nico@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 5:26 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: SFHAC Support for 657 Harrison

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

Good evening,

Attached is SFHAC's Project Scorecard for One Vassar's 657 Harrison Street. This
scorecard outlines our support of the project.

Nico Nagle | Pronouns: He/Him

Development Associate | San Francisco Housing Action Coalition
Development Associate | Bay Area Housing Advocacy Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103

Office: (415) 541-9001 | Cell: (650) 793-5825

Email: nico@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org

SFHAC advocates for the creation of more housing, at all levels of affordability, for Bay Area
residents, present and future. Check us out.


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:Esmeralda.Jardines@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:nico@sfhac.org
http://sfhac.org/
http://sfhac.org/

San Francisco

HOUSING

COALITION REPORT CARD

Project Address: 657 Harrison Street, San Francisco, CA 94107
Project Sponsor: One Vassar
Date of SFHAC Review: 1/15/2020

Grading Scale

% = The project meets the high standard set by local jurisdiction and/or SFHAC

% % = The project exceeds SFHAC standards

% % % = The project far exceeds SFHAC's standards and exhibits creativity in its proposed solutions

Criteria for SFHAC Endorsement

1. The Project must have been presented to the SFHAC Project Review Committee
2. The Project must score a minimum of Y% on any given guideline

Guideline Comments Score

Summary SFHAC is proud to support One Vassar's proposed project at 657 Harrison Street.

The project team plans to rebuild this underutilized key site into a well-balanced
Land Use mixed-use project including 489 new homes as well as a much needed childcare e ¢
services for San Franciscans. In the context of our acute housing shortage, a mix
of uses including infill housing is the best use of the site.

The project design maximizes density on the site according to the specifications of
Density the Central SoMa Plan placing the 489 homes on 482,000 gross constructed square Yook
feet. The team achieved this by going above and beyond the base zoning of 130
feet to achieve 350 feet.

The proposal provides 110% of San Francisco's city-wide inclusionary requirement.
To achieve this, the project team split their requirements between an inclusionary
Affordablility fee and a land dedica_ltion. Approxi'mately half of their afforda_bility program will be ok Kk

accomplished by paying a fee equivalent to 33% and approximately half will be a
land dedication at 49.5%. Their total inclusionary contribution is valued at $31.7M
as of 2019.

The project includes 128 subterranean parking spaces for residential, childcare,
and retail use. This is a residential parking ratio of .25:1. While SFHAC encourages
project teams to continue to be open to potential opportunities to reduce parking,
. we acknowledge that a lower parking ratio is aspirational due to the realities of
Parking & financing and neighborhood demands. In addition, there will be 204 Class I, 33

Alternative Class II, and 25 cargo bicycle parking spaces implemented into the project. The *
Transportation site is also is well-served by transit with access to the 8, 10, 12, 30, 45, and 81
MUNI lines as well as future access to two subway stations currently under
construction. A new protected bike lane will be located along 2nd sreet and
Transbay Terminal 2.5 blocks away. The proposed project exceeds TDM
requirements.

The project will rehabilitate the historically significant building on site which will be
Preservation retained and siesmically retrofitted as part of the multi-structure mixed-use ok
development.






Urban Design

The project plan includes strong urban design elements. The design features open
space at the prominent corner of 2nd and Harrison Streets. It will also connect two
dead-end allies (Perry Street and Vassar Place) to increase the block's porosity.
Additional street improvements, such as the widening of sidewalks, complete a
package of urban improvements. The Committee would like to commend the
project team for their decision to include the market hall, a proven way to create
community by providing restaurants, retail, and other services on site.

ok

Environmental
Features

The project will meet San Francisco's high environmental standards. The project
team expects the project to be designed to LEED Gold standards and comply with
Title 24 and Green Point-rated standards.

Community
Benefits

The project will include an 18,000 square foot childcare center, open space,
including a new pedestrian mid-block connection, programmable community open
spaces, $7.5 Million in public art, 41,300 square feet of retail, and public realm
improvements to create safer, more inviting streetscapes. Overall, the project
contributes a value of approximately $120 Million in impact fees and infrastructure
investments, which will go toward improving the lives of San Franciscans.

ok

Community Input

The project sponsor has engaged the SoMa community by conducting several open
house sessions. They have done additional outreach with key stakeholder groups,
namely: Yerba Buena Alliance, Yerba Buena CBD, Good Jobs for All, SOMACC,
SoMa Pilipinas, TODCO, SOMBA, SF Bicycle Coalition, South Beach Neighbors, SF
Chamber of Commerce, West Bay, United Playaz, SOMCAN, SF Travel, Hotel
Council, Local 2, YIMBYs, and SPUR. The project was also refined through the
Central SoMa Plan evolution, which established specific goals and expectations
from key sites, such as this one.

ok







From: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Subject: 2018-014127DRP Letters of Concern Packet Update

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 5:58:53 PM

Attachments: 2018-014127DRP-Updated Packet.pdf

Letters of Concern.pdf

Hi Commissioners,

Please find below request to forward letters of concern for 2643 31° Ave.
The DR packet has been updated to reflect the letters within the Public Comment table.
A copy will be provided at Thursday’s Hearing.

Public Comment

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 1 0
Other neighbors on the | O 16 0
block or directly across
the street
Neighborhood groups 0 0 0
Katy

Cathleen Campbell, Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8732 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Ellen Tam <tamfamily2636@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 10:15 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Marstaff (BOS) <marstaff@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC)
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>

Cc: pxy@comcast.net; antonetta.b.yun@kp.org; sffoodie@sbcglobal.net; larec99@gmail.com;
lindahoeck@gmail.com

Subject: Proposed Project at 2643-31st Avenue, SF - Application Number 201808147292

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

Hi Cathleen,
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review 1650 Misson .
Abbreviated Analysis S Pl
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 30, 2020 CA 94103-2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Date: January 20, 2020
Case No.: 2018-014127DRP Fax:
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue 415.558.6409
Permit Application: 2018.0814.7292 Planning
Zoning: RH-1 [R§31dent1al Housg, Qne Family] '{;‘Iosrg;t;’.gs_”
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 2464A /007
Project Sponsor: ~ Weihong Yang
PO box 390695
Mountain View, CA 94039
Staff Contact: David Winslow — (415) 575-9159

David.Winslow@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Take DR and Approve

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of an 849 sq. ft. 3rd-story vertical addition to a two-story single-family house, with a
front 196 sq. ft. roof deck and 29 sq. ft. rear balcony.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The site is a 25" x 87" down sloping lot with an approximate 8 front setback and a 25’ -9” deep rear yard.
The existing 2-story single family residence was built in 1936 and is classified as a category ‘B’ — an age
eligible potential historical resource.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

This block of 315t Avenue is a narrow street with 2-story, Mediterranean style, single-family residences built
around the same time. There is a slightly staggered, but consistent alignment of rear building walls at the
rear, that due to the adjoining key lot on Esclota Way, comprise a constrained mid-block open space.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION
TYPE REQUIRED NOTIFICATION DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE
PERIOD DATES FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 ]uly 9,2019 - 175 da
8.201 1.30. 202 ys
Notice | 2095 | August8, 2019 8.8.2019 30. 2020

www.sfplanning.org
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2018-014127DRP

January 30, 2020 2643 315t Avenue
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 20 days January 10, 2020 January 10, 2020 20 days
Mailed Notice 20 days January 10, 2020 January 10, 2020 20 days
Online Notification 20 days January 10, 2020 January 10, 2020 20 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 1 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 0 16 0
the street
Neighborhood groups 0 0 0
DR REQUESTORS

DR requestor #1:
Pauson Yun of 2649 31st Avenue, adjacent neighbor to the South of the proposed project.

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

DR requestor #1:

1. Scale of the proposed addition is out of character and is out of scale with the street face and block.
2. The addition will impact light and privacy.

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated August 8, 2019.
Proposed alternatives:

Set back and reduce the size of the addition.
Remove the front deck.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

The project sponsor has not affirmatively responded to the DR requestor.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) Additions
to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square
feet).

SAN FRANGISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2018-014127DRP
January 30, 2020 2643 315t Avenue

DEPARTMENT REVIEW

The Department’s Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) review found that:

1.

The size and location of the front and rear decks were not seen as intrusive nor excessive to privacy
or noise. The front deck is set back approximately 14’ from the building front.

Though not within the purview of the Planning Department, the property line windows indicated
on the North elevation of the proposed addition as 45-minute fire-rated assemblies should not be
aluminum clad wood windows.

With respect to character of the neighborhood, the proposed 3r-story addition is located over the
existing building footprint at the sides and rear and set back approximately 24’-0” from the front
building wall. As such, the building scale at the street from the 315t Avenue is maintained. There
are similar 3 story additions to 2-story houses on this block where a deep setback retains the scale
at the street.

However, the existing building extends nearly to the minimum required rear yard and is set against
other minimally sized rear yards of buildings fronting Escolta Way. Additional massing at the rear
should therefore be minimized with a sensitivity toward maintaining scale and light to these
adjoining rear yards.

Therefore, Staff recommends taking Discretionary Review and reducing the massing by limiting the floor-
to-ceiling height of the addition to 9’-0”.

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and Approve

Attachments:
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Context Photographs
Section 311 Notice
CEQA Determination
DR Application
Reduced Plans

SAN FRANGISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT






Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2018-014127DRP
2643 315 Avenue

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





- AVE.

33RD

Parcel Map

r
VICENTE &
£3FELT 200]
e (] W| 22| 22 |22 | 23|52 |22 |22 | 25 |<2 |22 | 22 | 22 | 25 | 22 Az e
_ a o
al2eef g 317 ﬁ.%
@ 1 jorLg o
Y 31 o of 2 is]s
N 25 o g 8 9 ® n § n
oy Jo > - ~ DL INE o 5
" S8 3 ¥
£8 k X
by 32 |33 (34 a5 |36 |37 |38 [39 |40 |a |42 |43 |44 |45 |48 M £59039 =
v £ c5 | 25 | 25| a5 |25 | 25| o5 25| 25| 25| 25 | 25 | 25 | 25| 25 g E W
., 28 24 23 ezl @& 20 i8] s 7 - ; b %
" 28 5
ey Q [ 5
¥ 27 o § o ~
)
| fE 3 b4 ) E
Ly by
B 26
T as 25 %‘ =~
B “gg 'Bﬂ G— L]
./
&E‘ £8 25 |os |25 | 25|25 | 25| 25| 25 |} ™
ESCOLTA

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT PROPERTY

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Number 2018-014127DRP
2643 315t Avenue





Sanborn Map*
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Aerial Photo
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Site Photo
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On August 14, 2018 , Building Permit Application No.201808147292 was filed for work at the Project Address below.

Notice Date:  July 9", 2019 Expiration Date:  August 8", 2019

PROJECT INFORMATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Project Address: 2643 31ST AVE Applicant: Weihong Yang

Cross Street(s): Vicente St and Escolta Way Address: PO BOX 390695
Block/Lot No.: 2464A / 007 City, State: Mountain View, CA 94039
Zoning District(s): RH-1 /40-X Telephone: 408-329-8787

Record Number: 2018-014127PRJ Email: w.h.yang@hotmail.com

You are receiving this notice as an owner or occupant of property within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not
required to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project,
please contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request that the Planning Commission review
this application at a public hearing for Discretionary Review. Requests for a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during
the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown above, or the next business day if that
date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the
Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other
public documents.

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition
O Change of Use
O Rear Addition

O New Construction

O Facgade Alteration(s)

[0 Side Addition

O Alteration
O Front Addition
m Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED
Building Use Residential Residential
Front Setback 3’9 3/47-8'9 5/8” No Change
Side Setbacks N/A No Change
Building Depth 56'9” No Change
Rear Yard 23’8 5/16"-25'9 13/16” No Change
Building Height 21’11 5/16” 29" %
Number of Stories 2 3

Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change
Number of Parking Spaces 1 No change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project includes a verticle addition to an existing two story single family dwelling. It also includes a roofdeck above the
2" floor and cantilevered rear deck.

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval
at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

To view plans or related documents, visit sf-planning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. Once the
property is located, click on the dot(s) to view details of the record number above, its related documents and/or plans.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Cathleen Campbell, 415-575-8732, Cathleen.Campbell@sfgov.org

X E#IRGEKE | PARA INFORMACION EN ESPANOL LLAMAR AL | PARA SA IMPORMASYON SA TAGALOG TUMAWAG SA | 415.575.9010
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, contact the Planning Information
Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415) 558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org. If you have specific questions
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact
on you.

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at
www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment.
Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually
agreeable solutions.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your
concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers
to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for
projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code;
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary
Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online
at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC),
with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the fee for a
Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If
the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for
Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel
will have an impact on you. Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review.

BOARD OF APPEALS

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by 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.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

TThis project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part
ofthis process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption
Map at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be
made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the
determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of
the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.

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.
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Elizabeth Watty

Change if this project did not receive an exemption (i.e. CPE, neg dec, etc.)





SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

2643 31ST AVE 2464A007

Case No. Permit No.

2018-014127PRJ 201808147292

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

ADD 849sf ON TOP OF (E) ROOF & CONVERT (E) 2-STORY INTO A 3-STORY BLDG. ADD 266.7sf ROOF
TOP DECK IN THE FRONT. ADD 75 sf CANTILEVER BALCONY AT THE BACK.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

- Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

|:| Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

I:l Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121






STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,

|:| hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
|:| more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential?

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Mabher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a
|:| location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
D (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
I:l on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
|:| than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
|:| greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more
of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

|:| expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental
Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Cathleen Campbell
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

|:| Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public
right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|o|ico|miod

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

|:| Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

|:| Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

|:| Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

- Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

O[O0 m{d

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
|:| Reclassify to Category A |:| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated (attach HRER or PTR)

b. Other (specify):

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

O

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Cathleen Campbell

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Cathleen Campbell
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 06/26/2019

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
2643 31ST AVE 2464A/007
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2018-014127PRJ 201808147292
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

O |0l d

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department
website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:
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San Francisco
Planning RECEIVED

AUG 0 8 2019
DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 1, o

Property Owner’s Information
Name:  Ricky Jong and Wan Ling Siow-Jong

Email Address: TVjong@gmail.com

Address:
2643'3 1 St Avenue (415) 613-1976

Telephone:

Applicant Information (if applicable)

Name: Pauson and Antonetta Yun : Same as above | |

Company/Organization:

; t.net
Address: 2 6 49 3 1 Email Address:  PXy@comcas
-31st Avenue
Telephone: (415) 205- 1090
Please Select Billing Contact: ] owner @ Applicant [] Other (see below for details)
Name; Pauson Yun Email: PXy@comast.net bhone: (415) 205-1090
Please Select Primary Project Contact: [] Owner @) Applicant [ Billing
Property Information
Project Address: 2643-31st Avenue Block/Lot(s): 2464A/007

PlanArea: RH-1 Zoning

Project Description:

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose.

The project sponsor is proposing to add a third story, which would be an additional 849 squaf;fee{ on
top, along with a 313 square foot roof top in the front of the house, and 30 square feet in the back of
the house for a balcony. The existing home is currently two stories.
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PAGE 3 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

Project Details:
[] Change of Use [] New Construction [] Demolition [] Facade Alterations [] ROW Improvements

[ Additions [ Legislative/Zoning Changes [] Lot Line Adjustment-Subdivision [J other

Estimated Construction Cost:

Residential: [ ] Special Needs [ ] Senior Housing [] 100% Affordable [] Student Housing [_] Dwelling Unit Legalization

[] Inclusionary Housing Required  [] State Density Bonus  [[] Accessory Dwelling Unit

Non-Residential: [ Formula Retail ] Medical Cannabis Dispensary [] Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment
[] Financial Service [] Massage Establishment [J other:

Related Building Permits Applications

Building Permit Applications No(s): 201808147292

V.07.20.2018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT





ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

In reviewing applications for Certificate of Appropriateness the Historic Preservation Commission, Department staff, Board of
Appeals and/or Board of Supervisors, and the Planning Commission shall be governed by The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties pursuant to Section 1006.6 of the Planning Code. Please respond to each statement
completely (Note: Attach continuation sheets, if necessary). Give reasons as to how and why the project meets the ten Standards
rather than merely concluding that it does so. IF A GIVEN REQUIREMENT DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT

DOES NOT.

PRIOR ACTION YES NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? v
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? v
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards) v

CHANGES MADE TO THE PROJECT AS A RESULT OF MEDIATION

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please attach a summary of the
result, including any changes that were made to the proposed project.

Please see attached sheets.
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
In the space below and on seperate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.
1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the standards of the Planning Code and the
Residential Design Guidelines. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of

the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or Residential
Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Please see attached sheets.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. Please
explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the
neighborhood would be unreasonably affected, please state who would be affected, and how.

Please see attached sheets.

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to the
exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

Please see attached sheets.
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“APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Othe rmation or applicgtions may be required.

Pauson Yun
[~y i
Signature Name (Printed)
Neighbor Next Door (415) 205-1090 pxy@comcast.net
Relationship to Project Phone Email

(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

APPLICANT'’S SITE VISIT CONSENT FORM

| herby authgrize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property, making all portions of the

interior And exterior accessible.

B Pauson Yun
Signature i/ = Name (Printed)
8/5/2019
Date
RECEIVED
For Department Use Only

Application received by Plannipg Department: AUG 0 8 2019
B@_Q-_@-w Date: __ CITY & COUNTY-OFSF——

PLANNING IIDJIEPARTMENT' i
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Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

If you have discussed this project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through
mediation, please attach a summary of the result, including any changes that were made to
the proposed project.

On Friday, October 12, 2018, the project sponsors held a neighborhood meeting at their house at
2643-31% Avenue, which is the site of the project. My wife and I live at 2649 31% Ave., which is
next door to the proposed project. We were out of town that day, so we were not able to attend
the meeting. Our neighbors across the street at 2636-31%' Avenue and 2666-31%' Avenue attended
the meeting. They reviewed the plans for the third story addition and they voiced their concerns
to the project sponsors and their architect about the massive third story addition.

Our block is a very small and narrow street, and a full third story addition along with the
proposed front and rear decks do not match the surrounding homes on the street or any of the
homes on the block. This third story addition would be completely out of proportion and out of
scale and it would ruin the unique characteristics of this special street. The project sponsor and
their architect did not bother addressing any of the concerns of the neighbors, and a few days
later they submitted their plans to the city. At that meeting, the architect told the neighbors that
they are not required to address any of the concerns of the neighbors.

As a result, no significant changes were made to the proposed plans for the third story addition.

Question 1:

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the
standards of the Planning Code and the Residential Guidelines. What are the exceptional
and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the Project? How
does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority
Policies or Residential Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the
Residential Design Guidelines.

Several neighbors are in opposition to the project for the following reasons:

1) In the San Francisco Residential Guidelines, Page 9, Under Section II,
“Neighborhood Character,” it states, “In areas with a defined visual character,
design buildings to be compatible with the patterns and architectural features of
surrounding buildings.” “Buildings must be designed to be compatible in scale,
patterns and architectural features of surrounding buildings, drawing from
elements that are common to the block.”

1





Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

The 2600 block of 31* Avenue is a unique street and it is the most coveted street in the Parkside
neighborhood. It is a very small, narrow, curvy street that is full of charm and character. Many
homeowners who purchased their homes on this block have paid a much more significant
amount of money to live on this block because it is so unique and it stands out from all the other
streets in Parkside. Only one car can pass through the street because it is a very tight street.
This proposed massive third story addition at 2643-31st Avenue is completely out of
proportion and it does not match the homes on either side, nor does it match any of the
other homes on the block. The homes on each side of the proposed project are both two stories,
and a third story addition would be very conspicuous and pronounced, since this street is so
narrow and compact. In addition, a front deck would not blend in with the street at all and would
ruin the beautiful Spanish Mediterranean characteristics of the homes on this street. There are no
homes on this block that have a front deck. Unlike detached homes in other areas, the homes
on this street are connected so a large addition like this will have a noticeable negative
impact on the immediate neighbors.

2) In the San Francisco Residential Guidelines, on Page 24 of the guidelines, it states,
“Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing
building scale at the street.” ‘“...If a new floor is being added to an existing
building, it may be necessary to modify the building height or depth to maintain the
existing scale at the street. By making these modifications, the visibility of the upper
floor is limited from the street, and the upper floor appears subordinate to the
primary facade. The key is to design a building that complements other buildings
on the block and does not stand out, even while displaying an individual design.”

On page 29 of the San Francisco Residential Guidelines, it states, “Design the
building’s proportions to be compatible with those found on surrounding
buildings.” ¢...Building features must be proportional not only to other features on
the building, but also to the features found in surrounding buildings.”

Both homes on each side of the proposed project are two story homes. This proposed massive
third story addition and the proposed front deck at 2643-31%' Avenue, located in the middle of the
block, will stick out and it will completely change the look and feel of this small block. On my
side of the street, there is one home located at 2631-31%' Avenue that has a very small third story
towards the back of their house. This third story is approximately 250 square feet and it is
original to the home. It only consists of one bedroom and it is not noticeable when you are
standing in front of the house on the street.





Project Address — 2643-31 Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

On the other side of our street, diagonally across from us, there are two other homes located at
2654-31%" Avenue and 2672-31% Avenue and they also have a very small third story towards the
back of their home, which is approximately 250 square feet and it only consists of one bedroom.

All three of the homes that have a small third story are set back substantially at about 18
feet. The third story on these homes are all not noticeable, unlike the massive proposed
third story addition at 2643-31% Avenue, which is approximately 1,200 square feet. All of
the homes on this street are approximately 1,300 to 2,000 square feet. The project site at
2643-31% Avenue currently consists of 1,900 square feet and it has 4 bedrooms and 3
bathrooms. Therefore, an expanded house that would have over 3,100 square feet, 3
stories, 5 bedrooms, and 4 bathrooms would be grossly out of character with the rest of the
maximum 2,000 square feet, 2 story homes on the block.

3) On page 6 of the San Francisco Residential Guidelines, it states that applicants are
encouraged to discuss projects with Planning Department staff and adjacent
neighbors early in the design process to identify specific issues that may affect the
design.

The project sponsors and their architect are unwilling to take the neighbors’ suggestions and they
have disregarded all of the comments of concerned neighbors on this block. Eighteen
homeowners on this block have signed a petition in objection to these plans. Several of
these homeowners have lived on the block for several decades. Many of these homeowners
have written letters to the Planning Department in objection to this massive third story
addition.

Question 2:

The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as
part of the construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable
impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would
be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

I live right next door and if this proposed third story addition was built, I believe this massive
third story addition and front deck would affect both my sunlight and affect my privacy and the
privacy of the surrounding neighbors.





Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

Reducing and minimizing impacts on light and privacy are express requirements under the San
Francisco Residential Guidelines, see pages 16-17. This proposed project only has negative
impacts on our light and privacy, and the project sponsors have done little or nothing to
reasonably address these concerns.

In addition, this home will be completely out of character with the neighborhood and a large
number of residents are strongly opposed to these changes to the roofline. This would change
the original atmosphere of this neighborhood and it will negatively impact the residents in this
unique community.

Question 3:

What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already
made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce
adverse effects noted above in question #1?

We would like the project sponsor to scale back their third story and to reduce the size to match
the other homes on the block that currently have a third story. The other homes on the block are
2631-31% Avenue, 2654-31% Avenue, and 2672-31% Avenue. They each have a third story that is
approximately 250-300 square feet in the upper level. These third stories are set back
substantially about 18 feet from the front of the home.

We also propose that the project sponsors eliminate the front deck, since there are no homes on
this block that have a front deck, and so that we can preserve the unique characteristics of this
special street.





Project Address — 2643-31 Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

Examples of existing 3rd floor additions on 31st Avenue which are barely noticeable and roof
lines.

There are three houses on our block at 31%
Avenue with a barely noticeable 3™ floor
addition. They are set back substantially
about 18 feet from the front of the home.

i






Project Address — 2643-31°%* Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

2631-31st Avenue (the green house /
on the right) has a small third story in o /
the back and it is not noticeable from '
the front of the street. 2643-31%

Avenue (house on left) is proposing a
massive third story addition.






Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

2654-31st Avenue has a small third story in the back
but it is not noticeable from the front of the house.






Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

/

2672-31°% Avenue - This is the third house on
the block with a small third story that is not
noticeable from the street.






Project Address — 2643-31% Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

This photo depicts how narrow and small our street is so a
massive third story addition will not blend in with the block.






Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

This photo shows the unique charm of our
street and existing level of roof lines.
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Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

This photo shows another view of
the unique character of our street
and how adding the massive 3" story
will have a big impact on our street.

|
I
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Project Address — 2643-31% Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

This photo shows another shot of the existing level
of roof lines and the tranquil flow with the sky.






Project Address — 2643-31° Avenue, SF
Request for Discretionary Review

This photo shows the view of the roof lines
from the opposite angle.






PROJECT SUMMARY

ADDRESS

2643 31ST AVE

SCOPE OF WORKS

UILDING

(1) ADD 849 SF ON TOP OF EXISTING ROOF AND CONVERT
EXISTING TWO-STORY BUILDING INTO A THREE STORY

CALCULATION FOR FRONT SETBACK PERMEABILITY

LEGEND

(2) ADD 196 SF ROOF TOP DECK IN THE FRONT

\(3) ADD 30 SF ROOF TOP DECK IN THE REAR YARD

PROJECT INFORMATION EXISTING PROPOSAL

APN NUMBER 2464A/007 2464A/007

CONSTRUCTION TYPE ,\:/RBA,(\XEC))OD AND STEEL I\:/I-?iﬁ\/ll\llz(;)OD AND STEEL

STORIES 2 3

SPRINKLERS NO NO

OCCUPANCY R-3 (DWELLING) R-3 (DWELLING)

ZONING RH-1 RH-1

AVERAGE SLOPE <10% < 10%

LOT AREA SQ.FT. 2,195.0 2,195.0
EXISTING PROPOSAL

RESIDENCE FOOTPRINT SQ.FT. 1,386.5 1,386.5

3RD FLOOR LIVING AREA SQ.FT. N/A 848.4

3RD FLOOR FRONT DECK SQ.FT. N/A 195.8

3RD FLOOR BACK BALCONY SQ.FT. N/A 30.0

2ND FLOOR LIVING AREA SQ.FT. 1,383.0 1,383.0

1ST FLOOR LIVING AREA SQ.FT. 1,067.3 1,067.3

1ST FLOOR GARAGE AREA SQ.FT. 285.7 285.7

TOTAL LIVING SPACE SQ.FT. 2,450.3 3,298.7

LOT COVERAGE 63.2% 63.2%

MAX. ALLOWABLE LOT COVERAGE 0.0% 0.0%

CODE ENFORCEMENT JURISDICTION

2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, VOLS 1 & 2

2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE

2016 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE

2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE

2016 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING CODE

2016 ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS (TITLE 24)

LIST OF DRAWING SHEETS

DRAWNING TYPE SHEET # |SHEET TITLE
Al1.0 PROJECT SUMMARY, EXISTING SITE PLAN AND PROPOSED SITE PLAN
AD 1 EXISTING 1ST FLOOR/DEMOLITION PLAN & PROPOSED 1ST FLOOR PLAN
A2.2 EXISTING 2ND FLOOR/DEMOLITION PLAN & PROPOSED 2ND FLOOR PLAN
A2 3 PROPOSED 3RD FLOOR & ROOF PLAN & WINDOW & EXTERIOR DOOR SCHEDULE
A2.4 EXISTING ROOF PLAN & NOTES
A3.1 EXISTING & PROPOSED EAST ELEVATIONS

ARCHITECTURAL A3.2 EXISTING & PROPOSED WEST ELEVATIONS
A3.3 EXISTING & PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATIONS
A3.4 EXISTING & PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATIONS
A4.1 2ND FLOOR ELECTRICAL & POWER PLAN
A4.2 3RD FLOOR ELECTRICAL & POWER PLAN
A4.3 EXISTING AND PROPOSED BUILDING SECTION
A4.4 PROPOSED 3D VIEWS
A4.5 SITE PHOTOS

STRUCTURAL

TOTAL FRONT SETBACK LANDSCAPE AREA: 161.29 SF. EXIST HOUSE SNy TMENT PROPOSED NEW ADDTION —— - - ——  PROPERTY LINE
TOTAL FRONT LANDSCAPE AREA: 81.75 SIF.
TOTAL CONCRETE AREA: 79-54 S.F. BRICK PAVEMENT GRASS GRAVEL PAVEMENT BALCONY
TOTAL 50.7% PERMEABLE INCLUDING PLANTED
- — -
7 |
TREE (DBH=10") TREE (DBH=10")
TREE (DBH=9%") TREE (DBH=9%")
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STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:

W. H. YANG

STRUGCTURAL
ENGINEERING SERVICE

PO BOX 390695

NOTES OF WATER EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION MOLL AN e

94039-0695

1. THE EFFECTIVE FLUSH VOLUME OF ALL WATER CLOSETS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1.28 GPF.
TANK-TYPE WATER CLOSETS SHALL BE CERTIFIED TO THE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA OF P. 408.329.8787
THE U.S. EPA WATERSENSE SPECIFICATION FOR TANK-TYPE TOILETS. F. 408.228.5176

EMAIL: W.H.YANE@HCITMAIL.BCIM

2. THE EFFECTIVE FLUSH VOLUME OF URINALS SHALL NOT EXCEED 0.5 GPF

3. SHOWERHEADS SHALL HAVE A MAX. FLOW RATE OF NOT MORE THAN 1.8 GPM AT 80
PSI. SHOWERHEADS SHALL BE CERTIFIED TO THE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA OF THE U.S.
EPA WATERSENSE SPECIFICATION FOR SHOWERHEADS.

4. THE MAX FLOW RATE OF RESIDENTIAL LAVATORY FAUCETS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1.2 GPM
AT 60 PSI. THE MIN. FLOW RATE OF RESIDENTIAL LAVATORY FAUCETS SHALL NOT BE
LESS THAN 0.8 GPM AT20 PSI .

5. THE MAX. FLOW RATE OF KITCHEN FAUCETS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1.8 GPM AT 60 PSI.

J/4:12T ksz
MIN. MIN.

%

NOTES OF SHOWER:

1. SHOWER COMPARTMENTS AND WALLS ABOVE BATHTUBS WITH INSTALLED SHOWER HEADS
SHALL BE FINISHED WITH A NON ABSORBENT SURFACE TO A HEIGHT NOT LESS THAN

72" ABOVE THE FLOOR PER CRC R307.2.

SHOWER COMPARTMENT OR OTHERWISE ARRANGED SO THAT THE SHOWERHEAD DOES NOT
DISCHARGE DIRECTLY AT THE ENTRANCE TO THE COMPARTMENT AND THE BATHER CAN
ADJUST THE VALVES PRIOR TO STEPPING INTO THE SHOWER SPRAY PER CPC 408.9. No. 55347

Exp. 6-30-20
7

@ 2. CONTROL VALVES AND SHOWER HEADS SHALL BE LOCATED ON THE SIDEWALL OF

J/4:12\L }{ml
MIN. MIN.
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STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:

W. H. YANG

STRUGCTURAL
ENGINEERING SERVICE

NOTES OF WALL COVERING: TABLE R703.6.1 PO BOX 390695

NOTES OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY: CHECKLIST 4 20X 390695
1. DUCT OPENINGS AND OTHER RELATED AR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENINGS SHALL BE COVERED DURING CONSTRUCTION (4.504.1) ! HORIZONTAL LAP SIDING SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS. WHERE THERE ARE MAXIMUM WEATHER EXPOSURE FOR WOOD ., . CALIFORNIA
NO RECOMMENDATIONS THE SIDING SHALL BE LAPPED NOT LESS THAN 1 INCH (25 MM), OR 1/2 INCH (12.7 MM) IF RABBETED, SHAKES AND SHINGLES ON EXTERIOR WALLS 940395-0695
504. 504 4.504.2.1
2. ADHESIVES, SEALANTS AND CAULKS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC AND OTHER TOXIC COMPOUND LIMITS PER TABLE 4.504.1 & 4.504.2 ( ) AND SHALL HAVE THE ENDS CAULKED. COVERED WITH A BATTEN OR SEALED AND INSTALLED OVER A STRIP OF FLASHING. ONENSONS ATE % INGHES)
3. PAINTS, STAINS AND OTHER COATINGS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC LIMITS PER TABLE 4.504.3 (4.504.2.2) P. 408.329.8787
2. WOOD SHAKES OR SHINGLES SHALL BE APPLIED EITHER SINGLE COURSE OR DOUBLE COURSE OVER NOMINAL J%” WOOD—BASED F. 408.228.5176
4. AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS SHALL MEET THE PRODUCT-WEIGHTED MIR LIMITS FOR ROC IN SECTION 94522(A)(2) AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS, (4.504.2.3) SHEATHING OR TO FURRING STRIPS OVER %" NOMINAL NONWOOD SHEATHING. A WATER—RESISTVE BARRIER SHALL BE PROVIDED LENGH EXPOSURE FOR | EXPOSURE FOR EMAIL: W.H.YANG@HOTMAIL.COM
INCLUDING PROHIBITIONS ON USE OF CERTAIN TOXIC COMPOUNDS AND OZONE DEPLETING SUBSTANCES, IN SECTION 94522(E)(1) AND (F)(1) OF THE OVER ALL SHEATHING, WITH HORIZONTAL OVERLAPS IN THE MEMBRANE OF NOT LESS THAN 2" AND VERTICAL OVERLAPS OF NOT SINGLE COURSE | DOUBLE COURSE
CCR. TITLE 17. COMMENCING WITH SECTION 94520. AND IN AREAS UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE BAY AREA AR QUAUTY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT LESS THAN 6". WHERE HORIZONTAL FURRING STRIPS ARE USED. THEY SHALL BE 1" BY 3" OR 1" BY 4" AND SHALL BE
SHALL ADDITIONALLY COMPLY WITH THE PERCENT VOC BY WEIGHT OF PRODUCT LIMITS OF REGULATION 8, RULE 49. FASTENED TO THE STUDS WITH MINIMUM 7D OR 8D BOX NAILS AND SHALL BE SPACED A DISTANCE ON CENTER EQUAL TO THE SHINGLES?®
ACTUAL WEATHER EXPOSURE OF THE SHAKES OR SHINGLES, NOT TO EXCEED THE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE SPECIFIED IN TABLE b
5. DOCUMENTATION SHALL BE PROVIDED TO VERIFY THAT COMPLIANT VOC LIMIT FINISH MATERIALS HAVE BEEN USED. (4.504.2.4) R703.6.1. WHEN INSTALLING SHAKES OR SHINGLES OVER A NONPERMEABLE WALER-RESISTIVE BARRIER, FURRING STRIPS SHALL BE 16 ’ 12
C
6. CARPET INSTALLED IN THE BUILDING INTERIOR SHALL MEET THE TESTING AND PRODUCT REQUIREMENTS OF 1 OF THE FOLLOWING: (4.504.3) Eon FORRIG S i 1 e A o e U e e The. SoCING 18 8 14
1). CARPET AND RUG INSTITUTE'S GREEN LABEL PLUS PROGRAM s ' d
2). CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, "STANDARD METHOD FOR THE TESTING AND EVALUATION OF VOLATILE ORGANIC CHEMICAL EMISSIONS FROM ?E,,TWEET,,,ADJACENT SHINGLES TO ALLOW FOR EXPANSION SHALL BE )" T0 ) APAR& AND BET¥VEEN ADTJA:ENJ SHAKES SHALL BE 24 10% 16
INDOOR SOURCES USING ENVIRONMENTAL CHAMBERS,” VERSION 1.1, FEBRUARY 2010 (ALSO KNOWN AS SPECIFICATION 01350) %" T0 /3" APART. THE OFFSET SPACING BETWEEN JOINTS IN ADJACENT COURSES SHALL BE NOT LESS THAN 14" SHAKES”
3). NSF/ANS| 140 AT THE GOLD LEVEL .
4). SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICATIONS SYSTEMS INDOOR ADVANTAGE™GOLD 3. 2 LAYERS OF GRADE D PAPER UNDER CEMENT PLASTER COVERING WHEN APPLIED OVER WOOD SHEATHING. 18 8 14
7. WHERE RESILIENT FLOORING IS INSTALLED, AT LEAST 80% OF FLOOR AREA RECEIVING RESILIENT FLOORING SHALL COMPLY WITH ONE OR MORE OF THE (4.504.4) 4. PROVIDE WEEP SCREED AT THE BOTTOM OF STUCCO WALLS AT A LOCATION A MINIMUM OF 4" ABOVE EARTH OR 2" ABOVE PAVED 24 10% 18
FOLLOWING: AREAS.
1). PRODUCTS COMPLIANT WITH THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, "STANDARD METHOD FOR THE TESTING AND EVALUATION OF o DIMENSIONS GVEN ARE FOR NO. | GRADE
VOLATILE ORGANIC CHEMICAL EMISSIONS FROM INDOOR SOURCES USING ENVIRONMENTAL CHAMBERS,” VERSION 1.1, FEBRUARY 2010 (ALSO KNOWN AS ' ' '
’ ’ . THE ST IS TO BE APPLIED WITH A 3—-COAT APPLICATION WHEN APPLI R METAL LATH OR WIRE LATH -
SPECIFICATION 01350), CERTIFIED AS A CHPS LOW—EMITTING MATERIAL IN THE COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS (CHPS) HIGH 4. THE STUCCO 1S TO BE APPLIED WITH A 3-CO LICATION WHEN APPLIED OVER M b. A MAXIMUM 9-INCH EXPOSURE IS PERMITTED FOR NO.2 GRADE.
PERFORMANCE PRODUCTS DATABASE / c. A MAXIMUM 10-INCH EXPOSURE IS PERMITTED FOR NO.2 GRADE.
2). PRODUCTS CERTIFIED UNDER UL GREENGUARD GOLD (FORMERLY THE GREENGUARD CHILDREN & SCHOOLS PROGRAM) 7 d. A MAXIMUM 14-INCH EXPOSURE IS PERMITTED FOR NO.2 GRADE.
3). CERTIFICATION UNDER THE RESILIENT FLOOR COVERING INSTITUTE (RFCI) FLOORSCORE PROGRAM
4). MEET THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, "STANDARD METHOD FOR THE TESTING AND EVALUATION OF VOLATILE ORGANIC CHEMICAL
EMISSIONS FROM INDOOR SOURCES USING ENVIRONMENTAL CHAMBERS,” VERSION 1.1, FEBRUARY 2010 (ALSO KNOWN AS SPECIFICATION 01350) TABLE 4.504.5
9,
8. HARDWOOD PLYWOOD, PARTICLEBOARD AND MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD (MDF) USED ON INTERIOR OR EXTERIOR OF THE BUILDING SHALL COMPLY WITH (4.504.5) FORMALDEHY IMIT No. S5347
FORMALDEHYDE EMISSION LIMITS PER TABLE 4.504.5. ON SHEET A2.4 (MAXIMUM FORMALDEHYDE EMISSIONS IN PARTS PER MILLION) Exp, 6-30-20
9. MOISTURE CONTENT OF BUILDING MATERIALS USED IN WALL AND FLOOR FRAMING SHALL NOT TO EXCEED 19% BEFORE ENCLOSURE. IMULATION (4.505.3)
PRODUCTS WHICH ARE VISIBLY WET OR HAVE A HIGH MOISTURE CONTENT SHALL BE REPLACED OR ALLOWED TO DRY PRIOR TO ENCLOSURE. PRODUCT CURRENT LIMIT
10. EACH BATHROOM SHALL BE MECHANICALLY VENTILATED AND SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING: (4.506.1)
1). FANS SHALL BE ENERGY STAR COMPLIANT AND BE DUCTED TO TERMINATE OUTSIDE THE BUILDING. HARDWOOD PLYWOOD VENEER CORE 0.05
2). UNLESS FUNCTIONING AS A COMPONENT OF A WHOLE HOUSE VENTILATION SYSTEM, FANS MUST BE CONTROLLED BY A HUMIDITY CONTROL.
A) HUMIDITY CONTROLS SHALL BE CAPABLE OF MANUAL OR AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT BETWEEN A RELATIVE HUMIDITY RANGE OF LESS THAN 50% TO A HARDWOOD PLYWOOD COMPOSITE CORE 0.05
MAXIMUM OF 80%. R
B) A HUMIDITY CONTROL MAY BE A SEPARATE COMPONENT TO THE EXHAUST FAN AND IS NOT REQUIRED TO BE INTEGRAL OR BUILT-IN. PARTICLEBOARD 0.09 Z 0
11. HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING SYSTEMS SHALL BE SIZED, DESIGNED, AND EQUIPMENT SELECTED USING THE FOLLOWING METHODS: (4.507.2) ¥ FIRERBOAR 011 D O
1). THE HEAT LOSS AND HEAT GAIN IS ESTABLISHED ACCORDING TO ANSI/ACCA 2 MANUAL J - 2011 (RESIDENTIAL LOAD CALCULATION), ASHRAE MEDIUM  DENSITY: FIBERBOARD ' 0
HANDBOOKS OR OTHER EQUIVALENT DESIGN SOFTWARE OR METHODS. ) e 0
2). DUCT SYSTEMS ARE SIZED ACCORDING TO ANSI/ACCA 1 MANUAL D — 2014 (RESIDENTIAL DUCT SYSTEMS), ASHRAE HANDBOOKS OR OTHER EQUIVALENT THIN MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD 0.13 -
DESIGN SOFTWARE OR METHODS. —_— Z
3). SELECT HEATING AND COOLING EQUIPMENT ACCORDING TO ANSI/ACCA 3 MANUAL S — 2014 (RESIDENTIAL EQUIPMENT SELECTION) OR OTHER EQUIVALENT D | K
DESIGN SOFTWARE OR METHODS. 1. VALUES IN THIS TABLE ARE DERIVED FROM THOSE SPECIFIED BY THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES I
EXCEPTION: USE OF ALTERNATE DESIGN TEMPERATURES NECESSARY TO ENSURE THE SYSTEMS FUNCTIONS ARE ACCEPTABLE. BOARD, AIR TOXICS CONTROL MEASURE FOR COMPOSITE WOOD AS TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH | n
ASTM E1333. FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION , SEE CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, TITLE 17, D 0
/4?; SECTIONS 93120 THROUGH 93 120.12. [:] 7
4 < —
2. THIN MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD HAS A MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF %s INCH (8 mm). [:] a% —
T
Ow >
ZX "o
L Iy
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— m
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From: Ellen Tam

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Mar, Gordon (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Cc: pxy@comcast.net; antonetta.b.yun@kp.org; sffoodie@sbcglobal.net; larec99@gmail.com; lindahoeck@gmail.com
Subject: Proposed Project at 2643-31st Avenue, SF - Application Number 201808147292

Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 10:15:15 PM

Attachments: Sianed Petition in Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

Letters of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

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

Hi Cathleen,

I am writing in regards to the Discretionary Review Packet that you and your team had put
together for the upcoming Discretionary Review on Thursday, January 30, 2020. As you are
well aware, EIGHTEEN neighbors on our block have signed a PETITION IN OPPOSITION
TO THIS PROJECT. We have also submitted SEVERAL LETTERS from neighbors who are
in opposition to this project. I read the Discretionary Review Packet and I would like to know
why it says that ZERO neighbors are opposed to this project? PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Also, in addition, you and your team did not add any of our letters into the Discretionary
Review Packet and you did not add our petition as well. I had emailed you the petition along
with all of these letters several months ago and you had confirmed receipt of all of them. 1
still have a record of all the emails from you. I feel that this is extremely unfair to all the
neighbors on our block since the documentation of our opposition to this project is clearly
being ignored. I request that you include all of our letters along with our signed petition in the
DR Packet. I have attached copies of both items with this email. I expect you to make all the
necessary changes before the hearing on Thursday. Thank you for your prompt attention to
this matter.

Sincerely,
Ellen Tam
2636-31st Avenue, SF
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The following homeowners strongly object to the'proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
CA 94116 i
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
CA 94116
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November 27, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31° Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am writing in regards to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at 2643-31° Avenue,
San Francisco, Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an
application to the City to build a FULL third story. My family and | are strongly opposed to this
project.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31% Avenue and 2649-31%t Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front. This completely will not
match all the homes on the block and it will look completely out of place. Aesthetically, it
will not blend in with the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean style homes. It will ruin the
entire character of this block.

My family purchased our home in 1996, approximately 22 years ago. We were drawn to this
beautiful street in Parkside because it has such a unique look and this special block is full of
character. It stands out from all the streets in the Parkside neighborhood because of how
different it is. The street is very narrow, and only one car can pass through at a time. My house
is located directly from the proposed project and because the street is so small and narrow, the
homes across the street are very close to my house in proximity.

| attended the project sponsor’s pre-application meeting on Friday, October 12, 2018, and |
voiced my concerns to them about their proposed project. | suggested that they either extend
the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a bedroom around 300 square
feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so that their home will not be
out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes on our block that have a
third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom around 250-300 square feet.







The bedroom is also located towards the back of the home and it is not noticeable from the
street level. This third level was also part of the original floor plan of the home. This is
completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the project sponsors are
proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet. To my knowledge, no
neighbors on the block have added a third story to their house.

The project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their current plans. They refuse to
take any neighbor’s comments into consideration.

In addition, the homes on our block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000
square feet. The project sponsor’s home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4
bedrooms and three bathrooms. Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three
levels would not blend in at all with any of the characteristics of the homes on our unigue

street.

Please do not approve the project sponsor’s plans. If this project is approved by the Planning
Department, it will definitely ruin the most special street in the Parkside neighborhood. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ellen Tam

2636 -31%* Avenue, SF
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Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

From: Lorraine Adams (sffoodie@sbcglobal.net)
To:  cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org
Ce: delvin.washington@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018, 6:23 PM PST

November 30, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in my Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st Avenue, Application
#201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to add a full 3rd story to their 2 story
home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block, | am very strongly opposed to the project as
currently submitted.

When | purchased my home almost 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was the strongest
selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that were frankly asking less for
the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue (no other block!) is very narrow and many of the
houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The houses here have the unique architectural features of
the late 1930’s (mostly mission style) and none have a 3rd story that comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middle of our block would be completely out of character and scale with the
current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the impact of a full 3rd floor on any home
would be more overwhelming than it might be on a normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at that time: | also
filed out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the proposed project. | suggested at
the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor in the backyard, or a much smaller (single room)
addition to the very back of the 3rd floor (existing roof) and not visible from the street would be more in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have
a single small room so far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this mesting,
the sponsor proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable objections of
neighbors.
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Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block where homes

range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. Thatis the equivalent of adding almost an
entire small home from our block onto the top of this home (which at existing 1,900 sf is already one of the

largest sf homes on this block). This home already has 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes
on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully request that you
not approve the current set of plans as submitted.

Please add this letter to the file for Application #201808147292. Thank you very much for your
consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net

cc: Delvin Washington, SF Manager of Planning
John Rahaim, SF Director of Planning

2/2







December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbeli

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-315t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-3 1
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Bowen Mei

2609-31%t Avenue, SF







December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31% Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31¢t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison fo the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street. I
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Z/;(C{a gé@ﬂ/’(a/( = 2655-31* Avenue, SF







January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31°

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

I am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31st Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31t Avenue, SF

1







From: Linda Hoeck <lindahoeck@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:13 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <Cathleen.Campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2643 31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Campbell,

1 am writing in regard to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at

2643 31st Avenue, application Number 201808147292. My husband and I are strongly opposed
to this project which seeks to build a full third story on a home in a neighborhood of two story
homes.

We are the owners of the property at 2642 31st Avenue located directly across the street from
this proposed project. We were drawn 1o and selected this property in large part because of the
unique character of this and the immediately adjacent blocks. We request that consideration be
given to retaining that character and not allow a very large, highly visible addition be built. The
couple of homes that have added to the existing structures have done so in a fashion so as to not
be visible from the street.

I emailed with Mr. Delvin Washington on November 13, 2018 regarding this project. I hand
delivered a letter with our concerns to the new supervisor from this district to Mr. Gordon Mar
who lives on the block immediately adjacent to ours.

1 know that other neighbors on this street have also voiced their concerns.
We request your careful attention and fair analysis be given to reviewing the request of this
project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck
Jeffrey Hoeck







Dec. 5, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%' Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

We are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an application to the
City to build a full third story, which will severely change the street’s look and appeal.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31%' Avenue and 2649-31% Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front of the house. This
completely will not match all the homes on the block and it will look out of place. Aesthetically,
it will not match the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean Style homes. This full third story
addition will completely ruin the character of this block.

| live right next door to the proposed project and my home will be directly impacted by this

proposed project. We purchased our home in 2006, and the homes on this street are unique
and very different from other homes in the neighborhood as this street is not a typical Sunset
type street. Asyou can see in the pictures below, the street is very narrow, and only one car

can pass through at a time.







In addition to ruining this small street’s look and appeal, the proposed project will adversely
affect our home as it will block a significant amount of natural light to our house. Also, the

addition will be noticeable and out of place on this street. If they must build, | have no issues
with them extending the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a
bedroom around 300 square feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so
that their home will not be out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes
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on our block that have a third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom
around 250-300 square feet. A small bedroom is also located towards the back of the home
and it is not noticeable from the street level. This third level was part of the original floor plan
of the home. This is completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the

project sponsors are proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet.

My understanding is that the project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their

current plans even after feedback from neighbors during the pre-application meeting. The
proposed project is almost 50% of the square footage of the existing home, which will ruin the
street’s appeal and make housing denser on this narrow street. In addition, the homes on our
block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000 square feet. The project sponsor’s
home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4 bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three levels would not blend in at all with
any of the characteristics of the homes on our street.

Please do not approve the project sponsors’ plans. | am also copying Delvin Washington and
John Rahaim on this correspondence so they are aware of our opposition to this project. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Si:?L]erely,
/

Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave,









November 27, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31° Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am writing in regards to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at 2643-31° Avenue,
San Francisco, Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an
application to the City to build a FULL third story. My family and | are strongly opposed to this
project.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31% Avenue and 2649-31%t Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front. This completely will not
match all the homes on the block and it will look completely out of place. Aesthetically, it
will not blend in with the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean style homes. It will ruin the
entire character of this block.

My family purchased our home in 1996, approximately 22 years ago. We were drawn to this
beautiful street in Parkside because it has such a unique look and this special block is full of
character. It stands out from all the streets in the Parkside neighborhood because of how
different it is. The street is very narrow, and only one car can pass through at a time. My house
is located directly from the proposed project and because the street is so small and narrow, the
homes across the street are very close to my house in proximity.

| attended the project sponsor’s pre-application meeting on Friday, October 12, 2018, and |
voiced my concerns to them about their proposed project. | suggested that they either extend
the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a bedroom around 300 square
feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so that their home will not be
out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes on our block that have a
third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom around 250-300 square feet.





The bedroom is also located towards the back of the home and it is not noticeable from the
street level. This third level was also part of the original floor plan of the home. This is
completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the project sponsors are
proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet. To my knowledge, no
neighbors on the block have added a third story to their house.

The project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their current plans. They refuse to
take any neighbor’s comments into consideration.

In addition, the homes on our block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000
square feet. The project sponsor’s home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4
bedrooms and three bathrooms. Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three
levels would not blend in at all with any of the characteristics of the homes on our unigue

street.

Please do not approve the project sponsor’s plans. If this project is approved by the Planning
Department, it will definitely ruin the most special street in the Parkside neighborhood. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ellen Tam

2636 -31%* Avenue, SF
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Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

From: Lorraine Adams (sffoodie@sbcglobal.net)
To:  cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org
Ce: delvin.washington@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018, 6:23 PM PST

November 30, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in my Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st Avenue, Application
#201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to add a full 3rd story to their 2 story
home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block, | am very strongly opposed to the project as
currently submitted.

When | purchased my home almost 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was the strongest
selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that were frankly asking less for
the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue (no other block!) is very narrow and many of the
houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The houses here have the unique architectural features of
the late 1930’s (mostly mission style) and none have a 3rd story that comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middle of our block would be completely out of character and scale with the
current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the impact of a full 3rd floor on any home
would be more overwhelming than it might be on a normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at that time: | also
filed out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the proposed project. | suggested at
the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor in the backyard, or a much smaller (single room)
addition to the very back of the 3rd floor (existing roof) and not visible from the street would be more in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have
a single small room so far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this mesting,
the sponsor proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable objections of
neighbors.
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Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block where homes

range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. Thatis the equivalent of adding almost an
entire small home from our block onto the top of this home (which at existing 1,900 sf is already one of the

largest sf homes on this block). This home already has 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes
on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully request that you
not approve the current set of plans as submitted.

Please add this letter to the file for Application #201808147292. Thank you very much for your
consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net

cc: Delvin Washington, SF Manager of Planning
John Rahaim, SF Director of Planning

2/2





December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbeli

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-315t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-3 1
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Bowen Mei

2609-31%t Avenue, SF





December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31% Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31¢t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison fo the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street. I
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Z/;(C{a gé@ﬂ/’(a/( = 2655-31* Avenue, SF





January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31°

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

I am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31st Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31t Avenue, SF

1





From: Linda Hoeck <lindahoeck@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:13 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <Cathleen.Campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2643 31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Campbell,

1 am writing in regard to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at

2643 31st Avenue, application Number 201808147292. My husband and I are strongly opposed
to this project which seeks to build a full third story on a home in a neighborhood of two story
homes.

We are the owners of the property at 2642 31st Avenue located directly across the street from
this proposed project. We were drawn 1o and selected this property in large part because of the
unique character of this and the immediately adjacent blocks. We request that consideration be
given to retaining that character and not allow a very large, highly visible addition be built. The
couple of homes that have added to the existing structures have done so in a fashion so as to not
be visible from the street.

I emailed with Mr. Delvin Washington on November 13, 2018 regarding this project. I hand
delivered a letter with our concerns to the new supervisor from this district to Mr. Gordon Mar
who lives on the block immediately adjacent to ours.

1 know that other neighbors on this street have also voiced their concerns.
We request your careful attention and fair analysis be given to reviewing the request of this
project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck
Jeffrey Hoeck





Dec. 5, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%' Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

We are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an application to the
City to build a full third story, which will severely change the street’s look and appeal.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31%' Avenue and 2649-31% Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front of the house. This
completely will not match all the homes on the block and it will look out of place. Aesthetically,
it will not match the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean Style homes. This full third story
addition will completely ruin the character of this block.

| live right next door to the proposed project and my home will be directly impacted by this

proposed project. We purchased our home in 2006, and the homes on this street are unique
and very different from other homes in the neighborhood as this street is not a typical Sunset
type street. Asyou can see in the pictures below, the street is very narrow, and only one car

can pass through at a time.





In addition to ruining this small street’s look and appeal, the proposed project will adversely
affect our home as it will block a significant amount of natural light to our house. Also, the

addition will be noticeable and out of place on this street. If they must build, | have no issues
with them extending the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a
bedroom around 300 square feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so
that their home will not be out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes

2





on our block that have a third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom
around 250-300 square feet. A small bedroom is also located towards the back of the home
and it is not noticeable from the street level. This third level was part of the original floor plan
of the home. This is completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the

project sponsors are proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet.

My understanding is that the project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their

current plans even after feedback from neighbors during the pre-application meeting. The
proposed project is almost 50% of the square footage of the existing home, which will ruin the
street’s appeal and make housing denser on this narrow street. In addition, the homes on our
block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000 square feet. The project sponsor’s
home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4 bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three levels would not blend in at all with
any of the characteristics of the homes on our street.

Please do not approve the project sponsors’ plans. | am also copying Delvin Washington and
John Rahaim on this correspondence so they are aware of our opposition to this project. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Si:?L]erely,
/

Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave,





The following homeowners strongly object to the'proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
CA 94116 i
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue', San Francisco,
CA 94116
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From: Antonetta B Yun

To: Ellen Tam; Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); Washington, Delvin (CPC); pxy@comcast.net; sffoodie@sbcglobal.net;
larec99@gmail.com; lindahoeck@gmail.com; Antonetta B Yun

Subject: Misrepresentation!! Re: Proposed Project at 2643-31st Avenue, SF - Application Number 201808147292

Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 10:47:14 PM

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

Cathleen,

I am concerned and disturbed about Ellen’s findings. I need to also ask why the petition and
letters that we, the neighbors of this project, were not included in the Discretionary Review
Packet? Those letters and signatures represent the sentiment of the neighbors; failure to
include or even reference them is a misrepresentation of the legitimate concerns from the
homeowners of this block. We, the neighbors of the project, have been working on good
faith on the process. This discovery is extremely disappointing and cast doubt on the fairness
of the process. I need to understand why no action was done to reflect our letters and petition
especially since we have spent the application fee for this discretionary review.

I respectfully request a response to this matter.

Thank you,

Antonetta Yun
2649 31st Avenue, San Francisco CA
(510) 421-8121

On Jan 27, 2020, at 10:15 PM, Ellen Tam <tamfamily2636(@gmail.com> wrote:

Caution: This email came from outside Kaiser Permanente. Do not open attachments or click on
links if you do not recognize the sender.

Hi Cathleen,

I am writing in regards to the Discretionary Review Packet that you and your
team had put together for the upcoming Discretionary Review on Thursday,
January 30, 2020. As you are well aware, EIGHTEEN neighbors on our block
have signed a PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO THIS PROJECT. We have also
submitted SEVERAL LETTERS from neighbors who are in opposition to this
project. I read the Discretionary Review Packet and I would like to know why it
says that ZERO neighbors are opposed to this project? PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Also, in addition, you and your team did not add any of our letters into the
Discretionary Review Packet and you did not add our petition as well. 1 had
emailed you the petition along with all of these letters several months ago and you
had confirmed receipt of all of them. I still have a record of all the emails from
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you. I feel that this is extremely unfair to all the neighbors on our block since the
documentation of our opposition to this project is clearly being ignored. I request
that you include all of our letters along with our signed petition in the DR Packet.
I have attached copies of both items with this email. I expect you to make all the
necessary changes before the hearing on Thursday. Thank you for your prompt
attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Ellen Tam
2636-31st Avenue, SF

<Signed Petition in Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf>

<Letters of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf>

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are prohibited from sharing, copying, or
otherwise using or disclosing its contents. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by
reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments without reading, forwarding or saving them. Thank you.





From: Ellen Tam

To: Mar, Gordon (BOS); Marstaff (BOS)

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC); Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Subject: Project at 2643-31st Avenue, Application Number 201808147292

Date: Sunday, February 03, 2019 5:38:05 PM

Attachments: Letters to Supervisor Gordon Mar - 02.03.19.pdf

Letters of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf
Sianed Petition in Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

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

Dear Supervisor Mar,

Many neighbors on our block are in strong opposition to the third story addition at 2643-31st
Avenue, Application Number 201808147292. Please assist us in preserving our unique block
in the Parkside Neighborhood. I have attached several letters from neighbors that were written
to you, a signed neighborhood petition from neighbors who live on the 2600 block of 31st
Avenue, and several letters that were submitted to the Planning Department.

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Ellen Tam
2636-31st Avenue, SF

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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February 3, 2019

Supervisor Gordon Mar

San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31% Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Supervisor Mar,

I am writing on behalf of many concerned homeowners who live on the 2600 block of
31t Avenue (at Escolta) in the Parkside Neighborhood. We urge you to PLEASE HELP
US PRESERVE OUR UNIQUE BLOCK! This issue is of great importance to the
neighbors on this block. I have attached a petition with 18 signatures from neighbors

who are opposed to the project at 2643-31%* Avenue.

Since you live around the corner of us, I am sure you are well aware that our block is
one of the most unique and most coveted blocks in the Parkside neighborhood. Our
block is a very narrow, small street and it is full of charm and character. The homes
here are Spanish Mediterranean Style, and the charactaristics of this block all attribute
to how unique and special this block is.

The project sponsors at 2643-31*t Avenue, Application Number 201808147292, has
submitted their plans to the Planning Department to add a FULL third story along with
a front deck and rear deck (a total of an additional 1190 square feet). This third level
would not match the homes on the street at all. Their home currently consists of 4
bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, and is 1,900 square feet. A home that is over 3,100 square
feet with three levels would not blend in at all with any of the characteristics of the
homes on our unique block.

Also, there are no homes on this block that have a front deck. Most homes on this block
are single story homes over a garage and are approximately 1,300 to 2,000 square feet.

We have asked the project sponsor to scale back their project, but they have refused.

There is a home a few doors down from the project sponsor that has a third level, but
this third level consists of only one bedroom that is approximately 250-300 square feet.







Also, their third level is not noticeable from standing in front of the home, and it was an
original part of the home when it was first built.

If the project sponsor must build a third level, we ask that they build a bedroom around
the size of 250-300 square feet towards the back of the home so that it will not ruin the
character of the street and it will not affect the privacy of the surrounding homes.

Thank you for your consideration and thank you so much for your time. We all
appreciate your support and your assistance.

Sincerely,
BT ___F_‘7

s -
o=
Ellen Tam — 2636-31st Avenue, SF








The following homeowners strongly object to the'proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
CA 94116 o
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31°% Avenue, San Francisco,
CA 94116
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31%t Avenue, San Francisco,
CA 94116
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Feb 1, 2019

Supervisor Gordon Mar

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Supervisor Mar,

We need your support to help preserve our neighborhood! We are your neighbors at 2649 31*
Avenue and we are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San
Francisco, Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an
application to the City to build a full third story which will severely change our small street’s
look and appeal.

The proposed project will dwarf the homes on our block. The project plans reflect the addition
of a full third story plus roof top deck at the front of the house. Asa comparison, the homes
on our block are one story homes (over a garage) with the exception of one house whose
partial third floor addition is at the back and not easily seen from the street. The project for
2643-31% Avenue is much, much larger in scale with a prominent, full third story. This project
will be a noticeable and obtrusive addition that does not fit the scale, look, or feel of the homes
on our small, quaint block intersecting Escolta Way.

Supervisor Mar, we are appealing to you not only as our Supervisor but as our neighbo?. This
project is too big, obtrusive and will significantly and negatively change the character of our
block. We strongly oppose this project but we are willing to re-consider if changes can be made
to the plan.

Sincerely,
wN

kot

Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave.







February 2, 2019

Supervisor Gordon Mar

San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B.Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Supervisor Mar,

| am writing in regard to a proposed project at 2643 31st Ave. San Francisco Application
Number 201808147292. | own the property at 2642 31st Ave. and am directly impacted
by the effect that this addition poses.

| have contacted the City Planning Department and joined forces with other property
owners in the immediate neighborhood to voice my concerns with the scope of this
project. Ms. Ellen Tam, a neighboring property owner, has been actively and thoroughly
coordinating the information and concerns that we property owners have regarding this
project.

We respectfully request your serious and comprehensive attention to this matter
in an urgent fashion. We do not wish to have such construction “slip through the
cracks “. We believe that you will be particularly sensitive to our concerns since you are
our neighbor in this charming enclave in the Sunset district.

| thank you for your attention and consideration to this matter.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck

Linda Hoeck — 2642-315t Avenue, SF







February 1, 2019

Supervisor Gordon Mar

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: City Permit Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Supervisor Mar:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in our Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st Avenue,
Application #201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to add a full 3rd
story to their 2 story home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block, | am very
strongly opposed to the project as currently submitted.

When | purchased my home 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was the
strongest selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that were
frankly asking less for the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue is very narrow and
many of the houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The houses here have the unique
architectural features of the late 1930’s (mostly mission style) and none have a 3rd story that
comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middie of our block would be completely out of character and
scale with the current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the impact of a
full 3rd floor on any home would be more overwhelming than it might be on a normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at that
time. | also filled out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the proposed
project. | suggested at the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor in the
backyard, or a much smaller (single room) addition to the very back of the 3rd floor (existing
roof) and not visible from the street would be more in keeping with the character of the
neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have a single small room so
far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this meeting, the sponsor
proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable objections of
neighbors.

Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block where
homes range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. That is the equivalent of
adding almost an entire small home from our block onto the top of this home (which at existing
1,900 sf is already one of the largest sf homes on this block). This home already has 4
bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully ask for
your support in requesting that the current set of plans not be approved as submitted. On







11/30/18 | sent a similar letter of objection to Cathleen Campbell in the SF Planning Department
which should be in the project file.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net







February 2, 2019

Supervisor Gordon Mar

San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Supervisor Mar,

My family has owned our house at 2655-31* Avenue in the Parkside neighborhood for
52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964 and they were drawn to this special
block because of how unique this street is. This block is the most coveted street in
Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish Mediterranean style and our street is
small and narrow with a lot of charm and character, which makes this block different

than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31% Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison to the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street.

We urge you to help preserve the unique characteristics of this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Z//(&Z ﬁé@ﬂd/( - Linda Chapman — 2655-31% Avenue, SF









November 27, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31° Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am writing in regards to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at 2643-31° Avenue,
San Francisco, Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an
application to the City to build a FULL third story. My family and | are strongly opposed to this
project.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31% Avenue and 2649-31%t Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front. This completely will not
match all the homes on the block and it will look completely out of place. Aesthetically, it
will not blend in with the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean style homes. It will ruin the
entire character of this block.

My family purchased our home in 1996, approximately 22 years ago. We were drawn to this
beautiful street in Parkside because it has such a unique look and this special block is full of
character. It stands out from all the streets in the Parkside neighborhood because of how
different it is. The street is very narrow, and only one car can pass through at a time. My house
is located directly from the proposed project and because the street is so small and narrow, the
homes across the street are very close to my house in proximity.

| attended the project sponsor’s pre-application meeting on Friday, October 12, 2018, and |
voiced my concerns to them about their proposed project. | suggested that they either extend
the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a bedroom around 300 square
feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so that their home will not be
out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes on our block that have a
third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom around 250-300 square feet.







The bedroom is also located towards the back of the home and it is not noticeable from the
street level. This third level was also part of the original floor plan of the home. This is
completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the project sponsors are
proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet. To my knowledge, no
neighbors on the block have added a third story to their house.

The project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their current plans. They refuse to
take any neighbor’s comments into consideration.

In addition, the homes on our block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000
square feet. The project sponsor’s home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4
bedrooms and three bathrooms. Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three
levels would not blend in at all with any of the characteristics of the homes on our unigue

street.

Please do not approve the project sponsor’s plans. If this project is approved by the Planning
Department, it will definitely ruin the most special street in the Parkside neighborhood. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ellen Tam

2636 -31%* Avenue, SF







12/1/2018 AT&T Yahoo Mail - Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2843 31st Ave.

Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

From: Lorraine Adams (sffoodie@sbcglobal.net)
To:  cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org
Ce: delvin.washington@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018, 6:23 PM PST

November 30, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in my Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st Avenue, Application
#201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to add a full 3rd story to their 2 story
home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block, | am very strongly opposed to the project as
currently submitted.

When | purchased my home almost 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was the strongest
selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that were frankly asking less for
the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue (no other block!) is very narrow and many of the
houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The houses here have the unique architectural features of
the late 1930’s (mostly mission style) and none have a 3rd story that comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middle of our block would be completely out of character and scale with the
current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the impact of a full 3rd floor on any home
would be more overwhelming than it might be on a normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at that time: | also
filed out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the proposed project. | suggested at
the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor in the backyard, or a much smaller (single room)
addition to the very back of the 3rd floor (existing roof) and not visible from the street would be more in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have
a single small room so far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this mesting,
the sponsor proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable objections of
neighbors.
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Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block where homes

range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. Thatis the equivalent of adding almost an
entire small home from our block onto the top of this home (which at existing 1,900 sf is already one of the

largest sf homes on this block). This home already has 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes
on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully request that you
not approve the current set of plans as submitted.

Please add this letter to the file for Application #201808147292. Thank you very much for your
consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net

cc: Delvin Washington, SF Manager of Planning
John Rahaim, SF Director of Planning

2/2







December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbeli

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-315t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-3 1
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Bowen Mei

2609-31%t Avenue, SF







December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31% Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31¢t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison fo the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street. I
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Z/;(C{a gé@ﬂ/’(a/( = 2655-31* Avenue, SF







January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31°

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

I am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31st Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31t Avenue, SF
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From: Linda Hoeck <lindahoeck@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:13 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <Cathleen.Campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2643 31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Campbell,

1 am writing in regard to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at

2643 31st Avenue, application Number 201808147292. My husband and I are strongly opposed
to this project which seeks to build a full third story on a home in a neighborhood of two story
homes.

We are the owners of the property at 2642 31st Avenue located directly across the street from
this proposed project. We were drawn 1o and selected this property in large part because of the
unique character of this and the immediately adjacent blocks. We request that consideration be
given to retaining that character and not allow a very large, highly visible addition be built. The
couple of homes that have added to the existing structures have done so in a fashion so as to not
be visible from the street.

I emailed with Mr. Delvin Washington on November 13, 2018 regarding this project. I hand
delivered a letter with our concerns to the new supervisor from this district to Mr. Gordon Mar
who lives on the block immediately adjacent to ours.

1 know that other neighbors on this street have also voiced their concerns.
We request your careful attention and fair analysis be given to reviewing the request of this
project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck
Jeffrey Hoeck







Dec. 5, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%' Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

We are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an application to the
City to build a full third story, which will severely change the street’s look and appeal.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31%' Avenue and 2649-31% Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front of the house. This
completely will not match all the homes on the block and it will look out of place. Aesthetically,
it will not match the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean Style homes. This full third story
addition will completely ruin the character of this block.

| live right next door to the proposed project and my home will be directly impacted by this

proposed project. We purchased our home in 2006, and the homes on this street are unique
and very different from other homes in the neighborhood as this street is not a typical Sunset
type street. Asyou can see in the pictures below, the street is very narrow, and only one car

can pass through at a time.







In addition to ruining this small street’s look and appeal, the proposed project will adversely
affect our home as it will block a significant amount of natural light to our house. Also, the

addition will be noticeable and out of place on this street. If they must build, | have no issues
with them extending the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a
bedroom around 300 square feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so
that their home will not be out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes
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on our block that have a third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom
around 250-300 square feet. A small bedroom is also located towards the back of the home
and it is not noticeable from the street level. This third level was part of the original floor plan
of the home. This is completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the

project sponsors are proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet.

My understanding is that the project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their

current plans even after feedback from neighbors during the pre-application meeting. The
proposed project is almost 50% of the square footage of the existing home, which will ruin the
street’s appeal and make housing denser on this narrow street. In addition, the homes on our
block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000 square feet. The project sponsor’s
home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4 bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three levels would not blend in at all with
any of the characteristics of the homes on our street.

Please do not approve the project sponsors’ plans. | am also copying Delvin Washington and
John Rahaim on this correspondence so they are aware of our opposition to this project. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Si:?L]erely,
/

Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave,









The following homeowners strongly object to the'proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
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The following homeowners strongly object to the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue', San Francisco,
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November 27, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31° Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am writing in regards to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at 2643-31° Avenue,
San Francisco, Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an
application to the City to build a FULL third story. My family and | are strongly opposed to this
project.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31% Avenue and 2649-31%t Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front. This completely will not
match all the homes on the block and it will look completely out of place. Aesthetically, it
will not blend in with the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean style homes. It will ruin the
entire character of this block.

My family purchased our home in 1996, approximately 22 years ago. We were drawn to this
beautiful street in Parkside because it has such a unique look and this special block is full of
character. It stands out from all the streets in the Parkside neighborhood because of how
different it is. The street is very narrow, and only one car can pass through at a time. My house
is located directly from the proposed project and because the street is so small and narrow, the
homes across the street are very close to my house in proximity.

| attended the project sponsor’s pre-application meeting on Friday, October 12, 2018, and |
voiced my concerns to them about their proposed project. | suggested that they either extend
the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a bedroom around 300 square
feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so that their home will not be
out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes on our block that have a
third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom around 250-300 square feet.





The bedroom is also located towards the back of the home and it is not noticeable from the
street level. This third level was also part of the original floor plan of the home. This is
completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the project sponsors are
proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet. To my knowledge, no
neighbors on the block have added a third story to their house.

The project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their current plans. They refuse to
take any neighbor’s comments into consideration.

In addition, the homes on our block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000
square feet. The project sponsor’s home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4
bedrooms and three bathrooms. Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three
levels would not blend in at all with any of the characteristics of the homes on our unigue

street.

Please do not approve the project sponsor’s plans. If this project is approved by the Planning
Department, it will definitely ruin the most special street in the Parkside neighborhood. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ellen Tam

2636 -31%* Avenue, SF
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Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

From: Lorraine Adams (sffoodie@sbcglobal.net)
To:  cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org
Ce: delvin.washington@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018, 6:23 PM PST

November 30, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in my Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st Avenue, Application
#201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to add a full 3rd story to their 2 story
home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block, | am very strongly opposed to the project as
currently submitted.

When | purchased my home almost 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was the strongest
selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that were frankly asking less for
the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue (no other block!) is very narrow and many of the
houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The houses here have the unique architectural features of
the late 1930’s (mostly mission style) and none have a 3rd story that comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middle of our block would be completely out of character and scale with the
current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the impact of a full 3rd floor on any home
would be more overwhelming than it might be on a normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at that time: | also
filed out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the proposed project. | suggested at
the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor in the backyard, or a much smaller (single room)
addition to the very back of the 3rd floor (existing roof) and not visible from the street would be more in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have
a single small room so far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this mesting,
the sponsor proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable objections of
neighbors.

12





12/1/2018 AT&T Yahoo Malil - Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block where homes

range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. Thatis the equivalent of adding almost an
entire small home from our block onto the top of this home (which at existing 1,900 sf is already one of the

largest sf homes on this block). This home already has 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes
on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully request that you
not approve the current set of plans as submitted.

Please add this letter to the file for Application #201808147292. Thank you very much for your
consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net

cc: Delvin Washington, SF Manager of Planning
John Rahaim, SF Director of Planning

2/2





December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbeli

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-315t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-3 1
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Bowen Mei

2609-31%t Avenue, SF





December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31% Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31¢t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison fo the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street. I
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Z/;(C{a gé@ﬂ/’(a/( = 2655-31* Avenue, SF





January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31°

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

I am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31st Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31t Avenue, SF
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From: Linda Hoeck <lindahoeck@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:13 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <Cathleen.Campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2643 31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Campbell,

1 am writing in regard to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at

2643 31st Avenue, application Number 201808147292. My husband and I are strongly opposed
to this project which seeks to build a full third story on a home in a neighborhood of two story
homes.

We are the owners of the property at 2642 31st Avenue located directly across the street from
this proposed project. We were drawn 1o and selected this property in large part because of the
unique character of this and the immediately adjacent blocks. We request that consideration be
given to retaining that character and not allow a very large, highly visible addition be built. The
couple of homes that have added to the existing structures have done so in a fashion so as to not
be visible from the street.

I emailed with Mr. Delvin Washington on November 13, 2018 regarding this project. I hand
delivered a letter with our concerns to the new supervisor from this district to Mr. Gordon Mar
who lives on the block immediately adjacent to ours.

1 know that other neighbors on this street have also voiced their concerns.
We request your careful attention and fair analysis be given to reviewing the request of this
project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck
Jeffrey Hoeck





Dec. 5, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%' Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

We are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an application to the
City to build a full third story, which will severely change the street’s look and appeal.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31%' Avenue and 2649-31% Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front of the house. This
completely will not match all the homes on the block and it will look out of place. Aesthetically,
it will not match the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean Style homes. This full third story
addition will completely ruin the character of this block.

| live right next door to the proposed project and my home will be directly impacted by this

proposed project. We purchased our home in 2006, and the homes on this street are unique
and very different from other homes in the neighborhood as this street is not a typical Sunset
type street. Asyou can see in the pictures below, the street is very narrow, and only one car

can pass through at a time.





In addition to ruining this small street’s look and appeal, the proposed project will adversely
affect our home as it will block a significant amount of natural light to our house. Also, the

addition will be noticeable and out of place on this street. If they must build, | have no issues
with them extending the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a
bedroom around 300 square feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so
that their home will not be out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes
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on our block that have a third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom
around 250-300 square feet. A small bedroom is also located towards the back of the home
and it is not noticeable from the street level. This third level was part of the original floor plan
of the home. This is completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the

project sponsors are proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet.

My understanding is that the project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their

current plans even after feedback from neighbors during the pre-application meeting. The
proposed project is almost 50% of the square footage of the existing home, which will ruin the
street’s appeal and make housing denser on this narrow street. In addition, the homes on our
block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000 square feet. The project sponsor’s
home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4 bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three levels would not blend in at all with
any of the characteristics of the homes on our street.

Please do not approve the project sponsors’ plans. | am also copying Delvin Washington and
John Rahaim on this correspondence so they are aware of our opposition to this project. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Si:?L]erely,
/

Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave,





November 27, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31° Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am writing in regards to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at 2643-31° Avenue,
San Francisco, Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an
application to the City to build a FULL third story. My family and | are strongly opposed to this
project.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31% Avenue and 2649-31%t Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front. This completely will not
match all the homes on the block and it will look completely out of place. Aesthetically, it
will not blend in with the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean style homes. It will ruin the
entire character of this block.

My family purchased our home in 1996, approximately 22 years ago. We were drawn to this
beautiful street in Parkside because it has such a unique look and this special block is full of
character. It stands out from all the streets in the Parkside neighborhood because of how
different it is. The street is very narrow, and only one car can pass through at a time. My house
is located directly from the proposed project and because the street is so small and narrow, the
homes across the street are very close to my house in proximity.

| attended the project sponsor’s pre-application meeting on Friday, October 12, 2018, and |
voiced my concerns to them about their proposed project. | suggested that they either extend
the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a bedroom around 300 square
feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so that their home will not be
out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes on our block that have a
third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom around 250-300 square feet.





The bedroom is also located towards the back of the home and it is not noticeable from the
street level. This third level was also part of the original floor plan of the home. This is
completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the project sponsors are
proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet. To my knowledge, no
neighbors on the block have added a third story to their house.

The project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their current plans. They refuse to
take any neighbor’s comments into consideration.

In addition, the homes on our block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000
square feet. The project sponsor’s home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4
bedrooms and three bathrooms. Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three
levels would not blend in at all with any of the characteristics of the homes on our unigue

street.

Please do not approve the project sponsor’s plans. If this project is approved by the Planning
Department, it will definitely ruin the most special street in the Parkside neighborhood. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ellen Tam

2636 -31%* Avenue, SF
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Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

From: Lorraine Adams (sffoodie@sbcglobal.net)
To:  cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org
Ce: delvin.washington@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018, 6:23 PM PST

November 30, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in my Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st Avenue, Application
#201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to add a full 3rd story to their 2 story
home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block, | am very strongly opposed to the project as
currently submitted.

When | purchased my home almost 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was the strongest
selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that were frankly asking less for
the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue (no other block!) is very narrow and many of the
houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The houses here have the unique architectural features of
the late 1930’s (mostly mission style) and none have a 3rd story that comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middle of our block would be completely out of character and scale with the
current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the impact of a full 3rd floor on any home
would be more overwhelming than it might be on a normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at that time: | also
filed out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the proposed project. | suggested at
the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor in the backyard, or a much smaller (single room)
addition to the very back of the 3rd floor (existing roof) and not visible from the street would be more in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have
a single small room so far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this mesting,
the sponsor proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable objections of
neighbors.
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12/1/2018 AT&T Yahoo Malil - Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.

Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block where homes

range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. Thatis the equivalent of adding almost an
entire small home from our block onto the top of this home (which at existing 1,900 sf is already one of the

largest sf homes on this block). This home already has 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes
on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully request that you
not approve the current set of plans as submitted.

Please add this letter to the file for Application #201808147292. Thank you very much for your
consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net

cc: Delvin Washington, SF Manager of Planning
John Rahaim, SF Director of Planning
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December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbeli

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-315t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-3 1
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Bowen Mei

2609-31%t Avenue, SF





December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31% Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31¢t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison fo the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street. I
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Z/;(C{a gé@ﬂ/’(a/( = 2655-31* Avenue, SF





January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31°

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

I am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31st Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31t Avenue, SF
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From: Linda Hoeck <lindahoeck@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:13 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <Cathleen.Campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2643 31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Campbell,

1 am writing in regard to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at

2643 31st Avenue, application Number 201808147292. My husband and I are strongly opposed
to this project which seeks to build a full third story on a home in a neighborhood of two story
homes.

We are the owners of the property at 2642 31st Avenue located directly across the street from
this proposed project. We were drawn 1o and selected this property in large part because of the
unique character of this and the immediately adjacent blocks. We request that consideration be
given to retaining that character and not allow a very large, highly visible addition be built. The
couple of homes that have added to the existing structures have done so in a fashion so as to not
be visible from the street.

I emailed with Mr. Delvin Washington on November 13, 2018 regarding this project. I hand
delivered a letter with our concerns to the new supervisor from this district to Mr. Gordon Mar
who lives on the block immediately adjacent to ours.

1 know that other neighbors on this street have also voiced their concerns.
We request your careful attention and fair analysis be given to reviewing the request of this
project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck
Jeffrey Hoeck





Dec. 5, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%' Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

We are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31% Avenue, San Francisco,
Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an application to the
City to build a full third story, which will severely change the street’s look and appeal.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31%' Avenue and 2649-31% Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front of the house. This
completely will not match all the homes on the block and it will look out of place. Aesthetically,
it will not match the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean Style homes. This full third story
addition will completely ruin the character of this block.

| live right next door to the proposed project and my home will be directly impacted by this

proposed project. We purchased our home in 2006, and the homes on this street are unique
and very different from other homes in the neighborhood as this street is not a typical Sunset
type street. Asyou can see in the pictures below, the street is very narrow, and only one car

can pass through at a time.





In addition to ruining this small street’s look and appeal, the proposed project will adversely
affect our home as it will block a significant amount of natural light to our house. Also, the

addition will be noticeable and out of place on this street. If they must build, | have no issues
with them extending the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a
bedroom around 300 square feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so
that their home will not be out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes

2





on our block that have a third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom
around 250-300 square feet. A small bedroom is also located towards the back of the home
and it is not noticeable from the street level. This third level was part of the original floor plan
of the home. This is completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the

project sponsors are proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet.

My understanding is that the project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their

current plans even after feedback from neighbors during the pre-application meeting. The
proposed project is almost 50% of the square footage of the existing home, which will ruin the
street’s appeal and make housing denser on this narrow street. In addition, the homes on our
block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000 square feet. The project sponsor’s
home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4 bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three levels would not blend in at all with
any of the characteristics of the homes on our street.

Please do not approve the project sponsors’ plans. | am also copying Delvin Washington and
John Rahaim on this correspondence so they are aware of our opposition to this project. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

Si:?L]erely,
/

Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave,
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From: Ellen Tam

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Subject: Neighbors" Petition in Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project - Application 201808147292
Date: Sunday, February 03, 2019 5:19:28 PM

Attachments: Sianed Petition in Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

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

Hi Cathleen,

Several neighbors have signed a petition to oppose the project at 2643-31st Avenue,
SF...Application Number 201808147292. Please add this petition to the file for this project.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

Ellen Tam
2636-31st Avenue, SF

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Ellen Tam

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Cc: pearl.young@att.net

Subject: Pearl Young - Letter of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project - Application 201808147292
Date: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 3:37:58 PM

Attachments: Pearl Young - Letter of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

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

Hi Cathleen,

I have attached my neighbor Pearl Young's Letter of Opposition to the project at 2643-31st
Avenue, Application Number 201808147292. Please add this to the file.

I have CC'd Pearl on this email.
Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,
Ellen Tam
2636-31st Avenue, SF

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

[ am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31%t Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31¢t Avenue, SF
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January 3, 2019

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31

Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

[ am a concerned homeowner who is in opposition to the proposed project
at 2643-31%t Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a
massive full third story to their home, which is completely out of scale with

the homes on this special and unique block.

Many neighbors on this street are opposed to the addition of the third story
and we ask that you do not approve the permit. Please assist us in

preserving the special characteristics of our street.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pearl Young — 2672-31¢t Avenue, SF
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From: Ellen Tam

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Cc: larec99@gmail.com

Subject: Linda Chapman - Letter of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project - Application 20180814792
Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 6:50:33 PM

Attachments: Linda Chapman - Letter of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

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

Hi Cathleen,

My neighbor, Linda Chapman at 2655-31st Avenue is in strong opposition to the project at
2643-31st Avenue, Application Number 201808147292. I have attached her letter of
opposition and I have CC'd her on this email as well. Please add this letter to the file, and
please email me back to confirm receipt.

Thank you very much,
Ellen Tam

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31* Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31%t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison to the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street.
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Linda 54@0//{&/{ ~ 2655-31% Avenue, SF









December 13, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31* Avenue, San

Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Linda Chapman and my family has owned our house at 2655-31* Avenue
in the Parkside neighborhood for 52 years. My parents purchased our home in 1964
and they were drawn to this special block because of how unique this street is. This
block is the most coveted street in Parkside. The homes on this block are Spanish
Mediterranean style and our street is small and narrow with a lot of charm and
character, which makes this block different than any other street in Parkside and Sunset.

The owners at 2643-31%t Avenue are proposing to build a full third story and front deck
to their home, which would be completely out of scale in comparison to the
surrounding homes on this block. We live on a very small street, and the addition of
this full third level would be completely out of proportion. There are no homes on this
block with a front deck and with such a large third story addition. Furthermore, the
neighbors on this block would lose a lot of their privacy with this massive third story

level.

My family and I are in complete opposition to this project and if the homeowners build
this third story, it will completely ruin the unique charm and character of our street.
urge you to not approve the permit and to help preserve the unique characteristics of

this special block.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Linda 54@0//{&/{ ~ 2655-31% Avenue, SF





From: Linda Hoeck

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Subject: 2643 31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2018 9:12:51 AM

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

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Campbell,

I am writing in regard to a proposed project in the Parkside neighborhood at

2643 31st Avenue, applicationNumber 201808147292. My husband and I are strongly
opposed to this project which seeks to build a full third story on a

home in a neighborhood of two story homes.

We are the owners of the property at 2642 31st Avenue located directly across the street from
this proposed project. We were drawn to and selected this property in large part because of the
unique character of this and the immediately adjacent blocks. We request that consideration
be given to retaining that character and not allow a very large, highly visible addition be built.
The couple of homes that have added to the existing structures have done so in a fashion so as
to not be visible from the street.

I emailed with Mr. Delvin Washington on November 13, 2018 regarding this project. I hand
delivered a letter with our concerns to the new supervisor from

this district Mr.Gordon Mar who lives on the block immediately adjacent to ours.

I know that other neighbors on this street have also voiced their concerns.

We request your careful attention and fair analysis be given to reviewing the request of this
project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hoeck
Jeffrey Hoeck
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From: Ellen Tam

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Cc: bowen 28@hotmail.com

Subject: Bowen Mei - Letter of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project (Application 201808147292)
Date: Monday, December 03, 2018 1:21:32 PM

Attachments: Bowen Mei - Letter of Opposition to 2643-31st Avenue Project.pdf

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

Hi Cathleen,

Please see attached Letter of Opposition to the 2643-31st Avenue Project from my neighbor
Bowen Mei at 2609-31st Avenue, SF. Please add this letter to the file.

Thank you for you help,
Ellen Tam

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-31st
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

S <

BoWen Mei

2609-31st Avenue, SF









December 3, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%t Avenue, San
Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

My name is Bowen Mei and | am in opposition to the proposed project at 2643-31st
Avenue, San Francisco. The owners are proposing to be build a full third story to their
home, which does not match any of the homes on this block. None of the homes on
this block have a full third story and a front deck.

If the homeowners build this third story, it will completely ruin the special character of
our street. | urge you to not approve the permit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

S <

BoWen Mei

2609-31st Avenue, SF





From: Lorraine Adams

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Cc: Washington, Delvin (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)

Subject: Letter of objection to Application #201808147292, 2643 31st Ave.
Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 6:23:52 PM

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

November 30, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application #201808147292
Project Address: 2643 31st Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell:

| am writing regarding a proposed project in my Parkside neighborhood at 2643 31st
Avenue, Application #201808147292. The project sponsors propose in this application to
add a full 3rd story to their 2 story home. As a neighbor and homeowner on the same block,
| am very strongly opposed to the project as currently submitted.

When | purchased my home almost 6 years ago, the location on this very special block was
the strongest selling point and the reason | put an offer on my home over others nearby that
were frankly asking less for the same size home. This one block of 31st Avenue (no other
block!) is very narrow and many of the houses are set at a slight angle to the street. The
houses here have the unique architectural features of the late 1930’s (mostly mission style)
and none have a 3rd story that comes up to the front of the house.

A 3rd story on this home in the middle of our block would be completely out of character
and scale with the current homes. Because the street on this block is very narrow, the

impact of a full 3rd floor on any home would be more overwhelming than it might be on a
normal size street.

| attended the sponsor’s pre-application meeting on 10/12/18 and voiced my concerns at
that time. | also filled out a sheet listing my contact info and my specific objections to the
proposed project. | suggested at the time that a smaller addition on either the ground floor
in the backyard, or a much smaller (single room) addition to the very back of the 3rd floor
(existing roof) and not visible from the street would be more in keeping with the character of
the neighborhood. In fact, there are a couple houses on our block that have a single small
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room so far back on the roof that it is barely noticeable from the street. After this meeting,
the sponsor proceeded to submit the full 3rd floor plans despite some clear and reasonable
objections of neighbors.

Also concerning is the amount of additional square footage being proposed. On a block
where homes range from 1,300 to 2,000 sf, the proposed addition is 1,190 sf. That is the
equivalent of adding almost an entire small home from our block onto the top of this home
(which at existing 1,900 sf is already one of the largest sf homes on this block). This home
already has 4 bedrooms and 3 bathrooms, when most homes on the block are 3 bedrooms.

This project is grossly out of scale and character with rest of our block, and | respectfully
request that you not approve the current set of plans as submitted.

Please add this letter to the file for Application #201808147292. Thank you very much for
your consideration.

Lorraine Adams

2666 31st Avenue

San Francisco
sffoodie@sbcglobal.net

cc: Delvin Washington, SF Manager of Planning
John Rahaim, SF Director of Planning





From: PAUSON YUN

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: 2643-31st Avenue Project - Application Number 201808147292

Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 5:01:14 PM

Attachments: Letter to SF Planning - YUN Dec 5 2018 Final.pdf

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

Dear Ms. Campbell,

Please find the enclosed letter stating our opposition to the proposed project listed in
the subject line.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you.

Pauson Yun

Owner, 2649 31st Ave., SF
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Dec. 5, 2018

Ms. Cathleen Campbell

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Application Number 201808147292, Project Address: 2643-31%t Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

We are writing to strongly oppose the proposed project at 2643-31°t Avenue, San Francisco,
Application Number 201808147292. The project sponsors have submitted an application to the
City to build a full third story, which will severely change the street’s look and appeal.

The homes on this block are two story homes, (it’s actually one story over a garage), and the
homes on each side of project sponsor’s house (2637-31%t Avenue and 2649-31°t Avenue) are
also one story over a garage as well. In addition to their proposal to add a third story, the
project sponsors are proposing to add a roof top deck in the front of the house. This
completely will not match all the homes on the block and it will look out of place. Aesthetically,
it will not match the surrounding Spanish Mediterranean Style homes. This full third story
addition will completely ruin the character of this block.

I live right next door to the proposed project and my home will be directly impacted by this
proposed project. We purchased our home in 2006, and the homes on this street are unique
and very different from other homes in the neighborhood as this street is not a typical Sunset
type street. Asyou can see in the pictures below, the street is very narrow, and only one car
can pass through at a time.







In addition to ruining this small street’s look and appeal, the proposed project will adversely

affect our home as it will block a significant amount of natural light to our house. Also, the
addition will be noticeable and out of place on this street. If they must build, | have no issues
with them extending the back of their home to make more living space, or to just add a
bedroom around 300 square feet towards the back of the home on the proposed third level, so
that their home will not be out of character with the surrounding homes. There are two homes

2







on our block that have a third story, but the third story only consists of one small bedroom
around 250-300 square feet. A small bedroom is also located towards the back of the home
and it is not noticeable from the street level. This third level was part of the original floor plan
of the home. This is completely different than the FULL third story and roof top deck that the
project sponsors are proposing to add, which totals to an additional 1,190 square feet.

My understanding is that the project sponsors were unwilling to make any changes to their
current plans even after feedback from neighbors during the pre-application meeting. The
proposed project is almost 50% of the square footage of the existing home, which will ruin the
street’s appeal and make housing denser on this narrow street. In addition, the homes on our
block range from approximately 1,300 square feet to 2,000 square feet. The project sponsor’s
home is currently 1,900 square feet and it consists of 4 bedrooms and three bathrooms.
Therefore, a home that is over 3,100 square feet with three levels would not blend in at all with
any of the characteristics of the homes on our street.

Please do not approve the project sponsors’ plans. | am also copying Delvin Washington and
John Rahaim on this correspondence so they are aware of our opposition to this project. Thank
you for your time and consideration.

=1
Sincerely, |
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Pauson and Antonetta Yun

Owners, 2649 315 Ave.
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| am writing in regards to the Discretionary Review Packet that you and your team had put together
for the upcoming Discretionary Review on Thursday, January 30, 2020. As you are well aware,
EIGHTEEN neighbors on our block have signed a PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO THIS PROJECT. We
have also submitted SEVERAL LETTERS from neighbors who are in opposition to this project. | read
the Discretionary Review Packet and | would like to know why it says that ZERO neighbors are
opposed to this project? PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Also, in addition, you and your team did not add any of our letters into the Discretionary Review
Packet and you did not add our petition as well. | had emailed you the petition along with all of
these letters several months ago and you had confirmed receipt of all of them. | still have a record
of all the emails from you. | feel that this is extremely unfair to all the neighbors on our block since
the documentation of our opposition to this project is clearly being ignored. | request that you
include all of our letters along with our signed petition in the DR Packet. | have attached copies of
both items with this email. | expect you to make all the necessary changes before the hearing on
Thursday. Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Ellen Tam
2636-31st Avenue, SF



From: Silva, Christine (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: RE: Corrected Minutes - CPC January 16, 2020

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 4:41:39 PM

Attachments: 20200116 cal min corr2.pdf

20200116 cal min corr2.docx

Hi Commissioners — | apologize for the inconvenience, but there was one additional error that we’ve
since correct. Please see attached.

Thank you,
Christine

From: Silva, Christine (CPC)

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 4:47 PM

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <Frank.Fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>; CTYPLN -
SENIOR MANAGERS <CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT)
<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT) <Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>

Subject: Corrected Minutes - CPC January 16, 2020

Hi Commissioners — There were two errors in the draft minutes originally sent to you. Please see
attached corrected minutes, corrections in red.

Thank you,
Christine

Christine Silva
EPR Project Lead
Permit Center Team

Principal Planner

Manager of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9085 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION

Draft — Meeting Minutes

Commission Chambers, Room 400
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Thursday, January 16, 2020
1:00 p.m.
Regular Meeting

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Richards

THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY PRESIDENT MELGAR AT 1:04 PM

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: Aaron Starr, Andrew Perry, Diego Sanchez, Kari Lentz, Sally Morgan, Jacob Bintliff,
Michael Christensen, Ken Qi, David Weissglass, David Winslow, Corey Teague —Zoning Administrator, Lisa
Gibson, John Rahaim — Planning Director, Jonas P. lonin — Commission Secretary

SPEAKER KEY:
+ indicates a speaker in support of an item;
- indicates a speaker in opposition to an item; and
= indicates a neutral speaker or a speaker who did not indicate support or opposition.

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may choose
to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear
the item on this calendar.

1. 2018-002124CUA (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)
54 04™H STREET — west side of 4th Street and between Market and Mission Streets; Lot 034 in
Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 13) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization for hotel
use pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303. The Project proposes a conversion
of the 68 vacant residential hotel rooms (SROs) to tourist use. The subject property (Mosser
Hotel) currently contains 81 residential hotel rooms and 87 tourist hotel rooms for a total of
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Meeting Minutes

168 rooms within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 160-S Height and Bulk
District. 13 tenants currently reside in the 81 residential hotel rooms, with 68 of them vacant.
None of the existing tenants are proposed to be evicted. The Project Sponsor proposes to
satisfy the one-for-one residential room replacement required by Administrative Code
Section 41.13(a)(4) and (a)(5) by paying an in-lieu fee “to a public entity or nonprofit
organization, which will use the funds to construct comparable units, an amount at least
equal to 80% of the cost of construction of an equal number of comparable units plus site
acquisition costs.” This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 6, 2020)

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: Continued to February 6, 2020

AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT: Richards

2019-001455CUA (C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)

1750 WAWONA STREET - north side of Wawona Street between 25t and 30th Avenues, Lot
011in Assessor’s Block 2468 (District 4) — Request a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant
to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303 and 317 to allow the tantamount to demolition of an
existing two-story single-family dwelling and legalize work exceeded beyond the scope
approved under permit 201707121692 to construct a horizontal addition within a RH-1
(Residential House, Single-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to February 6, 2020)

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: Continued to February 6, 2020

AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT: Richards

2018-012576CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

1769 LOMBARD STREET - south side of Lombard Street between Laguna and Octavia Streets;
Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0506 (District 2) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 303, and 712 to authorize an Outdoor Activity
Area in conjunction with a Kennel Use (d.b.a. “The Grateful Dog”) as well as a one-year
review of Motion No. 20355, which authorized the Kennel Use, within the NC-3
(Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk
District. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378
because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020)

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: Continued to February 13, 2020
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Richards
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2016-0068601KA (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)
65 OCEAN AVENUE — between Alemany Boulevard and Cayuga Avenue, Lot 018 in Assessor’s
Block 6954 (District 11) — Request for a Fee Waiver and In-Kind Agreement, pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 406 and 414A, to approve a fee waiver to provide an on-site child
care facility in lieu of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 12, 2019)

Note: On October 24, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to
December 12, 2019 by a vote of +4 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent). On December 12,
2019, without hearing, continued to January 16, 2020 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson and
Richards absent).

(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020)

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: Continued to February 13,2020

AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT: Richards

2017-012887DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

265 OAK STREET - between Gough and Octavia; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 0838 (District 5)
— Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application Nos. 2019.0618.3775 and
2019.0618.3782, proposing to demolish a one-story garage structure and construct a 4-story
two- family home at the rear of a through-lot. The project also includes tenant
improvements and reconfiguration of the existing ground floor unit to an existing 5-unit
apartment building within a Hayes-NCT (Hayes-Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Planning Code Section 134 requires a 30" deep
rear yard. The proposed building would encroach entirely into the rear yard; therefore, a
variance is required to enable this construction. 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 5, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 27, 2020)

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: Continued to February 27, 2020

AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT: Richards

2017-005154CUA (C. FAHEY: (415) 575-9139)

1300 COLUMBUS AVENUE - north side of Columbus Avenue between Leavenworth and
North Point Streets; Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 0023 (District 3) — Request for Conditional
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.1, 303, and 304 to expand an
existing hotel use and allow a Planned Unit Development with minor deviations from the
provisions for height measurement. The project would construct an 87,620 square-foot, 174
room addition with 8,100 square feet of ground floor retail within a C-2 (Community
Business) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the
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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 19, 2019)

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: Continued to February 20, 2020
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Richards

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

C COMMISSION MATTERS

7.

Meeting Minutes

Commission Comments/Questions

President Melgar:

Commissioners, it's been in the paper that | am going to be resigning from this commission.
And | just wanted to say — I'm also no longer going to be President, but | wanted to thank
each and every one of you for the time that | have spent here, for your support and also for
the great discussion that we have had about the issues that pertain to our city and our built
environment. | have learned something really valuable from each and every one of you. |
consider you friends, as well as colleagues. Also, to the staff, | think we have amazing staff
and particularly Jonas and Director Rahaim. | am very fond of you both and appreciate your
professionalism and the care that you bring to this work. | have been so honored to be here
and look forward to seeing where this Commission goes.

Commissioner Moore:

President Melgar, good onward journey. It was quite a shock when you called me because |
hadn't read the paper, but the challenges and the road to success is always ahead of us. |
wish you the best. We will miss you, but we will always remain colleagues anyway. Thank
you for everything.

Commissioner Johnson:

[ first just want to thank you for your leadership as President of the Planning Commission. |
think your passion, nerdiness, your desire to really work with all of the stakeholders in the
City and to work together for the betterment of our city and looking at the big picture has
both set an example and really helped bolster this Commission. And so, | feel really grateful
for that leadership and | feel very excited for the City that, you know, about your next steps,
and that your leadership will continue to light the way and set the tone for how business
should be done here.
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Commissioner Koppel:

Yes, definitely sad to see you go. Hopefully you won't go too far. We wish you the best of
luck, and since you and | came on together, | have had the last three and a half years to get
to know you and learn about everything you do know. And | just appreciate your breadth of
knowledge that you have brought on here and hopefully will continue to bring to the City.

Commissioner Diamond:

| want to thank you for all of your assistance in guiding me through the confirmation
hearings and the transition to being a commissioner. | really wished it were longer, but |
wish you the best of success in the next endeavor.

Commissioner Fung:
Thank you.

Election of Officers: In accordance with the Rules and Regulations of the San Francisco
Planning Commission, the President and Vice President of the Commission shall be elected
at the first Regular Meeting of the Commission held on or after the 15t day of January of
each year, or at a subsequent meeting, the date which shall be fixed by the Commission at
the first Regular Meeting on or after the 15t day of January each year.

SPEAKERS: None

ACTION: President — Koppel; Vice President — Moore
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Richards

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS

9.

10.

Meeting Minutes

Director’s Announcements

John Rahaim, Planning Director:

| will start with congratulating President Koppel and Vice President Moore. Thank you. We
look forward to working with you in the few weeks that | have left. And the staff will I'm sure
look forward to that as well. Let me just also thank Commissioner Melgar for all of her great
work on this Commission. What | really appreciate about your work, commissioner, is the
balance that you brought to your work and the thinking that you brought. That was super
helpful to me and very helpful to the staff. And | really appreciate your taking on the task,
not a small task of finding my replacement which | know was not an easy task. Thank you
for all of your work that you did on that and we look forward to working with you in the
future and great good fortune. Thank you.

President Koppel:

And as soon as | was done congratulating and wishing you luck, I also wanted to thank you
for the last year of your leadership and especially leading the charge with the search for the
new director. | really appreciate all of the direction you gave us.

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

Aaron Starr:
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Meeting Minutes

Land Use Committee
191260 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Establishing 12 Named Neighborhood
Commercial Districts. Sponsors: Ronen; Fewer, Walton, Haney, Preston and Yee. Staff:
Merlone. Item 2

This week, the Land Use Committee considered the rezoning that would establish 12 new
named NCDs this week. The Planning Commission heard this item on January 9th, just last
week, and voted to recommend approval. After some brief discussion, the Committee voted
to send the Ordinance with technical amendments to the Full Board as a Committee Report.

The Small Business Commission also heard this item on Monday. The Commissioners
expressed general support for the Ordinance but also cautioned any future proposal that
would further restrict uses in these districts versus relaxing zoning controls on use types. The
Commissioners warned that certain NCD's proposed for rezoning are already facing issues
with vacancies and that restricting uses would only serve to exacerbate vacancy issues. The
Commission also requested that individual neighborhoods be heavily consulted before any
changes are made to the zoning controls of their new districts. In the end the Commission
voted to recommend the Ordinance.

Full Board
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 Second Read, Item 2

191260 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Establishing 12 Named Neighborhood
Commercial Districts. Sponsors: Ronen; Fewer, Walton, Haney, Preston and Yee. Staff:
Merlone. Passed First Read, Item 38

Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator:

The Board of Appeals did meet last night, and they considered one item that may be of
interest to this Commission. The Board of Appeals heard the appeal of the Planning
Commission’s approval of HomeSF project at 65 Ocean Avenue. The appellant argued that
the project did not provide enough units that would be affordable to the members of the
community, would have negative impacts on the affordability of the existing housing and
that the proposed units were substandard. The Department noted that the project complied
with the affordability requirements of the planning code and the HomeSF program
including a requirement that the units be marketed at a price that is at least 20% less than
the current market rate for that unit size. And neighborhood and MOHCD shall reduce the
area median income level to maintain such pricing. The Department also noted that the
units were designed in a manner to provide adequate exposure and open space and
otherwise co-complying, and the Board voted unanimously to uphold the Planning
Commission’s decision on this item. Thank you.

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary:

The Historic Preservation Commission did meet yesterday. They also had their election of
officers and voted to stay the course with Commission President Hyland and Commission
Vice President Matsuda. They heard the proposed Department Budget and Work Program
which is on your agenda for next week. They also heard the SB330 informational

presentation from Mr. Bintliff that you have already heard. They considered several legacy
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business registry applications maybe most notably was the New Delhi restaurant at 160 Ellis
Street.

E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

SPEAKERS: Georgia Schuttish — 463 Duncan
Kevin Chang - lllegal unit mergers

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.

6a.

6b.

Meeting Minutes

2009.0159DNX-02 (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)
1540 MARKET STREET (AKA “ONE OAK”) — north side of Market Street, bounded by Van Ness
Avenue on the east and Oak Street on the north; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 in
Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) — Request to modify conditions of approval for an existing
Downtown Project Authorization approved by the Planning Commission on June 15, 2017
under Motion No. 19943, to extend the project’s authorization and validity by two years to
June 15, 2022. The Project authorized under Motion No. 19943 includes the demolition of
two existing structures and a commercial parking lot, and the new construction of a 40-
story, 400-foot-tall residential tower containing 304 Dwelling Units and approximately
4,110 square feet of ground floor retail. The project is located within a C-3-G (Downtown-
General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use
District, and 120-400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

SPEAKERS: = Andrew Perry - Staff report

+ Lou Vasquez — Project presentation

+ Corey Smith — Support

= Georgia Schuttish - Issues and concerns

+ Daniel Gregg - Support

+ Kevin Stahl — All Star Donuts
ACTION: After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Richards
MOTION: 20621

2009.0159CUA-02 (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)
1540 MARKET STREET (AKA “ONE OAK") — north side of Market Street, bounded by Van Ness
Avenue on the east and Oak Street on the north; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 in
Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) — Request to modify conditions of approval for an existing
Conditional Use Authorization approved by the Planning Commission on June 15, 2017
under Motion No. 19944, to extend the project’s authorization and validity by two years to
June 15, 2022. As authorized under Motion No. 19944, the Project would include up to 136
underground off-street parking spaces. The project is located within a C-3-G (Downtown-
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6C.

11.

Meeting Minutes

General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use
District, and 120-400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts.
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

SPEAKERS: Same as item 6a.

ACTION: After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT: Richards

MOTION: 20622

2019-022891VAR (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

1540 MARKET STREET (AKA “ONE OAK") — north side of Market Street, bounded by Van Ness
Avenue on the east and Oak Street on the north; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 in
Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) — Request for Zoning Administrator consideration of a
Variance from Dwelling Unit Exposure requirements (Section 140) and Active Frontages
(Section 145.1), and an Elevator Height Exemption Waiver pursuant to Section 260(b)(1)(B).
The variances and height exemption approved previously for the project may not be
extended and must be considered as a new application, being sought in conjunction with
the extension request for the Downtown Project and Conditional Use Authorizations. The
project is located within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and
Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 120-400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and
Bulk Districts.

SPEAKERS: Same as item 6a.
ACTION: After being pulled off Consent; ZA Closed public comment and indicated an
intent to Grant

2019-020940PCA (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)
RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY — INTERMEDIATE LENGTH OCCUPANCY - Planning Code
Amendment introduced by Supervisor Peskin to create the Intermediate Length Occupancy
residential use characteristic;c amend the Administrative Code to clarify existing law
regarding the enforceability of fixed-term leases in rental units covered by the just cause
protections of the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance (the “Rent
Ordinance”), prohibit the use of rental units for temporary occupancies by non-tenants,
require landlords to disclose in advertisements for such units that the units are subject to
the Rent Ordinance, and authorize enforcement though administrative and/or civil
penalties, and require the Controller to conduct a study to analyze the impacts of new
Intermediate Length Occupancy units in the City; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section
101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning code
Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

SPEAKERS: = Diego Sanchez - Staff report
+ Sunny Angulo, Aide to Sup. Peskin — Proposed legislation
- Speaker — Corporate housing
- Speaker — Corporate housing
- Ryan Thompson — Corporate housing
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+ Speaker — Corporate housing

= Josephine Radville — Corporate housing
+ Deepa Varuna - Corporate housing

+ Theresa Flandrick — Corporate housing
+ Speaker — Corporate housing

+ Speaker — Support

+ Ozzie Rohm - Support

+ Scott Weaver — Numerical limit

+ Peter Cohen — Support

+ Maya Chupkov - Support

= Corey Smith — Support

+ Tess Welborn — 30 day threshold; impact to neighborhoods
+ Speaker — Housing crisis

+ Georgia Schuttish — Support

+ Richard Frisbie — Support

ACTION: After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020
AYES: Biamend; Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Richards
RECUSED: Diamond
12. 2020-000052PCA (J. BINTLIFF: (415)575-9170)
STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL - Initiation of Planning and
Administrative Code Amendments to authorize the Planning Commission to standardize
policies and conditions that avoid or lessen common environmental impacts of
development projects, and create a program to apply those policies and conditions to
development projects, as applicable, as standard environmental conditions of approval, in
order to protect public health, safety, welfare and the environment while expediting
environmental review for housing and other development projects; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare
findings under Planning Code, Section 302.
Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Consider Adoption on or after February 27, 2020
SPEAKERS: = Jacob Bintliff — Staff report
= Corey Smith — Confused
= Dick Frisbie — Community outreach
= Ozzie Rohm — Community outreach
+ Steve Vettel — Support
- Tess Welborn — Reject
= Georgia Schuttish — Notification
ACTION: Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after February 27, 2020
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Richards
RESOLUTION: 20623
13. 2018-0036140TH (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
OFFICE OF CANNABIS - Informational Presentation by the Office of Cannabis on permit
application processes and requirements.
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14.

15.

Meeting Minutes

Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

SPEAKERS: = Michael Christensen — Staff presentation
+ Marissa Rodriguez — Cannabis Informational
+ Jeremy Schwartz — Cannabis Informational
+ Eugene Hillsman — Cannabis Informational
ACTION: None - Informational

1996.0016CWP (K. Ql: (415) 575-9029)
COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2018 — Informational Presentation — This inventory
is one of the Department’s reports on the economy and land use. It contains a 10-year time-
series of data for calendar years 2009-2018, including population, labor force, employment,
establishments, wages, retails sales, government expenditures and revenues, and building
activity. The Inventory is available for the public at the Planning Department and can be
downloaded from the website at

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018 Commerce_and_Industry Inventory

FINAL.pdf.
Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

SPEAKERS: = Ken Qi - Staff presentation
= Sue Hestor — Study implications
ACTION: None - Informational
2019-001694CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

1500 MISSION STREET - north side of Mission Street between 11th Street and Van Ness
Avenue; Lots 008-011 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) — Request for Conditional Use
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, to establish a massage
use within a spa (d.b.a. “The Spa”) as accessory to the primary gym use (d.b.a. “Equinox”)
within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District and 130/240-R-3, 130/400-R-3, and 85-
X Height and Bulk Districts. The spa use will be operated by Equinox Gym and accessed via
the main Equinox entrance at the corner of Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street. The Spa
itself will occupy approximately 550 square-feet at the basement level of the 31,000 square-
foot Equinox Gym and provide 2 treatment rooms in which massages will be administered.
The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because
there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 14, 2019)

SPEAKERS: = David Weissglass — Staff report
+ Steve Vettel - Project presentation
+ Darren Cepeda — Project presentation
- Speaker — Opposition
- Larisa Petroncelli — Opposition
- Kelly Hill - Opposition

ACTION: After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Johnson, Richards
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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.

17a.

17b.

Meeting Minutes

2018-010941DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
2028-2030 LEAVENWORTH STREET - east side of Leavenworth Street between Filbert and
Union Streets, Lot 010 of Assessor’s Block 0098 (District 2) — Request for a Discretionary
Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.06.27.4546 which proposes to legalize the
construction of 2" and 3 floor horizontal additions (approx. 60 sq. ft. total) at the rear of
the building located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-
X Height and Bulk District. The project includes removing an interior stair that
connected/merged the two units on site (under active enforcement). 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

SPEAKERS: = David Winslow — Staff report

- Kevin Chang - DR presentation

- Jerry Dratler — Opposition

- Ozzie Rohm - Opposition

- Kathleen Courtney - Sins of commission

- Sue Hestor — Medicine

+ Vin Leger — Project presentation
ACTION: Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications
AYES: Diamond, Fung, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Johnson, Richards
DRA: 677

2018-010941VAR (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
2028-2030 LEAVENWORTH STREET - east side of Leavenworth Street between Filbert and
Union Streets, Lot 010 of Assessor’s Block 0098 (District 2) — Request for Variance from the
Zoning Administrator to legalize the construction of 2nd and 3d floor horizontal additions
(approx. 60 sq. ft. total) at the rear of the building located within the required rear yard.
Section 134 requires a rear yard of 25% of the total lot depth (18 feet — 3 inches). The project
proposes to legalize the additions on the noncomplying building, which already encroaches
into the required rear yard. The subject property is located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed,
Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

SPEAKERS: Same as item 17a.
ACTION: ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant
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18. 2019-005400DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
166 PARKER AVENUE — between Geary Boulevard and Euclid Avenue; Lot 032 in Assessor’s
Block 1065 (District 2) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2019.0410.7564, proposing new construction of a four-story, two-family dwelling
approximately 40 feet in height with two off-street parking spaces on a vacant lot 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
SPEAKERS: = David Winslow — Staff report
- Speaker — DR presentation No. 1
- Rose Hillson — DR presentation No. 2
- Richard Frisbie —Building style not appropriate
+ Jonathan Pearlman - Project presentation
ACTION: Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications and to continue working
with Staff on roof deck designs to mitigate privacy impacts
AYES: Fung, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
ABSENT: Johnson, Richards
RECUSED: Diamond
DRA: 678
ADJOURNMENT 7:50 PM
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Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689





Thursday, January 16, 2020

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: 	Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:	Richards



THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY PRESIDENT MELGAR AT 1:04 PM



STAFF IN ATTENDANCE:  Aaron Starr, Andrew Perry, Diego Sanchez, Kari Lentz, Sally Morgan, Jacob Bintliff, Michael Christensen, Ken Qi, David Weissglass, David Winslow, Corey Teague –Zoning Administrator, Lisa Gibson, John Rahaim – Planning Director, Jonas P. Ionin – Commission Secretary



SPEAKER KEY:

		+ indicates a speaker in support of an item;

· indicates a speaker in opposition to an item; and

= indicates a neutral speaker or a speaker who did not indicate support or opposition.



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2018-002124CUA	(C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)

[bookmark: _Hlk26969746][bookmark: _Hlk29296238]54 04TH STREET – west side of 4th Street and between Market and Mission Streets; Lot 034 in Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 13) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization for hotel use pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303. The Project proposes a conversion of the 68 vacant residential hotel rooms (SROs) to tourist use. The subject property (Mosser Hotel) currently contains 81 residential hotel rooms and 87 tourist hotel rooms for a total of 168 rooms within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 160-S Height and Bulk District. 13 tenants currently reside in the 81 residential hotel rooms, with 68 of them vacant. None of the existing tenants are proposed to be evicted. The Project Sponsor proposes to satisfy the one-for-one residential room replacement required by Administrative Code Section 41.13(a)(4) and (a)(5) by paying an in-lieu fee “to a public entity or nonprofit organization, which will use the funds to construct comparable units, an amount at least equal to 80% of the cost of construction of an equal number of comparable units plus site acquisition costs.” This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 6, 2020)



SPEAKERS:	None 

ACTION:		Continued to February 6, 2020

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



2.	2019-001455CUA	(C. CAMPBELL: (415) 575-8732)

1750 WAWONA STREET – north side of Wawona Street between 25th and 30th Avenues, Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 2468 (District 4) – Request a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections  209.1, 303 and 317 to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story single-family dwelling and legalize work exceeded beyond the scope approved under permit 201707121692 to construct a horizontal addition within a RH-1 (Residential House, Single-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to February 6, 2020)



SPEAKERS:	None 

ACTION:		Continued to February 6, 2020

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



3.	2018-012576CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

1769 LOMBARD STREET – south side of Lombard Street between Laguna and Octavia Streets; Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0506 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 303, and 712 to authorize an Outdoor Activity Area in conjunction with a Kennel Use (d.b.a. “The Grateful Dog”) as well as a one-year review of Motion No. 20355, which authorized the Kennel Use, within the NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020)



SPEAKERS:	None 

ACTION:		Continued to February 13, 2020

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



4.	2016-006860IKA	(V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)

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

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 12, 2019)

Note: On October 24, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to December 12, 2019 by a vote of +4 -1 (Moore against; Melgar absent). On December 12, 2019, without hearing, continued to January 16, 2020 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson and Richards absent).

(Proposed for Continuance to February 13, 2020)



SPEAKERS:	None 

ACTION:		Continued to February 13, 2020

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



5.	2017-012887DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

265 OAK STREET – between Gough and Octavia; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 0838 (District 5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application Nos. 2019.0618.3775 and 2019.0618.3782, proposing to demolish a one-story garage structure and construct a 4-story two- family home at the rear of a through-lot. The project also includes tenant improvements and reconfiguration of the existing ground floor unit to an existing 5-unit apartment building within a Hayes-NCT (Hayes-Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Planning Code Section 134 requires a 30’ deep rear yard. The proposed building would encroach entirely into the rear yard; therefore, a variance is required to enable this construction. 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 

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 5, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 27, 2020)



SPEAKERS:	None 

ACTION:		Continued to February 27, 2020

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



16.	2017-005154CUA	(C. FAHEY: (415) 575-9139)

1300 COLUMBUS AVENUE – north side of Columbus Avenue between Leavenworth and North Point Streets; Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 0023 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.1, 303, and 304 to expand an existing hotel use and allow a Planned Unit Development with minor deviations from the provisions for height measurement. The project would construct an 87,620 square-foot, 174 room addition with 8,100 square feet of ground floor retail within a C-2 (Community Business) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)



SPEAKERS:	None 

ACTION:		Continued to February 20, 2020 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



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



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



7.	Commission Comments/Questions



President Melgar:

Commissioners, it’s been in the paper that I am going to be resigning from this commission. And I just wanted to say – I’m also no longer going to be President, but I wanted to thank each and every one of you for the time that I have spent here, for your support and also for the great discussion that we have had about the issues that pertain to our city and our built environment. I have learned something really valuable from each and every one of you. I consider you friends, as well as colleagues. Also, to the staff, I think we have amazing staff and particularly Jonas and Director Rahaim. I am very fond of you both and appreciate your professionalism and the care that you bring to this work. I have been so honored to be here and look forward to seeing where this Commission goes.  



Commissioner Moore:

President Melgar, good onward journey. It was quite a shock when you called me because I hadn't read the paper, but the challenges and the road to success is always ahead of us. I wish you the best. We will miss you, but we will always remain colleagues anyway. Thank you for everything.  



Commissioner Johnson:  

I first just want to thank you for your leadership as President of the Planning Commission. I think your passion, nerdiness, your desire to really work with all of the stakeholders in the City and to work together for the betterment of our city and looking at the big picture has both set an example and really helped bolster this Commission. And so, I feel really grateful for that leadership and I feel very excited for the City that, you know, about your next steps, and that your leadership will continue to light the way and set the tone for how business should be done here.  





Commissioner Koppel:

Yes, definitely sad to see you go. Hopefully you won’t go too far. We wish you the best of luck, and since you and I came on together, I have had the last three and a half years to get to know you and learn about everything you do know. And I just appreciate your breadth of knowledge that you have brought on here and hopefully will continue to bring to the City.  



Commissioner Diamond:

I want to thank you for all of your assistance in guiding me through the confirmation hearings and the transition to being a commissioner. I really wished it were longer, but I wish you the best of success in the next endeavor.



Commissioner Fung:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Thank you.

	

8.	Election of Officers:  In accordance with the Rules and Regulations of the San Francisco Planning Commission, the President and Vice President of the Commission shall be elected at the first Regular Meeting of the Commission held on or after the 15th day of January of each year, or at a subsequent meeting, the date which shall be fixed by the Commission at the first Regular Meeting on or after the 15th day of January each year.

	

SPEAKERS:	None  

ACTION:		President – Koppel; Vice President – Moore 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards



D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



9.	Director’s Announcements



John Rahaim, Planning Director:

I will start with congratulating President Koppel and Vice President Moore. Thank you. We look forward to working with you in the few weeks that I have left. And the staff will I’m sure look forward to that as well. Let me just also thank Commissioner Melgar for all of her great work on this Commission. What I really appreciate about your work, commissioner, is the balance that you brought to your work and the thinking that you brought. That was super helpful to me and very helpful to the staff. And I really appreciate your taking on the task, not a small task of finding my replacement which I know was not an easy task. Thank you for all of your work that you did on that and we look forward to working with you in the future and great good fortune. Thank you.  



President Koppel:

And as soon as I was done congratulating and wishing you luck, I also wanted to thank you for the last year of your leadership and especially leading the charge with the search for the new director. I really appreciate all of the direction you gave us.  



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

	

Aaron Starr:

Land Use Committee 

· 191260 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Establishing 12 Named Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Sponsors: Ronen; Fewer, Walton, Haney, Preston and Yee. Staff: Merlone. Item 2 



This week, the Land Use Committee considered the rezoning that would establish 12 new named NCDs this week. The Planning Commission heard this item on January 9th, just last week, and voted to recommend approval. After some brief discussion, the Committee voted to send the Ordinance with technical amendments to the Full Board as a Committee Report. 



The Small Business Commission also heard this item on Monday. The Commissioners expressed general support for the Ordinance but also cautioned any future proposal that would further restrict uses in these districts versus relaxing zoning controls on use types. The Commissioners warned that certain NCD’s proposed for rezoning are already facing issues with vacancies and that restricting uses would only serve to exacerbate vacancy issues. The Commission also requested that individual neighborhoods be heavily consulted before any changes are made to the zoning controls of their new districts. In the end the Commission voted to recommend the Ordinance. 



Full Board 

· 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 Second Read, Item 2 

· 191260 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Establishing 12 Named Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Sponsors: Ronen; Fewer, Walton, Haney, Preston and Yee. Staff: Merlone. Passed First Read, Item 38 



Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator:

The Board of Appeals did meet last night, and they considered one item that may be of interest to this Commission. The Board of Appeals heard the appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of HomeSF project at 65 Ocean Avenue. The appellant argued that the project did not provide enough units that would be affordable to the members of the community, would have negative impacts on the affordability of the existing housing and that the proposed units were substandard. The Department noted that the project complied with the affordability requirements of the planning code and the HomeSF program including a requirement that the units be marketed at a price that is at least 20% less than the current market rate for that unit size. And neighborhood and MOHCD shall reduce the area median income level to maintain such pricing. The Department also noted that the units were designed in a manner to provide adequate exposure and open space and otherwise co-complying, and the Board voted unanimously to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision on this item. Thank you.  



Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary:

The Historic Preservation Commission did meet yesterday. They also had their election of officers and voted to stay the course with Commission President Hyland and Commission Vice President Matsuda. They heard the proposed Department Budget and Work Program which is on your agenda for next week. They also heard the SB330 informational presentation from Mr. Bintliff that you have already heard. They considered several legacy business registry applications maybe most notably was the New Delhi restaurant at 160 Ellis Street.  



E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



SPEAKERS:	Georgia Schuttish – 463 Duncan

		Kevin Chang – Illegal unit mergers



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.



6a.	2009.0159DNX-02	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

1540 MARKET STREET (AKA “ONE OAK”) – north side of Market Street, bounded by Van Ness Avenue on the east and Oak Street on the north; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request to modify conditions of approval for an existing Downtown Project Authorization approved by the Planning Commission on June 15, 2017 under Motion No. 19943, to extend the project’s authorization and validity by two years to June 15, 2022. The Project authorized under Motion No. 19943 includes the demolition of two existing structures and a commercial parking lot, and the new construction of a 40-story, 400-foot-tall residential tower containing 304 Dwelling Units and approximately 4,110 square feet of ground floor retail. The project is located within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 120-400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



SPEAKERS:	= Andrew Perry – Staff report

		+ Lou Vasquez – Project presentation

		+ Corey Smith – Support

		= Georgia Schuttish – Issues and concerns

		+ Daniel Gregg – Support

		+ Kevin Stahl – All Star Donuts

ACTION:		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards

MOTION:	20621



6b.	2009.0159CUA-02	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

1540 MARKET STREET (AKA “ONE OAK”) – north side of Market Street, bounded by Van Ness Avenue on the east and Oak Street on the north; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request to modify conditions of approval for an existing Conditional Use Authorization approved by the Planning Commission on June 15, 2017 under Motion No. 19944, to extend the project’s authorization and validity by two years to June 15, 2022. As authorized under Motion No. 19944, the Project would include up to 136 underground off-street parking spaces. The project is located within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 120-400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



SPEAKERS:	Same as item 6a.

ACTION:		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards

MOTION:	20622



6c.	2019-022891VAR	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

1540 MARKET STREET (AKA “ONE OAK”) – north side of Market Street, bounded by Van Ness Avenue on the east and Oak Street on the north; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request for Zoning Administrator consideration of a Variance from Dwelling Unit Exposure requirements (Section 140) and Active Frontages (Section 145.1), and an Elevator Height Exemption Waiver pursuant to Section 260(b)(1)(B). The variances and height exemption approved previously for the project may not be extended and must be considered as a new application, being sought in conjunction with the extension request for the Downtown Project and Conditional Use Authorizations. The project is located within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, and 120-400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts.



SPEAKERS:	Same as item 6a.

ACTION:	After being pulled off Consent; ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant 



11.	2019-020940PCA	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY – INTERMEDIATE LENGTH OCCUPANCY – Planning Code Amendment introduced by Supervisor Peskin to create the Intermediate Length Occupancy residential use characteristic; amend the Administrative Code to clarify existing law regarding the enforceability of fixed-term leases in rental units covered by the just cause protections of the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance (the “Rent Ordinance”), prohibit the use of rental units for temporary occupancies by non-tenants, require landlords to disclose in advertisements for such units that the units are subject to the Rent Ordinance, and authorize enforcement though administrative and/or civil penalties, and require the Controller to conduct a study to analyze the impacts of new Intermediate Length Occupancy units in the City; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning code Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 



SPEAKERS:	 = Diego Sanchez – Staff report

		+ Sunny Angulo, Aide to Sup. Peskin – Proposed legislation

		- Speaker – Corporate housing

		- Speaker – Corporate housing

		- Ryan Thompson – Corporate housing

		+ Speaker – Corporate housing

		= Josephine Radville – Corporate housing

		+ Deepa Varuna - Corporate housing

		+ Theresa Flandrick – Corporate housing

		+ Speaker – Corporate housing

		+ Speaker – Support

		+ Ozzie Rohm – Support

		+ Scott Weaver – Numerical limit

		+ Peter Cohen – Support

		+ Maya Chupkov – Support

		= Corey Smith – Support

		+ Tess Welborn – 30 day threshold; impact to neighborhoods

		+ Speaker – Housing crisis

		+ Georgia Schuttish – Support

		+ Richard Frisbie – Support

ACTION:		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards

RECUSED:	Diamond



12.	2020-000052PCA	(J. BINTLIFF: (415)575-9170)

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL – Initiation of Planning and Administrative Code Amendments to authorize the Planning Commission to standardize policies and conditions that avoid or lessen common environmental impacts of development projects, and create a program to apply those policies and conditions to development projects, as applicable, as standard environmental conditions of approval, in order to protect public health, safety, welfare and the environment while expediting environmental review for housing and other development projects; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Consider Adoption on or after February 27, 2020



SPEAKERS:	= Jacob Bintliff – Staff report

		 = Corey Smith – Confused

		= Dick Frisbie – Community outreach

		= Ozzie Rohm – Community outreach

		+ Steve Vettel – Support

		- Tess Welborn – Reject

		= Georgia Schuttish – Notification

ACTION:		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after February 27, 2020 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Richards

RESOLUTION:	20623



13.	2018-003614OTH	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

OFFICE OF CANNABIS – Informational Presentation by the Office of Cannabis on permit application processes and requirements.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 

[bookmark: _Hlk29457575]

SPEAKERS:	 = Michael Christensen – Staff presentation

		+ Marissa Rodriguez – Cannabis Informational

		+ Jeremy Schwartz – Cannabis Informational

		+ Eugene Hillsman – Cannabis Informational

ACTION:		None – Informational 



14.	1996.0016CWP	(K. QI: (415) 575-9029)

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY INVENTORY 2018 – Informational Presentation – This inventory is one of the Department’s reports on the economy and land use. It contains a 10-year time-series of data for calendar years 2009-2018, including population, labor force, employment, establishments, wages, retails sales, government expenditures and revenues, and building activity. The Inventory is available for the public at the Planning Department and can be downloaded from the website at

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018_Commerce_and_Industry_Inventory_FINAL.pdf.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



SPEAKERS:	= Ken Qi – Staff presentation

		= Sue Hestor – Study implications 

ACTION:		None – Informational 



15.	2019-001694CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

1500 MISSION STREET – north side of Mission Street between 11th Street and Van Ness Avenue; Lots 008-011 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, to establish a massage use within a spa (d.b.a. “The Spa”) as accessory to the primary gym use (d.b.a. “Equinox”) within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District and 130/240-R-3, 130/400-R-3, and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. The spa use will be operated by Equinox Gym and accessed via the main Equinox entrance at the corner of Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street. The Spa itself will occupy approximately 550 square-feet at the basement level of the 31,000 square-foot Equinox Gym and provide 2 treatment rooms in which massages will be administered. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on November 14, 2019)



SPEAKERS:	= David Weissglass – Staff report 

		+ Steve Vettel – Project presentation

		+ Darren Cepeda – Project presentation

		- Speaker – Opposition

		- Larisa Petroncelli – Opposition

		- Kelly Hill – Opposition

ACTION:		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Johnson, Richards



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.



17a.	2018-010941DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

[bookmark: _Hlk14944965]2028-2030 LEAVENWORTH STREET – east side of Leavenworth Street between Filbert and Union Streets, Lot 010 of Assessor’s Block 0098 (District 2) – Request for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.06.27.4546 which proposes to legalize the construction of 2nd and 3rd floor horizontal additions (approx. 60 sq. ft. total) at the rear of the building located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project includes removing an interior stair that connected/merged the two units on site (under active enforcement). 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)



SPEAKERS:	= David Winslow – Staff report 

		- Kevin Chang – DR presentation

		- Jerry Dratler – Opposition

		- Ozzie Rohm – Opposition

		- Kathleen Courtney – Sins of commission

		- Sue Hestor – Medicine

		+ Vin Leger – Project presentation

ACTION:		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications 

AYES:		Diamond, Fung, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Johnson, Richards

DRA:		677



17b.	2018-010941VAR	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

2028-2030 LEAVENWORTH STREET – east side of Leavenworth Street between Filbert and Union Streets, Lot 010 of Assessor’s Block 0098 (District 2) – Request for Variance from the Zoning Administrator to legalize the construction of 2nd and 3rd floor horizontal additions (approx. 60 sq. ft. total) at the rear of the building located within the required rear yard. Section 134 requires a rear yard of 25% of the total lot depth (18 feet – 3 inches). The project proposes to legalize the additions on the noncomplying building, which already encroaches into the required rear yard. The subject property is located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)



SPEAKERS:	 Same as item 17a.

ACTION:		 ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant







18.	2019-005400DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

166 PARKER AVENUE – between Geary Boulevard and Euclid Avenue; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 1065 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0410.7564, proposing new construction of a four-story, two-family dwelling approximately 40 feet in height with two off-street parking spaces on a  vacant lot 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 



SPEAKERS:	= David Winslow – Staff report 

		- Speaker – DR presentation No. 1

		- Rose Hillson – DR presentation No. 2

		- Richard Frisbie –Building style not appropriate

		+ Jonathan Pearlman – Project presentation

ACTION:	Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications and to continue working with Staff on roof deck designs to mitigate privacy impacts 

AYES:		Fung, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

ABSENT:	Johnson, Richards

RECUSED:	Diamond

DRA:		678



ADJOURNMENT 7:50 PM
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)

Subject: FW: Case No. 2019-014893DRP-02

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 4:31:22 PM

Attachments: Case No 2019-014893DRP-02.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Yan, Calvin (BOS) <calvin.yan@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 3:02 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Case No. 2019-014893DRP-02

Hi Jonas,

Please review letter of support from Supervisor Peskin regarding Case No. 2019-014893DRP-02 152
Geary Street.

Calvin Yan | B #hvh

Legislative Aide | T & Bh !

Office of Supervisor Peskin | 1 2 F il & i A =
Office: 415-554-7450

Direct: 415-554-7453

calvin.yan@sfgov.org

Sign up to receive our newsletter here!
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Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

District 3
AARON PESKIN
e e
January 27,2020
President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett P1., Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Case No. 2019-014893DRP-02 152 Geary Street
President Koppel and Commissioners:

I’m writing to express my support for the proposed cannabis retail location at 152 Geary St., which is
scheduled to be heard by your Commission at its regularly scheduled meeting on February 6, 2020. In many ways,
the project sponsor, Have a Heart, at this location have gone above and beyond to ensure that they will be a
respectful, collaborative labor and community partner, including as follows:

- Have a Heart was the first cannabis operator in the State of Washington to sign a Collective Bargaining
Agreement with the United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW) and are currently finalizing a labor
contract for their California locations;

- Have a Heart has a 2% profit giveback program integrated into its business model that will inure to the
benefit of the immediately surrounding community and nonprofit partners;

- Have a Heart has negotiated with its neighbors within the highly-specific retail context of Union Square
to ensure that concerns are addressed relative to aesthetics, security and day-to-day operations.

Over the past handful of years, my office has dedicated substantial time to overseeing the evolving retail
environment of the Downtown C-3-R Retail Zoning District, including by passing consensus legislation to allow
for limited conversions of upper floor retail space to office use. In recognition of its history as a premiere retail
destination, keeping pace with the evolving retail economy includes this use type that will attract new consumers
and retain an active pedestrian environment. I'm confident that Have a Heart is committed to these shared goals.

Sincerely, 2 f

Aaron Peskin

CC:  John Rahaim, Director of Planning Department
Michael Christensen, Senior Planner

City Hall ¢ 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place * Room 244 ¢ San Francisco, California 94102-4689 ¢ (415) 554-7450
Fax (415) 554-7454 « TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 ° E-mail: Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org







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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE INDICTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
MOHAMMED NURU

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 2:35:18 PM

Attachments: 01.28.20 Director Nuru.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 28, 2020 2:29 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE INDICTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
DIRECTOR MOHAMMED NURU

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 28, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE INDICTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR MOHAMMED NURU

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed released the following statement on the news
that Director of Public Works Mohammed Nuru has been indicted on federal charges:

“These allegations against Mohammed Nuru are extremely serious, and we will cooperate
fully with any investigation. The City Administrator placed Mohammed Nuru on
administrative leave effective Monday evening, and she will soon announce an interim
leadership strategy for the Department of Public Works. I’m asking the City Attorney and the
Controller to conduct a thorough review of any implicated City contracts or other decisions
and to investigate any suspected violations of the law or the stringent guidelines and rules that
ensure the integrity of our contracting process.

We do not know all the facts of the case at this moment and what will transpire through this
investigation going forward. Nothing matters more than the public trust, and each and every
one of us who works for the City must hold ourselves to the highest standard. I accept nothing
less for myself or for those who serve in this Administration, and I will do everything I can to
ensure that those who fail to uphold that standard are held accountable.”
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 28, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE INDICTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR MOHAMMED NURU

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed released the following statement on the news
that Director of Public Works Mohammed Nuru has been indicted on federal charges:

“These allegations against Mohammed Nuru are extremely serious, and we will cooperate fully
with any investigation. The City Administrator placed Mohammed Nuru on administrative leave
effective Monday evening, and she will soon announce an interim leadership strategy for the
Department of Public Works. I’m asking the City Attorney and the Controller to conduct a
thorough review of any implicated City contracts or other decisions and to investigate any
suspected violations of the law or the stringent guidelines and rules that ensure the integrity of
our contracting process.

We do not know all the facts of the case at this moment and what will transpire through this
investigation going forward. Nothing matters more than the public trust, and each and every one
of us who works for the City must hold ourselves to the highest standard. | accept nothing less
for myself or for those who serve in this Administration, and | will do everything I can to ensure
that those who fail to uphold that standard are held accountable.”

HitH

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letters of Support, 1735 Polk - CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 2:01:45 PM

Attachments: Scan2.pdf

1735 polk letter of support.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 Vance <vancel3@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 11:36 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>

Subject: Fwd: Letters of Support, 1735 Polk - CUA Application# 2019-014039

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

Dear Commissions Secretary,

Please see below email and additional letters of support.

Thank you,

Chris

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Christopher E <ceggers@clavusgroup.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 28, 2020 at 10:50 AM

Subject: Letters of Support
To: Chris Vance <vancel3@gmail.com>, chris@madriverwellness.com

<chris@madriverwellness.com>
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MadRM, LLC, DBA Mad River Wellness

1785 Polk Streete San FFrancisco, CA 94109

E-Mail: chris@madriverwellness.com Web: www.madriverwellness.com

CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: (/LE/?Z»W

Dear SF Office of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Camnabis Retail and Wellness center at 1785 Polk Street. The Middle Polk
neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people that are strongly connected to the
community. Mad River Wellness is a family owned and operated business. Its partners are local Bay Area residents and

current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the community.

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traffic on Polk Street, improve lighting and public safety, advance the
City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunities for many San Franciscans.

I fully SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s application and ask for you to support this group as well.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

P

I / %

- W .2 [Signature]
. -~

(.

J‘L[\ MBS é”\ 7 [Name]
[27 pepvert 51 [Address]
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MadRM, LLC, DBA Mad River Wellness

1785 Polk Streete San Francisco, CA 94109

F-Mail: chris@madriverwellness.com Web: www.madriverwellness.com

CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: (/18 /2-“ (44

Dear S¥ Office of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Cannabis Retail and Wellness center at 1735 Polk Street. The Middle Polk
neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people that are strongly connected to the
community. Mad River Wellness is a family owned and operated business. Its partners are local Bay Area residents and

current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the community.

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traffic on Polk Street, improve lighting and public safety, advance the
City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunities for many San Franciscans.

I fully SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s application and ask for you to support this group as well.

Thank you for your consideration

/

Sincerely

[Signature]
Ty ECG8Y
sl [Name]
ZO ' C/L((H - jl\Ay(}Nu\l [Address]
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Brittany Factura
1733 Polk St Apt #5
San Francisco, California 94109

October 27, 2019
To Whom It May Concern,

This is to certify that |, Brittany Factura, am a resident of 1733 Polk Street. Certified
further is that | interpose no objection and convey my support to the establishment of
the Cannabis dispensary at 1735 Polk Street.

For any further details and enquiry, please feel free to contact me via my email or
phone number detailed below.

All the best,

B’W"

Brittany Factura
(925) 577-5324
brittanyfactura@gmail.com






Chris,

Please see the attached two letters of support. In addition, please feel free to read, share,
pass along ect the following:

To whom it may concern,

As a San Francisco resident, | fully support Mad River Wellness opening on Polk Street. | frequent
this area often with family and friends and see the benefit this would bring my community.

Speaking as a Crime Prevention expert and a recognized Burglary Prevention Expert, | know the
added benefits that this business will bring to the community. The community will benefit
immediately from added lighting, well training security guards, staff, and procedures. Chris and his
team understand the importance of protecting visitors, clients, guests, staff ect.

Again, | fully support this venture as a member of this community and recognize the benefit that will
be shared by others should their permit be granted. Thank you.

Chris Eggers



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Francis, John (ECN)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter of support, Potrero Power Station
Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 1:52:47 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Cynthia Gdmez <cgomez@unitehere2.org>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 4:05 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Josephine Radbill <jradbill@unitehere2.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; David
Noyola <david@npgsf.com>

Subject: Re: Letter of support, Potrero Power Station

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

(Resending because | found a typo in the spelling of Commissioner Diamond's name -- my apologies.)

On Mon, Jan 27, 2020 at 4:02 PM Cynthia Gomez <cgomez@unitehere2.org> wrote:
Dear Commissioners,

This letter is in support of the proposed mixed-use project at 1201 lllinois, commonly referred to
as the Potrero Power Station. Many different uses comprise this project, including a hotel which
would make very creative use of some of the building elements of the decommissioned power
station. We have signed an agreement with the project sponsor regarding the jobs at this hotel,
specifically a guarantee for a fair and neutral process for the eventual hotel workers if they wish to
be represented by a union. Agreements such as these continue to create a path for the
hardworking people in the hospitality industry to fight for respect and dignity on the job,
affordable health care benefits, a dignified retirement, and a living wage. We will speak in support
of the project this Thursday and join other community stakeholders in asking for your support.
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Thank you,

Cynthia Goémez

Senior Research Analyst
she/her/hers
UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

cgomez@unitehere?.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763

Cynthia Gomez

Senior Research Analyst
she/her/hers
UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

cgomez@unitehere2.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Weissglass, David (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Equinox Spa

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 1:51:51 PM
Attachments: Letter to Oppose Equinox Spa Permit.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: spike <spikekahn@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 5:29 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>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Equinox Spa

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

January 30, 2020

President Myrna Melgar and Planning Commissioners
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Case No. 2019-001694CUA 1500 Mission Street
Dear President and Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Spike Kahn, and I am the founder of Pacific Felt Factory arts space in the Mission, and a
member of United to Save the Mission (USM.) I have lived in the Mission since 1984. I want to
express my support with USM and ask that you deny the Equinox approval to add massage use at
1500 Mission St.

Equinox is a “luxury gym” seeking a permit in an area which serves as the fulcrum and connection
point for the Mission, SOMA, and Tenderloin communities; multi-ethnic neighborhoods devastated
by gentrification and displacement. Vulnerable communities depend on businesses to be strong of
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PACIFIC

January 30, 2020

President Myrna Melgar and Planning Commissioners
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Case No. 2019-001694CUA 1500 Mission Street

Dear President and Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Spike Kahn, and I am the founder of Pacific Felt Factory arts space in the Mission, and a
member of United to Save the Mission (USM.) T have lived in the Mission since 1984. I want to express
my support with USM and ask that you deny the Equinox approval to add massage use at 1500
Mission St.

Equinox is a “luxury gym” seeking a permit in an area which serves as the fulcrum and connection
point for the Mission, SOMA, and Tenderloin communities; multi-ethnic neighborhoods devastated by
gentrification and displacement. Vulnerable communities depend on businesses to be strong of spirit,
uplift their needs, and create opportunity for them to thrive. This proposed project and its additional
massage use approval will only further contribute to the continued hardships that residents face by
making their neighborhood less hospitable and more unwelcoming. After representatives from our
surrounding communities spoke to the Equinox team, it has become clear that there is no meaningful
offer of health or other benefits to surrounding working-class neighborhood residents that would merit
the City of San Francisco granting a discretionary approval of a massage use at this location.

When asked about the potential to collaborate with our local communities to assure working-class
individuals and families would have the opportunity for access to the gym, they declined to even
explore the option. The Equinox team has offered no meaningful equitable ideas for how to be a good
neighbor, and instead appear principally interested in building their gym in a way that would
maximize profits.

Equinox is the same company whose owner hosted a fundraiser for Trump. Exclusivity and
marginalization is business as usual to them. Their attempt to wall themselves off from any genuine
talks with predominantly communities of color further exemplifies their contribution to the Trumpian
agenda of diminishing these communities.

Our communities deserve businesses that truly uphold the ideals of diversity for its residents.
Businesses who genuinely desire to build bridges toward positive solutions and equitable access for
communities of color. Deny Equinox’ approval request and reinforce this Commission’s expectation
that businesses such as these collaborate with our local communities in a meaningful and sincere way.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Spike Kahn






spirit, uplift their needs, and create opportunity for them to thrive. This proposed project and its
additional massage use approval will only further contribute to the continued hardships that residents
face by making their neighborhood less hospitable and more unwelcoming. After representatives
from our surrounding communities spoke to the Equinox team, it has become clear that there is no
meaningful offer of health or other benefits to surrounding working-class neighborhood residents
that would merit the City of San Francisco granting a discretionary approval of a massage use at this
location.

When asked about the potential to collaborate with our local communities to assure working-class
individuals and families would have the opportunity for access to the gym, they declined to even
explore the option. The Equinox team has offered no meaningful equitable ideas for how to be a
good neighbor, and instead appear principally interested in building their gym in a way that would
maximize profits.

Equinox is the same company whose owner hosted a fundraiser for Trump. Exclusivity and
marginalization is business as usual to them. Their attempt to wall themselves off from any genuine
talks with predominantly communities of color further exemplifies their contribution to the
Trumpian agenda of diminishing these communities.

Our communities deserve businesses that truly uphold the ideals of diversity for its residents.
Businesses who genuinely desire to build bridges toward positive solutions and equitable access for
communities of color. Deny Equinox’ approval request and reinforce this Commission’s expectation
that businesses such as these collaborate with our local communities in a meaningful and sincere
way. Thank you.

peace,

Spike Kahn, Founder

www.pacificfeltfactory.com
+1 415 935 3641 (USA/WhatsApp)

spikekahn@gmail.com

Confidentiality Note: This e-mail is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail or
the information herein by anyone other than the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient, is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the originator of this
e-mail and destroy the original message and all copies.
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FREE TAX PREPARATION SERVICES AND
LOCAL TAX CREDIT FOR LOWER-WAGE WORKERS AND FAMILIES

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 1:51:39 PM

Attachments: 01.28.20 Free Tax Assistance and Working Families Credit Annoucement.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 28, 2020 5:37 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FREE TAX PREPARATION
SERVICES AND LOCAL TAX CREDIT FOR LOWER-WAGE WORKERS AND FAMILIES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 28, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FREE TAX
PREPARATION SERVICES AND LOCAL TAX CREDIT FOR
LOWER-WAGE WORKERS AND FAMILIES

Free tax centers help filers get more money back and apply for local, state, and federal tax
credits. All eligible families are encouraged to apply for the San Francisco Working Families
Tax Credit.

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Human Services
Agency (HSA) began the tax filing season by announcing that free community tax assistance
centers are now open to help San Franciscans maximize their refunds and apply for the

San Francisco Working Families Credit (WFC). The WFC increases economic security for
low-income working families by providing a local tax credit of up to $250.

“Families struggling to make ends meet aren’t always aware of tax credits they deserve.
Nobody should miss out on their full refund because they can’t afford a tax professional,” said
Mayor Breed. “We’re taking the stress out of filing season by making tax experts accessible
and helping families apply for the Working Families Credit so they can keep more of what
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 28, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FREE TAX
PREPARATION SERVICES AND LOCAL TAX CREDIT FOR
LOWER-WAGE WORKERS AND FAMILIES

Free tax centers help filers get more money back and apply for local, state, and federal tax
credits. All eligible families are encouraged to apply for the San Francisco Working Families
Tax Credit.

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Human Services Agency
(HSA) began the tax filing season by announcing that free community tax assistance centers are
now open to help San Franciscans maximize their refunds and apply for the San Francisco
Working Families Credit (WFC). The WFC increases economic security for low-income
working families by providing a local tax credit of up to $250.

“Families struggling to make ends meet aren’t always aware of tax credits they deserve. Nobody
should miss out on their full refund because they can’t afford a tax professional,” said Mayor
Breed. “We’re taking the stress out of filing season by making tax experts accessible and helping
families apply for the Working Families Credit so they can keep more of what they’ve earned.”

The City’s tax season initiatives include $1.55 million in funding for local credits. The WFC
offers low- and moderate-income working families with children up to $250 cash back to help
cover day-to-day expenses such as utilities, rent, and child care. When combined with state and
federal tax credits, the WFC can help families receive up to $9,600 in tax credits. San Francisco
created the WFC in 2005 and is one of a few cities in the country to offer a local tax credit.

Prior to this year, the WFC was limited to a one-time benefit per household. New for this tax
season, the one-time rule has been eliminated. All eligible families are encouraged to apply
again. To qualify, households must have a 2019 income of no more than $56,000, claim the
federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), and submit an application to HSA. More than 6,200
San Francisco families are eligible for the WFC.

“Tax credits are among the nation’s largest and most effective anti-poverty programs. Our local
credits have placed more than $10 million back into the wallets of hard working

San Franciscans,” said Trent Rhorer, Executive Director of the San Francisco Human Services
Agency. “The Working Families Credit is no longer limited to a one-time benefit. We’re excited
to get the word out for families to take a second look and apply again.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



https://www.irs.gov/credits-deductions/individuals/earned-income-tax-credit/earned-income-tax-credit-income-limits-and-maximum-credit-amounts



LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

On average, American taxpayers spend nearly $200 to have a tax professional file their return.
San Francisco’s free tax assistance centers allow filers to maximize their refunds through tax
credits and avoid preparation fees.

Free tax preparation is available to people who cannot afford professional services from a paid
tax preparer and to older adults, those with limited English proficiency, and people with
disabilities who require assistance. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) certified tax experts prepare
tax returns, answer questions, and determine if filers qualify for tax credits such as the EITC and
WEC.

The IRS estimates that nearly one out of five eligible people miss out on the EITC because they
do not know that they qualify, or do not know where to find free tax filing assistance. Last year,
more than 10,000 returns were filed at San Francisco’s free tax assistance centers.

Free tax assistance is available at select HSA client service centers and more than 30
San Francisco neighborhood locations in partnership with United Way Bay Area. Filers with a
combined household income of $56,000 or less in 2019 are eligible for the service.

To have their taxes prepared, residents should bring income documents from all jobs worked
throughout 2019 as well as their social security number, bank account numbers, a valid photo 1D,
and reportable expenses such as child care. In addition to free tax help, HSA can connect filers to
no-fee bank accounts, credit repair services, and financial education coaching. The deadline to
file is April 15, 2019.

Free Tax Assistance Centers:
Services available are through April 15" at the following HSA client service centers:
e 1235 Mission Street
e 170 Otis Street
e 3120 Mission Street
e 1800 Oakdale Avenue

Open weekdays, 8:00 am — 5:00 pm.

To download Working Families Credit applications and find additional free community tax
assistance center locations, visit FreeTaxHelpSF.org, or call 2-1-1 to find free tax centers and
schedule appointments.

HiH

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



https://connect.nsacct.org/blogs/nsa-blogger/2017/01/27/national-society-of-accountants-reports-on-average-tax-return-preparation-fees

https://earnitkeepitsaveit.org/map/

http://www.freetaxhelpsf.org/




they’ve earned.”

The City’s tax season initiatives include $1.55 million in funding for local credits. The WFC
offers low- and moderate-income working families with children up to $250 cash back to help
cover day-to-day expenses such as utilities, rent, and child care. When combined with state
and federal tax credits, the WFC can help families receive up to $9,600 in tax credits. San
Francisco created the WFC in 2005 and is one of a few cities in the country to offer a local tax
credit.

Prior to this year, the WFC was limited to a one-time benefit per household. New for this tax
season, the one-time rule has been eliminated. All eligible families are encouraged to apply
again. To qualify, households must have a 2019 income of no more than $56,000, claim the
federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), and submit an application to HSA. More than
6,200 San Francisco families are eligible for the WFC.

“Tax credits are among the nation’s largest and most effective anti-poverty programs. Our
local credits have placed more than $10 million back into the wallets of hard working

San Franciscans,” said Trent Rhorer, Executive Director of the San Francisco Human Services
Agency. “The Working Families Credit is no longer limited to a one-time benefit. We’re
excited to get the word out for families to take a second look and apply again.”

On average, American taxpayers spend nearly $200 to have a tax professional file their return.
San Francisco’s free tax assistance centers allow filers to maximize their refunds through tax
credits and avoid preparation fees.

Free tax preparation is available to people who cannot afford professional services from a paid
tax preparer and to older adults, those with limited English proficiency, and people with
disabilities who require assistance. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) certified tax experts
prepare tax returns, answer questions, and determine if filers qualify for tax credits such as the
EITC and WFC.

The IRS estimates that nearly one out of five eligible people miss out on the EITC because
they do not know that they qualify, or do not know where to find free tax filing assistance.
Last year, more than 10,000 returns were filed at San Francisco’s free tax assistance centers.

Free tax assistance is available at select HSA client service centers and more than 30
San Francisco neighborhood locations in partnership with United Way Bay Area. Filers with a
combined household income of $56,000 or less in 2019 are eligible for the service.

To have their taxes prepared, residents should bring income documents from all jobs worked
throughout 2019 as well as their social security number, bank account numbers, a valid photo
ID, and reportable expenses such as child care. In addition to free tax help, HSA can connect
filers to no-fee bank accounts, credit repair services, and financial education coaching. The
deadline to file is April 15, 2019.

Free Tax Assistance Centers:

Services available are through April 15 at the following HSA client service centers:
e 1235 Mission Street
e 170 Otis Street
e 3120 Mission Street
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¢ 1800 Oakdale Avenue

Open weekdays, 8:00 am — 5:00 pm.

To download Working Families Credit applications and find additional free community tax
assistance center locations, visit FreeTaxHelpSF.org, or call 2-1-1 to find free tax centers and
schedule appointments.

HiHt
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO KICKS OFF YEARLONG CELEBRATION OF GOLDEN GATE PARK'S
150th ANNIVERSARY

Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 1:48:33 PM

Attachments: 01.28.20 Golden Gate Park 150 Kick-Off.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 28, 2020 11:16 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO KICKS OFF YEARLONG CELEBRATION OF GOLDEN
GATE PARK’S 150th ANNIVERSARY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 28, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO KICKS OFF YEARLONG CELEBRATION

OF GOLDEN GATE PARK’S 150t" ANNIVERSARY

Volunteers planted 150 trees, part of 150 improvement projects underway in the park during
2020. Key partnerships, events and attractions were unveiled, including details for the free

Community Day on April 4th

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Recreation and Parks

Department today hosted Golden Gate Park’s 150t Anniversary kick-off event. They
announced that concerts, special exhibits at museums and gardens, and a parkwide
Community Day on April 4th 2020 are among the attractions planned for the yearlong

celebration of Golden Gate Park’s sesquicentennial.

Mayor Breed joined San Franciscans representing more than 150 community groups, cultural
institutions and partners, and announced 150 park improvement projects planned for 2020.
Volunteers then started on one—planting 150 trees donated by musical legend Paul Simon
throughout Golden Gate Park.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 28, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO KICKS OFF YEARLONG CELEBRATION OF
GOLDEN GATE PARK’S 150" ANNIVERSARY

Volunteers planted 150 trees, part of 150 improvement projects underway in the park during
2020. Key partnerships, events and attractions were unveiled, including details for the free
Community Day on April 41"

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Recreation and Parks
Department today hosted Golden Gate Park’s 150" Anniversary kick-off event. They announced
that concerts, special exhibits at museums and gardens, and a parkwide Community Day on April
4™ 2020 are among the attractions planned for the yearlong celebration of Golden Gate Park’s
sesquicentennial.

Mayor Breed joined San Franciscans representing more than 150 community groups, cultural
institutions and partners, and announced 150 park improvement projects planned for 2020.
Volunteers then started on one—planting 150 trees donated by musical legend Paul Simon
throughout Golden Gate Park.

With a focus on free events and activities, the Golden Gate Park sesquicentennial will celebrate
the open, democratic nature of parks. The yearlong celebration is organized by the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department and the San Francisco Parks Alliance.

“Golden Gate Park belongs to the people of San Francisco, and we get to celebrate it all year
long,” said Mayor Breed. “Throughout San Francisco’s history, the park has served as a shelter
for earthquake refugees, the site of historic anti-war rallies and rock concerts, and a modern hub
for recreation. It links us to our past through its museums and gardens, public art and cultural
activities, and remains a vital space where people of all ages and backgrounds connect with
nature and with one another.”

“We are extremely excited to showcase Golden Gate Park as part of Community Day on April 4,
which will be a special moment in the park’s cherished history,” said Phil Ginsburg, General
Manager of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. “This celebration isn’t just
about one day—it’s about everything that happens in Golden Gate Park throughout the year,
from big events to the picnics, marriage proposals, morning strolls and birthday parties that
happen every day.”

Community Day, a celebration throughout the park’s 1,017 acres, will be held on April 4, exactly
150 years after the California Legislature created Golden Gate Park. The day will feature more
than 150 free events and activities, including:
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The opening of an illuminated 150-foot observation wheel,

Community arts and musical groups performing in the Music Concourse;

A kids’ carnival in the Polo Fields with rides, bounce houses and educational activities;
Free programs and activities at the park’s iconic museums, gardens and recreation clubs;
A display of the AIDS Memorial Quilt; and

A huge picnic in Hellman Hollow with entertainment, food and more.

Golden Gate Park 150 organizers announced several partnerships, programs and activities aimed
at bolstering visitors to the park and telling its amazing stories throughout the year, including:

e Free shuttle services from recreation centers throughout the city so every neighborhood

can enjoy Golden Gate Park;

e Bringing music back to the Music Concourse with community arts and musical groups
performing in the bandshell twice a month;
Opening a pop-up Visitor Center;
Kaiser Permanente Yoga in the Park;
Free movie nights; and
Special Golden Gate Park exhibitions at the San Francisco Library and its neighborhood
branches, San Francisco International Airport, Botanical Garden, and the Pioneers
Museum in the Presidio, among others.

Specific details and additional partner announcements will be unveiled in the coming months.

Mayor Breed is chairing the Golden Gate Park 150 Honorary Committee, with the Honorable
Willie L. Brown Jr., Charlotte Mailliard Shultz, Nancy Hellman Bechtle, Mark Buell and
Rodney Fong serving as co-chairs. More than 150 community groups, cultural organizations and
partners are supporting the celebration and include the Conservatory of Flowers, de Young
Museum, Japanese Tea Garden, National AIDS Memorial, San Francisco Public Library,
California Academy of Sciences, San Francisco Botanical Garden, San Francisco International
Airport, San Francisco Travel, and SPUR. Presenting sponsors include Kaiser Permanente,
Target, Another Planet Entertainment, and Paul Simon.

Paul Simon, who performed at Outside Lands last year, donated the trees planted in Golden Gate
Park as part of today’s kick-off event. “It was an honor to play at Golden Gate Park and a
pleasure to see the money collected that day being used for the planting of trees in the John
McLaren Memorial Rhododendron Dell and Garden of Humanitarians,” he said. “My thanks to
the residents of San Francisco who donated the cost of their tickets to this joyful endeavor.”

Visit goldengatepark150.com for a guide to the special events, programming, exhibitions,
history, amazing stories and things to do in the park. Specific information about the April 4™
Community Day can also be found on the website. Media materials can be viewed at
GGP150presskit.com.

“Golden Gate Park is a treasured icon of San Francisco, serving our community as a place of
celebration, recreation and reflection for 150 years,” said Speaker Nancy Pelosi. “Whether
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enjoying one of its many museums and cultural institutions, experiencing the wonders of nature
at the Botanical Garden or finding comfort and sanctuary in the National AIDS Memorial Grove,
Golden Gate Park offers all San Franciscans and millions of visitors from around the world a
chance to embrace the beauty and diversity that enrich our city. During the 150th Anniversary
festivities, we celebrate the momentous place that Golden Gate Park has held in San Francisco’s
history, and ensure that it remains at the heart of our community for generations to come.”

“Golden Gate Park is a treasure that we are lucky to have here in San Francisco,” said Senator
Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “San Franciscans from every corner of the city, from our
youngest to our oldest, use Golden Gate Park every day for walking, biking, picnicking, cultural
experiences and so much more. It’s truly a park for everyone, and it is the heart of our city.”

“Golden Gate Park is a treasure that so many San Franciscans and visitors have enjoyed for
generations,” said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “I am excited to celebrate
this milestone and showcase all that our park has to offer.”

“While the City has changed, the purpose of Golden Gate Park has not. It remains a destination
that brings people together. The 150" anniversary is a remarkable milestone and a testament to
the value that open spaces have in our lives. | was reminded of that when my family I and
enjoyed biking through the park last Sunday,” said Assemblymember Phil Ting (D-

San Francisco), whose Assembly district includes Golden Gate Park.

“Golden Gate Park is truly everybody’s park and Community Day will be a historic celebration
of its diversity,” said District 1 Supervisor Sandra Fewer. “I would like to thank all of our
partners and volunteers who are joining us to make this anniversary celebration special to
everyone in San Francisco.”

“This yearlong celebration wouldn’t be possible without the more than 150 partners and
community groups who have come together to honor Golden Gate Park,” said Drew Becher,
CEO of San Francisco Parks Alliance. “Their generosity and support through special programs,
events and donations like the trees we are planting today, will help provide a lasting legacy for
this amazing public treasure.”

HiH
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With a focus on free events and activities, the Golden Gate Park sesquicentennial will
celebrate the open, democratic nature of parks. The yearlong celebration is organized by the
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and the San Francisco Parks Alliance.

“Golden Gate Park belongs to the people of San Francisco, and we get to celebrate it all year
long,” said Mayor Breed. “Throughout San Francisco’s history, the park has served as a
shelter for earthquake refugees, the site of historic anti-war rallies and rock concerts, and a
modern hub for recreation. It links us to our past through its museums and gardens, public art
and cultural activities, and remains a vital space where people of all ages and backgrounds
connect with nature and with one another.”

“We are extremely excited to showcase Golden Gate Park as part of Community Day on April
4, which will be a special moment in the park’s cherished history,” said Phil Ginsburg,
General Manager of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. “This celebration
isn’t just about one day—it’s about everything that happens in Golden Gate Park throughout
the year, from big events to the picnics, marriage proposals, morning strolls and birthday
parties that happen every day.”

Community Day, a celebration throughout the park’s 1,017 acres, will be held on April 4,
exactly 150 years after the California Legislature created Golden Gate Park. The day will
feature more than 150 free events and activities, including:

o The opening of an illuminated 150-foot observation wheel;

e Community arts and musical groups performing in the Music Concourse;

e A kids’ carnival in the Polo Fields with rides, bounce houses and educational activities;
Free programs and activities at the park’s iconic museums, gardens and recreation clubs;
A display of the AIDS Memorial Quilt; and
A huge picnic in Hellman Hollow with entertainment, food and more.

Golden Gate Park 150 organizers announced several partnerships, programs and activities
aimed at bolstering visitors to the park and telling its amazing stories throughout the year,
including:
o Free shuttle services from recreation centers throughout the city so every neighborhood
can enjoy Golden Gate Park;
o Bringing music back to the Music Concourse with community arts and musical groups
performing in the bandshell twice a month;
¢ Opening a pop-up Visitor Center;
o Kaiser Permanente Yoga in the Park;
o Free movie nights; and
e Special Golden Gate Park exhibitions at the San Francisco Library and its neighborhood
branches, San Francisco International Airport, Botanical Garden, and the Pioneers
Museum in the Presidio, among others.

Specific details and additional partner announcements will be unveiled in the coming months.

Mayor Breed is chairing the Golden Gate Park 150 Honorary Committee, with the Honorable
Willie L. Brown Jr., Charlotte Mailliard Shultz, Nancy Hellman Bechtle, Mark Buell and
Rodney Fong serving as co-chairs. More than 150 community groups, cultural organizations
and partners are supporting the celebration and include the Conservatory of Flowers, de
Young Museum, Japanese Tea Garden, National AIDS Memorial, San Francisco Public
Library, California Academy of Sciences, San Francisco Botanical Garden, San Francisco



International Airport, San Francisco Travel, and SPUR. Presenting sponsors include Kaiser
Permanente, Target, Another Planet Entertainment, and Paul Simon.

Paul Simon, who performed at Outside Lands last year, donated the trees planted in Golden
Gate Park as part of today’s kick-off event. “It was an honor to play at Golden Gate Park and a
pleasure to see the money collected that day being used for the planting of trees in the John
McLaren Memorial Rhododendron Dell and Garden of Humanitarians,” he said. “My thanks
to the residents of San Francisco who donated the cost of their tickets to this joyful endeavor.”

Visit goldengatepark150.com for a guide to the special events, programming, exhibitions,

history, amazing stories and things to do in the park. Specific information about the April 4th
Community Day can also be found on the website. Media materials can be viewed at

GGP150presskit.com.

“Golden Gate Park is a treasured icon of San Francisco, serving our community as a place of
celebration, recreation and reflection for 150 years,” said Speaker Nancy Pelosi. “Whether
enjoying one of its many museums and cultural institutions, experiencing the wonders of
nature at the Botanical Garden or finding comfort and sanctuary in the National AIDS
Memorial Grove, Golden Gate Park offers all San Franciscans and millions of visitors from
around the world a chance to embrace the beauty and diversity that enrich our city. During the
150th Anniversary festivities, we celebrate the momentous place that Golden Gate Park has
held in San Francisco’s history, and ensure that it remains at the heart of our community for
generations to come.”

“Golden Gate Park is a treasure that we are lucky to have here in San Francisco,” said Senator
Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “San Franciscans from every corner of the city, from our
youngest to our oldest, use Golden Gate Park every day for walking, biking, picnicking,
cultural experiences and so much more. It’s truly a park for everyone, and it is the heart of our
city.”

“Golden Gate Park is a treasure that so many San Franciscans and visitors have enjoyed for
generations,” said Assemblymember David Chiu (D-San Francisco). “I am excited to celebrate
this milestone and showcase all that our park has to offer.”

“While the City has changed, the purpose of Golden Gate Park has not. It remains a

destination that brings people together. The 150t anniversary is a remarkable milestone and a
testament to the value that open spaces have in our lives. I was reminded of that when my
family I and enjoyed biking through the park last Sunday,” said Assemblymember Phil Ting
(D-San Francisco), whose Assembly district includes Golden Gate Park.

“Golden Gate Park is truly everybody’s park and Community Day will be a historic
celebration of its diversity,” said District 1 Supervisor Sandra Fewer. “I would like to thank all
of our partners and volunteers who are joining us to make this anniversary celebration special
to everyone in San Francisco.”

“This yearlong celebration wouldn’t be possible without the more than 150 partners and
community groups who have come together to honor Golden Gate Park,” said Drew Becher,
CEO of San Francisco Parks Alliance. “Their generosity and support through special
programs, events and donations like the trees we are planting today, will help provide a lasting
legacy for this amazing public treasure.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Weissglass, David (CPC)
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Equinox massage facility conditional use: Jan. 30 continued hearing
Date: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 1:48:22 PM
Attachments: image007.png
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image004.png
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Equinox Mission.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Steven Vettel <SVettel@fbm.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 11:30 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>

Cc: 'Darren Cappetta' <darren.cappetta@equinox.com>

Subject: Equinox massage facility conditional use: Jan. 30 continued hearing

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

Commissioners, | am writing concerning the continued hearing on the conditional use application to
allow two massage rooms within the under-construction Equinox gym at 1500 Mission Street, at the
corner of South Van Ness Avenue, within the Hub area plan.

Darren Cappetta of Equinox and | met with representatives of United to Save the Mission on January
22 during which Darren orally presented several proposals to USM for community benefits
associated with the gym. Following our discussion at the meeting, Equinox refined its proposal by
incorporating several suggestions we received at the meeting and forwarded the attached proposal
to USM on January 25. The proposal included 15% discounted memberships for 100 lower income
residents in surrounding neighborhoods, including the Mission, efforts to provide employment
opportunities to community members, and a commitment to ongoing community engagement.
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1. Provide memberships with 15% discounted monthly rates (off of then current published rate) and $0 initiation fee to 100 (one hundred) community residents, low and moderate income individuals living within 1 mile of the site.  Proof of eligibility to be provided.

1. Provide priority employment consideration to community residents

1. Equinox will be hiring approximately 100 full time and part time employees at the current location, jobs including maintenance and housekeeping, sales advisors, fitness instructors, personal trainers, front desk/concierge staff, estheticians, and more 

1. All full and part time employees will have free access to this Equinox club (i.e. free membership)

1. One family member or friend of an Equinox employee will be eligible for discounted membership 

In January 2020 Equinox has been recognized by Forbes as one of the best employers for diversity. The result represents a survey of over 60,000 employees working for companies that employ 1,000 or more people. It was anonymously conducted between October 7th – November 8th and asked for respondents’ opinions on topics such as age, gender parity, ethnicity, disability, LGBTQ+ equality, and overall diversity. Out of tens of thousands of qualified organizations in the U.S., only 500 companies earned this distinction and Equinox is proud to be one of them which was possible due to our daily actions to foster a culture that maximizes the potential of employees and members.

1. Host up to 2 dedicated job fairs for the community residents prior to the club opening.  

1. Host up to 2 free Yoga classes in the club annually for eligible community residents 

1. Participate in up to 2 job fairs per year, organized by MEDA and/or other local organizations.

1. Participate in up to 4 local community/wellness events organized by MEDA and/or other local organizations, including but not limited to free community speaker series on health, nutrition and wellness. 








Provide memberships with-+670% discounted monthly rates (off of then current
published rate) and $0 initiation fee te-1+00-(ene-hundred) at 1 discounted membership
per every 3 full price paying membership for community residents, low and moderate
income individuals living within a 1.25 mile radius of the site. Proof of eligibility to be
provided.

Host up-te=2- a minimum of 12 free Yoga, Pilates or other exercise classes in the club
annually for eligible community residents

Organize and sponsor 2 offsite wellness events within the neighboring communities within 1.5

miles per year.











The next day, on January 25, we received a response from USM rejecting Equinox’s proposal for 15%
discounted memberships and expressing no interest in pursuing employment opportunities for
community members. Instead, USM proposed that a full one-quarter of Equinox members be
provided 70% membership discounts. Attached is USM’s counterproposal.

Equinox considered USM’s counterproposal and determined that it could not feasibly offer such
large discounts to such a high percentage of its members. Darren wrote to USM yesterday to that
effect.

We regret that we were unable to reach an agreement with USM. Nonetheless, | believe Equinox
made a good faith effort to try to reach an agreement with USM, satisfying the Commission’s
request during the hearing on January 16 that we do so.

We again request that the Commission authorize the two massage rooms within the gym’s small
spa. The proposed massage facility satisfies each of the criteria of Planning Code Section 303(n) that
the Commission considers when reviewing massage facility authorizations (copied below). As
discussed at the January 16 hearing, the Equinox gym itself is not before the Commission for
approval; the gym is fully entitled and currently under construction.

SEC 303(n) Massage Establishments. With respect to Massage Establishments
that are subject to Conditional Use authorization, in addition to the criteria set forth
in subsection (c) above, the Commission shall make the following findings:

(1) Whether the applicant has obtained, and maintains in good standing, a
permit for a Massage Establishment from the Department of Public Health pursuant
to Section 29.10 of the Health Code;

(2) Whether the use’s fagade is transparent and open to the public. Permanent
transparency and openness are preferable. Elements that lend openness and
transparency to a fagade include:

(A) active street frontage of at least 25 feet in length where 75% of that
length is devoted to entrances to commercially used space or windows at the
pedestrian eye-level;

(B) windows that use clear, untinted glass, except for decorative or
architectural accent;

(C) any decorative railings or decorative grille work, other than wire mesh,
which is placed in front of or behind such windows, should be at least 75% open to
perpendicular view and no more than six feet in height above grade;

(83) Whether the use includes pedestrian-oriented lighting. Well lit
establishments where lighting is installed and maintained along all public rights-of-
way adjacent to the building with the massage use during the post-sunset hours of
the massage use are encouraged:

(4) Whether the use is reasonably oriented to facilitate public access. Barriers
that make entrance to the use more difficult than to an average service-provider in
the area are to be strongly discouraged. These include (but are not limited to) foyers
equipped with double doors that can be opened only from the inside and security
cameras.

Steven L. Vettel
Partner
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SUPREME COURT’S DECISION ON PUBLIC CHARGE RULE
Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 3:21:34 PM

Attachments: 01.27.20 Public Charge.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, January 27, 2020 3:04 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SUPREME COURT’S DECISION ON PUBLIC
CHARGE RULE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 27, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wx% STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SUPREME COURT’S
DECISION ON PUBLIC CHARGE RULE

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today issued the following statement
regarding the Supreme Court’s decision to allow the federal government to implement the
“Public Charge” rule, which allows the federal government to weigh an individual’s use of
certain public benefits as a negative factor in evaluating an application for permanent
residency and admission to the United States:

“President Trump’s ‘Public Charge’ rule is an abusive attack on our immigrant communities
designed to make our most vulnerable residents choose between critical services or remaining
in the United States. People should be able to access social services, like medical care and
food assistance, without fear of discrimination or retaliation.

When the rule was first proposed, we spoke out against it and committed to supporting our
immigrant communities as best as possible. Unfortunately, the Supreme Court’s decision
today allows the federal government to move ahead with implementing this unconscionable
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 27, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*xx STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SUPREME COURT’S DECISION
ON PUBLIC CHARGE RULE

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today issued the following statement regarding
the Supreme Court’s decision to allow the federal government to implement the “Public Charge”
rule, which allows the federal government to weigh an individual’s use of certain public benefits
as a negative factor in evaluating an application for permanent residency and admission to the
United States:

“President Trump’s ‘Public Charge’ rule is an abusive attack on our immigrant communities
designed to make our most vulnerable residents choose between critical services or remaining in
the United States. People should be able to access social services, like medical care and food
assistance, without fear of discrimination or retaliation.

When the rule was first proposed, we spoke out against it and committed to supporting our
immigrant communities as best as possible. Unfortunately, the Supreme Court’s decision today
allows the federal government to move ahead with implementing this unconscionable policy.
Although we can’t stop the federal government from moving ahead with the ‘public charge’ rule,
we will keep doing whatever we can to support immigrants living in our City, and will continue
providing critical services to our most vulnerable residents.”

HiH
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policy. Although we can’t stop the federal government from moving ahead with the ‘public
charge’ rule, we will keep doing whatever we can to support immigrants living in our City,
and will continue providing critical services to our most vulnerable residents.”

HiHt



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Francis, John (ECN)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter re: Station A at the Potrero Power Station
Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 12:23:44 PM
Attachments: Planning Commission Letter re Power Station.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: J.R. Eppler <jrepplerl@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 12:04 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Francis, John (ECN)
<john.francis@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter re: Station A at the Potrero Power Station

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

Hello all,

Please find attached a letter from the Potrero Boosters regarding Station A at the Potrero Power
Station. We hope to resolve this remaining issue in short order.

Thank you all for your attention,
J.R. Eppler
President


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

POTRERO BOOSTERS

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

January 27, 2020

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

We have spent the last several months working closely with Associate Capital, the
sponsor of the Potrero Power Station project, and are appreciative of the project
sponsor’s commitment to an ongoing dialogue with the community. Our work has
caused the project to evolve in a number of positive ways, and we have been able to
resolve a number of neighborhood concerns. In particular, the Potrero Boosters,
along with SF Heritage and other neighborhood groups, are pleased with the
commitment to retain Station A and the Boiler Stack as significant landmarks of

Potrero Point's industrial history.

That said, we request your assistance to ensure that the remains of Station A are
protected until they can be redeveloped. The construction timetable for the Station
A parcel (Block 15) remains uncertain given its dependence on Prop M office
allocation and the possibility of an economic downturn in the coming years. To
ensure that the structure remains intact in the interim, we ask that Station A be
stabilized—using mothballing methods established by the National Park Service and
used at the Union Iron Works Machine shop at Pier 70, for example—in addition to
methods determined by the Station A vibration monitoring program. We seek to
reduce the degree of loss due to the passage of time, an earthquake, vandalism or a

construction mishap.

We further seek for such protections to be implemented in a timely fashion. Block
15 is slated for development during Phase 4. As noted in the EIR, Phase 4 is
scheduled to begin in 2028. If the project sponsor cannot fast track the Block 15
buildout to Phase 2, the Development Agreement should require the stabilization of
Station A in the early part of that Phase.

Thank you for your assistance on this matter.

Sincerely,

JR Bl
J-R. Eppler

President

1459 18th street, #133, San Francisco, CA 94107
415.574.0775 | president@potreroboosters.org

www.potreroboosters.org






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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Francis, John (ECN)

Subject: FW: Station A, Potrero Power Station

Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 11:27:13 AM

Attachments: Station A Potrero Power Station.msq

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: peterlinenthall <ppotrero@pacbell.net>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 11:21 AM

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
Subject: Station A, Potrero Power Station

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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Station A, Potrero Power Station

		From

		peterlinenthal1

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC); aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com



letter to commissioners.docx
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  Dear Commissioners,                                                                                                                                                                                                                January 25, 2020





     The Potrero Hill Archives Project has been advocating for the preservation of the historic brick buildings at the Potrero Power Station through articles in The Potrero View


and a petition to ‘Save the Historic Brick Buildings at the Potrero Power Station’ which now has over 1200 signatures. We have been extremely pleased that Associate Capital has been open to our suggestions and has encouraged neighborhood input throughout the planning process. We are also extremely pleased with their plans to retain ‘The Stack’ and adaptively reuse Station A.





[bookmark: _GoBack]    Because it may be many years before Station A is developed, the fragile building will be at risk. An earthquake or manmade mishap could easily damage it. The Development Agreement should require stabilization of Station A as soon as possible, at least by the start of Phase 2 of development. The Development Agreement should require an assessment process in case there is damage. We also endorse SF Heritage’s request that Mills Act funding be tied to landmarking. These measures will help ensure that Station A will have a long life as an architectural and historical asset of great value on Potrero Point.    





                                                                                                                                                  Sincerely,








                                                                                                                                                                        Peter Linenthal


                                                                                                                                                                        Director, Potrero Hill Archives Project


                                                                                                                                                                        298 Missouri St, SF, CA, 94107


                                                                                                                                                                        ppotrero@pacbell.net
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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: Erancis, John (ECN); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Potrero Power Station Comments for 1/30

Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 10:23:38 AM

Attachments: Potrero Power Station 1-30-20.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: Rodney Minott <rodneyminott@outlook.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 26, 2020 11:47 AM

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Potrero Power Station Comments for 1/30

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

Jonas —

Attached is a letter containing comments by Save The Hill’s on the Potrero Power Station. Please include our letter
in the Planning Commissioner’s packets for the January 30th hearing. Thanks for your attention and assistance.

Best,

Rodney Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
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Dedicated to the health, culture, heritage, and scenic beauty of San Francisco’s Potrero Hill

1-27-20

Dear Commissioners:

I’m writing in regard to the Potrero Power Station development. Save The
Hill (STH) has been closely monitoring this project. In the past few years,
we’ve met with the Project Sponsor on several occasions. In particular, we
are pleased by the Project Sponsor’'s commitment to retain the historically
significant Station A and Boiler Stack structures. These represent
wonderful legacies of the City’s fabled industrial past.

As a condition of project approval, we urge Commissioners to require a bit
more tweaking of agreement documents in order to ensure long-term
protection of Station A as a landmark structure.

It’s our understanding that the timetable for construction of the Station A
parcel (Block 15) remains uncertain given both an office allocation under
Proposition M and the possibility of a future slowdown in the economy. In
order to ensure that the structural integrity of Station A is maintained and
safeguarded until Block 15 construction gets underway, we urge
Commissioners to require stabilization and employ mothballing methods
and guidelines for historic buildings established by the National Park
Service. We fully agree with San Francisco Heritage and other
neighborhood groups that stabilization is critical and should occur in the
earliest phases of construction of the Potrero Power Station development
— and not be delayed until 2028 when Block 15 construction is slated to
start. The Development Agreement should require Station A stabilization at
the start of Phase 2 construction in the event the Project Sponsor is unable
to accelerate the Block 15 build-out timetable to an earlier phase.





To ensure that the eventual development remains sensitive to historic
structures, we support SF Heritage’s request that Mills Act funding be tied
to landmarking, which would add an important extra layer of design review.

We’re hopeful these outstanding issues can be resolved before the January
30th hearing at the Planning Commission. We urge Commissioners to
ensure that appropriate language safeguarding Station A is included in the
final documents.

Regards,

"y K

Rodney Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Francis, John (ECN)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Potrero Power Station

Date: Monday, January 27, 2020 10:23:22 AM
Attachments: Potrero Power Station 1-30-20.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Rodney Minott <rodneyminott@outlook.com>

Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 7:01 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Enrique Landa <e5@associatecapital.com>; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Francis, John (ECN)
<john.francis@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Potrero Power Station

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

Dear Commissioners,
Attached please find a letter with comments from Save The Hill on the Potrero Power Station.
Regards,

Rod Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill


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

Dedicated to the health, culture, heritage, and scenic beauty of San Francisco’s Potrero Hill

1-27-20

Dear Commissioners:

I’m writing in regard to the Potrero Power Station development. Save The
Hill (STH) has been closely monitoring this project. In the past few years,
we’ve met with the Project Sponsor on several occasions. In particular, we
are pleased by the Project Sponsor’'s commitment to retain the historically
significant Station A and Boiler Stack structures. These represent
wonderful legacies of the City’s fabled industrial past.

As a condition of project approval, we urge Commissioners to require a bit
more tweaking of agreement documents in order to ensure long-term
protection of Station A as a landmark structure.

It’s our understanding that the timetable for construction of the Station A
parcel (Block 15) remains uncertain given both an office allocation under
Proposition M and the possibility of a future slowdown in the economy. In
order to ensure that the structural integrity of Station A is maintained and
safeguarded until Block 15 construction gets underway, we urge
Commissioners to require stabilization and employ mothballing methods
and guidelines for historic buildings established by the National Park
Service. We fully agree with San Francisco Heritage and other
neighborhood groups that stabilization is critical and should occur in the
earliest phases of construction of the Potrero Power Station development
— and not be delayed until 2028 when Block 15 construction is slated to
start. The Development Agreement should require Station A stabilization at
the start of Phase 2 construction in the event the Project Sponsor is unable
to accelerate the Block 15 build-out timetable to an earlier phase.





To ensure that the eventual development remains sensitive to historic
structures, we support SF Heritage’s request that Mills Act funding be tied
to landmarking, which would add an important extra layer of design review.

We’re hopeful these outstanding issues can be resolved before the January
30th hearing at the Planning Commission. We urge Commissioners to
ensure that appropriate language safeguarding Station A is included in the
final documents.

Regards,

"y K

Rodney Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Updated plans 153 Kearny Street (2019-013168CUA) for 1/30 Commission Hearing
Date: Friday, January 24, 2020 2:54:14 PM

Attachments: Revised Plans 01242020 153 Kearny Street (11x17).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Updegrave, Samantha (CPC) <samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org>

Sent: Friday, January 24, 2020 2:48 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>; Asbagh,
Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>

Subject: Updated plans 153 Kearny Street (2019-013168CUA) for 1/30 Commission Hearing

Good afternoon Commissioners.

| have attached updated plans for the Conditional Use Autorotation at 153 Kearny Street (2019-
013168CUA) that’s on the consent calendar for January 30. The plans were just updated and the
changes aren’t in the physical packet.

The changes are minor in nature and include:
e Bike parking moved within the parcel boundaries and to provide code-compliant access
e Private easements to a retail storage room and electrical/mechanical equipment

Please let me know if you’d like a hard copy of the revised plans, and feel free to reach out of you
have any questions.

Samantha Updegrave, Senior Planner (she/her)
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
415.558.6612 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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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 30, 2020

Date: Friday, January 24, 2020 1:18:12 PM

Attachments: Advance Calendar - 20200130.xlIsx

CPC Hearing Results 2020.docx
20200130 cal.docx
20200130 cal.pdf

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for January 30, 2020.

Enjoy the weekend,

Jonas P. lonin,
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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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 30, 2020

		Case No.		Johnson - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-010655DRP-03		2169 26TH AVE				fr: 12/19		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 2/20

		2014.0243DRP-02		3927-3931 19TH ST				Indefinite		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-017311CND		901 Union Street				CONSENT		Fahey

						Condo Conversion Subdivision of a 6-unit building		fr: 1/23

		2019-017349CUA 		2266 Union Street 				CB3P		Wilborn

						Retail/Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. Made by True)

		2019-020940PCA		Residential Occupancy- Intermediate Length Occupancy				fr: 1/16		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2012.1384		1 Vassar 						Sucre

						C. SoMa Key Site Informational

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

		2015-004109CUA-02 		333 12th Street 				fr: 1/23		Jardines

						change of use from a previously approved residential project to student housing

		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

		2019-016568CUA		2255 Judah Street				fr: 12/19		Horn

						Formula Retail

		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) 

		2019-001694CUA		1500 Mission Street				fr: 10/3; 11/14; 1/16		Weissglass

						Massage establishment in Equinox Gym

		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

		2019-006446CUA		428 27th St				Withdrawn		Pantoja

						removal of a UDU at an existing formerly SFH

		2019-016911CUA		855 Brannan St				CONSENT		Liang

						Formula Retail  (d.b.a  StretchLab)

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Initiation

		2018-011717CUA 		1369 Sanchez Street				fr: 10/24; 12/19		Cisneros

						Demo per PC Section 317

		2018-002124CUA 		54 4th St 				fr: 12/19; 1/16		Alexander

						conversion of residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel 

		2019-014039CUA		1735 Polk Street						Hicks

						Change of use to cannabis retail

		2019-001455CUA		1750 Wawona Street				fr: 1/16		Campbell

						CUA Tantamount to Demolition During Construction

		2018-013139CUA		271 Granada Avenue						Campbell

						CUA Demolition New Construction

		2014-001272DVA-02		Pier 70 Mixed Use Development Site						Christensen

						Design for Development

		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

		2019-004211CUA		3829 24th Street 				to: 2/20		Fahey

						Limited Restaurant with Retail Sales 

		2019-020852CUA		1100 Taraval Street				CB3P		Weissglass

						establish a full-service restaurant 

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Adoption

				Market Octavia Plan Amendment						Langlois

						Initiation

		2016-006860IKA		65 Ocean Av				fr: 10/24; 12/12; 1/16		Flores

						In-Kind Agreement

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St				fr: 1/16		Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use

		2018-011249CUA		1567 California St						Perry

						demo and new construction of an 8-story, 100-unit building with ground floor commercial

		2019-015067CUA		968 Valencia Street						Giacomucci

						Formula Retail CU in the Valencia NCT to allow the clothing store HUF

		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

		2019-004211CUA		3829 24th Street 				CONSENT		Fahey

						Limited Restaurant with Retail Sales 		fr: 2/13

		2020-000230PCA		Jackson Square SUD - Exemption from Limitation on Limited Restaurant Uses						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Initiation

		2007.0168CUA-02		Hunters View Design for Development Agreement						Durandet

						ten year entitlement extension and modifications

		2017-005154CUASHD		1300 Columbus Avenue				fr: 12/19; 1/16		Fahey

						4-story addition of 174 rooms and ground floor retail to an existing 4-story, 342 room hotel

		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

		2019-020682CUA 		2087 Union Street 						Wilborn

						Massage Establishment

		2018-010655DRP-03		2169 26TH AVE				fr: 12/19; 1/30		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000650DRP-02		617 SANCHEZ ST				fr: 1/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-007763DRP-05		66 MOUNTAIN SPRING AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 27, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-000052PCA 		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval 						Bintliff

						Adoption

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St						Poling

						Certification

		2017-003559PRJ		3700 California St						May

						Project Approvals

		2018-011430CUAVAR		1776 Green St				fr: 11/7; 12/5; 1/9		May

						TBD

		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 

		2019-014842CUA 		1905 Union Street 						Dito

						residential conversion to commercial

		2019-023636CUA		888 Post Street						Updegrave

						Institutional Use (Goodwill) and Navigation Center

		2017-012887DRPVAR		265 OAK ST				fr: 12/5; 1/16		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-002825DRP		780 KANSAS ST				fr: 1/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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

		2019-015579CUA 		99 Missouri Street 				CONSENT		Jardines

						Use size CUA for Blu Dot Design and Manufacturing

		2019-017837PRJ		1812-1816 Green Street						Wilborn

						CUA Residential Merger

		2019-003900DRP		1526 MASONIC AVE				fr: 1/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013012DRP-02		621 11TH AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-007931DRP-02		2630 DIVISADERO ST						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

		2017-009964DRP		526 LOMBARD 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 19, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-004047CWP-02 		Housing Inventory Report						Ambati

						Informational

		2018-012611DRP-03		2101-2103 VALLEJO ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-002243DRP		439 HILL ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 26, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-005918DRP-02		254 ROOSEVELT WAY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2017-011214CUA		9 Apollo Street 				fr: 1/23		Kwiatkawska

						CUA to remove a UDU

		2018-013422DRP		1926 DIVISADERO ST						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

		2018-011991CUA		93-95 &97 Leland Ave						Liang

						Demo two dwelling units and construct a mixed-use building

		2017-014833ENV 		469 Stevenson Street 						Delumo

						Draft Environmental Impact Report 

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14; 1/9		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2019-014214DRP		457 MARIPOSA ST						Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013272DRP		3074 Pacific Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009796DRP		1088 HOWARD ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 23, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-012648CUA 		2001 37th Avenue						Horn

						SI Sports Field Light Standards

		2019-000634DRP-02		876  ELIZABETH						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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: 20629

 

[bookmark: _GoBack]NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0680

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



January 23, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-017311CND

		901 Union Street

		Fahey

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002825DRP

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002825VAR

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to February 27, 2020

		



		

		2019-000650DRP-02

		617 Sanchez Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20624

		2019-016849CND

		1630 Clay Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Diamond, Moore recused; Richards absent)



		M-20625

		2019-006042CUA

		1560 Wallace Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 9, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20626

		2019-017957PCA

		Geary-Masonic Special Use District [BF 191002]

		Flores

		Approved as proposed, encouraging the Supervisor to pursue additional legislation to earmark the fees within the District or immediate vicinity.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-011214CUA

		9 Apollo Street

		Kwiatkowska

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 2, 2020, with direction from the CPC.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20627

		2019-015062CUA

		500 Laguna Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to require a new hearing for on-site consumption.

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Richards absent)



		M-20628

		2019-016523CUA

		313 Ivy Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-679

		2019-005361DRM

		49 Kearny Street

		Hicks

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 5, 2020, with direction from the CPC.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-023608CRV

		FY 2020-2022 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 16, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to February 6, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued to February 6, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to February 13, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to February 13, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-012887DRP

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-005154CUA

		1300 Columbus Avenue

		Fahey

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Koppel – President

Moore - Vice

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20621

		2009.0159DNX-02

		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

		Perry

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20622

		2009.0159CUA-02

		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

		Perry

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-022891VAR

		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

		Perry

		After being pulled off Consent; ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2019-020940PCA

		Residential Occupancy – Intermediate Length Occupancy

		Sanchez

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Diamond recused; Richards absent)



		M-20623

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval

		Bintliff

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003614OTH

		Office of Cannabis

		Christensen

		None - Informational

		



		

		1996.0016CWP

		Commerce and Industry Inventory 2018

		Qi

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		DRA-677

		2018-010941DRP

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-010941VAR

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-678

		2019-005400DRP-02

		166 Parker Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications and to continue working with Staff on roof deck designs to mitigate privacy impacts.

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Johnson, Richards absent)







January 9, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.0689CUA

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.1593B

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Continued to February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to February 27, 2020

		



		M-20609

		2019-014257CUA

		401 Potrero Avenue

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 12, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20610

		2019-012131CUA

		1099 Dolores Street

		Campbell

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20611

		2019-022569PCAMAP

		Establishing Geary Blvd Neighborhood Commercial District [Board File No. 191260]

		Merlone

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Diamond recused; Richards absent)



		R-20612

		2019-022569PCAMAP

		Establishing Remaining Eleven Named Neighborhood Commercial Districts [Board File No. 191260]

		Merlone

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		SB 330: Housing Crisis Act of 2019

		Bintliff

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-023145CWP

		Sustainable City Framework

		Fisher

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-004827ENV

		SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project

		Kern

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20613

		2016-013312GPA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20614

		2016-013312PCAMAP

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20615

		2016-013312SHD

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20616

		2016-013312DNX

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20617

		2016-013312OFA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20618

		2016-013312CUA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20619

		2019-020070CUA

		2100 Market Street

		Horn

		Approved with standard Conditions and findings read into the record.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20620

		2017-002545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Upheld PMND

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 16, 2020 with direction:

1. Redesign with sensitivity to the adjacent historic resource;

2. Limit excavation to the extent that the additional parking and ADU may be eliminated; and 

3. Adhere to the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003023DRP-02

		2727 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-676

		2017-014666DRP

		743 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Richards absent)
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, January 30, 2020

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Milicent Johnson, 

Myrna Melgar, 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:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Milicent Johnson, 

			Myrna Melgar, Dennis Richards



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2018-010655DRP-03	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

2169 26TH AVENUE – between Rivera and Quintara Streets; Lot 008B in Assessor’s Block 2191 (District 4) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0703.3738, proposing a horizontal and vertical addition to an existing 3-story single family home and subdivision of the existing 50’ x 120’ lot into two equally sized 25’ x 120’ lots that result in two single-family homes within a RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 20, 2020)



2.	2014.0243DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

3927-3931 19TH STREET – between Sanchez and Noe Streets; 073 in Assessor’s Block 3601 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2008.0813.9076 for the construction of a new five-story 36’ high, 4,486 sq. ft. single dwelling unit with two off-street parking spaces at the front of a 2,850 sq. ft. lot containing an existing 2-story, 1,334 sq. ft. single family residence with no off-street parking which will remain unchanged 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

(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)



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.	2019-017311CND	(C. FAHEY: (415) 575-9139)

901-911 UNION STREET – located on the south side of Union Street between Taylor and Jones Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0120 (District 3) – Request for a Condominium Conversion, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a three-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RM-3 Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular Hearing on January 23, 2020)



4.	2019-013168CUA	(S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612)

153 KEARNY STREET – an L-shaped interior lot located on the west side of Kearny Street between Sutter and Post Streets that also has frontage on Sutter Street; Lot 0293 in Assessor’s Block 010 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 210.2 and 303, to convert approximately 8,775 s.f. of retail and vacant retail space on the basement level to general office. The office space will be accessed from an existing elevator lobby on Kearny Street with new exit stairs from the basement to Sutter Street. Subject property is within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District and 80-130F 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



5.	2019-017349CUA	(K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)

2266 UNION STREET – located on the north side of Union Street between Steiner and Fillmore Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0534 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 202.2, and 725, to permit a Limited Restaurant use with the existing retail space (d.b.a. “Made by True”) in the ground story of a three-story, mixed-use building within the Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project has qualified for review under the Planning Commission’s Community Business Priority Processing Programs (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



6.	2019-017082CUA	(K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)

1610 POST STREET – located on the north side of Post Street between Laguna and Buchanan Streets; Lot 052 in Assessor’s Block 0686 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 721, to permit a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. “Jan Massage”) at the basement level of a three-story building within the Japantown Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



7.	2019-006316CUA	(S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)

645 IRVING STREET – south side between 7th and 8th Avenues; Lot 044 in Assessor’s Block 1762 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703.4, and 730 to establish a Formula Retail Limited Restaurant Use (d.b.a. Yi Fang Taiwan Fruit Tea) in an approximately 1,000 square foot vacant ground floor commercial space which was previously occupied by another non-formula retail limited restaurant use (d.b.a. Mi Tea). The project site is located within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



8.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for January 16, 2020



9.	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



10.	Director’s Announcements



11.	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.



12.	2019-020940PCA	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY – INTERMEDIATE LENGTH OCCUPANCY – Planning Code Amendment introduced by Supervisor Peskin to create the Intermediate Length Occupancy residential use characteristic; amend the Administrative Code to clarify existing law regarding the enforceability of fixed-term leases in rental units covered by the just cause protections of the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance (the “Rent Ordinance”), prohibit the use of rental units for temporary occupancies by non-tenants, require landlords to disclose in advertisements for such units that the units are subject to the Rent Ordinance, and authorize enforcement though administrative and/or civil penalties, and require the Controller to conduct a study to analyze the impacts of new Intermediate Length Occupancy units in the City; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning code Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 

[bookmark: _Hlk30762101](Continued from Regular hearing on January 16, 2020)

Note: On January 16, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to January 30, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0 (Diamond recused; Richards absent).



13.	2017-011878ENV	(R. SCHUETT: (415) 575-9030)

POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for certification of Final Environmental Impact Report. The project would rezone the entirety of the approximately 29-acre site and establish land use controls for the project site through the adoption of the proposed Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in a proposed Design for Development document. The proposed project would involve the demolition of twenty structures, and retention of substantial portions of Station A (an individual and contributing historic resource), the Boiler Stack (a contributing historic resource), and possibly the Unit 3 Power Block (a contributing historic resource). The project would redevelop the project site into an integrated mixed-use neighborhood. The project would include a mixed-use development with up to approximately 2,601 dwelling units, 1,459,978 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial office/laboratory use, a 241,574 gsf hotel use (250 rooms), 50,000 gsf community facilities use, 35,000 gsf of production, distribution and repair use, 25,000 gsf entertainment/assembly space use, 99,464 gsf of commercial-retail use, 1,862 bicycle parking spaces, and 2,686 parking spaces. New buildings would range in height from 65 to 240 feet. The proposed project would also include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical improvements, and 6.9 acres of publicly accessible open space. The subject site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.  

Please Note: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on November 19, 2018. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR.

Preliminary Recommendation: Certify



14a.	2017-011878ENV	(J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)

POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for Adoption of Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). the Potrero Power Station, Mixed Use Project which would rezone the entirety of the approximately 29-acre site and establish land use controls for the project site through the adoption of the proposed Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in a proposed Design for Development document. The proposed project would involve the demolition of twenty structures, and retention of substantial portions of Station A (an individual and contributing historic resource), the Boiler Stack (a contributing historic resource), and possibly the Unit 3 Power Block (a contributing historic resource). The project would include a mixed-use development with up to approximately 2,601 dwelling units, 1,459,978 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial office/laboratory use, a 241,574 gsf hotel use (250 rooms), 50,000 gsf community facilities use, 35,000 gsf of production, distribution and repair use, 25,000 gsf entertainment/assembly space use, 99,464 gsf of commercial-retail use, 1,862 bicycle parking spaces, and 2,686 parking spaces.  New buildings would range in height from 65 to 240 feet. The proposed project would also include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical improvements, and 6.9 acres of publicly accessible open space. The subject site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations



14b.	2017-011878GPA	(J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)

[bookmark: _Hlk30586226]POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for General Plan Amendments . Ordinance introduced by the Planning Commission to amend Maps No. 1 and No. 2 of Commerce and Industry Element; Maps No. 4 and No. 5 of the Urban Design Element; Map 3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element; Map 11 of the Transportation Element; Objective 1.1, Policy 1.1.8, Map 2, and Objective 5.1 of the Central Waterfront Area Plan; and the Land Use Index of the General Plan to conform the General Plan with the Potrero Power Station Special Use District. On September 5, 2019, the Planning Commission recommended initiation of the General Plan Amendments, per Planning Commission Resolution No. 20511.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



14c.	2017-011878PCA	(J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)

POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for Planning Code Amendments. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Shamann Walton and Mayor London Breed to amend the Planning Code by establishing a Special Use District (SUD) for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project.  The Potrero Power Station SUD would modify specific Planning Code requirements related to permitted uses, ground floor frontage, building standards, off-street parking, dwelling unit exposure, open space, off-street loading, signage, and would establish review procedures for phase approvals and building permits for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project. The SUD would also incorporate by reference a proposed “Design for Development” for Potrero Power Station that provides specificity on land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage. The subject site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



14d.	2017-011878PCA	(J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)

	POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for Approval of the Potrero Power Station Special Use District Design for Development (D4D), which outlines the development controls, standards, and guidelines specific to the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project. The proposed D4D articulates a vision and goals for the character of the overall project, and provides specificity on aspects of land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage. The subject site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.

	Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve



14e.	2017-011878MAP	(J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)

POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for Zoning Map Amendments. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Walton and Mayor Breed to amend: (1) Zoning Use District Map No. ZN08 to rezone Assessor’s Block and Lots  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial); 4232/001; and 4232/006 from M-2 (Heavy Industrial) to PPS-MU (Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use District) and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties from M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) to P (Public) ; (2) Height and Bulk District Use Map No. HT08 to rezone 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial); 4232/001; and 4232/006 from 40-X and 65-X to 65/240-PPS; (3) Special Use District Map No. SU08 to create the new Potrero Power Station Special Use District and assigning to it the Assessor’s Block and Lots 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial); 4232/001; and 4232/006, and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties. These Zoning Use District Map, Height and Bulk District Use Map, and Special Use District Map Amendments would support the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



14f.	2017-011878DVA	(J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)

POTRERO POWER STATION – the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the San Francisco Bay to the east, 23rd Street to the south and Illinois Street to the west, in the southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots:  4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties (District 10) – Request for approval of Development Agreement. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Shamann Walton and Mayor London Breed to approve a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the “California Barrel Company, LLC” in association with the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project. The proposed Development Agreement will address project phasing, development phase approval procedures, delivery of public realm improvements, the vesting of rights, and public benefits on topics to include affordable housing, workforce development, on-site childcare facilities, on-site community facility, transportation improvements, infrastructure improvements, public and publicly accessible private open space improvements, historic rehabilitation, sustainability and sea level rise protection.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



15a.	2013.0689CUA	(M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714)

2 HENRY ADAMS STREET – 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 49,999 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, and 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 January 9, 2020)



15b.	2013.1593B	(M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714)

2 HENRY ADAMS STREET – 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 49,999 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, and 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 January 9, 2020)



16.	2012.1384	(E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)

ONE VASSAR AVENUE – located on the south side of Harrison Street, between 2nd and 3rd Streets, Lots 001, 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099, 100, 101, 105, 112 and 113, Block 3763 (District 6) – Informational Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the demolition of the existing buildings, preservation and adaptive reuse of the existing industrial building at 645 Harrison Street, and construction of three new buildings located at 400 2nd Street, 645 Harrison Street and 657 Harrison Street. 400 2nd Street consists of a 27-story (350-ft tall) office tower with approximately 448,700 gross square feet (gsf) of office use.  645 Harrison Street consists of a 19-story (200-ft tall) mixed-use hotel with approximately 468 hotel rooms, 44,200 gsf of PDR use, 33,700 gsf of retail use, and 64,800 gsf of office use.  657 Harrison Street consists of a 35-story (350-ft tall) residential tower with approximately 489 dwelling units and a ground floor childcare space.  The project site was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan and is providing qualified amenities, including streetscape improvements and publicly accessible private open space. The project site is located in the CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office) Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS-200-CS, 130-CS-350-CS, and 350-CS Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



17.	2015-004109CUA-02	(E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)

333 12TH STREET – north side of 12th Street between Folsom and Harrison Streets, Lots 022 and 055 in Assessor’s Block 3521 (District 6) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 844.23, for the project involving conversion of 200 dwelling units to student housing (with up to 618 beds). The project is proposing to convert the seven-story-over-basement (80-ft tall) residential building (measuring approximately 150,837 gross square feet) to student housing with 188 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 15 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located within the WMUG (Western SoMa Mixed-Use General) Zoning District, Western SoMa Special Use District, and 55-X and 55/65-X Height and Bulk Districts. The project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on January 23, 2020)



18.	2018-011904CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

1420 TARAVAL STREET – between 24th and 25th Avenues, Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block 2353 (District 4) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the demolition of an existing 2,176 square foot three-story single-family home and the new construction of an approximately 6,219 square foot, four-story, mixed-used building with three dwelling units and 1,731 square feet of ground floor commercial within the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 12, 2019)

Note: On December 12, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to January 30, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent).



19.	2018-015058CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)

2555 DIAMOND STREET – between Moffit Street and Poppy Lane, Lot 044 in Assessor’s Block 6713 (District 7) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the demolition of an existing approximately 1,351 gross square foot two-story single-family home and detached approximately 302 square foot rear yard storage shed and the new construction of an approximately 2,949 gross square foot, three-story, single-family dwelling within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



20.	2019-016568CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

2255 JUDAH STREET – southwest corner of intersection of Judah Street and 28th Avenue, Lot 036 in Assessor’s Block 1826 (District 4) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 710 to establish a Formula Retail use (dba "Mathnasium", a tutoring service) within an existing 1,540 square foot retail-commercial space at the ground floor of the subject property within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)



21.	2019-001694CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

1500 MISSION STREET – north side of Mission Street between 11th Street and Van Ness Avenue; Lots 008-011 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, to establish a massage use within a spa (d.b.a. “The Spa”) as accessory to the primary gym use (d.b.a. “Equinox”) within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District and 130/240-R-3, 130/400-R-3, and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. The spa use will be operated by Equinox Gym and accessed via the main Equinox entrance at the corner of Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street. The Spa itself will occupy approximately 550 square-feet at the basement level of the 31,000 square-foot Equinox Gym and provide 2 treatment rooms in which massages will be administered. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on January 16, 2020)

Note: On January 16, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to January 30, 2020 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson and Richards absent).



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.

	

22.	2018-014127DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

2643 31ST AVENUE – between Escolta Way and Vicente Street; 007 in Assessor’s Block 2464A (District 4) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0814.7292 for the construction an 849 sq. ft. third-story vertical addition and a front 196 sq. ft. roof deck and 29 sq. ft. rear balcony, to an existing two-story single-family home 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).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications



23.	2019-013041DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

41 KRONQUIST COURT – near 27th Street; 010 in Assessor’s Block 6582 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.0618.3764 for the construction of exterior stairs and a firewall at the rear yard and a first and second floor deck at the rear of a single-family home within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 



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 Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacién en Espafiol o solicitar un aparato
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE: 1 #| & B &g i . BB e L anws B S WBhel BRI ER M, 55203 415-558-6309, (LR E 81T 2 A Ad
/A8 /INREE H B R

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: NoBecTka aHst Komuccum no nnaHNpoBaHUIO. 3a nomouybio nepesoavunka nnun 3a scrnomMoratesibHbIM CI1yXOBbIM
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00 Havyana cnywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 30, 2020

ROLL CALL:

President: Joel Koppel
Vice-President: Kathrin Moore
Commissioners: Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Milicent Johnson,

Myrna Melgar, Dennis Richards

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or
to hear the item on this calendar.

1.

2018-010655DRP-03 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
2169 26™ AVENUE - between Rivera and Quintara Streets; Lot 008B in Assessor’s Block
2191 (District 4) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2018.0703.3738, proposing a horizontal and vertical addition to an existing 3-story single
family home and subdivision of the existing 50" x 120’ lot into two equally sized 25" x 120’
lots that result in two single-family homes within a RH-1 (Residential House, One Family)
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

(Proposed for Continuance to February 20, 2020)

2014.0243DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
3927-3931 19™ STREET - between Sanchez and Noe Streets; 073 in Assessor’s Block 3601
(District 8) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2008.0813.9076 for the
construction of a new five-story 36" high, 4,486 sq. ft. single dwelling unit with two off-
street parking spaces at the front of a 2,850 sq. ft. lot containing an existing 2-story, 1,334
sg. ft. single family residence with no off-street parking which will remain unchanged
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

(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)

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.

2019-017311CND (C. FAHEY: (415) 575-9139)
901-911 UNION STREET - located on the south side of Union Street between Taylor and
Jones Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0120 (District 3) — Request for a Condominium
Conversion, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a three-story,
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 30, 2020

six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RM-3 Zoning District and 65-A
Height and Bulk District. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections
15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the
environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular Hearing on January 23, 2020)

4, 2019-013168CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612)
153 KEARNY STREET - an L-shaped interior lot located on the west side of Kearny Street
between Sutter and Post Streets that also has frontage on Sutter Street; Lot 0293 in
Assessor’s Block 010 (District 3) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to
Planning Code Section 210.2 and 303, to convert approximately 8,775 s.f. of retail and
vacant retail space on the basement level to general office. The office space will be
accessed from an existing elevator lobby on Kearny Street with new exit stairs from the
basement to Sutter Street. Subject property is within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning
District and 80-130F 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

5. 2019-017349CUA (K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)
2266 UNION STREET — located on the north side of Union Street between Steiner and
Fillmore Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0534 (District 2) — Request for a Conditional
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 202.2, and 725, to permit a
Limited Restaurant use with the existing retail space (d.b.a. “Made by True”) in the ground
story of a three-story, mixed-use building within the Union Street Neighborhood
Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project
has qualified for review under the Planning Commission’s Community Business Priority
Processing Programs (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for
the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

6. 2019-017082CUA (K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)
1610 POST STREET - located on the north side of Post Street between Laguna and
Buchanan Streets; Lot 052 in Assessor’s Block 0686 (District 5) — Request for a Conditional
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 721, to permit a Massage
Establishment (d.b.a. “Jan Massage”) at the basement level of a three-story building within
the Japantown Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District and 50-X Height
and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

7. 2019-006316CUA (S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)
645 IRVING STREET - south side between 7th and 8th Avenues; Lot 044 in Assessor’s Block
1762 (District 5) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 303, 303.1, 703.4, and 730 to establish a Formula Retail Limited Restaurant Use
(d.b.a. Yi Fang Taiwan Fruit Tea) in an approximately 1,000 square foot vacant ground floor
commercial space which was previously occupied by another non-formula retail limited
restaurant use (d.b.a. Mi Tea). The project site is located within the Inner Sunset
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C

Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

COMMISSION MATTERS

8. Consideration of Adoption:
e Draft Minutes for January 16, 2020

9. 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).

e 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.

DEPARTMENT MATTERS
10. Director's Announcements
11. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic

Preservation Commission
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.

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.

12. 2019-020940PCA (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)
RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY — INTERMEDIATE LENGTH OCCUPANCY - Planning Code
Amendment introduced by Supervisor Peskin to create the Intermediate Length
Occupancy residential use characteristic; amend the Administrative Code to clarify existing
law regarding the enforceability of fixed-term leases in rental units covered by the just
cause protections of the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance (the
“Rent Ordinance”), prohibit the use of rental units for temporary occupancies by non-
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13.

14a.

tenants, require landlords to disclose in advertisements for such units that the units are
subject to the Rent Ordinance, and authorize enforcement though administrative and/or
civil penalties, and require the Controller to conduct a study to analyze the impacts of new
Intermediate Length Occupancy units in the City; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section
101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning code
Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on January 16, 2020)

Note: On January 16, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to
January 30, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0 (Diamond recused; Richards absent).

2017-011878ENV (R. SCHUETT: (415) 575-9030)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 2314 Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties (District 10) — Request for certification of Final Environmental Impact Report.
The project would rezone the entirety of the approximately 29-acre site and establish land
use controls for the project site through the adoption of the proposed Potrero Power
Station Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in
a proposed Design for Development document. The proposed project would involve the
demolition of twenty structures, and retention of substantial portions of Station A (an
individual and contributing historic resource), the Boiler Stack (a contributing historic
resource), and possibly the Unit 3 Power Block (a contributing historic resource). The
project would redevelop the project site into an integrated mixed-use neighborhood. The
project would include a mixed-use development with up to approximately 2,601 dwelling
units, 1,459,978 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial office/laboratory use, a 241,574 gsf
hotel use (250 rooms), 50,000 gsf community facilities use, 35,000 gsf of production,
distribution and repair use, 25,000 gsf entertainment/assembly space use, 99,464 gsf of
commercial-retail use, 1,862 bicycle parking spaces, and 2,686 parking spaces. New
buildings would range in height from 65 to 240 feet. The proposed project would also
include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and
infrastructure, geotechnical improvements, and 6.9 acres of publicly accessible open
space. The subject site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G
(Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk
Districts.

Please Note: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for
the Draft EIR ended on November 19, 2018. Public comment will be received when the
item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in
the Final EIR.

Preliminary Recommendation: Certify

2017-011878ENV (J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 231d Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
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14b.

14c.

properties (District 10) — Request for Adoption of Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). the Potrero Power
Station, Mixed Use Project which would rezone the entirety of the approximately 29-acre
site and establish land use controls for the project site through the adoption of the
proposed Potrero Power Station Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design
standards and guidelines in a proposed Design for Development document. The proposed
project would involve the demolition of twenty structures, and retention of substantial
portions of Station A (an individual and contributing historic resource), the Boiler Stack (a
contributing historic resource), and possibly the Unit 3 Power Block (a contributing historic
resource). The project would include a mixed-use development with up to approximately
2,601 dwelling units, 1,459,978 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial office/laboratory use,
a 241,574 gsf hotel use (250 rooms), 50,000 gsf community facilities use, 35,000 gsf of
production, distribution and repair use, 25,000 gsf entertainment/assembly space use,
99,464 gsf of commercial-retail use, 1,862 bicycle parking spaces, and 2,686 parking
spaces. New buildings would range in height from 65 to 240 feet. The proposed project
would also include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded
utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical improvements, and 6.9 acres of publicly accessible
open space. The subject site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G
(Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk
Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

2017-011878GPA (J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 2314 Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties (District 10) — Request for General Plan Amendments . Ordinance introduced by
the Planning Commission to amend Maps No. 1 and No. 2 of Commerce and Industry
Element; Maps No. 4 and No. 5 of the Urban Design Element; Map 3 of the Recreation and
Open Space Element; Map 11 of the Transportation Element; Objective 1.1, Policy 1.1.8,
Map 2, and Objective 5.1 of the Central Waterfront Area Plan; and the Land Use Index of
the General Plan to conform the General Plan with the Potrero Power Station Special Use
District. On September 5, 2019, the Planning Commission recommended initiation of the
General Plan Amendments, per Planning Commission Resolution No. 20511.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

2017-011878PCA (J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 231d Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties (District 10) — Request for Planning Code Amendments. Ordinance introduced
by Supervisor Shamann Walton and Mayor London Breed to amend the Planning Code by
establishing a Special Use District (SUD) for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project.
The Potrero Power Station SUD would modify specific Planning Code requirements related
to permitted uses, ground floor frontage, building standards, off-street parking, dwelling
unit exposure, open space, off-street loading, signage, and would establish review
procedures for phase approvals and building permits for the Potrero Power Station Mixed-

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 7of 15




https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-011878DVA_013020.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-011878DVA_013020.pdf



San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 30, 2020

14d.

14e.

14f.

Use Project. The SUD would also incorporate by reference a proposed “Design for
Development” for Potrero Power Station that provides specificity on land use, open space,
streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage. The subject
site is currently within a M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and
Repair) Zoning Districts and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

2017-011878PCA (J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 231d Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties (District 10) — Request for Approval of the Potrero Power Station Special Use
District Design for Development (D4D), which outlines the development controls,
standards, and guidelines specific to the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project. The
proposed D4D articulates a vision and goals for the character of the overall project, and
provides specificity on aspects of land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking
and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage. The subject site is currently within a M-2
(Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning Districts and
40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

2017-011878MAP (J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 2314 Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties (District 10) — Request for Zoning Map Amendments. Ordinance introduced by
Supervisor Walton and Mayor Breed to amend: (1) Zoning Use District Map No. ZNO8 to
rezone Assessor’s Block and Lots 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial); 4232/001; and
4232/006 from M-2 (Heavy Industrial) to PPS-MU (Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use
District) and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco properties from M-2
(Heavy Industrial) and PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair) to P (Public) ; (2)
Height and Bulk District Use Map No. HT08 to rezone 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial); 4232/001; and 4232/006 from 40-X and 65-X to 65/240-PPS; (3) Special Use
District Map No. SU08 to create the new Potrero Power Station Special Use District and
assigning to it the Assessor’s Block and Lots 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018 (partial);
4232/001; and 4232/006, and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties. These Zoning Use District Map, Height and Bulk District Use Map, and Special
Use District Map Amendments would support the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use
Project.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

2017-011878DVA (J. FRANCIS: (415) 575-9147)
POTRERO POWER STATION - the area generally bounded by 22nd Street to the north, the
San Francisco Bay to the east, 231d Street to the south and lllinois Street to the west, in the
southeast part of San Francisco Assessor’s Block and Lots: 4175/002; 4175/017; 4175/018
(partial), 4232/001; 4232/006 and non-assessed Port and City and County of San Francisco
properties (District 10) — Request for approval of Development Agreement. Ordinance
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15a.

15b.

16.

introduced by Supervisor Shamann Walton and Mayor London Breed to approve a
Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the
“California Barrel Company, LLC" in association with the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use
Project. The proposed Development Agreement will address project phasing, development
phase approval procedures, delivery of public realm improvements, the vesting of rights,
and public benefits on topics to include affordable housing, workforce development, on-
site childcare facilities, on-site community facility, transportation improvements,
infrastructure improvements, public and publicly accessible private open space
improvements, historic rehabilitation, sustainability and sea level rise protection.
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

2013.0689CUA (M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714)
2 HENRY ADAMS STREET - 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 49,999 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, and Hayden Building,
designated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. The proposal also includes fagade
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 January 9, 2020)

2013.1593B (M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8714)
2 HENRY ADAMS STREET - 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 49,999 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, and Hayden Building,
designated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. The proposal also includes facade
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 January 9, 2020)

2012.1384 (E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)
ONE VASSAR AVENUE - located on the south side of Harrison Street, between 2nd and 3rd
Streets, Lots 001, 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099, 100, 101, 105, 112 and 113, Block 3763
(District 6) — Informational Presentation on the proposed project, which includes the
demolition of the existing buildings, preservation and adaptive reuse of the existing
industrial building at 645 Harrison Street, and construction of three new buildings located
at 400 2nd Street, 645 Harrison Street and 657 Harrison Street. 400 2nd Street consists of a
27-story (350-ft tall) office tower with approximately 448,700 gross square feet (gsf) of
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17.

18.

19.

office use. 645 Harrison Street consists of a 19-story (200-ft tall) mixed-use hotel with
approximately 468 hotel rooms, 44,200 gsf of PDR use, 33,700 gsf of retail use, and 64,800
gsf of office use. 657 Harrison Street consists of a 35-story (350-ft tall) residential tower
with approximately 489 dwelling units and a ground floor childcare space. The project site
was identified as a “key site” in the Central SoMa Plan and is providing qualified amenities,
including streetscape improvements and publicly accessible private open space. The
project site is located in the CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office) Zoning District, Central
SoMa Special Use District and 130-CS-200-CS, 130-CS-350-CS, and 350-CS Height and Bulk
Districts.

Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

2015-004109CUA-02 (E. JARDINES: (415) 575-9144)
333 12H STREET — north side of 12th Street between Folsom and Harrison Streets, Lots 022
and 055 in Assessor’s Block 3521 (District 6) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 844.23, for the project involving conversion of
200 dwelling units to student housing (with up to 618 beds). The project is proposing to
convert the seven-story-over-basement (80-ft tall) residential building (measuring
approximately 150,837 gross square feet) to student housing with 188 Class 1 bicycle
parking spaces, and 15 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located
within the WMUG (Western SoMa Mixed-Use General) Zoning District, Western SoMa
Special Use District, and 55-X and 55/65-X Height and Bulk Districts. The project is not a
project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or
indirect physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on January 23, 2020)

2018-011904CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)
1420 TARAVAL STREET — between 24th and 25th Avenues, Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block 2353
(District 4) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 303 and 317, to allow the demolition of an existing 2,176 square foot three-story
single-family home and the new construction of an approximately 6,219 square foot, four-
story, mixed-used building with three dwelling units and 1,731 square feet of ground floor
commercial within the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and
65-A Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project
for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 12, 2019)

Note: On December 12, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to
January 30, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent).

2018-015058CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823)
2555 DIAMOND STREET - between Moffit Street and Poppy Lane, Lot 044 in Assessor’s
Block 6713 (District 7) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 303 and 317, to allow the demolition of an existing approximately 1,351
gross square foot two-story single-family home and detached approximately 302 square
foot rear yard storage shed and the new construction of an approximately 2,949 gross
square foot, three-story, single-family dwelling within a RH-1 (Residential-House, Single-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the
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20.

21.

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

2019-016568CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
2255 JUDAH STREET - southwest corner of intersection of Judah Street and 28th Avenue,
Lot 036 in Assessor’s Block 1826 (District 4) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 710 to establish a Formula Retail use
(dba "Mathnasium", a tutoring service) within an existing 1,540 square foot retail-
commercial space at the ground floor of the subject property within a NC-1 (Neighborhood
Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 19, 2019)

2019-001694CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)
1500 MISSION STREET — north side of Mission Street between 11t Street and Van Ness
Avenue; Lots 008-011 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) — Request for Conditional Use
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, to establish a massage
use within a spa (d.b.a. “The Spa”) as accessory to the primary gym use (d.b.a. “Equinox”)
within a C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District and 130/240-R-3, 130/400-R-3, and
85-X Height and Bulk Districts. The spa use will be operated by Equinox Gym and accessed
via the main Equinox entrance at the corner of Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street. The
Spa itself will occupy approximately 550 square-feet at the basement level of the 31,000
square-foot Equinox Gym and provide 2 treatment rooms in which massages will be
administered. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and
15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on January 16, 2020)

Note: On January 16, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to
January 30, 2020 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson and Richards absent).

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.

22.

2018-014127DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
2643 3157 AVENUE - between Escolta Way and Vicente Street; 007 in Assessor’s Block
2464A (District 4) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0814.7292
for the construction an 849 sq. ft. third-story vertical addition and a front 196 sq. ft. roof
deck and 29 sq. ft. rear balcony, to an existing two-story single-family home 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).
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Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

23. 2019-013041DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
41 KRONQUIST COURT - near 27t Street; 010 in Assessor’s Block 6582 (District 8) — Request
for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.0618.3764 for the construction of exterior
stairs and a firewall at the rear yard and a first and second floor deck at the rear of a single-
family home within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

ADJOURNMENT
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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. Athorough 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. Athorough 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.

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.

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

DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

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.

N T

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 t01650 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 | CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Development

Building Permit Application (Discretionary | DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Review)

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 | LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Neighborhoods

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown | DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals
Residential Districts

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.

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 140f 15




mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 30, 2020

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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		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...

		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 l...

		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...




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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letters of Support - 1735 Polk Street - CUA 2019-014039

Date: Friday, January 24, 2020 11:12:37 AM

Attachments: File.pdf

MRW_SupportLetter (Gilbert Hoh).pdf
QuinnWong MRW_Supportletter.pdf
Cinch MRW_SupportLetter.pdf

Polk Street Florist LOS.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 Vance <vancel3@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2020 1:54 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Timothy Omi <omitimmy@gmail.com>
Subject: Letters of Support - 1735 Polk Street - CUA 2019-014039

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

Dear Commissions Secretary,

Hope this finds you well. Please see attached Letters of support for our Project on Polk Street..

Chris Vance
Managing Partner

415.640.3756 cell
415.520.0757 fax
districtsf.com

districtoak.com
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MadRM, LLC, DBA Mad River Wellness

1735 Polk Street® San Francisco, CA 94109
E-Mail: chris@madriverwellness.com Web:

CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: [Inscjr( ﬁz{l%?zo

Dear SF Oftice of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Cannabis Retail and Wellness center at 1735 Polk Street. The Middle Polk
neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people that are strongly connected to the
community. Mad River Wellness 1s a family owned and operated business. Its partners are local Bay Area residents and

current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the community.

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traffic on Polk Street, improve lighting and public safety, advance the

City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunities for many San Franciscans.

I fully SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s application and ask for you to support this group as well.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,
W "}%Up WA [Signature]
Jamal Blake-wilTliams [Name]

1695 Polk st. San Francisco Ca. 94109 [Address]
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MadRM, LLC, DBA Mad River Wellness

1735 Polk Street® San Francisco, CA 94109
E-Mail: chris@madriverwellness.com Web:

CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: 1/12/2020

Dear SF Oftice of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Cannabis Retail and Wellness center at 1735 Polk Street. The Middle
Polk neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people that are strongly connected to the
community. Mad River Wellness 1s a family owned and operated business. Its partners are local Bay Area residents and

current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the community.

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traffic on Polk Street, improve lighting and public safety, advance the

City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunities for many San Franciscans.

I fully SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s application and ask for you to support this group as well.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

ygﬁz MZ [Signature]

Gilbert Hoh [Name]

1729-1739 Polk Street San Francisco CA 94109 [Address]




http://www.madriverwellness.com/




MadRM, LLC, DBA Mad River Wellness

1735 Polk Street® San Francisco, CA 94109
I'-Mail: chris@madriverwellness.com Web: www.madriverwellness.com

CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: 1/12/2020

Dear SF Office of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Cannabis Retail and Wellness center at 1785 Polk Street. The Middle Polk
neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people that are strongly connected to the
community. Mad River Wellness 1s a family owned and operated business. Its partners are local Bay Area residents and

current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the community.

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traflic on Polk Street, improve lighting and publie salety, advance the

City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunities for many San Franciscans.

I Tully SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s application and ask for you to support this group as well.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

(-Q?‘ A‘? [Signature]

ving I
Vit i [Name]

[729- 1737 foik ST, SF, c4 ﬂ'no? [Address]







MadRM, LIL.C, DBA Mad River Wellness

1735 Polk Street® San Francisco, CA 94109
E-Mail: chris@madriverwellness.com Web: www.madriverwellness.com

CUA Applicationd 2019-014039

Date:

Dear SEF Office of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Cannabis Retail and Wellness center at 1735 Polk Street. The Middle Polk
neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people that are strongly connected (o the
community. Mad River Wellness 1s a family owned and operated business. Its partners are local Bay Area residents and

current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the community.

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traffic on Polk Street, improve lighting and public safety, advance the

City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunitics for many San Franciscans.

I fully SUPPORT Mad River Wellness's application and ask [or you (o support this group as well.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

%_’ﬁg ?/@ [Signature]

/ﬁé@é %//év?e/usé’/“)
[723 fRIESE SFC- Y 07

[Adfress]

[Name]







MadRM, LLC, DBA Mad River Wellness

1735 Polk Street® San Francisco, CA 94109
E-Mail: chns@madrivenwellness.com Web: www.madriverwellness.coin

CUA Application# 2019-014039

Date: November 1, 2019

Dear SFF Office of Cannabis, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,

I SUPPORT Mad River Wellness’s proposed Cannabis Retail and Wellness center at 1735 Polk Street. The Middle Po!
neighborhood should have a cannabis retailer and it should be operated by people Elmtaﬁe stmngly’ connectcd to the
community. Mad River Wellness is a family owned and operated business. Its partnﬁrs are I@cal Bay Area resrdents and
current business owners in San Francisco and have shown commitment to the commmuty

Mad River Wellness will increase commercial foot traffic on Polk Street, improve hghﬁmg an&pnmc safety, advance the
City’s social equity goals, and provide opportunities for many San Franciscans.







districtsj.com

Chris Vance
Managing Partner

415.640.3756 cell
415.520.0757 fax
districtsf.com
districtoak.com

districtsj.com
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: FW: One Vassar project, case No. 2012-1384

Date: Friday, January 24, 2020 10:50:15 AM

Attachments: Support letter - One Vassar.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Henry Karnilowicz <occexp@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, January 24, 2020 8:06 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Sharon Lai (Onevassar) <sl@onevassar.com>; LCuadra@bergdavis.com; occexp@aol.com
Subject: One Vassar project, case No. 2012-1384

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

Hi Jonas,
Attached is our letter in support of the One Vassar project, case No. 2012-1384
Kind regards,

Henry Karnilowicz
Vice President
SomBa (South Of Market Business Association)

615 7t Street

San Francisco, CA 94103-4910
415.420.8113 cell
415.621.7583 fax
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S O m b a South of Market Business Association

615 Seventh Street ® San Francisco , CA 94103-4910 * www.sfsomba.org
Phone: 415.621.7533 * Fax: 415.621.7583 ¢ e-mail: info@sfsomba .com

January 13, 2020

Mr. Jonas P. lonin

Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: One Vassar Project — Planning Department Case No. 2012.1384
Dear Commission President Melgar and Planning Commissioners,

On behalf of the South of Market Business Association (SomBa), | am pleased to submit our
support of the One Vassar development. The project proposes a transit oriented integrated
mixed-use development containing a 35-story residential mixed-use building, 15-story hotel
addition over an historic office and PDR mixed-use building with diversified ground floor retail,
and a 27-story office mixed-use building.

One Vassar exemplifies the Central SoMa Plan’s objectives to create employment, offer housing,
develop facilities to support the growing SoMa community and provide neighborhood serving
amenities including a market hall; community friendly open spaces; large child care facility; and
significant improvements to the public realm. The project’s mixed-use approach with diverse uses
will help activate the area both in the daytime and evening time, thereby increasing the vibrancy
and safety of the neighborhood. Further, the project is making a $120M impact fee investment in
the Central SoMa community to support the much-needed infrastructure demands.

We also appreciate One Vassar’s commitment to affordable housing by providing 110% of the
citywide inclusionary requirement.

SomBa feels that the One Vassar proposal supports our mission to promote South of Market as a
vital place to live, work, visit and do business. We strongly urge the Planning Commission to
approve the project and look forward to welcoming the future business occupants into our
community.

@%zw/sb

Henry Karnilowicz
Vice President






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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES POLICY CHANGES TO INCREASE USAGE OF
SUBSTANCE USE TREATMENT BEDS

Date: Friday, January 24, 2020 10:45:21 AM

Attachments: 01.24.20 Substance Use Treatment Beds.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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 24, 2020 10:17 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES POLICY CHANGES TO
INCREASE USAGE OF SUBSTANCE USE TREATMENT BEDS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 24, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES POLICY CHANGES
TO INCREASE USAGE OF SUBSTANCE USE TREATMENT
BEDS

In response to initial data from DPH’s new bed inventory showing relatively high vacancy
rate in some areas of City’s substance use treatment system, the Department will implement
several changes to increase utilization of the City’s substance use treatment beds.

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the Department of Public Health (DPH)
today announced new efforts to increase the utilization of the City’s voluntary substance use
treatment beds and provide more people with treatment. DPH will take both immediate and
longer-term steps to increase bed usage, including converting persistently vacant beds to types
that are in greater demand.

In December 2019, DPH launched an online bed tracker that allows the public, providers, and
potential clients to see where substance use treatment beds are available on a daily basis. Early
data from the bed tracker reflects vacancy rates ranging from 5% to as much as 40% across
different types of treatment beds.
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 24, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES POLICY CHANGES
TO INCREASE USAGE OF SUBSTANCE USE TREATMENT
BEDS

In response to initial data from DPH’s new bed inventory showing relatively high vacancy rate
in some areas of City’s substance use treatment system, the Department will implement several
changes to increase utilization of the City’s substance use treatment beds.

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the Department of Public Health (DPH)
today announced new efforts to increase the utilization of the City’s voluntary substance use
treatment beds and provide more people with treatment. DPH will take both immediate and
longer-term steps to increase bed usage, including converting persistently vacant beds to types
that are in greater demand.

In December 2019, DPH launched an online bed tracker that allows the public, providers, and
potential clients to see where substance use treatment beds are available on a daily basis. Early
data from the bed tracker reflects vacancy rates ranging from 5% to as much as 40% across
different types of treatment beds.

“At a time when overdoses linked to fentanyl and methamphetamine are on the rise, it is critical
that the City innovate with tools like FindTreatmentSF.org to make sure the treatment we are
offering is actually helping our most vulnerable residents,” said Mayor Breed. “We know there
are thousands of people on our streets who are suffering from substance use disorder but are not
getting connected to treatment. We have to keep working to identify ways to improve the system
and reduce barriers for people who need treatment if we are going to make a difference for the
people we all see every day on our streets.”

“One of the ways we are going to transform behavioral health care in San Francisco for the most
vulnerable population—those experiencing homelessness, mental illness and substance use
disorder—is by making our system more transparent and easy to use,” said Director of Health
Dr. Grant Colfax. “By clearly displaying hundreds of beds on FindTreatmentSF.org, we show
providers, clients and their advocates that treatment is available and that wellness and recovery
are possible.”

“This online tool was designed to enhance the transparency of San Francisco’s substance use
treatment system, and to allow DPH to make data-driven decisions about improving access,” said
Dr. Anton Nigusse Bland, Director of Mental Health Reform. “With the important contributions
of our community-based treatment providers, the data we collect from FindTreatmentSF.org will
help us pinpoint barriers and eliminate them.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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The Department of Public Health will take several immediate and longer-term steps to increase
utilization of the City’s existing substance use treatment beds. The immediate actions by DPH
will be:

1) Increase referrals to residential substance use treatment by further coordinating with the
Homeless Outreach Team and other outreach workers. The results of the outreach and
referrals will be recorded and provided to DPH on a weekly basis for analysis and
problem-solving.

2) Work with providers to expand intake hours so that new clients can access treatment
outside of 8:00am to 5:00pm.

3) Immediately review declined referrals to more quickly identify potential issues in the
system and understand why potential clients were not able to access treatment. DPH will
then use that information to train providers to reduce future deferrals. DPH will include
the link to the bed inventory on its website and on SF.gov, the main website for the City,
which will further increase access and visibility to the public.

By the end of this July, DPH will take additional steps to further increase the utilization of
substance use treatment beds:

1) Evaluate the mix of bed types and convert persistently vacant beds to types that are in
greater demand. For example, some residential treatment beds could be converted to
residential step-down beds.

2) Conduct consumer research to better understand barrier to engagement and retention in
residential treatment services.

3) Implement several actions to remove barriers to care and make it easier for clients
seeking residential treatment to navigate screening, authorization, and bed enroliment.

About FindTreatmentSF.org

San Francisco’s innovative new bed availability tracker provides real-time information about
where substance use treatment beds are available. It shows a daily picture of the City’s voluntary
substance use treatment system, which includes nearly 500 beds that provide withdrawal
management (detox), residential treatment, and residential step-down care to clients with
substance use disorder. These beds are a subset of the City’s behavioral health system that
includes approximately 2,000 beds for mental health and substance use disorder, ranging from
crisis services to transitional housing.

Mayor Breed included funding in the City Budget for Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21 for 212
new behavioral health beds.

HiH
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“At a time when overdoses linked to fentanyl and methamphetamine are on the rise, it is
critical that the City innovate with tools like FindTreatmentSF.org to make sure the treatment
we are offering is actually helping our most vulnerable residents,” said Mayor Breed. “We
know there are thousands of people on our streets who are suffering from substance use
disorder but are not getting connected to treatment. We have to keep working to identify ways
to improve the system and reduce barriers for people who need treatment if we are going to
make a difference for the people we all see every day on our streets.”

“One of the ways we are going to transform behavioral health care in San Francisco for the
most vulnerable population—those experiencing homelessness, mental illness and substance
use disorder—is by making our system more transparent and easy to use,” said Director of
Health Dr. Grant Colfax. “By clearly displaying hundreds of beds on FindTreatmentSF.org,
we show providers, clients and their advocates that treatment is available and that wellness
and recovery are possible.”

“This online tool was designed to enhance the transparency of San Francisco’s substance use
treatment system, and to allow DPH to make data-driven decisions about improving access,”
said Dr. Anton Nigusse Bland, Director of Mental Health Reform. “With the important
contributions of our community-based treatment providers, the data we collect from
FindTreatmentSF.org will help us pinpoint barriers and eliminate them.”

The Department of Public Health will take several immediate and longer-term steps to
increase utilization of the City’s existing substance use treatment beds. The immediate actions
by DPH will be:

1. Increase referrals to residential substance use treatment by further coordinating with the
Homeless Outreach Team and other outreach workers. The results of the outreach and
referrals will be recorded and provided to DPH on a weekly basis for analysis and
problem-solving.

2. Work with providers to expand intake hours so that new clients can access treatment
outside of 8:00am to 5:00pm.

3. Immediately review declined referrals to more quickly identify potential issues in the
system and understand why potential clients were not able to access treatment. DPH will
then use that information to train providers to reduce future deferrals. DPH will include
the link to the bed inventory on its website and on SF.gov, the main website for the City,
which will further increase access and visibility to the public.

By the end of this July, DPH will take additional steps to further increase the utilization of
substance use treatment beds:

1. Evaluate the mix of bed types and convert persistently vacant beds to types that are in
greater demand. For example, some residential treatment beds could be converted to
residential step-down beds.

2. Conduct consumer research to better understand barrier to engagement and retention in
residential treatment services.

3. Implement several actions to remove barriers to care and make it easier for clients
seeking residential treatment to navigate screening, authorization, and bed enrollment.

About FindTreatmentSF.org
San Francisco’s innovative new bed availability tracker provides real-time information about


https://findtreatmentsf.org/dashboard/index.html

where substance use treatment beds are available. It shows a daily picture of the City’s
voluntary substance use treatment system, which includes nearly 500 beds that provide
withdrawal management (detox), residential treatment, and residential step-down care to
clients with substance use disorder. These beds are a subset of the City’s behavioral health
system that includes approximately 2,000 beds for mental health and substance use disorder,
ranging from crisis services to transitional housing.

Mayor Breed included funding in the City Budget for Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21 for
212 new behavioral health beds.
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January 20, 2020
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 RECEIVED

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 JAN 2 3 2020

Hello: CITFYLA%\II\EI:N%gg’Il?YFM?;'S.F
CPC/HPC
| live in the Parkside neighborhood. | urge you not to approve demolition of
1420 Taraval Street and not to authorize replacement of that single-family home
with a four-story building.

Our neighborhood was originally composed primarily two- and three-story
single-family homes. Over the years, many of these buildings have been
converted to multiple units, some with permits some without. As a result, the
burden on the area’s infrastructure is greater than might otherwise appear:

e The L streetcar is heavily used and often extremely crowded. Building
additional housing near transit only makes sense if the transit system can
absorb additional passengers, but the L line is already over capacity.

e As homes are converted to multiple units, garage space is lost and the
demand for on-street parking increases.

e Frequently, front yards are paved to provide parking places, trees and
bushes are removed, and water run-off increases. Many parked cars also
block the sidewalk.

Approving larger, multi-unit buildings will only increase these problems.

Please, reject the 1420 project and other applications that will increase the
density and change the character of the Parkside neighborhood.

Qe Ha!

ohn Hanft
hanft@pacbell.net
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C. A. Mackenzie
1713 Green Street
San Francisco. CA 94123
415.885.6094

January 9, 2020

Stephanie Cushing MSPH, CHMM, REHS RECEIV ED
Director of Environmental Health

San Francisco Department of Public Health

Environmental Health Services JAN 15 2020

Local Oversight Program N

1390 Market Street, Suite 210 ' RITY & SOUNEY GF SR
San Francisco, CA 94102 CPCHPC

Stephanie.cushing@sfdph.org

Re: 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, CA 94123
(2018-011430CUA)

Dear Ms. Cushing:

I am writing to you to request that you revoke the Eligible for Closure status granted by the San
Francisco Department of Health Local Oversight Program for 1776 Gteen Street, and posted
December 9, 2019 and also initiate CEQA review of the property.

The following facts are indisputable:

 Developers are planning to convert 1776 Green Street into five luxury residential units
requiring a 2-story addition plus expanded underground parking involving extensive
excavation of contaminated soil.

e Your SF DPH report states that the current cleanup levels are adequate to protect human
health only if the site retains its’ current, historic land use, which is commercial.

e 1776 Green Street is listed as an open UST case with the San Francisco Department of
Public Health and is in the SWRCB GeoTracker database as well as on both the City’s
Maher Ordinance Map and the State of California’s Cortese List (Hazardous Waste and
Substances Sites List) because it is an active leaking underground storage tank cleanup site. A
centuty long operation of this building as an auto repair business has left shockingly, but
predictably, copious amounts of highly toxic, cancer-causing soil contamination.

*  Recent mitigation procedures of 1776 Green Street resulted no improvement in soil
contamination levels and minor improvement of groundwater contamination. Both tested
far above safe Environmental Significant Levels (ESLs) for residential and commercial

occupancy.
1776 Green Street is clearly not safe for human residency.
Sincerely,
Candace Anne Mackenzie, FIIDA
~cc. San Francisco Planning Commission

/ Jonas Tonin, | ynas.lonin@sfgov.org; cc ymmissions.secretary(@ sfgov.org
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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617 Sanchez Street - 1/23/19 Planning Commission TY OF S.F
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SUBMISSION by DR Requester Benafsha Irani

Since 1999 Benafsha Irani has owned the house at 619 Sanchez Street, immediately adjacent to
617 Sanchez Street. That 2-story 619 Sanchez house was built in 1907 at the FRONT of its lot
which slopes down to the rear/east.

The existing 1 1/2 story house at 617 Sanchez Street was also built in 1907 at REAR of that lot
which slopes downhill to east. At front of 617 Sanchez lot is a one story carport.

Proposed 617 Sanchez project demolishes the existing 1000 sf house and carport structure and
erects a 4-story 4,149 sf house at front and highest part of 617 Sanchez lot. Immediately
adjacent to modest 619 Sanchez house which has been at front of lot since 1907.

At the request of Ms Benafshi Mr. Winslow is including September 2018 Historical Resource
Evaluation (HRE) for 617 Sanchez Street in staff report. The photos and Sanborn maps in the
HRE provide important information on development history and setting of 617 Sanchez and its
relation to surrounding properties on this extremely sloped hill.t

In the midst of Christmas holidays developer sent email requesting meeting with Ms. Irani.> On
1/3/20 | asked for full-size copies of needed plan sheets of project plans to prepare for meeting
sponsor had requested. We were finally get those copies on 1/7/20 so that Ms Irani and her
architectural adviser would be able to have a productive conversation with developer.

On 10/24 planner had suggested that developer's architect schedule a meeting with DR
requester. Even though developer delayed making that request until Christmas holidays - with
family obligations for Ms. Irani - she remains willing to schedule a time to meet after 1/23 that
works with the schedules of Mr. Winslow, developer's team, and Ms Irani's consultants.

Sue Hestor /’/{w’ )—Ly@,’“
Attorney for Benafsha Irani

870 Market St #1128
hestor@earthlink.net

415 846 1021

' 617 Sanchez HRE pages 4 and 6 show mid-iot outdoor kitchen structure. It was demolished immediately after
issuance of HRE. The 10/16/18 Site Survey in 617 Sanchez project plans also incorrectly includes that structure.
DBI permit for demolition of structure shows structure had been completely removed by 10/23/18.

® This is 2nd year in row that developer has scheduled/attempted meetings over Christmas holidays. Notice of
Pre-Application meeting was sent on 12/24/18 when Ms Irani was out of state with her family. Pre-app meeting
was held Saturday 1/5/19. Permits were filed for proposed 617 Sanchez project on 1/7/19.
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HisToric RESOQURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRancisco, CALIFORNIA

I. INTRODUCTION

Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct an Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE)
Part 1 for 617 Sanchez Street, a single family dwelling in the Castro/Upper Market
neighborhood constructed circa 1907. A scoping discussion conducted by email with Justin
Greving, Planner on September 4, 2018, established that the subject building would be
evaluated for individual eligibility on the California Register, but that no analysis for a potential
historic district will be required. Additionally, since the owners from 1914 through 1940 were
African Americans, Planning requested that additional research regarding demographic trends

in the neighborhood be conducted as well.

Il. SUMMARY
TKC finds that 617 Sanchez Street is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register
under any Criterion. The surrounding area was not investigated as a potential historic district

per the scoping discussion with Planning Department staff.

[11. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS

On September 15, 2018, TKC consulted the San Francisco Planning Department Property

Information Map (PIM) to determine whether the property was identified in any recognized

register of historical resources. The PIM listed the following Preservation information for the

subject property.

HISTORIC EVALUATION:

Parcel: 3600055
Building Name:
Address: 617 SANCHEZ ST -

Planning Dept. Historic Resource Status: B - Unknown / Age Eligible

ARTICLE 10 DESIGNATED HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND LANDMARKS:
None

ARTICLE 11 PRESERVATION DESIGNATION:
None

SepTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING
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NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS:
None

CALIFORNIA REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS:
None

HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION RESPONSES:
Individuals - None

Evaluations for the Purposes of CEQA - These evaluations do not result in the automatic
listing or designation of any property within the study area.

Districts - None

HISTORIC SURVEYS:
None

HISTORIC CONTEXT STATEMENTS:
None

MILLS ACT:
Properties with Mills Act approval.
None

LEGACY BUSINESS REGISTRY:
None

ARCHITECTURE:
Unknown

IV. DESCRIPTION
A. Site

617 Sanchez Street sits on the east side of Sanchez between 19" and Cumberland Streets.
The area is very hilly, with Sanchez sloping up severely to the south. As a result, Sanchez is not
a through street north to 19" Street, and Cumberland is not a through street east of Sanchez. In
both cases, the only access is via steps. The parcel slopes down to the east. There is one

building and two structures on the lot: a carport structure at the front of the parcel, and

SeEPTEMBER, 20018 TiM KELLEY CONSULTING
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sheltered open air kitchen mid-parcel, and the primary residence at the rear of the parcel. The
front carport building is set back slightly from the front lot line. A brick stair and paver path run
between the carport and the dwelling. The surrounding buildings have varying setback
positions on their parcels. Due to the extreme slope of the area, many buildings on the west

side of the street sit above grade while many on the east side sit below grade.

B. Exterior

The front structure at 617 Sanchez Street is a one story carport building (Figure 1). The street
facing exterior is clad in vertical siding and it is capped with a flat roof. It features a roll up
garage door on the left side and a wood paneled pedestrian door on the right side. There is a
projecting awning sheltering the pedestrian entrance. The interior of the building is open to the

central yard (Figure 2). A masOhry retaining wall supports the carport.

The mid-parcel structure features half-height brick walls, with glazed portions above, and is

capped with a fiat roof (Figure 3).

The rear building is a rectangular plan single family dwelling clad in rustic siding (Figure 4).
The building features two volumes: the volume at right is one and one half story and is capped
with a gambrel roof, while the volume at left is one story and is capped with a flat roof. The
taller volume, at right, has a pedestrian entrance on the right side featuring a modern glazed
door behind a metal security gate capped with a projecting fabric awning (Figure 5). To the
left of this is a pair of vinyl sash double hung windows behind metal security bars. There is a
downsloping window hood above the windows. The half story is clad is fishscale shingles and
features a vinyl sash sliding window at center (Figure 6); The gambrel peak terminates with a
raking cornice. The vflat roof section féétures a multi-lite pedestrian multi-lite door behind a

metal security gate and below a fabric awning.

SepPTEMBEER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSLLTING
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Figure 1: 617 Sanchez Street, front carport

Figure 2: 617 Sanchez Street, front carport, interior
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Figure 4: 617 Sanchez Street, primary residence

SEPTEMEER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING
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Figure 5: 617 Sanchez Street, detail

Figure 6: 617 Sanchez Street, detail
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Figure 7: 617 Sanchez Street, detail

V. HISTORIC CONTEXT
A. Neighborhood

According to the Planning Department’s Property Information Map, the subject property falls in
the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood. Within the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood is the
additional sub-neighborhood of Eureka Valley, the boundaries of which remain controversial
but are generally accepted as Market Street to the north, Church Street to the east, Hill Street

to the south, and Grand View Avenue to the west.

The opening of the Market & Castro Street Cable Car line in 1886 running on Market Street to
Castro Street and the 1888 Castro Street branch from Market to 26" Street opened Eureka
Valley to intensive residential development. As the residential builders arrived, the dairies that
once thrived in the area were displaced, although the steep slopes of Twin Peaks remained
quasi-rural well into the twentieth century. The 1889 Sanborn map indicates that Eureka Valley

was only moderately developed with small wood-frame cottages and two-story flats. Many
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were built on speculation in rows of identical cottages with similar footprints. Agricultural

operations remained important.

Sacially and economically, the Eureka Valley and neighboring Noe Valley neighborhoods were
dominated from an early date by working and lower-middle-class tradesmen, small business
owners, civil servants, builders, and artisans. Ethnically the neighborhood was mixed, with
Irish, German, British, and Scandinavian immigrants, as well as some old-stock Americans, all
calling Eureka Valley home. In 1881, the Eureka Valley Promotional Association was formed to

foster public works projects and encourage residential development.

Eureka Valley escaped total destruction in the aftermath of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire,
mostly because the fires stopped at Dolores Street. Aithough brick chimneys and foundations
were damaged, the rdcky slopes resisted the seismic forces much better than the marshy
subsoils of the Mission and South of Market. The still-rural district filled an important role after
the disaster, supplying much of the milk, vegetables, and meat consumed by homeless
refugees filling the city’s parks. However, in the following years thousands of earthquake
refugees began purchasing lots and erecting cottages and flats in the steadily urbanizing area.
Demographically, Eureka Valley was similar to the Inner Mission, with large numbers of irish,
German, and Scandinavian immigrants and their American-born offspring. Eureka Valley
experienced a sharp upturn in building activity between 1906 and 1914. The momentum
continued after the completion of Twin Peaks Tunnel in 1918 and the Municipal Railway’s J-
Church streetcar line in 1917. Taking a cue from the Mission Promotion Association, the Eureka
Valley Improvement Association formed in 1905 and lobbied for improvemerﬁs in the Upper
Market area during the post-quake era, such as improved streetcar service, better lighting, and
public school construction. In addition, the association lobbied owners of large tracts of vacant

land to sell to residential property developers “to fill out the district.”

The 1913-14 Sanborn maps for Eureka Valley show rows of two- and three-story flats and
Romeo flats south of Market Sireet as well as larger gable-roofed single-family dwellings, while
multiple-family housing was constructed, particularly along Market Street. Schools were also

widespread in the neighborhood, reflecting the influx of families into the area. By 1929, the
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area was largely buiit out, although some of the steeper hillsides in the western portion
remained undeveloped into the 1960s and 1970s. The area had become a launching point for
newer neighborhoods west of Twin Peaks, first with the opening of the Twin Peaks Tunnel in
1918, and culminating with the completion of the Market Street Extension in the late 1920s and
its eventual transformation into Upper Market Street. The completion of the Market Street

Extension allowed suburban developmeht to creep higher Qp the steep hillsides of Twin Peaks,

According to the 1950 Sanborn maps, the neighborhood of Eureka Valley had undergone
comparatively few physical changes since 1915 when the last map had been published. The
most significant changes had taken place along Market Street, which was the shopping
precinct (along with Castro Street) for the area, although many early pre-quake and immediate
post-quake commercial buildings continue to survive. In 1939, the neighborhood lost its cable
car line along Castro Street when MUNI decided to discontinue the line after taking over the

Market Street Railway.
B. Residential Characteristics of San Francisco’s African American Population

San Francisco did not have an African American-majority neighborhood until World War 1l. As
American citizens, Blacks were not prohibited from owning property, though they were often
forbidden from purchasing or renting in many exclusivé subdivisions that had racial covenants
prohibiting the sale or leasing of properties to African Americans, Asians, and other noh-white
ethnic groups. Entire swaths of San Francisco’s West Side and Twin Peaks were basically off-
limits to African Amerioéns unless they were live-in domestic help. Néighborhoods with racial
covenants included most of the residence parks built on what had been the San Miguel |
Rancho, including Forest Hill, Ingleside Terraces, St. Francis Wood, and some of the more
modest speculator-built tracts in the suburban Sunset and Parkside districts. Black San
Franciscans who chose to invest in real estate during this period often chose Oakland, where
single-family homes were more plentiful and cheaper, the weather better, and where larger lots
allowed room for gardening, raising animals, and space for children to play. Those who
remained in San Francisco mostly rented, with only 8 percent of Black San Franciscans owning

their own homes in 1900. This figure increased to 13.6 percent in 1930, but it was still much
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lower than the rates for native-born Whites (35.1 percent) and foreign-born Whites (41.6

percent).’

C. Project Site History

The first Sanborn map illustrating the subject block was published in 1886 (Figure 8). The

subject block is completely undeveloped and the subject parcel is vacant.
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Figure 8: 1886 Sanborn Map with approkimate location of the subject building noted with arrow

The 1900 Sanborn Map shows as similar level of development on the subject block (Figure 9).

The subject parcel remains vacant.

' “San Francisco African American Citywide Historic Context Statement,” prepared for San Francisco Planning
Department, Final Draft January 2015, by Tim Kelley Consulting, The Alfred Williams Consultancy, and VerPlanck
Historic Preservation Consuiting.
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Figure 9: 1900 Sanborn Map with approximate location of the subject building noted with arrow

The 1905 Sanborn Map shows several Spring Valley Water Company tap application numbers
penciled in, including for the subject building, indicating that the development of the street
began between 1905 and 1908 (Figure 10).
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Figure 10: 1905 Sanborn Map with approximate location of the subject building noted with arrow

The 1914 Sanborn Map shows the partial block partially developed (Figure 11). The subject
building is illustrated as a small one and a half story dwelling with a small projection at the rear,

positioned on the eastern end of the parcel.

SEPTEMBER, 20018 TIM KELLEY CONSULTING

-12-



HisToric RESOURCE EvaLuATION 617 SANCHEZ BTREET SaAaN Frangisco, CALIFORNIA

SANCHEZ

Vied
=
Y
L
s

A
. Yowrwd swmecrory .
;
i
e

o B C ORPVENFGE
woiree

” L : J RO FRACY: - 1 T
- o WrsLEr
2 i ," - s 3 s
e s | i ] 3 o [rre
() B o i |
T | Ve —— —F
: 7 e B w e E:
A

W& 1/~ < -
& 3 CUMBERLAND  &'wit ]

ST
~

&
F

Figure 11: 1914 Sanborn Map with 617 Sanchez Street noted with arrow

The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph shows a similar level of development as seen on
the previous map (Figure 12). The subject building appears as it did on the 1914 map. Due to

shadows in the image, it is difficult to tell if the rear projecting volume is present or if the

horizontal addition has been added yet.
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Figure 12: 1938 aerial photo with 617 Sanchez Street indicated by arrow

The 1950 Sanborn Map shows a similar level of development on the subject block (Figure 13).
The subject building had been expanded to the north and south, creating the footprint

currently seen on the building. The front of the parcel is vacant.
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Figure 13: 1950 Sanborn Map with 617 Sanchez Street noted with arrow

D. Consiruction Chronology

No original construction permit or building announcement was not located for this building.
According to Spring Valley Water Company records, the first owner, Vernon G. Higgins,
requested water hook-up in August 1907. The first Sanborn map shows a one and a half story
single family building. It is assumed this is the original building height and size. Alterations to
the building include: one-story addition to the left side and expanding the rear porch; modern
windows on the primary fagade and the addition of the carport at the front of the lot. The
carport was originally constructed as an arbor and was remodeled several times ending with

the current design.

E. Permit Record

The following permits were found in Department of Building Inspection files for the subject

property:

e Permit #17577, March 19, 1236 — Repalir fire damage. Fire proof shingle roof.
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e Permit #157959, August 5, 1953 — Leveling and added foundation and bracing

o Permit #569964, October 11, 1983 — Patio — Arbor. The arbor will be constructed of 4 x
4 redwood. Height will be 8’5" off existing concrete. Length is 20’ total. Arbor and patio
is in the front yard 54’ from house.

o Permit #915612, June 27, 2000 — Remove garage ceiling per notice of violation.
Removal of arbor roofing area constructed in 1983 with permit. Convert arbor
constructed in 1983 to off street parking.

e Permit #921625, September 18, 2000 — Replace corrugated fiber glass roof on front
arbor.

s« Permit #1016261, February 3, 2004 — Reroof

e Permit #1085359, March 30, 2005 - Put roof over carport. To comply with NOV
#200454539. Add horizontal addition — increase existing study and bedroom size.

e Permit #1123453, June 18, 2007 — To correct application #200611218262 (Permit
#1085359) the description of work should be read as “renew 200503308770 instead of
2005030387105

e Permit #1180890, March 11, 2009 — Scope of work is for fire department. Review only to
field verify non-compliant installation of solar panels

s Permit #1181069, March 23, 2009 — To complete work and obtain final inspection for PA
#200503308770 (Permit #1085359)

e Permit #1292808, May 6, 2013 — Renew expired permit 200503308770 (Permit
#1085359) to put roof over carport and add horizontal addition to increase size of study
and bedroom. To comply with NOV 200454539 and to Cofnplete work.

e Permit #1295209, June 3, 2013 — Revision to existing permit 200503308770 (Permit

#1085359) delete horizontal addition from scope of work

Copies of these permits are in the Appendix to this report.

F. Architectural Style

The subject building can best be described as vernacular. Vernacular architecture is defined
as being based on localized needs and construction materials available. Unlike formal styles of

architecture, vernacular architecture is not characterized by stylistic design elements.
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G. Owners and Occupants

617 SANCHEZ STREET

SAN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

The following two tables list all known owners and occupants of the subject property.

Table 1: Owners of 617 Sanchez

Name

Date

Occupation

Vernon G. and Arilla J. Higgins

Prior to 1909 - 8/21/1910

(Husband Vernon G. Higgins
Real Estate Broker)

Antoinette M. Huntley

8/21/1910 - 3/13/1912

Teacher

John A. Carlsen

3/13/1912 - 10/10/1913

Master Mariner

Antoinette M. Huntley 10/10/1913 — 9/18/1917 Teacher
Harvey A. Scott 9/18/1917 — 9/19/1952 Steward
Charles Yonan 9/19/1952 — 1970 Statistician
William Haskell 1970 - 2/26/1975 Unknown
John Fusco 2/26/1975 — 1/12/2018 Unknown
Victoria Minas 1/12/2018 — 7/10/2018
J W Sanchez LLC 7/10/2018 - current
Table 2: Occupants of 617 Sanchez
Date Name Occupation
1908-1910 Vernon G. Higgins Real Estate Broker
Vernon P. Higgins Salesman (son of Vernon G)
1911 Humphrey S. Reneau Conductor
1912 William A. Jorgensen Carpenter
1913 - 1940 Harvey and Virgie Scott Steward at Islam Temple Club
Luella Scott (Marant) (Shriners)
Roberta Scott Seamstress
Beauty Operator
1941 - 1946 Charles and Jeanne Dana | Leaseman
1943 Rosalie W. Harrold Clerk
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1948 — 1949 Edward and Elsie B Uggla | Unknown

1951 John and Lynn Lanagan USMM

1953 - 1960 Charles Yonan Accountant

1961 - 1967 Roger F. Donley Unknown

1972 - 1974 William E. Haskell Unknown

1975 - 1982 John Fusco Owner Jondora Beauty Salon

The first owner, Vernon G. Higgins, was employed as a real estate broker. He resided at the
property with his wife and adult son Vernon P. The property was sold to a single teacher
Antoinette Huntley in 1910. Huntley and the next owner, John A. Carlsen, did not reside at the
property. Harvey A. Scott began residing at the property in 1913 with his wife Virgie and their
daughters Luella and Roberta. He purchased the property from Huntley in 1917. Scott was an
African-American who was employed as a steward for the Islam Temple Club (Shriners). His
daughter Luella continued to reside at the property after she was married to Chester Marant.
Chester only resided at the property for a short period, approximately 1928 to 1931. He
resided at 562 Jones in 1932. The Scotts owned to the property through 1952 but began
renting it out in 1941.

The Scott Family resided at 617 Sanchez from 1913 to 1940. The 1920, 1930 and 1940 United
States Census for the neighborhood of 617 Sanchez was investigated to determine how many
African Americans resided near the subject property.? The Scott family was the only African
American family in the area until 1940. Charles Tinsley moved to 282 Cumberland in 1940 from
1469 Geary Street, where he had resided previously. 282 Cumberland abuts 617 Sanchez;
both buildings sit at the rear of the property. It is possible Charles Tinsley and Harvey Scott
knew each other. Charles Tinsley had been employed as a steward for a “club;” he was retired
by 1940. He was somewhat older than Harvey Scott and died in 1945. Harvey Scott moved
from 617 Sanchez to 1469 Geary (this two-story flat building is no longer extant). 1469 Geary
was closer to Islam Temple Club at 650 Geary. It is possible that is why Scott moved, but the

exact reason for Scott and Tinsley moving is unknown.

2 1920 United States Census Enumeration District 108, 1930 United States Census Enumeration District 162, and
1940 United States Census Enumeration District 463.
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VI. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS

The subject property was evaluated to determine if it was eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, either individually or as a contributor to an historic district.
The California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and
historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible
properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed.
Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private
organizations or citizens. This includes properties identified in historical resource surveys with
Status Codes of 1to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county
ordinance. The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are
closely based on those developed for use by the National Park Service for the National
Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be

demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the
cuitural heritage of California or the United States.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons
important to local, California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a
master, or possess high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the

potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area,
California or the nation.

The following section examines the eligibility of the subject property for listing in the California

Register under those criteria.

A. Individual Eligibility

e  Criterion 1 (Events)
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617 Sanchez Street is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion
*1. Although the Scott family was the only African-American family in the neighborhood until
1940, there is no indication that their presence was noteworthy in any way. During their
residency at 617 Sanchez, African Americans were free to own a home in any neighborhood
they could afford. Otherwise, this building constructed circa 1907 did not make any significant
contribution to the development of the neighborhood. Nor did it make a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California. Thus the

property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
o  Criterion 2 (Persons)

This building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 2. It is
not associated With any significant persons in the history of San Francisco or the State of
California, as none of the owners or occupants were listed in the San Francisco Biography
Collection or newspaper indexes or otherwise indicated to be important to the history of San
Francisco or the State of California. Thus the property is not eligible for listing in the California

Register under Criterion 2.
e  Criterion 3 (Architecture)

This building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. 617
Sanchez Street is a vernacular residential building. The original design is not known; it is only
assumed that is was constructed as a one and a half story single-family building. The building
has been substantially altered since it first appeared on the 1914 Sanborn. This building does
not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction,
represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values. Thus the property is not eligible

for listing in the California Register under any aspect of Criterion 3.
s  Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

This criterion ordinarily refers to potential archeological value. A full analysis of archeological
value is beyond the scope of this report. The property does not appear eligible for listing on the

California Register under Criterion 4.
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B. District

A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor to an
historic district. Guidelines define a district as an area that “possesses a significant
concentration, finkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically
or aesthetically by plan or physical development.” To be listed on the California Register, the
district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the
district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying each as a contributor or non-
contributor. The district itself, as well as each of its contributors, then become historical

resources.

Based on the scoping discussion of September 4, 2018 with the Planning Départment, no

district analysis was performed

VIl INTEGRITY

In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four California Register
criteria, a property deemed to be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The
concept of integrity is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of historical
resources and hence, evaluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register,
integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced
by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance”
(California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven
variables or aspects that together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely
on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association. National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for

Evaluation defines these seven characteristics:

e [ ocationis the place where the historic property was constructed.

e Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space,
structure and style of the property.

g Office of Historic Preservation. “Instructions for Recording Historical Resources,” Sacramento. 1995
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e Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

e Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during
a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the
historic property.

e« Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or
people during any given period in history.

e Feeling is the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a
particular period of time.

e Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and
a historic property.

Since 617 Sanchez Street is not eligible for listing in the California Register, no period of

significance is established and integrity can not be determined.

Vill. CONCLUSION
617 Sanchez Street is not individually eligible for listing in the California Register. The
surrounding area was not investigated as a potential historic district per the scoping

discussion with Planning Department staff.
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X. APPENDIX

EAST SIDE OF SANCHEZ STREET BETWEEN 19™ AND CUMBERLAND STREETS

SEPTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CDONSULTING

-24-



HISTORIC RESUOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

SepPTEMERER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

-2 5.



HisTaoric RESOURCE EvVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

SepTEMBER. 2018 Tim KELLEY CDNSULTING

-2 6-



ca, CALIFORNIA

SAN FRANCES

617 SANGCHEZ STREET

CONSULTING

Tim KELLEY

-27-

EvALUATION

ALRAVS D1eand
ANV NOLLNIASNG 2413 40 NVEENd

HistTaric RESOURECE

Permits for 617 Sanchez Street

2018

PTEMBER,



HisTorIc RESOUREGE EvALuAaTION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SaN FraNcisco, CALIFORNIA

Pargwe- F Ba b

1430

Write in lak—File Twa Copies

CITY AND COUNTY OF 8AN FRANCISCO
ENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
ALTERATION

. T
Am wunn&:wmuu—mum«hm»

I:“ %&Ww xma ons subm:tted berewith amd aceording

1) Licatios.... $LZ WW = -

(2) For what purpose is present building now ased?. . - S T
{3y For what purpose will bailding be vsed hercafter

) Total Cont §.2oS 2, =

(B} Description of work to be done E

L;%jmm

(ﬁ) Contractor carry Workmen's Compensatid Insuranee

u)bumnno{mtrwzimiy c,}.séu WM'_. i
Addresn et 15— llame ok X i i

1 bareby n.rﬂfy lnd is lwd. thad Hl ﬁn pmviliﬂd the HL!LDD"[- LAW, THE
BITLOING ﬂDK I‘ﬂl‘ TS AND THE FIRE ORDI-
NANCES OF ¥ OF 8A N MNGISCO and the BSTATE HOUSING ACT OF
- mmmmew.numuamnmﬁﬁmmm bwm"mh

u{d which in accrue uwutuid o
ing of this | or from the use ar occapancy of any sidew:

‘will in ali thmm strictly comply with the conditions of this permit.
(R TR — T——
Cartifiente No....... i - Lipemae No.._. TR
State of California Ofty snd County of 8an Francisco
Addrens........... . . i il =
R e e i i B o
Cartifieate No . > e I i 2 s s i
state of Cafifornin City and County wf San Francises
PV 5T R —— — =Sl
(10) Plazs snd specifications wdl
Other than Architeel or Fammrw.w - A - r—
Address ... =N PR
m W*%,%-M‘,w NE————. i
Lissnse No, 2T 7 . Licwse No 2Od0d - b
Mnfddﬂnmh City aud County of Sen Franciwe
Addresa . 2 ?"X"‘M -,._,., 2= B
(1) Dieer.__ 7 A Y SRS
m—,éJL/. . T TSN eSS . TR T S
Y 7 A = i S e
" Owner Ammum

THE DEP FT' WILL GALE b= i
R e mx‘sg?s %nv éﬁmﬂ”’ﬁws SURMTTTED.

SePTEMBER, 2018 TiM KELLEY CONSULTING

~2 8-



SAanN FrRancisco, CALIFGORNIA

617 SANCHEZ STREET

HisTorIc RESOURCE EVALUATION

]

£ORI TT 9
L ..m. 3 .\.\\l.\. TR B

o SO FOmS,
TRPIL)R Y D fereey
N
| & S L any §
Fyesd

>

AL TRESMSC L 1oy veese)

DRIUNG €1
SHIVARE * SNOLLVERKIV ‘SNOLLIOTY
WAV OL LIRS Mo

TEOT . G caTeens
o .,
A LY IRl v
e ..‘..R:&ﬂ.\\ -y m

- NS Do
B wtl

OFFICIAL COPy

..l.._...:!-.s.—
iy ke s g m—y |
T e g i Ol ey megl g |

e L T

TR

NOLNINING 314 300 N
NS AT g xzﬂﬂwu "

Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

SEPTEMBER, 2018

-29-



HisToric RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRANCISCD, CALIFORNIA

Welte i tubFile Fwe Caples RECEIVED

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO DEF!. OF AUBLIC SRS

QRS . AAPARTMENT OF PURLIC WoRKS mmv
—-- H“-' m yoRM
APPLICATION POB BURDEND FERME 1y, 1ypy.1
3 ADDTTICHS, ALTERATICHS DR REPARS s
= Y

P‘lc o Frenciico for
Aﬁh m&y“ uw: 'ub ”h g r-
uﬂhmm h:
1) Losstion @V T Saa&:e!.z- Sy,

@ towmicams $00 ™ i xa chonrien . 2. @) Do Mo
(51 Prosent use of building Resommce. 18) Mo of tumiies. |

(1 Progosed use of buliding  RASIOERCE. 1) Mo, of tamilies 1

(9 Type ol construction T T

(11} Any other butiding on iot. Eh (uhM‘nﬂnﬂ-Mthn)

AdOD TYIDIHH0

{14 Decrial wark fo bu pacioemed 7'3?'“ ,

{15) Ground floor sea of butiding . @I sq £ (18) Melght of building. . 15

{11 Datalled dosextption of work to be dore
CLENELNG & ADUED FOOUDATION & mcme

{18) Mo portion of building or sirueture wummwuwmtrm

a0y wire contuaing moes thes T8 sol's See CalMorols Panal Code
{18} Superviston of ronmruction by
(3] Geoersl contractor  CONWMER

Address

Phons PARA-TTIY 4

Foe Cantact by Buresy )

SEPTEMBER, 20018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING



HisTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFARNIA

ORI AN R b a% "m gt

m-‘,:u.mmu e L, mnu‘wm
R

ﬂ
ﬂ
lolidiony 4 m-o?:' M-imh«-
s
: e e 2 R NN S b g"'
1«?}“ Mmpmmuhﬂ-'wﬂh t i-‘h

.F

v

&

1 = e - g s

e e -

£ mmyouiy (3 wsiasifin
[- Tt Al ey AT
- D mTRE S PR

SeEPTEMBER, 2018 TimM KELLEY DONSULTING



HisTorie RESOURCE EVALUATION

617 SANRHEZ STREET

S5AN FrRanCISCD, CALIFORNIA

oD ag g p—p 2 Mf&‘u‘géwz/‘m;/
(27 e Jwtr
| Fomeme O B . il TR/ .
4.
| o eem .
& F{}R S‘ L{ F.d.x £ (u.'.- UnL / 'I‘;’I
| .- L = NOTHED M
21583 } M S
Dh TR =
AT é
|
| O3 ‘ g
| ]
% ER e S R HOTED Ma.
| I—_Il! "i“’%mlmmﬁ I o g
‘, P — Wo e A LR e —y > g .
! BEASON g
N D i
' 1]
- 4
! MOTHED 1R . LR
o T SRR W-ﬁr . | B
I == N oave___
WEASOM |
T R — ——— i
LR o
e g i - o ljoam g '
|| FEAzON.
r] RS SRR ] ROOFEL M g
T [ apecven § 7T aseasSTa
’ e .
APPEVED ‘
3 P T R . ey e p x’
VS = =T e &
- ey = e | | PEFTHIED MK " L
- i |
T L i 5 e G e ol 5 -_
%mmma -4 /*f;:;w

SeEPTEMRBER, 2018

-32-

TiMm KELLEY CONSULTING



HisTorIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRANDISCO, CALIFAORNIA

AT, T _ || | 8
\o &l . ~APPROVED g

[EPRETMENT OF BULDING INSPECTION

ASLUIENTSTS wlll Jeachaz. B .} P
. K = o fti'L >4 'S.«S:D'{L/’\a/a-—tfg_ﬂi»_.. i

%

g e — I -,.._B_LO..M...!-Qf_Qf_ e = E
J....- (s € senen, '\QJ 16 Ofteer Co.J5 m,;’uf!fJ

WY R DRI A S P W L

"'-i: T
wme b - HE ﬁ..m"’"'"" . ¥/ T
oo T g
[
- ‘._-n_g .
— T —
APORTANT NOTICE:! miﬁ'OAMJC.Mﬂ'
R L L S P Y
Tutm
:wnm-w' a& m&mwmm
N—-nh-ﬁq— Tkl “;ulub»m
e 1 rATIINS $ GuATVEY et g e

TR '.':::.....,,_'"""':L.:_ R et
mwwmmvm WY S PR AR

I ) ATE P P Tt POETIG

mﬂﬂ..gmw ooty

Ao b TS o0 D8

o s e ‘%Mn
'vgw -m:-m fvmnzm

Vﬂﬂwmm WD WOER DAL, B ETSRTIO R A Bl
bl 5

bwmmmm.m»awmrvmmmhui
P e itpaes

-
73 SCHTIRC |
5, ANSER B ATEN
RTORTAN, TR ) ENGNEEN x
' wmms;smmmn ’

=

Lok

SEPTEMBER, 2018 : TiMm KELLEY DONSULTING

-3 3~



HisTaric RESOURCE EvaLuaTianN 617 SANCHEZ STREET SaAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

e Mwwi

’ﬁtﬁmmt AT PAtkp 1' :1:;%“

1
- | ]
i APPRINED i
Ll
|
|
o T WS,
| e
APPR{W"S(}.
|
i
£
| B |
1k e
APBRHED
|
|
I!
' . - il BomEED R
l VR S U T !l
= rovy *""-_ RS ““-h“ﬂ#d e _H..
z“_'-i::& .“-l.l:::l-il;“
o W -
ﬂpﬁiﬁl‘.ﬂ .'-f'!*‘. s 2 il ¥

SEPTEMBER. 20018 TiMm KELLEY CONSULTING

-3 4-



HistTorIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ BTREET SAN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

APPRQVED

o EEL

do

[y

n

~ e - — - CITY AND COm W AN T RAMDIST
ARPLICATION FOR BUILDMNG PERNI DEFARTMENT OF BLALTHNG INSPECTOM

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS DR REPAIRS 2! : i

=

- B o PO 1. 7
Aap R TICR T4 B FURSISMED DY Sop APFLE RN
i ks T R (] B =

et KT P T R TR

A,
AOOATIIMAL (a8 AL TR

Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

SeEPTEMBER, 20018
_35..



HisTorIiC RESOURGCE EvaLuAaTION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FranziscO, DALIFORNIA

(&)
2
3
B
»
o ST FARIIAL
rd
ﬁ;v«a(‘ per pims red b’)ﬂl(!&ﬂ“~ o rﬂ',‘(—(y“)rw"
wPree crivhasy h:hv“ “Tha's Ihj'(n‘ ‘s Lx ot L. Srbo-
X of HAe ?""’M-‘] Code. pev olivpredapon of Ppaesg
Admienstimdp, doted Bl
A . qhgles
o
APwiden
Ad
e /—:
SEPTEMBER, 20118 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

-36-



HisToRIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN Francisco, DALIFORNIA

Jﬁ\Pme I
A R

e e -
f i’mq | A~ o ) - S === i
T APORMATION TO BF FURNHED Y ALL APUCANTS

5 2— d:’ | & i i
y o T TR L B S S p— e
Fii: T N & -
s i s Dmeme s B T
- %.__ gl 300 Forraonke sF b3 nfi)-ut;i-: L w7921 £¥ =t
wond s ﬂ'z- 283E

-
iy . rrog o g r.A s
. . it R A -won*mnm e s be
. arpwy Y g ; » L 5
— it e a“':” e e pmw'mmm-«
A i v Lty o -mmnnnnm
& —— - R —— e —
b 4 m‘m‘m’ ww n ‘mmnwmm'wmsmba—maﬂ
o e O B anw e
: LI L Y- S o
b e FOMI TS Jiesere =i Py —
m‘c"— i e B TR LT & Bus e Y e e s e eere O b e o N 9 o GAK -
[ ] sn—tu*nm—:—n««-‘uu—mo‘a -—ﬁ
- g W g - L] Il A B el - J
—— s = S AL 0 MDA S | R B "
- b e N | 50 I e
T ———— g, o r S s e Sicr . Mits: HNE o 26 Lty T g o ke
ﬂgu gﬁ' e ecyens > e b Sopal e
Fum v T o O e 1 B gl - |
LK for M 4 Mg ﬁ‘-—.

SePTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

‘3 7~



HisToORIC RESOURCE EvaLuAaTIiQN 617 SANGHEZ STREET

VG AR e
:?:nx':uufwﬁnnmqu b
TIERLIRE QAR uilTa AN

o= St 3 ynakad
T T —

vy
|

SaN Francisco, DALIFORNIA

Lan FERIR.
S WO
P e ] o
7030 ¢ BRI it

e -
AEASOR

[ ¥ i1

g!

e

y CEPATHERT (F IR =EATH “'T"_ ““"’"Jl}mm

.

{sorwnem

*.”“Wﬁ_ 'hwwmmmm“mvmw

o CHDEIRITY, e Kiw Sy T 8 T O B S

o iR AN

SeEPTEMBER, 2018

-38-

TiM Ketrey GONSULTING



Historic RESOURECE EVALUATION

617 SANCHEZ STREET

SAN Franocisco, CALIFORNIA

- ; 0
noncee : i e s k.
Wi,
e g s ot i e il ittt %" u
by * p ': '~' o e a9 S s ABer SV Ry 1 ;

- 0 o EF . o, Sl - M
o e i TRIG SN b o) -

o P a»
s “‘Wﬂ’-' "
&hum-;u% o ;*-nu——g-ﬂ:-m-uw“tmuxoa;
ovm Ay
oo o - — - — el et  cvmpiims SR
R p
T s ommmmeiz S
nsmest ugm:mn u o
- ‘WW‘!—“
s ORI 104 RO, 39 T4 I BTN s samamee w4 Y
e ook o L g
- - e el
-‘zﬂlm::: O bk S EENSTT G 5 s OB T B ot e e R S RS e

Wark KOROMERS £ wP M RIS S e s 8

apoT P BOY

y
T e

SeEPTEMBER, 2018 TiMm KELLEY CONSULTING

~-39-



HisToric RESQURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SaN FrRaNCIscO, CALIFORNIA

T v = wags FA

} pp——— ] g

PR e o i i )

o e i) W
P

il Lm AR
cakeh Aoy rymal =

EREEE NI DN BN SNTBRY TV D G (D SRIVD T30 - MOLLIZE TIOM

SEPTEMBER, 20118 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

.4D-



HisToRIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET S AN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

FOFMM 31} OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQURED
«mu@m»vmwma"’

-y
ff.zwﬂj 6*(['*'7

mmu-w«uMﬁaaﬁwmtw D MW!&-—. Mnma
] = G —d—h"ﬂ o ke r"“ ihﬂ
- ‘lhi" o o

o -
965 o o4 Dk 6 G- B av——— b e o P etnng B
nm—qwmum%h - v W e L Tate ¢ e s o Cavuing ¥
'muhwmnm-g-ﬂ“‘ e Il el iy 4
e A D M e - kpy b pebiege

e 0 P h.zﬁw ..
— - ':,:“"" 1 9 WO A ¥ JOC P al e N Ao,
i i v bt b Mu-—ﬂ‘“r ROt e Ratinasets
AT B AT T el e ST W O
o WMWCMMm-Wm JORp—
m‘: —_— 'R " muwnhm*a-mﬂ:v—nu—n
il 7 . L W iy o
pe = o e o
Pt Yo i =
Cb R T e e i e B0 e
Wt iy W il b b | I
wwtmmmw-’m-whw-ﬁ”ﬁb« Z; b -
-! ol
£ o s
§ e B o e <o s 108 e et v
"o CORMACTA L ‘, = i - “‘"-"‘":,W'
mmmmmtm mnnunwcmanu
Y A PEAT. 3 SEES PN VG LM TRACT ¥
‘(Wﬂm#m-'” - wﬁ?nnrmu.uw
‘mmﬂkumw
e P
GHIGINAL
-
SePTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

-41-



HisTorIC RESOUREE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SaAaN FrRaANCISCcO, CALIFORNIA

Tk.'-’}n.;nd.-’;ﬁ L
aEhr e e
] ' 7
e e S || . -1 . BE—
| AFPROVED [ —
i T
i
' 14 LT . T
T Tarewves e 5
HEARONE ¢
L]} 5
i : § i SRR |1 T S—
4 .}._m”-- : o R
= i i
I 3 g jorrenye g
T weaoven T SRS
t FEASON g
® e
T aproven T e S i
REAON:
3 [
Ll e SN =
T aprmoveD *
]
L
N APPROVET BT
‘ \V
0
: < i it e =
mmm:*maM““M"*
s o shnihaa D B e

SerTEMBRER. 2018 TiMm KELLEY CONSULTING



HisToRrIC RESOURGCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRaNciIsco, DALIFORNIA

% TREANCIST !
o W |
A ¥S Jg
PTLLMET. WESPECTION |
b A e
W&‘m"y - “‘»-""
Si9-0n |siuoat | Bpllt Sarchex 3 wojas
== - o G (-T ey “ELT 2 .
80890 [Zre09 LR __Lg' ' i | L
T T W
pacay L) Drwiay- 118 063, KELART
SepTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

~4.3-



HisTorRIc RESOURECE EvALUATION

617 SANCHEZ STREET

SaN FRANCISCD, CALIFORNIA

AdOD TVIDIHH0

ONIESIO0N THNNG THALOK SNOSE 11V 40 SN v SV S10N - MOLLOSE GI0K

SEeEPTEMBER., 2018

-4 4-

Tim KELLEY CONSULTING



HisToRtic RESOURCE EVALUATIAN 617 SANCHEZ STREET SAN FrRanCiScO, CALIFORNIA

el

* Wap 23 20M
DRECTONCE? BULONG Ot

| WM‘%S%
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
| ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
FOMM 3 L) OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW WEGUIREQ .
L3

£ _amm"

2,359

S B .,.-.II : .-J',ilqi > 'l.":l.r.t
W Ph- 28050%30.B7T70

1
|
|
|
!
|
fi r
| y ' o
i
|
|
|

| -mm.n‘tu_"w }{\- v s o o v 8§08
L]

= e
| ——

SEPTEMBER, 2018 TiM KELLEY CONSULTING

-45-



HisTOorRic RESOURCE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SanN FrRanCcisco, CALIFORNIA

144G
Lad]
=

-d
}
!
¢
:
i
i

!
4 A KN
mgachon schesulmy o 84 63K TOM Ve VTl aﬂ,p
t-u--nuun-—-: MAR 7 3 2009

AdOD WIDH
|-E|T-
FE
i
i
:

i
|
] DATE
FEASON
==
i)
| 2 i
j ﬂ_ﬂ"‘f_"“”"""r’_“'—“w» !-5.___
—_— ] o Ty o oy
= ) aieh o apen o Pm
et e || e

SEeEPTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING



HISTORIC RESOURECE EVALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET SaN FrRanpiscO, CALIFORNIA

THH way 4200
frw, € s

AdOD YIS0

l

- adssaas:3
| RanEW EXPIAEQ PRy T ReeS0N308TF0 Ta . el T S H—
| suss CARPORT AND ADD K odl2en TAL ALITELOMaE el
| _$42€ oF STUBY AND BEDROAM . .
T CopPLY iy Adiw Do EF 52D

&) o -
AL . -

wheh. BuipER. T T R P W W
&

SEPTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

-47-



HISTORIC RESQURECE EvALUATION 617 SANCHEZ STREET S5aN Francisco, CALIFORNIA

HLnirs 1

AdCOD TWIDH440

VRO IS BNRNY) OB 1 (N GNDSESLd YTV A3 SV CNV S WY ALON — BOLLNER T

SEPTEMBER, 2018 TimMm KELLEY CONSULTING

-48-



HIsTORIC RESDOURCE EvaLUATION 617 SANGCHEZ STREET 5aAN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

i i
) ol Dent dwmgngD

1 JuN 13 o :
Zo1347I8( ~B® “‘W l
LPHGH53T LES oen S PET

AdOD TYiDidA0
! 3
L2 el
| th —
\

_____ N L

o Mosc way _gw cd_sdel |

e emER

ol
)
— pomn e

AT B RT ™ S
-

—— A ML F—
-
Pt ety .

SeEPTEMBER, 2018 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING

-49-



HisToric REsgurce EvaLuamian

617 SANCHEZ STREET . 5AN FrRaNcisco, CALIFORNIA
Qi i
n COMNDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS
g Fi 3
o ro: """:’F’ - — DaTE: {
8 ¢ o ill¥ I_lI AR - [
= [CELTZ AN, il Nl T fem aagf
k| TR i»
i KA
w Fliatws, @ g yre b " y oow__ 2l T
g F 'y PEARON:
b “ ¢ d

O
APEAMVET: MI'-
O
O
0

|
l

1['"..':;:
O
bte M
0 by i

v [

SERPTEMBER, 2018

Tim KELLEY CONSULTING



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC
Subject: FW: Thursday"s Calendar - Corporate Rentals. Item No 12, January 30, 2020 agenda
Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 11:55:48 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 11:42 AM

To: Aol Mail <jscottweaver@aol.com>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: Thursday's Calendar - Corporate Rentals. Item No 12, January 30, 2020 agenda

Thank you, Mr. Weaver.
Jonas, please note my correct sfgov email for inclusion in the public file.

Thank you,
Sunny Angulo

From: Sunny Angulo <sunny.angulo@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 11:39 AM

To: scott weaver <Jscottweaver@aol.com>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Thursday's Calendar - Corporate Rentals. Iltem No 12, January 30, 2020 agenda

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

Copying my SFGOV - do you have the UC Berkeley study?
—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Aol Mail <jscottweaver@aol.com>

Date: Wed, Jan 29, 2020 at 8:34 PM


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:sunny.angulo@gmail.com
mailto:Jscottweaver@aol.com
mailto:sunny.angulo@sfgov.org
mailto:jscottweaver@aol.com

Subject: Thursday's Calendar - Corporate Rentals. Item No 12, January 30, 2020 agenda

To: <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>, <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>,
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Please see attached letter re: corporate rental legislation.
Thank you,

J. Scott Weaver

Sunny Angulo

"Bird by Bird."


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:frank.fung@sfgov.org

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: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF NEW MIXED-INCOME
HOUSING COMMUNITY IN THE TRANSBAY NEIGHBORHOOD

Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 11:25:09 AM

Attachments: 01.30.20 The Avery Grand Opening Transbay Block 8.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,

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 30, 2020 11:24 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF NEW
MIXED-INCOME HOUSING COMMUNITY IN THE TRANSBAY NEIGHBORHOOD

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 30, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING
OF NEW MIXED-INCOME HOUSING COMMUNITY IN THE

TRANSBAY NEIGHBORHOOD

The Avery includes 548 new homes, 149 of which are permanently affordable and will serve
low-income families

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the grand opening of The
Avery, a mixed-income and mixed-use residential development that contains 548 new units,
including 149 affordable and below market rate homes for families earning up to 50% of Area
Median Income or below. Mayor Breed was joined by the Office of Community Investment
and Infrastructure, Related California, the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development
Corporation, and community leaders.

“These 548 new homes are part of a years-long effort to create a new, thriving neighborhood
in San Francisco and provide more homes so people can afford to live here,” said Mayor
Breed. “This development of Transbay Block 8 represents everything a successful mixed-
income community should look like, with a combination of affordable homes, market rate


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:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:chris.foley@sfgov.org
mailto:chris.foley@sfgov.org
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Lydia.So@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 30, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*xx PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING

OF NEW MIXED-INCOME HOUSING COMMUNITY IN THE
TRANSBAY NEIGHBORHOOD

The Avery includes 548 new homes, 149 of which are permanently affordable and will serve low-
income families

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the grand opening of The
Avery, a mixed-income and mixed-use residential development that contains 548 new units,
including 149 affordable and below market rate homes for families earning up to 50% of Area
Median Income or below. Mayor Breed was joined by the Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure, Related California, the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, and
community leaders.

“These 548 new homes are part of a years-long effort to create a new, thriving neighborhood in
San Francisco and provide more homes so people can afford to live here,” said Mayor Breed.
“This development of Transbay Block 8 represents everything a successful mixed-income
community should look like, with a combination of affordable homes, market rate apartments
and condos, and a new retail corridor.”

Located on a one-acre city block bound by Folsom, First, Clementina, and Fremont Streets, the
development consists of three buildings: a 618-foot tall glass tower, a 65-foot tall midrise, and an
85-foot tall midrise. The residential mix is 149 affordable apartments for families earning up to
50% Area Median Income, 280 market rate apartments and 118 for-sale luxury condominiums.

OCII oversaw the development of the project, which is the fourth housing project to be
completed in the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area. The Transbay Redevelopment Project
Area was established in June 2005, following the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan for the
Transbay Project Area by the Board of Supervisors. The Redevelopment Plan allowed for the
sale of vacant land parcels owned by the State of California, allowing for construction of The
Avery and generating funding for the Transbay Transit Center.

“l am excited to celebrate the grand opening of the Avery on Transbay Block 8. This major
mixed-income community embodies the vision for the Transbay Redevelopment Area and, most
importantly, provides 149 affordable homes for low-income households,” said Nadia Sesay,
Executive Director of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. “By continuing to
create these housing opportunities in one of the City’s newest neighborhoods, OCII is committed
to providing high-quality housing for families and individuals who typically struggle to find
affordable places to live.”
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Related California and affordable housing nonprofit Tenderloin Neighborhood Development
Corporation (TNDC) partnered on this development and enlisted OMA, Fougeron Architecture,
and HKS to make this new community a reality.

“The Avery brings 548 state-of-the-art homes to San Francisco, while increasing the City’s
critical affordable housing stock and creating a thriving new retail corridor,” said Bill Witte,
Chairman and CEO of Related California. “We were proud to partner closely with the City,
TNDC, and leaders in the community to deliver a cutting-edge, mixed-income community that
San Franciscans can take pride in for years to come.”

At full build out, the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area will account for 3,206 new units, of
which 1,381 will be permanently affordable.

“TNDC is proud to bring 149 affordable homes to Transbay through our partnership with
Related California. Together, we have achieved OCII’s vision of a mixed-income community
where tenants with low-incomes can access and benefit from the same amenities as market-rate
renters,” said Katie Lamont, Senior Director of Housing Development at TNDC. “We look
forward to seeing the families at Avery Lane thrive in their beautiful new homes for years to
come.”

Financial partners for The Avery include OCII, Wells Fargo Bank, Bank of China, Goldman
Sachs, Citigroup, the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, and the California Debt Limit
Allocation Committee.

HiH

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141






apartments and condos, and a new retail corridor.”

Located on a one-acre city block bound by Folsom, First, Clementina, and Fremont Streets,
the development consists of three buildings: a 618-foot tall glass tower, a 65-foot tall midrise,
and an 85-foot tall midrise. The residential mix is 149 affordable apartments for families
earning up to 50% Area Median Income, 280 market rate apartments and 118 for-sale luxury
condominiums.

OCII oversaw the development of the project, which is the fourth housing project to be
completed in the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area. The Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area was established in June 2005, following the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Project Area by the Board of Supervisors. The Redevelopment Plan allowed
for the sale of vacant land parcels owned by the State of California, allowing for construction
of The Avery and generating funding for the Transbay Transit Center.

“I am excited to celebrate the grand opening of the Avery on Transbay Block 8. This major
mixed-income community embodies the vision for the Transbay Redevelopment Area and,
most importantly, provides 149 affordable homes for low-income households,” said Nadia
Sesay, Executive Director of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. “By
continuing to create these housing opportunities in one of the City’s newest neighborhoods,
OCII is committed to providing high-quality housing for families and individuals who
typically struggle to find affordable places to live.”

Related California and affordable housing nonprofit Tenderloin Neighborhood Development
Corporation (TNDC) partnered on this development and enlisted OMA, Fougeron
Architecture, and HKS to make this new community a reality.

“The Avery brings 548 state-of-the-art homes to San Francisco, while increasing the City’s
critical affordable housing stock and creating a thriving new retail corridor,” said Bill Witte,
Chairman and CEO of Related California. “We were proud to partner closely with the City,
TNDC, and leaders in the community to deliver a cutting-edge, mixed-income community that
San Franciscans can take pride in for years to come.”

At full build out, the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area will account for 3,206 new units,
of which 1,381 will be permanently affordable.

“TNDC is proud to bring 149 affordable homes to Transbay through our partnership with
Related California. Together, we have achieved OCII’s vision of a mixed-income community
where tenants with low-incomes can access and benefit from the same amenities as market-
rate renters,” said Katie Lamont, Senior Director of Housing Development at TNDC. “We
look forward to seeing the families at Avery Lane thrive in their beautiful new homes for years
to come.”

Financial partners for The Avery include OCII, Wells Fargo Bank, Bank of China, Goldman
Sachs, Citigroup, the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, and the California Debt
Limit Allocation Committee.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Letter the Potrero Power Station

Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:29:41 AM

Attachments: 200129 Letter to Planning Commission Power Station 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: Enrique Landa <e5@associatecapital.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 4:35 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Francis, John (ECN)
<john.francis@sfgov.org>; Rich, Ken (ECN) <ken.rich@sfgov.org>; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; James
Abrams <jabrams@)jabramslaw.com>

Subject: Letter the Potrero Power Station

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

Commissioners,

Please see an enclosed letter requesting that the Planning Commission consider and recommend approval of changes
to the Potrero Power Station Development Agreement and Special Use District that have resulted from
conversations with members of the community and San Francisco Heritage since the publication of the project's case
report on January 10th of this year.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Enrique Landa

Project Sponsor
Potrero Power Station


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org

CALIFORNIA BARREL COMPANY

420 23%° STREET | SAN FRANCISCO, CA | 94107 | (415) 796-8945

January 28, 2020

President Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Requested Amendments to Potrero Power Station Development Agreement and SUD

Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners:

We are pleased to present the Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Project for your
consideration tomorrow. Since preparation and introduction of the Project’s Development
Agreement and Special Use District about two weeks ago, we have continued to work with
community stakeholders and are pleased to present a number of proposed amendments to the
Special Use District and Development Agreement that address the community’s concerns about
the Project’s preservation of the beloved Station A building and child care. We have made these
changes in dialogue with the community and as a part of the multiyear outreach effort we have
made with our neighbors and other stakeholders.

First, the Development Agreement requires that the Project provide two 6,000 square foot
child care facilities, and does not permit the Project to pay an in lieu fee for this obligation. We
are pleased to make this commitment. In response to community input, however, we respectfully
request that the Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors make the below
amendment to Section 3.1 of the Phasing Plan, in order to clarify that tenant improvement costs
will not be passed onto any child care facility tenant. We note that this exceeds the requirements
of the Planning Code, which includes such a pass through of tenant improvement costs.

Child Care Facilities. Developer shall construct two child care facilities, each no smaller
than six thousand (6,000) gross square feet in size (the “On-Site Child Care Facility”).
Each On-Site Child Care Facility shall be located in the Development Phase set forth in
the Phasing Plan. The Development Phase Application shall specify in which Building an
On-Site Child Care Facility shall be located. Each On-Site Child Care Facility shall have
sufficient protected outdoor space to meet the requirements of California law, and be
available for lease to a licensed nonprofit operator without charge for rent, utilities,
property taxes, building services, repairs or any other charges of any nature, as evidenced
by a lease and an operating agreement between the sponsor and the provider, with a
minimum term of four years. Thereafter, each On-Site Child Care Facility must be
available to a licensed nonprofit operator for an additional period of four years, at a cost
not to exceed actual operating and-the-eriginal-tenant-improvement costs (those incurred
during the initial three-year term) reasonably allocated to similar facilities in similar
buildings, amortized over the remaining term of the lease. In consideration of these
requirements, Planning Code sections 414.1-414.15 and sections 414A.1-414A.8 shall not
apply to the Project.
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Second, the community has also asked that a 5,000 square foot POPOs be provided on the
rooftop of a new building located on Block 15, in the event that Station A collapses. We have
agreed to this request and respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend the
following amendment to the D4D (which is a component of the Development Agreement):

Add Standard 6.1.4(D) titled “Rooftop POPOS on Block 15 that reads “If Station A is
damaged such that 30% or less of the eastern wall remains, a publicly accessible private
open space not less than 5,000 square feet in size and meeting the requirements of Planning
Code section 138(d) shall be provided on the rooftop of one building constructed on Block
15.”

Third. in response to requests made by SF Heritage, respectfully request that the Planning
Commission recommend the following amendment to the SUD:

Add the following to 249.87(n)(5)(A) - Prior to approval of a Design Review Application
for any building and/or Privately-Owned Community Improvement that is 200 feet or more
in height, or for the rehabilitation and development of Station A on Block 15 or of Unit 3
on Block 9, the Planning Director shall refer the Design Review Application to the
Planning Commission for an informational hearing. Such informational hearing shall
consider any pedestrian bridge proposed for attachment to Station A, regardless of whether
such bridge is initially proposed as part of the Station A building or an adjacent building
that proposes a bridge that would ultimately connect to Station A. In accordance with San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 71.5, any Mills Act contract application would also
require approval by the Historic Preservation Commission.

Fourth, SF Heritage has asked that the project seek City Landmark designation of Station
A, Unit 3 and/or the Stack if and when a Mills Act contract is sought for any of these structures.
We agree to this request and accordingly request that the Planning Commission recommend the
following amendment to Development Agreement Section 7.5:

Mills Act. At Developer’s request, Developer and the City agree to use good faith efforts
to pursue the approval of a Mills Act contract under the California Mills Act (California
Government Code, Article 12, Sections 50280 et seq., California Revenue and Taxation
Code, Article 1.9, Sections 439 et seq.) for the rehabilitation of any building on the Project
Site eligible for such contract under the California Mills Act. The City finds that
the approval of Mills Act contracts for the rehabilitation of the Station A, Unit 3, and/or
the Stack buildings to be a critical component to the viability of the preservation
of these buildings, given their dilapidated condition. So long as the term of any such Mills
Act contract does not exceed twenty (20) years, the City agrees to waive any limitation
under City Law regarding the tax assessment value of the building under San Francisco
Administrative code 71.2(b), as well as the maximum amount of tax revenue loss that may
result from any such Mills Act contract. In consideration for the City’s efforts to pursue
the approval a Mills Act contract for Station A, Unit 3 and/or the Stack Developer agrees
to nominate Station A, Unit 3, and/or the Stack as a City historic landmark(s) under Article
10 of the Planning Code no later than Developer’s submittal of an application for a Mills
Act contract for Station A, Unit 3, and/or the Stack, respectively.
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We strongly share the community’s desire to preserve and rehabilitate Station A, but are cognizant
that this rehabilitation cannot occur until office allocation per Proposition M has been approved
for the building. The D4D (which is a part of the Development Agreement) requires that the
Developer preserve Station A. In the unlikely instance that the building were to be damaged during
a seismic event, we have also agreed to preserve any portion of Station A’s walls that remain after
an earthquake. Standard 6.14.1 of the D4D provides the following:

Given the paramount importance of the building’s brick walls to the character of the Project
Site, if Station A is damaged by an earthquake or otherwise, any remaining portions of the
[building’s] walls shall be retained in place and incorporated into the Station A project.

In response to requests made by neighbors, we agreed to the following amendment to the
Development Agreement (included as Section 14.28), which requires vibration monitoring during
construction:

Station A Vibration Monitoring. Prior to any controlled blasting, pile driving, or use of
vibratory construction equipment on the Project Site, Developer shall engage a historic
architect or qualified historic preservation professional and a qualified acoustical/vibration
consultant or structural engineer to undertake a pre-construction survey of Station A to
document Station A’s condition. Based on the condition of Station A, a structural engineer
or other qualified entity shall establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be
exceeded during construction of the Project. The qualified consultant shall conduct regular
periodic inspections of Station A throughout the duration of vibration-inducing
construction when it occurs within 80 feet of the building. Should vibration levels be
observed in excess of the established maximum vibration level or should damage to any
part of the walls of Station A to be retained by the Project under the Design for
Development, construction shall be halted and alternative construction techniques put in
practice, to the extent feasible. For example, smaller, lighter equipment might be able to
be used or pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if soil conditions allow.

Finally, we underscore that the Project is required through the MMRP (which is a part of
the Development Agreement) to stabilize Station A and the Stack against construction generated
vibration and activity as follows:

Mitigation Measure M-CR-5e (Variant): Historic Preservation Plan and Review
Process for Alteration of Station A and the Boiler Stack

Prior to the approval of the first building permit for construction of Phase 1, a historic
preservation plan establishing protective measures shall be prepared and implemented to
aid in preserving and protecting portions of Station A and the Boiler Stack, which would
be retained as part of the project. The historic preservation plan shall be prepared by a
qualified architectural historian who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 61). The plan shall establish
measures to protect the retained character-defining features during construction of the
project, such as avoiding construction equipment inadvertently coming in contact with
Station A and the Boiler Stack, to minimize construction-related damage to Station A and
the Boiler Stack, and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. If
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deemed necessary upon further condition assessment of the resource, the plan shall include
stabilization of Station A and the Boiler Stack prior to construction to prevent deterioration
or damage. Where pile driving and other construction activities involving the use of heavy
equipment would occur in proximity to Station A and the Boiler Stack, the project sponsor
shall undertake a vibration monitoring program as described in Mitigation Measure M-NO-
4a, including establishing a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded based on
existing conditions, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices in use at the time. The project sponsor shall ensure that the contractor
follows these plans. The preservation and protection plan, specifications, monitoring
schedule, and other supporting documents shall be incorporated into the building or site
permit application plan sets. The documentation shall be reviewed and approved by
Planning Department Preservation staff.

We should also note that Station A survived the Great Earthquake of 1906 and the 1989
Loma Prieta earthquake. While we expect and hope that Station A will not collapse prior to the
actual rehabilitation of the building, which will largely depend on the timing of approval of any
office allocation (Prop M) for the building, we do not think focusing on stabilization measures
beyond what has already been required and agreed to in the DA and other project document is
prudent. Instead, we prefer to expend attention and resources in expediting Station A’s
rehabilitation, as no temporary measure will be as good as a full seismic retrofit and state of the
art structural system.

We understand that Save the Hill have requested that Station A be seismically stabilized to
survive a major earthquake by a certain Development Phase, independent of whether the City has
approved a rehabilitation plan for the building and Prop M allocation. This would mean that the
building would be stabilized as a vacant building with no roof and no revenue generating use. This
proposal raises concerns, as we understand from a structural expert that the cost of this seismic
stabilization for a moderate seismic event to be at least $12 million. Moreover, any interim seismic
stabilization features would likely need to be demolished once the building is actually rehabilitated
for office use. The seismic stabilization features might also require perforations to the building
and/or the alteration of exterior features of Station A that may not be consistent with the building’s
future use, or unintentionally damage the integrity of the asset and some of its character defining
features. We commit to continuing our discussion with Save the Hill about this issue but believe
that focusing on the rehabilitation of Station A as an active building would be more prudent.
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To that end, we commit to commencing the architectural design process to redevelop
Station A immediately after entitlement and apply for a Prop M allocation at the earliest
opportunity we can, provided we can secure requisite community support.

L

Enrlque anda

Sincerely,

CC: John Rahaim, Planning Department
John Francis, Planning Department

Ken Rich, OEWD

Jon Lau, OEWD

Jim Abrams, J. Abrams Law, P.C.






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC
Subject: FW: Dogpatch Power Station - Dogpatch Neighbor Support - Bruce Huie
Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:27:36 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Bruce Kin Huie <brucehuie@me.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 8:14 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Francis, John (ECN)
<john.francis@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Enrique Landa <e5@associatecapital.com>; Susan Eslick <susan.thebookkeeper@gmail.com>;
Jon Larner <jonlarner@gmail.com>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Evans,
Abe (BOS) <abe.evans@sfgov.org>

Subject: Dogpatch Power Station - Dogpatch Neighbor Support - Bruce Huie

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

SF Planning Commission Hearing on the Power Station in Dogpatch — Thursday, 1/30/20
The Power Station project will have an enormous impact on Dogpatch — my neighborhood.
The team at the Power Station has made extraordinary efforts to coordinate their plans with
neighbors and to look for mutual benefits in the way roadway and pedestrian connections are
considered for Dogpatch residents. They realize that improvements in Dogpatch create a

better gateway to their project and a richer neighborhood for everyone. Enrique and his team


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

have been unique in the extent to which they have imbedded themselves in the community,
attending meetings and events and working closely with neighborhood associations for over 3-
years on capital project planning. The plans and priorities for the Power Station have been
dramatically altered through input with adjacent Dogpatch neighbors. This has helped local
residents see the development as an extension of our vibrant community rather than an
intrusion into it.

| ask you vote in favor on this Dogpatch project. Thanks for your consideration.

Bruce Huie — neighbor at 1099 23" Street — 4 blocks from the project location

mobile: +1-415-308-5438 | email: brucehuie@me.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Potrero Power Station

Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:27:17 AM
Attachments: Potrero Power Station 1-30-20.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Rodney Minott <rodneyminott@outlook.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 8:24 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Enrique Landa <e5@associatecapital.com>; Lau, Jon (ECN)
<jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Francis, John (ECN) <john.francis@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>

Subject: Potrero Power Station

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

Dear Commissioners,

Unfortunately, | will not be able to attend the Potrero Power Station hearing on Thursday to
represent Save the Hill. As you know, we have joined other neighborhood groups and San Francisco
Heritage in submitting letters asking the Commission to ensure the stabilization of Station A in the
early phases of development. The benefit of reinforcing Station A while it’s being developed as an
active building is evident — but obtaining a timely Prop M allocation is uncertain and there is always
the possibility of an economic downturn.

We understand that our letter may have been mischaracterized to specifically request stabilization
to such an extent that it would withstand a major earthquake. Of course this would be unrealistic. As
noted in our letter, we suggested that the Project Sponsor follow well-established methods and
guidelines already established by the National Park Service as they were employed by the Port at
Pier 70, as well as the process outlined in the mitigation measures in the Project EIR. This should
limit damage to the integrity of the building and its characteristic features resulting from the
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Dedicated to the health, culture, heritage, and scenic beauty of San Francisco’s Potrero Hill

1-27-20

Dear Commissioners:

I’m writing in regard to the Potrero Power Station development. Save The
Hill (STH) has been closely monitoring this project. In the past few years,
we’ve met with the Project Sponsor on several occasions. In particular, we
are pleased by the Project Sponsor’'s commitment to retain the historically
significant Station A and Boiler Stack structures. These represent
wonderful legacies of the City’s fabled industrial past.

As a condition of project approval, we urge Commissioners to require a bit
more tweaking of agreement documents in order to ensure long-term
protection of Station A as a landmark structure.

It’s our understanding that the timetable for construction of the Station A
parcel (Block 15) remains uncertain given both an office allocation under
Proposition M and the possibility of a future slowdown in the economy. In
order to ensure that the structural integrity of Station A is maintained and
safeguarded until Block 15 construction gets underway, we urge
Commissioners to require stabilization and employ mothballing methods
and guidelines for historic buildings established by the National Park
Service. We fully agree with San Francisco Heritage and other
neighborhood groups that stabilization is critical and should occur in the
earliest phases of construction of the Potrero Power Station development
— and not be delayed until 2028 when Block 15 construction is slated to
start. The Development Agreement should require Station A stabilization at
the start of Phase 2 construction in the event the Project Sponsor is unable
to accelerate the Block 15 build-out timetable to an earlier phase.





To ensure that the eventual development remains sensitive to historic
structures, we support SF Heritage’s request that Mills Act funding be tied
to landmarking, which would add an important extra layer of design review.

We’re hopeful these outstanding issues can be resolved before the January
30th hearing at the Planning Commission. We urge Commissioners to
ensure that appropriate language safeguarding Station A is included in the
final documents.

Regards,

"y K

Rodney Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill






stabilization process itself.

I've attached our original letter, and respectfully request your support in ensuring that these
wonderful legacies of the City’s industrial past remain intact for many generations to come.

Sincerely,

Rod Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Thursday"s Calendar - Corporate Rentals. Item No 12, January 30, 2020 agenda
Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:27:00 AM

Attachments: Corporate Rental Legislation.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Aol Mail <jscottweaver@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 8:34 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Cc: sunny.angulo@gmail.com

Subject: Thursday's Calendar - Corporate Rentals. Item No 12, January 30, 2020 agenda

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

Please see attached letter re: corporate rental legislation.
Thank you,

J. Scott Weaver
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West Bay Law
Law Office of ]J. Scott Weaver

January 29, 2020

Members, San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Proposed Corporate Rental Legislation

Dear Commissioners,

I am unable to attend tomorrow’s meeting and wanted to convey my thoughts regarding
the proposed Corporate Rental Legislation.

As I understand it, the commission is supportive of the proposed amendments to the Rent
Ordinance that would effectively ban corporate rentals in rent-controlied buildings.

I also believe that, ultimately, there is a consensus that corporate rentals should be subject
to some numerical limitation. The legislation proposes a limit of 1,000 units. The rationale
behind this limitation is that priority should be given to San Francisco renters while still allowing
some units for preferred corporate rental uses.

As ] mentioned at the previous hearing, of concern is that specific criteria that should be
applied for conditional use approval of Intermediate Length Occupancies. I believe there should
be a prohibition of ILOs in “sensitive communities” as defined by the UC Berkeley Urban
Displacement Project. These sensitive communities are subject to rapid gentrification or are at
the end stage of gentrification. The hyper-gentrification created by these high-end corporate
rentals exacerbates an already perilous situation that these vulnerable communities are facing.

Additional criteria could include priority uses such as support for people who are
receiving medical treatment, with further favor given to ILOs in close proximity to medical
facilities. Priority should also be given to nonprofit arts and educational organizations.
Agreements by the applicant to make housing available (at reasonably affordable rents) for
temporary use by fire victims, or tenants temporarily displaced due to seismic retrofits in their
buildings could also be a consideration.

4104 24th Street # 957 * San Francisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832
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Finally, I believe that the legislation should include payment of an appropriate Impact

Fee.
Thank you for your attention to this mater.
=T
JSW:sme

cc. Sunny Angulo






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Planning, Administrative Codes - Residential Occupancy - BOS FIle No. 191075 - Planning Commission
Agenda Item No. 12 - January 30, 2020

Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:26:36 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: John Carroll <john.ewing.carroll@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:47 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Diego (CPC) <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>

Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>;
Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS) <suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Smeallie, Kyle (BOS)
<kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>; Brousseau, Fred (BUD) <fred.brousseau@sfgov.org>

Subject: Planning, Administrative Codes - Residential Occupancy - BOS Flle No. 191075 - Planning
Commission Agenda Item No. 12 - January 30, 2020

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

Good evening, President Koppel and Commissioners:

Thank you for your consideration of Supervisor Peskin’s ordinance to create and regulate
Intermediate Length Occupancy residential uses. The ordinance supports San Francisco households
by limiting short-term corporate occupancy of housing stock. I write to support this ordinance.

I especially support Supervisor Peskin’s ordinance as it relates to stopping the conversion and use of
rent-controlled housing stock on the corporate housing markets. The practice of converting rent-
controlled units to corporate housing is rampant within the City. My own home is an apartment in
645 Stockton Street, a 70-unit building constructed in 1928, and owned by Veritas. It is subject to
the rent ordinance. There are at present 24 units of furnished corporate housing on offer by my
landlord within 645 Stockton—more than a third of the total units. Of those furnished corporate
housing units, there are five listed on as presently available for limited-term lease.
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http://645stockton.com/

These units are vacant—not occupied by San Franciscans and not occupied by short-term tenants.

Landlords find it profitable to keep these units vacant in hopes of making larger rents from future
corporate rentals, especially when entire floors—or even buildings—can all be potentially let at once
to a single corporate entity. In fact, within one block of 645 Stockton are many other buildings
owned by Veritas and offering furnished corporate suites, including the following current vacancies:

o 621 Stockton - Presently showing one vacant furnished 3-bedroom apartment

9

o 655 Stockton - Presently showing three vacant furnished studio apartments, and one vacant
furnished 2-bedroom apartment - ;

o 845 California - Presently showing two vacant furnished studio apartments, and two vacant
furnished 2-bedroom apartments - ;

o 50 Joice - Presently showing four furnished 1-bedroom apartments

9

o 840 California - Presently showing one vacant furnished 1-bedroom apartment

o 795 Pine - Presently showing one vacant furnished 2-bedroom apartment

Further affiliated furnished corporate vacancies can be browsed by the following linked
map: . Veritas also offers furnished corporate units

on * and through other secondary listing websites.

This is just a quick survey of the online listings for available vacant furnished units within one block
of my home. There are many more units which are presently in use and not available. The operation
by my landlord of furnished corporate housing removes units from the reach of San Franciscans in
search of housing. If you count the 24 furnished units in 645 Stockton, plus the 15 listed in my six
bullets above, you have a total of at-least 39 corporate housing units within one block. That’s room
enough to house 70 San Franciscans, and it’s the lowest possible estimate which can be made for the
impacts of corporate rentals on the single square block of Stockton, Pine, California, and Powell
Streets.

Remember that these units are the City’s highest-value naturally-affordable housing stock—rent
controlled units—which the citizens of the City have time and again pledged as the highest priority
to preserve. Operation of these units as furnished corporate suites does real damage to our housing
stock.

Furthermore, the ordinance states that it amends the Administrative Code to clarify existing law
regarding the enforceability of fixed-term leases in rental units covered by the Rent Ordinance. As of
right now, corporate rentals of rent controlled properties are not permitted, because the fixed-term
leases conflict with the just-cause eviction protections of the rent ordinance. None of the above
furnished corporate rentals should be in operation. In fact, at this time Veritas is offering these
buildings for sale, and the valuation of the buildings on the market surely reflects the continued
operation of these units, illegally.

Our city needs these controls. It is through corporate rentals that our highest-value naturally-
affordable housing stock is allowed to metastasize into unaffordable luxury housing.

Thank you for considering my comments.


https://www.621stockton.com/availability.aspx
https://www.655stockton.com/availability.aspx
https://www.845california.com/availability.aspx
http://www.50joice.com/availability.aspx
https://www.840california.com/availability.aspx
https://www.795pine.com/availability.aspx
https://www.rentsfnow.com/furnished
http://airbnb.com/

Commission Secretary Ionin and Clerk Major, please include my comments in your open public files
as relate to this ordinance.

Best regards,
John Carroll

*Here are 36 Veritas Airbnb listings, for a sample:
A Veritas employee has the following 30+ listings on , all for 30-day minimum stays:

1

h‘;tps://www.airbnb.com/rooms/ 16205967
2

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/18311350
3

hitp_s://Www.airbnb.com/rooms/ 17608618
4

hitps://www.airbnb.com/rooms/2 1397422
5

h"ctps://www.airbnb.com/rooms/23 879828
6

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/24853898
7

hitp_s://Www.airbnb.com/rooms/ 16016803
8

hitps://www.airbnb.com/rooms/2266893 1
9

h"ctps://www.airbnb.com/rooms/ 17847179
10.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/22669291
11.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/21397277
12.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/16909548
13.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/15999931 - 50 Joice
14.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/22582798 - 50 Joice
15.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/23128316 - 50 Joice
16.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/22481565 - 50 Joice
17.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/27545197 - 50 Joice
18.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/16452355 - 50 Joice
19.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/18110019
20.
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https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/16205967
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/18311350
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/17608618
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/21397422
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/23879828
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/24853898
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/16016803
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https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/16452355
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/18110019

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/24304722
21.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/1771420
22.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/20230882 - 755 Bush
23.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/26871900 - 755 Bush
24.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/24234062
25.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/18672065 - 840 California
26

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/24937731 - 645 Stockton
27.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/26009784 - 645 Stockton
28.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/25372206 - 645 Stockton
29.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/25014588 - 645 Stockton
30.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/27363400 - 645 Stockton
31.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/22755070 - 645 Stockton
32.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/20230882 - 645 Stockton
33.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/22671524 - 645 Stockton
34.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/26257133 - 655 Stockton
35.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/21397713 - 655 Stockton
36.

https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/19033531 - 655 Stockton
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