
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Langlois, Lily (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support no new parking at the Hub
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 12:03:20 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/21/20, 11:40 AM, "Justin Fraser" <justin@missionwebworks.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear President Koppel, Planning Commissioners, and Supervisors,
   
    It’s my understanding that the Planning Commission is considering updates to its plan for ’The Hub’, or the
blocks around the Van Ness and Market intersection. I’d like to comment on the off-street parking policy.
   
    The City is not doing enough to combat climate change. We urgently need to get our carbon footprint as close to 0
as possible. The majority of our carbon production is from “…. fuel used in cars and trucks.” See:
https://sfenvironment.org/sf-climate-dashboard
   
    We need to discourage the use of private automobiles in San Francisco, especially in one of the most transit-rich,
bikeable, walkable and congested locations in the City. I strongly encourage you to support no new parking at the
Hub.
   
    Sincerely,
   
    Justin Fraser
    1019 Shotwell St
    San Francisco
   

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting San Francisco improvements!
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 12:02:53 PM

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

From: Andrea Kennedy <andreakennedysf@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 11:49 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting San Francisco improvements!
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. Our city has the lowest percent of school age children of any major
American city. We need responsible development to keep families in our city - and the
98 Franklin development provides three critical elements to retain families: housing,
neighborhood improvements, and schooling.

My family and I have been proud San Francisco residents for over 20 years. We
love San Francisco, and admire its progressive stance. We have been a part of the
French American International School community since 2009. Our four children,
Patrick, Ella, Aisling and Conor Kennedy have benefitted enormously from the
school's education.

French American International School is a special institution. We are San
Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together
people from many backgrounds, and has a strong social equity and inclusion
component. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops
compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
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98 Franklin will improve Hayes Valley. It is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-
income, placemaking, transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco.
The project will create much needed affordable units, improve the neighborhood's
pedestrian access, and add to the neighborhood's sense of community and livability.

The school works collaboratively with the community to improve the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development.

Best

Andrea Kennedy



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Langlois, Lily (CPC)
Subject: FW: Central Cities Coalition Oppose Unless Amended
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 12:02:43 PM
Attachments: Hub Sites.png

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

From: Carlos Bocanegra <cebocanegra@dons.usfca.edu>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 11:49 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "deland.chan@sfgov.org"
<deland.chan@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Central Cities Coalition Oppose Unless Amended
 

 

Dear President and Commissioners,

My name is Carlos Bocanegra, I am part of the Central Cities Coalition and I am opposed to the Hub Area
Plan unless amended.  We do not support corporate giveaways that will cause devastating harm to
sensitive communities who are already suffering the most during this COVID crisis.
 
We oppose the upzoning of 15 parcels and the proposed Housing Sustainability District which would
grant a majority of the proposed parcels by-right ministerial approval and remove the critical checks and
balance that both the Community and this Commission serve in holding projects accountable to equitable
outcomes. 
 
I am attaching a map that I believe demonstrates just how devastating the project is and why we intend to
fight it if they're included.
 
Best Regards,
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Carlos Bocanegra 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of projected needed to address the housing crisis.
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:35:48 AM

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

From: Luke Miner <lminer@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 11:32 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of projected needed to address the housing crisis.
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Luke Miner and I'm a San Francisco resident. I’m the
parent of Cole Powell-Miner and have been a member of the French American and
International High School community for 11 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
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of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development.

Thank you,

Luke Miner

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 98 Franklin St. May 27th agenda
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:27:44 AM

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

From: Milo Trauss <milotrauss@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 11:00 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for 98 Franklin St. May 27th agenda
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I am emailing to urge you to support this innovative and creative mixed use and mixed income
housing proposal. 
 
Who knows if it will come to fruition in this unusual financial climate, but one thing we can do to
help is grant approvals without delay. 80 new affordable units are just what the City needs right
now, as are the 265 market rate units. 
 
Located so close to market street and the Van Ness muni station this is the perfect location for new
homes and even more so a new school, which is one of the highest trip generating land uses.
 
The design is beautiful. The city will benefit from the impact fees and tax dollars, this is a great
proposal.
 
Please approve.
 
Thank you,
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Milo
 
 
Milo Trauss
milotrauss@gmail.com
215-370-1225
Upper Noe
 
 
 

mailto:milotrauss@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Additional Documents for 2019-001384CUA
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:27:27 AM
Attachments: WOW FIRE SPRINKLER.docx

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

From: "Chandler, Mathew (CPC)" <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 11:16 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Additional Documents for 2019-001384CUA
 
The sponsor has provided one additional document for the Commission. The sponsor is aware this
may not reach the Commission in advance of the hearing. I have let the sponsor know materials
submitted on the same day must be provided at the hearing.  
 
Best,
 
Mathew Chandler, Planner
Flex Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9048 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.
 

From: Chandler, Mathew (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 3:59 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Additional Documents for 2019-001384CUA
 
Please distribute these additional documents to the Commission for 2019-001384CUA- 1650 Polk
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http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

FIRE SPRINKLER & FIRE SAFETY NOTES



FIRE SPRINKLERS :  We are in the process of designing the automatic sprinkler system.  Our  Contractor shall examine the fire safety of the playground.  A Plan will be submitted by a C-16 licensed fire safety contractor to the Fire Marshall for approval prior to installation.  Special care in fire safety is needed to protect our Children guests.

EXIT DOORS :  Exit doors shall swing to the direction of travel and to have an approved panic  hardware device with the posted exit sign.  Exit doors shall have no dead bolts or surface mounted latches.  Playground shall install emergency power exit lights, as required.

OCCUPANCY LOAD SIGN :  Playground shall post the capacity sign for the playground and a separate seating capacity sign for the limited restaurant.

FRONT DOOR REQUIREMENT :  Front door will meet Accessible Business Entrance Program, Ordinance No. 51-16 which requires existing buildings with a place of public accommodation to have all primary entrances accessible for people with disabilities.  Our front doors will be designed by a professional Certified Access Specialist.  A Category Checklist Compliance Form will be submitted to Department of Building Inspection, Business Entrance division.   Playground shall install a “THIS DOOR TO REMAIN UNLOCK DURING BUSINESS HOURS” with one inch minimum letter above door.

STREET ADDRESS : Playground shall install street address and street name on the building so as to be plainly visible and legible in front of the property.  The street address will be in letter four inches or larger.   





Street. The sponsor provided this additional information related to the operation of the proposed
facility today.
 
Best,
 
Mathew Chandler, Planner
Flex Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9048 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:26:58 AM

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

From: Michelle Wong <michellew@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 11:18 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am writing as a concerned citizen and San Francisco resident.  The loss of residents at all economic
levels and particularly the poor, working class and middle class due to lack of affordable housing
presents an exigent circumstance.
 
The 98 Franklin Street project is a responsible housing development that is part of the solution to
this problem.  The developer, French American International School, merits the city's support and
expedited approval of entitlements.
 
As a native San Franciscan, it is heartbreaking to see so much blight throughout the city and the 98
Franklin Street project would be a seamless addition to the redevelopment of the Market Street
corridor that is the late Mayor Edwin Lee's legacy.
 
I have friends whose children attended FAIS.  FAIS provides a rigorous academic K through 12 college
preparatory program.  It has been a responsible member of the community for ---years at its present
location at 150 Oak Street where it provides excellent security and traffic control unlike any other
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private school in the city.
 
I unequivocally support and urge the city's support for this deserving and vital project.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jackson Wong
Attorney at Law (Ret.)



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: CONDITIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION CASE NO. 2020-000215CUA
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:56:11 AM
Attachments: condition for 52120 Motion .pages

 
 
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: Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 9:52 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"Hicks, Bridget (CPC)" <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>, "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)"
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, Anne
Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, Carlos <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>, Andrew Kallman
<ace2121@gmail.com>, Liz and Katrina <andrewsmadsen@gmail.com>, Kay Klumb
<kayklumb@gmail.com>, Cynthia So Schroeder <soschroeder@gmail.com>, Dorothy
<dkellysf@yahoo.com>, Anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com>, Ozzie
<ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: CONDITIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION CASE NO. 2020-
000215CUA
 

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

Attached please find a list of conditions that we respectfully ask the the Planning Commission to
adopt as as it considers this matter.

The neighbors have been asking the Project Sponsors to complete a legitimate, line to line survey on
this project site September, 2019, making dozens and dozens of requests.   I, and others, have
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http://www.sfplanning.org/

preview.jpg





participated in multiple negotiations with the Project Sponsors in an effort to reach an agreement
where they will perform the most basic of duties to ensure their project does not continue to
trespass on the home of their 80 year old next door neighbor, Carlos Ibarra.

I urge you to adopt these conditions in an effort to put an end to 9 months of refusal to ensure that
Mr. Ibarra’s home is safe as this massive project is built.

Thank you

Joan Ramo
4101 21st Street
San Francisco



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

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

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Do NOT turn public land over to private for-profit developer
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:45:00 AM

 
 
 
Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.
 
 

From: Dina L Wilson <dwilson@ccsf.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:16 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS)
<shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Dianna Gonzales <dgonzales@ccsf.edu>; swilliams
<swilliams@ccsf.edu>; Tom Temprano <ttemprano@ccsf.edu>; Brigitte Davila <bdavila@ccsf.edu>;
Ivy Lee <ivylee@ccsf.edu>; alexrandolph <alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; John Rizzo <jrizzo@ccsf.edu>;
tselby <tselby@ccsf.edu>; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>
Subject: Do NOT turn public land over to private for-profit developer
 

 

Please do not allow public land that has been used by City College since 1946 to be turned over to a
private for-profit developer whose CEO makes $10M/year.
 

The overwhelming support for Prop A ($845 M Bond for CCSF) shows SF voters desire the
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development and expansion of CCSF. The Balboa Reservoir is a critical element for CCSF
use. The plan to privatize it contradicts and undermines the public interest.

To privatize the last large undeveloped parcel in San Francisco for majority market rate
housing is unconscionable, given that the biggest barrier to affordable housing construction is
the price of land. Just like the development at 1100 Ocean, which was owned by the MTA and
today is 100% affordable, the ONLY housing that should be built on public land must be
deeply affordable to long-time residents and educators.  

The construction of a majority-market rate housing development  on the Balboa Reservoir
would be a major step backwards, toward the gentrification of some of the last affordable
neighborhoods in San Francisco.  

We need a City government that fights for education and housing justice, not leaders and
agencies that bow to real estate interests. 

This is not solely a District 7 issue. The negative impact on gentrification and City College is a city-
wide issue.

Sincerely,
 
Dina Wilson
ESL Instructor
Mission Campus
City College of San Francisco - Ohlone Territory
(415) 652-1390
pronouns: she/her/hers



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

From: SchuT
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Kathrin Moore; Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Merlone, Audrey (CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Subject: Last item on May 21st Agenda: 4118 21st Street CUA
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 7:42:19 AM
Attachments: IMG_5131.PNG

IMG_5177.PNG
IMG_5178.PNG
IMG_5179.PNG
IMG_5170.PNG

 


Dear Commissioners,

Good morning to you all and hope you are well.

I know you have a heavy day with the HUB and how important it Is, as well as your joint meeting with Rec and Park.

But if you can, please take a few minutes to look at the Approval Motions attached below for other Demolitions.  Please note the Findings regarding Relative Affordability in these past Motions and compare them with the Section 317 Criterion “I” in the Draft Motion in your packet for this CUA at 4118 21st Street.

In each of these earlier Approval Motions attached below, the Finding for Relative Affordability is listed as Criterion “ix” but it is the same Criterion as what is labeled Criterion “I” for this CUA to legalize the Demolition at 4118 21st Street.

It is puzzling and confusing that the Relative Affordability cannot be quantified in Criterion “I” for the 4118 21st Street CUA.  It is also puzzling and confusing that because the demolished building was purchased for $2.2 million in January of 2018 “affordability” is conflated with “Relative Affordability” in the last
paragraph of the Staff Memo.  They are not the same thing.

The Commission should note the following:  Four months earlier in September 2017 the same property was purchased for $1.55 million by Mr. Epstein.  That is a $650K speculative increase in a very short time between the sale by Mr. Epstein (who is the former owner as noted by the materials in the packet) to the
current owners.  There is a loss of Relative Affordability right there in that four month span, without any work and prior to the Permit Applications being filed by the current owners.

When an existing structure is demolished, legally or illegally, there is a loss of Relative Affordability.  And when a structure has an extreme Alteration....as this project at 4118 would likely have been but for the Enforcement....there is still loss of Relative Affordability.  When rampant speculation goes on there is a
loss of Relative Affordability.

This is true for all the extreme “Alterations” that have been flipped in Noe Valley in the past six years plus, at an average increase of over $3.5 million, and that should have been reviewed as Demolitions.

Also, on a different but also important matter, please see the last photo below from the 4118 21st Street packet of the Rear Yard Mid Block Open Space.  (This yard is listed as 795 sq.ft. on the plans).   A Condition of Approval should be added to create a yard that can capture carbon as the adjacent yards in the photo
do....with much natural greenery as these adjacent yards have....not a cemented over, outdoor bunker, fake turf type yard as usually happens in these full lot excavations.  

Also due to the unfortunate history of this project, the Commission should add a Condition of Approval to require a report back to the Department within 6 months of the CFC on the Occupancy and Tenure of the new units at 4118 21st Street.  I understand the desire of the Commission to be uniform and holistic in
Conditions of Approval, but since this is the legalization of an illegal Demo, it seems a reasonable Condition to impose.

Take good care and be well.

Thank you.
Georgia Schuttish

————————————————————————————————————————

49 HOPKINS AVENUE

————————————————————————————————————————

2890 FRANKLIN STREET
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2815 POLK STREET
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2135-2137 GREENWICH STREET(136-138 PIXLEY)





Sent from my iPad



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

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

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Record Number 2019-021795CUA & 2019-019985 CUA
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:22:00 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.
 
 

From: Judit Sánchez Fernández <juditsf@msn.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:34 PM
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC) <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Record Number 2019-021795CUA & 2019-019985 CUA
 

 

Hi Mathew, 
 
I received both planning commissions, one for (15) new antennas for Verizon and (12) ATT
panel antennas for AT&T. 
 
The amount of antennas that are installing since last few years in this area is ridiculous. 
 
Only whit these two plans we will have 27 antennas. 
 
I'm writing to be part of the comments will be part of the hearing, Thursday, May 28 2020.  
 
Best, 
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Judit. 
 



From: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
To: Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Diamond, Susan

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Cc: Hillis, Rich (CPC); STACY, KATE (CAT); Conner, Kate (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Nickolopoulos,

Sheila (CPC)
Subject: Memo Regarding State Legislation
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:51:12 AM
Attachments: CPC Memo State Leg May 21-2020.pdf

Dear Commissioners,

Director Hillis has informed me that you have received public comment about a pending state
bill (SB 902, Wiener). We wanted to share some information about the state legislative
process and San Francisco's mechanisms for engagement.  Attached you will find a short
memo about process and information about pending bills in Sacramento.  

Notably, for much of California's history, the state left land use controls to local government
within the realm of our "police powers" to protect health, safety and welfare.  While cities
typically have broad authority for land use, our local laws cannot conflict with either state or
federal laws. For instance, local governments cannot establish discriminatory housing policies.

In recent years, as the housing crisis has intensified, the State of California has increasingly
called the housing shortage a "matter of state concern".  In response to this concern, our state
legislature has been adopting bills that set statewide controls for matters such as accessory
dwelling units, housing accountability, housing production, rent caps and housing
streamlining. 

The City & County of San Francisco has three avenues for engaging with state legislation.
These are described in the memo. At the start of the legislative year, it is difficult to anticipate
which bills will advance. Bills that do advance often undergo significant changes that renders
department analysis moot quickly.  Yesterday, Speaker Atkins issued a press release indicating
that she had packaged five bills.  This may indicate that these five bills have a greater potential
to become law.  As described many of the bills are influx and will undergo significant changes--
even this week.

Given the fast moving nature of state bills, Director Hillis and I would be happy to set meetings
with interested Commissioners to discuss the process further. Do let us know if you have any
questions.

AnMarie Rodgers
Director of Citywide Planning
SF Planning Department
https://sfplanning.org/citywide-planning
AnMarie.Rodgers@SFGov.org
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To:   Planning Commission 
From: AnMarie Rodgers, Director Citywide  
Subject: 2020 State Legislation  
Date: May 21, 2020  
	


This	memo	briefly	outlines	the	California	state	legislative	cycle,	the	mechanisms	of	engagement	for	


the	City	and	County	of	San	Francisco	and	two	attachments:	a	listing	of	some	of	the	many	pending	


state	bills	that	pertain	to	planning	and	land	use	and	a	package	of	housing	bills	announced	via	press	


on	May	21,	2020	(yesterday)	by	the	Speaker	Pro	Tempore	Atkins.	


	


The	State	Legislative	Cycle.	The	California	State	Legislature	operates	on	a	two-year	cycle.	We	are	
currently	in	the	second	year,	with	bills	that	were	introduced	in	2019	advancing	through	the	process	


this	year.	At	the	beginning	of	2020,	more	than	60	bills	related	to	land	use,	development,	and	CEQA	


had	been	introduced.	Many	of	these	bills	will	not	advance	through	the	process.	Since	the	global	


pandemic,	the	Legislature	focused	largely	on	Covid-19	related	bills.	Bills	currently	being	considered	


in	their	policy	committees	have	until	May	29	to	be	passed	out	of	Committee.	June	19	is	the	last	day	


for	bills	to	pass	in	their	house	of	origin.	The	attached	list	of	bills	are	those	that	were	active	at	the	


beginning	of	the	year.	Where	the	State	has	produced	an	analysis,	links	are	included.	Note	many	bills	


had	no	analysis	as	of	the	date	that	this	memo	was	prepared.	On	May	20,	2020	California	Senate	


President	Pro	Tempore	released	a	package	of	housing	bills	intended	to	“bolster	housing	production	


and	strengthen	economic	viability”.	See	attached	press	release.	


	


City	&	County	of	San	Francisco	Engagement.		In	a	normal	legislation	season,	the	City	&	County	of	
San	Francisco	has	three	paths	to	monitor	and	influence	state	legislation.	The	Mayor,	as	the	elected	


chief	executive	of	our	local	government,	has	the	authority	to	speak	on	behalf	of	the	San	Francisco’s	


interests.	A	majority	vote	by	the	City’s	elected	legislative	body,	the	Board	of	Supervisors,	can	set	


city	policy	through	the	passage	of	a	resolution.		A	third	body,	the	State	Legislation	Committee	is	


empowered	by	the	San	Francisco	Administrative	Code	to	make	recommendations	for	endorsement,	


opposition,	or	neutrality	of	legislation	pending	before	the	State	Legislature	that	would	affect	the	


City.	This	Committee	is	comprised	of	the	following	elected	officials	or	their	alternate:	the	Mayor;	


two	members	of	the	Board	of	Supervisors,	appointed	by	the	President	of	the	Board	of	Supervisors;	


the	City	Attorney;	the	Treasurer;	and	the	Assessor.	The	Controller,	appointed	to	10-year	terms,	also	


serves	on	the	committee.		In	the	fall,	the	City’s	State	Legislation	Committee	identifies	legislative	


priorities	that	are	endorsed	by	a	vote	of	the	Committee.	The	Mayor’s	Director	of	Legislation	is	


empowered	to	coordinate	with	the	City’s	lobbyists	on	behalf	of	the	Mayor;	a	majority	votes	by	the	


Board	of	Supervisors;	or	action	by	the	State	Legislation	Committee.		The	lobbyists	seek	to	advance	


the	City’s	interests	via	the	Governor,	the	Assembly	and	Senate	members,	as	appropriate.	During	the	


legislative	session,	the	City’s	State	Legislation	Committee	meets	monthly	to	review	


recommendations	from	City	agencies	and	approve	official	City	positions	on	specific	bills.	All	actions	


of	the	State	Legislative	Committee	are	conveyed	to	the	Board	of	Supervisors.	The	Board’s	legislative	


actions	set	the	ultimate	policy	for	San	Francisco.		


	


Attachment	A:	Partial	List	of	State	Bills	Pertinent	to	Planning	and	Land	Use	
Attachment	B:	May	20,	2020	Senate	Leaders	Press	Release	“Housing	Production	Legislation”		







 2020 State Legislation Attachment A 


Bill # Sponsor Title link to State analysis (if any as of May 20, 2020) 
Assembly bills 


AB 725 Wicks 


General Plans: Housing element: 
moderate-income and above 
moderate-income housing: 
suburban and metropolitan 
jurisdictions


1/24/20 Assembly Floor Analysis 


* AB 1907 


CEQA: emergency shelters: 
supportive and affordable housing: 
exemption 5/11/20 Assembly Natural Resources 


AB 1924 Grayson Housing development: fees. none 


AB 1934 Voepel (R) 


Planning and zoning: affordable 
housing: streamlined, ministerial 
approval process. none 


AB 2137 Wicks 


Planning and Zoning Law: court 
orders: housing development 
projects. none 


* AB 2168 McCarty 


Planning and zoning: electric vehicle 
charging stations: permit 
application: approval. none 


AB 2224 Mayes 


Redevelopment: housing successor: 
Low and Moderate Income Housing 
Asset Fund none 


AB 2344 Gonzalez (D) 
Housing: affordable and market rate 
units. none 


* AB 2345 Gonzalez (D) 
Planning and zoning: density 
bonuses: affordable housing. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


* AB 2405 Burke Housing: Children and families 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


* AB 2406 Wicks Wicks  Rental registry online portal. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


* AB 2421 Quirk 
Land Use: permitting  Wireless 
Communications 


5/8/20 Assembly Local Government 


AB 2470 Kamlager 
Splitting multifamily dwelling units: 
streamlined ministerial approval. none 


AB 2577 Chiu
Env Protection: vulnerable 
population identification none 


* AB 2580 Eggman (D) 
Conversion of motels and hotels: 
streamlining. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


AB 2662 Rubio, Blanca Affordable housing cost study none 
AB 2700 Friedman Solar energy systems none 


AB 2722 McCarty
Development fees and charges; 
deferral none 


AB 2743 McCarty (D) 
California School Employee Housing 
Assistance Pilot Program. none 


AB 2829 Ting (D) 


Property taxation: welfare 
exemption: rental housing: 
moderate-income housing. none 


AB 2837 Quirk-Silva (D) 
UNITY Act: affordable housing 
software. none 


AB 2843 Chu (D) 


Local employer affordable housing 
fees: Affordable Housing Assistance 
Fund. none 


* AB 2852 Mullin (D) 
Public employee housing: local 
agencies. none 


May 20, 2020 1



http://www.leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB725

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1907

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB2345

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB2405

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB2406

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB2421

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB2580





 2020 State Legislation Attachment A 


Bill # Sponsor Title link to State analysis (if any as of May 20, 2020) 


AB 2922 Gray 


Community Development Tax Credit 
Program: community development 
corporations: allocations: income 
taxation: credits none 


* AB 2988 Chu (D) 


Planning and zoning: supportive 
housing: number of units: 
emergency shelter zones. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


* AB 2991 Santiago (D) 


Environmental quality: Jobs and 
Economic Improvement Through 
Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011.


5/11/20 Assembly Natural Resources 


AB 3009 Mullin 
Redevelopment: successor agencies: 
administrative cost allowance none 


* AB 3051 Diep (R) 


Environmental quality: California 
Environmental Quality Act: housing 
developments none 


* AB 3054 Salas (D) 


California Environmental Quality 
Act: judicial challenge: litigation 
transparency: identification of 
contributors. none 


* AB 3077 Santiago (D) 


Residential real property: tenancy: 
termination: withdrawal of 
accommodations. none 


* AB 3107 Bloom (D) 
Planning and zoning: general plan: 
housing development. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


AB 3122 Santiago (D) 


Housing element: emergency 
shelters, temporary housing, and 
supportive housing. none 


AB 3144 Grayson (D) 
Housing Cost Reduction Incentive 
Program. none 


AB 3145 Grayson (D) 


Local government: housing 
development projects: fees and 
exactions cap. none 


AB 3146 Bonta (D) 
Housing data: collection and 
reporting. none 


AB 3147 Gabriel (D) Fees for Development Projects none 


AB 3148 Chiu (D) 


Planning and zoning: density 
bonuses: affordable housing: fee 
reductions. none 


* AB 3154 Rivas
Sr Citizen intergenerational housing 
development none 


* AB 3155 Rivas, Robert  D 
Subdivision Map Act: small lot 
subdivisions. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


AB 3156 Rivas (D) 


 Coastal resources: coastal 
development permits: affordable 
housing. none 


AB 3157 Berman (D) 


Department of Housing and 
Community Development: regional 
housing need allocation: low-income 
community college students. none 


AB 3173 Bloom (D) Microunit Buildings none 
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 2020 State Legislation Attachment A 


Bill # Sponsor Title link to State analysis (if any as of May 20, 2020) 


* AB 3205 Salas Regions Rise Grant Program 
5/12/20 Assembly Jobs, Economic Development, and the 
Economy 


* AB 3234 Gloria Subdivision Map Act 5/8/20 Assembly Local Government 


* AB 3308 Gabriel (D) School districts: employee housing. 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


* AB 3352 Friedman (D) 
State Housing Law: enforcement 
response to complaints 5/18/20 Assembly Housing and Community Development 


* AB 1851 Wicks (D) 


Religious institution affiliated 
housing development projects: 
parking requirements. 5/8/20 Assembly Local Government 


Senate bills 


* SB 795 Beall 


Economic Development: housing: 
workforce development: climate 
change infrastructure none


* SB 899 Wiener (D) 


Planning and Zoning: Housing 
Development: nonprofit hospitals or 
religious institutions none


* SB 902 Wiener (D) 


Planning and zoning: neighborhood 
multifmaily project: use by right: 
density none


SB 906 Skinner (D) 


Housing: joint living and work 
quarters and occupied substandard 
buildings or units. none


SB 1015 Skinner (D) 
Keep Californians Housed Assistance 
Fund. none


SB 1017 Portantino )D) 


School facilities: proceeds from sale 
or lease of surplus property: 
affordable rental housing facilities. none


* SB 1079 Skinner (D) Residential property: foreclosure none


* SB 1085 Skinner (D) 


Density Bonus Law: qualifications for 
incentives or concessions: student 
housing for lower income students: 
moderate-income persons and 
families: local government 
constraints. none


* SB 1088 Rubio
  Housing: domestic violence 
survivors. none


SB 1120 Atkins (D) Subdivisions: tentative maps. none


* SB 1138 Wiener (D) 
Housing element: emergency 
shelters: rezoning of sites none


* SB 1258 Stern 
California Climate Technology and 
Infrastructure Financing Act


5/16/20 Senate business, professions and economic 
development 


* SB 1385 Caballero 
Local planning: housing: commercial 
zones. none 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
May 20, 2020 
                                                                                                              
CONTACT: Lizelda.Lopez@sen.ca.gov 
  
Senate Leaders Detail Housing Production Legislation Intended to 


Increase Supply, Aid California’s Economic Recovery 
 


SACRAMENTO – In an effort to spur affordable housing production and aid California’s 
economic recovery due to the COVID-19 crisis, Senate Democrats unveiled a package of 
legislation today intended to bolster production of new housing and remove existing barriers by 
further streamlining the development process. 
 
The package of bills will lead to more construction jobs and apprenticeships opportunities that 
will strengthen the economic viability of working families and the state. These bills are the 
product of four months of work by a group of lead Democratic Senators designated by Senate 
President pro Tempore Toni G. Atkins (D-San Diego) including Senators Mike McGuire (D-
Healdsburg), Anna M. Caballero (D-Salinas), María Elena Durazo (D-Los Angeles), Lena A. 
Gonzalez (D-Long Beach), Jerry Hill (D-San Mateo), Richard D. Roth (D-Riverside), and Susan 
Rubio (D-Baldwin Park). 
 
This package of bills builds on a foundation of work by the Senate Housing Committee Chair, 
Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco), who set the stage with his passionate approach to 
housing policy and focus on spurring production.  
 
 “At the start of the year, my colleagues and I committed to developing a comprehensive, 
successful approach to housing production. We remain dedicated to that goal, but due to 
COVID-19 and the economic fallout that has accompanied it, we must pivot our approach,” 
Atkins said. “This package of legislation would make more housing production possible 
generating high wage jobs for skilled construction workers, even while we continue to work 
through the new realities and uncertain times caused by the pandemic and economic downturn. 
And it positions California to leap forward exponentially on affordable housing as times get 
better.” 
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“California had a housing crisis before this pandemic and the need is even greater now with the 
virus ravaging the earnings of working families and the most vulnerable. The Senate’s housing 
package focuses on desperately needed relief for renters, ushers in innovative solutions to spur 
smart development by expediting the transition of dead and dying malls and it advances small- 
scale infill development. Senate President pro Tempore Atkins has worked day and night on this 
package, ushering in bold solutions that will have a positive impact in every corner of the Golden 
State,” said McGuire. 
 
The Senate Housing Production Package includes five bills, which are scheduled to be heard in 
committees next week, as well as the Senate proposal that would create a renter/landlord 
stabilization program that would enable agreements between renters, landlords, and the state to 
resolve unpaid rents over a limited time period. 
 
The housing production package includes the following bills: 
 


• SB 902 (Wiener) – This bill allows local governments to pass a zoning ordinance that is 
not subject to CEQA for projects that allow up to 10 units, if they are located in a transit-
rich area, jobs-rich area, or an urban infill site. *As proposed to be amended on May 20, 
2020. 
 
“The Senate came together to produce an impactful housing package that will lead to 
more housing for Californians. We face a multi-million home shortage that is driving 
people into poverty and homelessness, increasing carbon emissions, driving young people 
out of our state, and forcing people into multi-hour commutes. We must change course 
and prioritize new housing,” said Wiener. “This legislative package, building on our 
work over the past few years, is a strong step forward. To be clear, more work remains in 
coming years – we won’t solve our housing crisis in one year – but this package is 
progress, and I’m proud to author or co-author these bills.” 
 


• SB 995 (Atkins) – This bill would expand the application of streamlining the CEQA 
process to smaller housing projects that include at least 15 percent affordable housing. It 
also would broaden application and utilization of the Master Environmental Impact 
Report (MEIR) process, which allows cities to do upfront planning that streamlines 
housing approvals on an individual project level. The bill would extend and expand a 
program that has generated 10,573 housing units and created nearly 47,000 jobs since 
2011. 


 
• SB 1085 (Skinner) – This bill would enhance existing Density Bonus Law by increasing 


the number of incentives provided to developers in exchange for providing more 
affordable housing units.    


 
“We have to take smart and focused action now so that COVID-19-imposed economic 
hardships don’t make California’s housing crisis far worse. SB 1085 offers needed 
improvements to California’s density bonus law so that we can achieve real increases in 
the construction of very affordable units and moderately priced units for the ‘missing 
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middle’: teachers, nurses, firefighters who can’t afford today’s market-rate prices,” said 
Skinner. 


 
• SB 1120 (Atkins) – This bill would encourage small-scale neighborhood development by 


streamlining the process for a homeowner to create a duplex or subdivide an existing lot 
in all residential areas. Such applications would be required to meet a list of 
qualifications that ensure protection of local zoning and design standards, historic 
districts, environmental quality, and existing tenants vulnerable to displacement.  
 


• SB 1385 (Caballero) – This bill would unlock existing land zoned for office and retail 
use and allow housing to become an eligible use on those sites. It also would extend the 
state’s streamlined ministerial housing approval process to office and retail sites that have 
been vacant or underutilized for at least three years.  


 
“Every year, the nation witnesses the closure of brick and mortar retailers – anchor 
tenants at large shopping malls, small strip malls, and large standalone ‘big-box’ retail 
stores – because of the shift to shopping on the Internet. This change in consumer 
behavior leaves California’s communities with vacant and underutilized retail locations, 
unused real estate at a time when the state faces an astronomical housing shortage,” said 
Caballero. “SB 1385 helps the market to catch up with this real world reality by 
authorizing the adaptive reuse of these vacant parcels into desperately needed residential 
development. The bill will expand California’s housing production in the same 
commercial centers where people shop, get their haircut, and buy other goods and 
services. This reduces travel by vehicles, and creates an opportunity for some 
Californians to become owners, and lower the cost of housing for renters, by increasing 
supplies.” 
 


“I appreciate the hard work of my colleagues, and that of all Senators who offered their thoughts 
and perspective as we developed this important package. Our continued collaboration will be 
essential in the months ahead,” Atkins said. 
 
Senators who have been working on the housing production package characterized the bills as 
critical solutions for California’s housing shortage. 
 
Senator Richard Roth: “I applaud Senate President pro Tempore Atkins for her leadership in 
tackling the housing shortage and lack of affordability in California. We must ensure that 
housing is built where people need it and that it’s accessible to California families.” 
 
Senator Jerry Hill: “The proposals unveiled today leverage existing resources and statutes to 
provide creative solutions to California’s urgent need for housing. In addition, the housing 
production package provides new, streamlined steps that can be taken now while also positioning 
California for accelerated and expanded housing production as we recover. The proposals 
address the need for affordable, multi-family housing and take into account different ways that it 
can be created, including building smaller projects and pursuing developments that align with 
local density, height, setback and environmental standards. These strong and smart proposals 
enable California to move forward as well as build for the future.” 
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Senator Lena A. Gonzalez: “I would like to applaud the leadership of Senate President pro 
Tempore Toni G. Atkins on assembling the Senate housing production workgroup and crafting, 
in coordination with this workgroup, key policies to solve our housing and homelessness crisis. 
This housing production package represents months of conversations with various stakeholders 
from across the state and a balanced effort to fit the needs of our diverse communities. More 
housing production is key to overcoming the homelessness crisis. This legislation is essential 
now more than ever as our communities are struggling to keep themselves housed during and 
beyond the COVID-19 pandemic. It is an honor to join my colleagues in helping solve one of the 
toughest challenges California faces.”  
 
Senator Susan Rubio: “I am proud to have worked with Senate President pro Tempore Atkins 
and Senate colleagues to find real solutions to tackle the housing crisis. We met with key 
stakeholders, labor leaders, housing rights’ advocates, and builders, to find a balanced approach 
to increase housing production. As a former councilwoman, I ensured the voices of local leaders 
were heard and their concerns for local control were included in these proposals as best as 
possible. The COVID-19 pandemic has been another reminder that building housing – especially 
affordable housing – is more important than ever.”   
 
Senator María Elena Durazo: “I’d like to thank Senate President pro Tempore Atkins for 
including a comprehensive approach to CEQA that streamlines the review of projects that bring 
affordable housing and good jobs to California. This bill shaves months to years off project 
timelines by removing administrative red tape and expediting judicial review of CEQA litigation. 
The core provisions have been used in large projects. They should be used for housing as well. 
This bill retains fundamental environmental protections and helps solve the housing crisis at the 
source by paying good wages to workers that build our homes. SB 995 is good for low-income 
renters, construction workforce, home builders and the environment, and will usher in housing 
for both big and small cities.”   
 


### 
 
Toni G. Atkins is President pro Tempore of the California Senate. Having previously served as 
Speaker of the California Assembly, she began her tenure in the Senate in 2016. As Senator for 
District 39, she represents the cities of San Diego, Coronado, Del Mar and Solana Beach. 
Website of President pro Tempore Toni G. Atkins: www.senate.ca.gov/Atkins  
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415.558.6395 desk | 415.404.5734 cell

The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter-in-Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.

https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964


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

From: Jean Barish
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Cc: Haney, Matt (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Mar, Gordon (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS);

Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS); dgonzales@ccsf.edu; swilliams; Tom Temprano; Brigitte Davila; Ivy Lee; alexrandolph; John
Rizzo; tselby; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:42:44 AM
Attachments: Ken Rich Letter re. MOU.pdf

 
Dear Commissioners,

Next Thursday, May 28, the Balboa Reservoir Project will be on the Planning Commission
Agenda. You will be asked to certify the Final SEIR and approve the Project, as well as
vote on other issues, including General Plan Amendments, Special Use District, Design
Standards Guidelines, and a Development Agreement.

I am writing to request you postpone these decisions and remove all Balboa Reservoir
Project decisions from the May 28 Agenda.
 
For years, the City and developers have promised to cooperate with City College of San
Francisco regarding the significant impacts of this project on CCSF.  Land that CCSF has
used for years will be sold; parking will be removed; need for public transportation will
increase; traffic congestion will increase;  roadways will be built through City College
property, and; construction will create air and noise pollution for years, disrupting the
educational experience of thousands.

For years the City and developers have promised to enter into written agreements with
CCSF addressing many of these issues and impacts. But this hasn't happened.

In a May 1, 2018, letter from OEWD, Ken Rich stated:  “…we envision memorializing [our]
commitments in a memorandum of understanding …this document would need to be
agreed upon by the end of 2018 so that the City and developer can take them into account
when negotiating the Balboa Reservoir development agreement." This letter also has a
timeline that states the MOU would be completed before the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors would approve the Project. A copy of this letter is attached above.
 
This MOU was never completed. Since they did not negotiate an MOU with CCSF, the City
and the developer simply pushed any solution to problems down the road.  

Loss of parking is one of CCSF’s biggest concerns. The key document to demonstrate this
is Exhibit J to the Development Agreement entitled “Transportation Plan”
(https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-
sites/balboareservoir/2018-007883_05_Development_Agreement.pdf) This document
shows that after construction has commenced the developer would conduct a “Parking
Garage Analysis,” prepare a “Parking Report,” and do a “TDM Analysis.”  Then, after
acquiring title to the property and commencing work on the project, they will negotiate the

mailto:jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:matt.haney@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:gordon.mar@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:dean.preston@sfgov.org
mailto:sandra.fewer@sfgov.org
mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:norman.yee@sfgov.org
mailto:dgonzales@ccsf.edu
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=userfd15c22e
mailto:ttemprano@ccsf.edu
mailto:bdavila@ccsf.edu
mailto:ivylee@ccsf.edu
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user8d4793d8
mailto:jrizzo@ccsf.edu
mailto:jrizzo@ccsf.edu
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user7a5b0c10
mailto:studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu
https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/2018-007883_05_Development_Agreement.pdf
https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/2018-007883_05_Development_Agreement.pdf



































number of public parking spaces to be built.  HOWEVER—-  The DA limits the number of
parking spaces that the Developer must build.  They have no obligation to build more than
450 spaces.

So, during construction, they may find that the TDM is insufficient and they may realize that
1,500 parking spaces are needed. Yet, by then, they’ll have title to the property and a firm
contract to develop, but an obligation to build only 450 spaces for the “Public.” And nothing
in the DA requires the spaces must be reserved for CCSF.  Additionally, they get to charge
a “Market Rate” parking fee.

This shows that in order to assure CCSF’s interests are protected, an MOU is needed
BEFORE a DA is approved. 
 
Additionally, Leigh Lutenski, OEWD, has stated that there must be a renegotiation of an
easement agreement between the City and CCSF in order for a access roads to the Project
to be built. This new easement agreement has not yet been completed. And at the May 14
meeting of the CCSF Board of Trustees Facilities Committee meeting, Trustees expressed
concern that one of the access roads would transect City College property, which would be
problematic. 

Clearly, there is unfinished business that must be attended to before the Commission can
give project approvals. Sadly, the collaboration between CCSF and the City/Developers,
which has been promised to all CCSF stakeholders has never happened. 

In view of the lack of these important agreementsand other unresolved issues, please
postpone the May 28 Balboa Reservoir Project Hearing.  

Please do not rule on a project that doesn’t consider the needs of City College. The future
of students at City College is at stake.

Thank you for your consideration,

Jean

Jean B Barish
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Local resident support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:38:11 AM

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

From: Tali Alban <talialban@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 5:34 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Local resident support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Tali Alban and I have lived in Hayes Valley, right across the
street from the French American and International High School, for the past 13 years.
I am also a member of the French American school community, with a child in first
grade and another in third, both of whom started in the preschool.

As you may know, the International High School is San Francisco's oldest and largest
international school. Both the lower school and high school communities bring
together people from many backgrounds, which is one of the reasons my family
selected this community for our children's education. Together, we strive to create a
shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who
will make the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs.
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This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way; providing welcome and much needed streetscape enhancements to Oak and
Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism. And, in
the upcoming post-pandemic times, as the city and world recover, such additional
retail will provide additional opportunities for economic recovery to the city and
neighborhood.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood. As a
neighborhood resident, I have been thankful to the school's presence even before we
were members of the school's community.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world-class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. 

Thank you,

Tali Alban

talialban@gmail.com

301 Gough Street

San Francisco, CA 94102
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:37:55 AM

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

From: Jack Lum <jacktlum@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 5:36 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 20, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
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I am Pastor Jack Lum and have lived in the Sunset District since January of 2011. I
am the father of two St. Ignatius students (son class of 2019 and daughter class of
2023).
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law. There are fewer spaces for students
to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I. to build these lights will
keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great distances to
practice.
 
I also feel that with the uncertainty of school schedules in the upcoming fall school
term, the lights give more options for flexible class and athletic scheduling.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
Jack Lum
2435 30th Ave, 94116
jacktlum@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field (SF)
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:37:24 AM

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

From: William Moore <wamooreiii@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 7:41 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field (SF)
 

 

May 20, 2020

President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall

Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

Dear Commissioners:

My name is William Moore and my wife is Francesca Felizzatto Moore, we are Sunset District
residents who live within a couple blocks of St. Ignatius College Prep (Santiago Street).
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I currently have a daughter that will be a senior in the fall and a soon to be freshman daughter -both
"wildcats" of St. Ignatius.

I’m writing to you in an effort to show support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field. Even before
my children attended this school, I felt the camaraderie of the athletic programs, the healthiness of
extracurricular activities and the "sunset spirit" excluded from this location. We would often sit in
the backyard on weekends and listen to announced games, and events bellowing from the campus.
Adding lights will only help create a more communal environment and instill healthy competition.
Moreover, the ability to illuminate the field will create more options for student athletes and also
allow St. Ignatius to implement a better schedule for students by playing games or attending events
in the evening. 

Furthermore, I'd rather see the kids of St. Ignatius be able to play at their schools opposed to
traveling long distances. In this new (post Covid) environment, having a designated area, controlled
by an institution we can count on to be socially responsible is paramount today.

Finally, St. Ignatius College Preparatory has always been a learning institution that has brought the
best out of young adults. They instill giving back to others and have always treated the residents of
the Sunset District with generosity, integrity and with humility. The addition of lights around their
field will only enhance that opposed to impeding on it. Most of the lessons taught happen on those
fields through coaching, and team building events. While not all students play sports and not every
sport is played on these fields, the events that do happen there, and the few that happen in the
evening would only help those attendees feel a stronger sense of community - especially by
supporting colleagues, friends and strangers!.

Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field, we appreciate your leadership and willingness to
be open to the advantages this has for everyone, when brought on responsibly. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

William Moore/Francesca Moore
2926 Santiago St., San Francisco, CA 94116
wamooreiii@gmail.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Writing to give our support for the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:36:59 AM

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

From: Annie Gmail <anne.leschin@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 9:28 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Writing to give our support for the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

My family and I are reaching out because as long-time residents of San Francisco,
with a child attending French American, we wanted to very much express our support
for the proposed 98 Franklin Street project. As an active member of French American
for the last 5 years, our daughter will be at the school for several more years. I have
been going to Hayes Valley since I was single and it was a much different
neighborhood. I still love to shop there at stores like Dish and dine at Absinthe and
chez mama. When French American bought the property and laid out plans to build
the high school there and continue to add to the community we could not have been
more thrilled. One of the things we love about the school is that it’s varied community
– children from all over not just the bay area, but the world – some on scholarships,
financial aid, and some just with hard-working parents wanting their kids to get some
global exposure and give back to the community. It’s part of what makes it such a
great international school and not just a typical school – all of the different
backgrounds and experiences driving a unique culture from which we can all learn.

A friend of mine was head of HUD with the local government some years ago, so I am
intimately familiar with some of the requirements and needs of San Francisco, and
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the associated permitting and such. I think the plan that French American has laid out
for 98 Franklin is just the type that the city could use – offering some mixed income
usage affordable units (I believe it is 80 in total) right near transportation that will help
fuel the city. And it’s in what is now a parking lot. Helping to improve that part of
Hayes Valley near Market Street would continue to aid that neighborhood in its
renewal and we certainly hope that it will also help to address the challenges with
vandalism. I know the school continues to work with the community and has helped to
develop and recreate several properties, added security staff, and helped increase
foot traffic in the neighborhood.

This is really a unique project with the ability to serve both the needs of the city, and
the neighborhood of Hayes Valley, and the school itself, by bringing a world-class
facility to the neighborhood.

We hope that you will register our support for this project and we would ask for yours
as well.

Thank you,

Annie Leschin

 

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting the 98 Franklin Street mixed-use Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:36:40 AM

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

From: Adhamina Rodriguez <adhamina@argreenconsulting.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 10:56 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting the 98 Franklin Street mixed-use Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My
name is Adhamina Rodriguez. I have been a San Francisco resident/worker for over 20 years, and I
am a Local Business Enterprise (LBE) certified business owner in San Francisco. I am also the mother
of three children in the French American and International High School community. 

Our school brings together people from many different backgrounds. We value diversity and strive
for a sustainable future our children and our city. 98 Franklin is a mixed-use, mixed-income, transit-
oriented development that will make San Francisco a more livable city.

The project will provide 80+ affordable units, will enhance the city streetscape with greenery,
stormwater provisions and pedestrian paths, and will contribute to reduce vandalism in the
neighborhood with new uses and residents. Furthermore, the project strives to become a model of
sustainable design and construction for the students and the community, a teaching tool beyond
LEED Gold certification. The project will pursue the nexus of people, place and profit. These goals,
sometimes perceived as competing interests, must be pursued jointly to achieve true sustainability,
also known as the Triple Bottom Line: environmental stewardship, social equity, and economic
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prosperity. High-density, mixed-use, carbon-neutral buildings are key to make San Francisco a
resilient city.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin
Street development.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly.

Thank you,

Adha

Adhamina Rodriguez
333 Main St. 9B
San Francisco, CA 94105
415-559-0331
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:36:18 AM

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

From: Thomas Brisebras <tbrisebras@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 7:13 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. I live in
the Mission and I am the father of Mateo Brisebras who has been a student at FAIS since pre-
school and who is planning on following is education there through high-school.
I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin
Street development.
This project will revitalize the neighborhoods and help the city by providing 80+ affordable housing.
It will also bring a world-class high school facility in San Francisco to help keep families in the city.
I believe in FAIS with their ability to provide a great place for future students and great improvement
for the neighborhood; I hope you will believe in them too.
 
Thank you for your support,
Thomas Brisebras
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jeffrey Rigo
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Cc: Haney, Matt (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Mar, Gordon (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS);

Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS); dgonzales@ccsf.edu; swilliams; ttemprano@ccsf.edu; bdavila@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu;
alexrandolph; jrizzo@ccsf.edu; tselby; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu

Subject: URGENT: Balboa Reservoir Approvals Must Be Delayed Until
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:20:32 AM

 

Dear Commissioner,
 
The City and Balboa Reservoir developers were supposed to enter into written agreements with
CCSF regarding parking, transit and roadway access through City College. This hasn't happened yet!
 
This project is supposedly a collaboration with CCSF. Yet there’s no written agreement with this
assurance.
 
You must postpone the May 28 Balboa Reservoir Project Hearing until these important agreements
between CCSF, the City, and the developers have been reached.
 
Please do not rule on a project that doesn’t consider the needs of City College. The future of
students at City College is at stake!
 
Sincerely,
 
Jeffrey Rigo – San Francisco
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Kathy Howard
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Cc: Haney, Matt (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Mar, Gordon (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS);

Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS); dgonzales@ccsf.edu; swilliams; ttemprano@ccsf.edu; bdavila@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu;
alexrandolph; jrizzo@ccsf.edu; tselby; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; "Public Lands for Public Good"

Subject: Balboa Reservoir - Please delay approvals of this project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 8:47:22 AM
Attachments: SF-LUC & Pandemic Impact on SF.PDF

 

Dear Commissioners,

The Balboa Reservoir is one of the last large pieces of land in San Francisco that could be used for truly affordable
housing.   It is short-sighted to build market-rate housing on any public land and especially on land that is across the
street from City College and a short street car ride from SF State.  That in itself is reason enough to delay this
misguided project.
 
In addition, the City and Balboa Reservoir developers were supposed to enter into written agreements with CCSF
regarding parking, transit and roadway access through City College. This project is supposedly a collaboration with
CCSF. Yet there’s no written agreement with this assurance.

At a minimum, please postpone the May 28 Balboa Reservoir Project Hearing until these important agreements
between CCSF, the City, and the developers have been reached.
 
Furthermore, please think about the impacts that the COVID-19 pandemic is having on people's choices as to where
they want to live and issues such as urban density and public transportation.  Please see the attached letter from
the SF Urban Land Use Coalition regarding exploring these issues before more decisions are made about
development in our City.
 
This decision does not come under 'emergency' actions, and it should be postponed.

Sincerely,
 
Katherine Howard
District 4
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May 18, 2020 
 
 
Mayor London Breed 
President Norman Yee 
Director Jeffrey Tumlin 
 
Re:   Pandemic Impacts on SF Land Use and Transportation Planning 
 
Currently, much discussion is taking place among urban planners around the future of cities as 
this pandemic impacts both developed and developing nations. Some think tanks are comment-
ing that planning philosophy created too many global centers with an unhealthy level of density.  
Others are going as far as defending urban sprawl – LA vs NYC as a better model, and pointing 
out that the population trend in countries like the US has been moving out of cities and back to 
suburbs for some time.  Still others are pointing to the ability of cities to weather pandemics 
throughout history and emerge more resilient and vital as centers of innovation and influence. 
 
Public transportation in particular is coming in for criticism, with opponents claiming that every-
one will want to revert to a personal car.  Traffic engineers are countering this claim by explain-
ing the math and physics of moving millions of people each day.  Single vehicle trips will grid-
lock every street, road and freeway surrounding major employment centers.  San Francisco is 
predicted to be the hardest hit city in the US when Shelter-in-Place is lifted. 
 
The following opinions and projections from planning websites are of particular interest for de-
signing the city of San Francisco and the larger Bay Area in the future: 
 
 
Budget Problems  
 
The City’s current development goals must be recalibrated in light of reduced economic activity 
and tax revenue at the City and State levels.  The projections for the next two fiscal years indi-
cate a pandemic-induced $1.7 billion budget deficit for San Francisco.  
 
 
Environment 
 
One silver lining is the improvement in air quality all over the world during this temporary shut-
down.  Predictions are that the reopening of most economies will have an even more devastat-
ing impact on global warming, as countries, including the US federal government, are pushing 
back long-term environmental protections to jump start economies.  SF and Bay Area cities 
need to be vigilant to ensure new policies continue to protect the environment. 
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Housing 
 
We have already seen that high-rise towers do not appeal to families for permanent housing in 
the US.  With affluent families fleeing to second homes and those remaining in cities facing park 
and playground closures, we need to reevaluate the positives of low to mid rise family friendly 
housing with access to open space. 
 
 
Neighborhood Retail Corridors 
 
During Shelter-in-Place, essential services are often accessed by walking.  Many residents will 
not want to return to big box stores after reopening. This makes protection and expansion of lo-
cal merchant corridors even more important. 
 
 
Open Space 
 
San Franciscans have inadequate open space to accommodate social distancing.  Compared to 
Oakland, another major Bay Area city, SF has twice the population and half the acreage.  Oak-
land is also protecting acres of open space around Lake Merritt and in the hills for permanent 
recreational use, while thousands of new housing units are being approved in SF neighbor-
hoods without park or recreation facilities. 
 
 
Telemedicine 
 
With medical appointments encouraged to be online, the need for medical office space and an-
cillary facilities in SF will diminish.  Clinics that are currently in large cities will be able to operate 
in outlying areas more easily. 
 
 
Teleworking 
 
Office workers have been the most fortunate segment of the working population in the Bay 
Area.  Many of them were able to accomplish a significant percentage of their work from home, 
and will push to avoid unnecessary hours of commute time when the Shelter-in-Place orders are 
lifted, lessening the demand for current and future office space. 
 
 
Transportation 
 
San Francisco cannot operate without public transportation, with over 772,000 trips per working 
day on transit and another 450,000 automobile trips (2018 MTA Report). Social distancing will 
require fewer people in each train and bus car, requiring more frequency of lines and shuttles, 
thus raising the cost for each rider. At the same time, local and state government spending is 
being slashed, which will significantly impact BART, MUNI and CalTrain.  Having one of the old-
est fleets in the country, San Francisco will be particularly vulnerable in light of these slashed 
budgets. 
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Tourism 
 
When economies reopen, there will be a renewed demand for more live interactions.  Confer-
ence centers, hotels, ballparks, concerts, performances, restaurants and bars will once again 
provide a draw for travelers to cities.  Our huge investment in and protection of these venues 
needs to be maintained if SF is to reemerge as an international destination.  Given that the ma-
jority of hospitality and retail jobs pay lower wages, it is necessary to accelerate our affordable 
housing production to support these major segments of the local economy. 
 
 
This is an opportunity to reevaluate our planning and approvals philosophies here in San Fran-
cisco.  Our recommendations: 
 
 
1. Halt planning approvals for new office buildings, high rise residential towers and 


medical complexes; 
 
2. Limit new housing production to all affordable projects, with the emphasis on low to 


mid-rise family developments with open space, similar to the Shipyard in BayView; 
 
3. Protect and encourage the durability of neighborhood merchant corridors and vital 


tourism districts like Union Square, Fisherman’s Wharf, the Performing Arts District 
and the Embarcadero;    


 
4. Require significant ground level public and private open space in all developing ar-


eas, e.g., the Balboa Reservoir, the Hub, the Mission, etc. 


 
5. Update the transportation plan to address post-pandemic ridership changes. 


 
6. Recalibrate housing development goals to adjust for lower tax revenues at the City 


and State levels. 
 
 
We look forward to discussing these and other ideas with San Francisco officials and leaders. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Members of San Francisco Land Use Coalition 
 
 
 
 
cc.  SF Supervisors 
       SF Planning Commissioners 
       SFMTA Directors 
 
 
 
 
 
 







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

From: Stardust Doherty
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Cc: Haney, Matt (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Mar, Gordon (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS);

Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS); dgonzales@ccsf.edu; swilliams; ttemprano@ccsf.edu; bdavila@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu;
alexrandolph; jrizzo@ccsf.edu; tselby; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; publiclandsforpublicgood@gmail.com;
Stardust

Subject: URGENT: Balboa Reservoir Approvals Must Be Delayed Until CCSF Agreement Reached
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 8:44:35 AM

 

Dear Commissioner,

The City and Balboa Reservoir developers were supposed to enter into written agreements
with CCSF regarding parking, transit and roadway access through City College. This hasn't
happened yet!

This project is supposedly a collaboration with CCSF. Yet there’s no written agreement with
this assurance.

You must postpone the May 28 Balboa Reservoir Project Hearing until these important
agreements between CCSF, the City, and the developers have been reached.

Please do not rule on a project that doesn’t consider the needs of City College. The future of
students at City College is at stake!

Sincerely,

Stardust Doherty
CCSF Alum
304 Winfield Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: SchuT
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Kathrin Moore; Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Hicks, Bridget (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Merlone, Audrey (CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Subject: Last item on May 21st Agenda: 4118 21st Street CUA
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 7:42:19 AM
Attachments: IMG_5131.PNG

IMG_5177.PNG
IMG_5178.PNG
IMG_5179.PNG
IMG_5170.PNG

 


Dear Commissioners,

Good morning to you all and hope you are well.

I know you have a heavy day with the HUB and how important it Is, as well as your joint meeting with Rec and Park.

But if you can, please take a few minutes to look at the Approval Motions attached below for other Demolitions.  Please note the Findings regarding Relative Affordability in these past Motions and compare them with the Section 317 Criterion “I” in the Draft Motion in your packet for this CUA at 4118 21st Street.

In each of these earlier Approval Motions attached below, the Finding for Relative Affordability is listed as Criterion “ix” but it is the same Criterion as what is labeled Criterion “I” for this CUA to legalize the Demolition at 4118 21st Street.

It is puzzling and confusing that the Relative Affordability cannot be quantified in Criterion “I” for the 4118 21st Street CUA.  It is also puzzling and confusing that because the demolished building was purchased for $2.2 million in January of 2018 “affordability” is conflated with “Relative Affordability” in the last
paragraph of the Staff Memo.  They are not the same thing.

The Commission should note the following:  Four months earlier in September 2017 the same property was purchased for $1.55 million by Mr. Epstein.  That is a $650K speculative increase in a very short time between the sale by Mr. Epstein (who is the former owner as noted by the materials in the packet) to the
current owners.  There is a loss of Relative Affordability right there in that four month span, without any work and prior to the Permit Applications being filed by the current owners.

When an existing structure is demolished, legally or illegally, there is a loss of Relative Affordability.  And when a structure has an extreme Alteration....as this project at 4118 would likely have been but for the Enforcement....there is still loss of Relative Affordability.  When rampant speculation goes on there is a
loss of Relative Affordability.

This is true for all the extreme “Alterations” that have been flipped in Noe Valley in the past six years plus, at an average increase of over $3.5 million, and that should have been reviewed as Demolitions.

Also, on a different but also important matter, please see the last photo below from the 4118 21st Street packet of the Rear Yard Mid Block Open Space.  (This yard is listed as 795 sq.ft. on the plans).   A Condition of Approval should be added to create a yard that can capture carbon as the adjacent yards in the photo
do....with much natural greenery as these adjacent yards have....not a cemented over, outdoor bunker, fake turf type yard as usually happens in these full lot excavations.  

Also due to the unfortunate history of this project, the Commission should add a Condition of Approval to require a report back to the Department within 6 months of the CFC on the Occupancy and Tenure of the new units at 4118 21st Street.  I understand the desire of the Commission to be uniform and holistic in
Conditions of Approval, but since this is the legalization of an illegal Demo, it seems a reasonable Condition to impose.

Take good care and be well.

Thank you.
Georgia Schuttish

————————————————————————————————————————

49 HOPKINS AVENUE

————————————————————————————————————————

2890 FRANKLIN STREET
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Sent from my iPad



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

From: William Moore
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field (SF)
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 7:41:50 PM

 

May 20, 2020

President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall

Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

Dear Commissioners:

My name is William Moore and my wife is Francesca Felizzatto Moore, we are Sunset District
residents who live within a couple blocks of St. Ignatius College Prep (Santiago Street).
I currently have a daughter that will be a senior in the fall and a soon to be freshman daughter
-both "wildcats" of St. Ignatius.

I’m writing to you in an effort to show support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field.
Even before my children attended this school, I felt the camaraderie of the athletic programs,
the healthiness of extracurricular activities and the "sunset spirit" excluded from this location.
We would often sit in the backyard on weekends and listen to announced games, and events
bellowing from the campus. Adding lights will only help create a more communal
environment and instill healthy competition. Moreover, the ability to illuminate the field will
create more options for student athletes and also allow St. Ignatius to implement a better
schedule for students by playing games or attending events in the evening. 

Furthermore, I'd rather see the kids of St. Ignatius be able to play at their schools opposed to
traveling long distances. In this new (post Covid) environment, having a designated area,
controlled by an institution we can count on to be socially responsible is paramount today.

Finally, St. Ignatius College Preparatory has always been a learning institution that has
brought the best out of young adults. They instill giving back to others and have always
treated the residents of the Sunset District with generosity, integrity and with humility. The
addition of lights around their field will only enhance that opposed to impeding on it. Most of
the lessons taught happen on those fields through coaching, and team building events. While
not all students play sports and not every sport is played on these fields, the events that do
happen there, and the few that happen in the evening would only help those attendees feel a
stronger sense of community - especially by supporting colleagues, friends and strangers!.
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Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field, we appreciate your leadership and
willingness to be open to the advantages this has for everyone, when brought on responsibly.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

William Moore/Francesca Moore
2926 Santiago St., San Francisco, CA 94116
wamooreiii@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Public Lands for Public Good
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,

Milicent (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Hood, Donna (PUC); Major,
Erica (BOS)

Cc: ajahjah@att.net
Subject: please be sure to complete the public record
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 5:07:16 PM
Attachments: BalboaReservoir-SF PlanningCommission 2020-04-09-FINAL.pptx

 

Please be sure to put the attached presentation that I gave at the 4/9/2020 Planning
Commission meeting into the public record. 
Thank you.
Wynd Kaufmyn
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The Balboa Reservoir







SF Planning Commission 
Thursday April 9, 2020
Presentation: 
Opposition to Agenda Item 16b: 
Initiation General Plan Amendment (GPA)

Steven Brown – Defend City College Alliance
Marcos Cruz – CCSF Student Assembly
Wynd Kaufmyn – Public Lands for Public Good
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What is the purpose of Initiation GPA?

In the world of urban planning developments are guided by high level plans/policy. 

City & County’s General Plan

Balboa Park Station Area Plan (BPS Area Plan) 



Any proposed development in the area of the BPS should conform with these plans.



The Proposed Balboa Reservoir Project does not.



So you are being asked to Initiate a General Plan Amendment which will make substantial changes to the City & County’s General Plan and the associated Balboa Park Station Area Plan.



Isn’t this backwards?







This IS Backwards!

The General Plan and 
BPS Area Plan are intended to serve as guidelines and directives for future development.

If a proposed development is non-conforming, then that development must be changed, not the overriding policy. 



The project sponsors knowingly drew up the Reservoir Project’s Principles & Parameters in conflict with higher level General Plan /BPS Area Plan specs.



In particular the developer’s proposal deviates from the BPS Area Plan wrt:

Open Space

Housing 

Height Limits







The GPA will have significant adverse effects on one of the city’s most beloved and respected institutions.

 City College of San Francisco





Amendments to the Open Space Element

The General Plan and BPS Area Plan have open space taking up at least 50% - 90% of the 17.6 acre PUC Reservoir. 


The GPA shrinks it down to 11%  









Developer’s Promo Picture







This little sliver is the green space you saw in the previous slide.

The Reality





Amendments to the Housing Element

The Balboa Park Station Area Plan’s Housing Element proposed 425-500 units. 


The General Plan Amendment allows for 1100+ units.



This has environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated:

Traffic congestion

Construction pollution

Noise









Up to 50% affordable!

Developer’s Claim





The Facts

Of the proposed 1100 units, 550 (50%) will be market-rate and only 363 (33%) units from developer will be affordable. 






















The remaining 187 (17%) units will be affordable only with not-yet-procured public financing. 









Affordable… TO WHOM?  

The definition of “affordable” has been heavily influenced by the SF Real Estate Association. It includes someone earning $129,300/year.


Avalon rents are 
$3300-$10,000/mo.
 

They are NOT for longtime Excelsior, Ingleside, or Sunnyside residents. Or City College students or workers.





SF Needs Truly Affordable Housing for All

Rents less than 30% of a family income









Public Land should not be privatized

The housing crisis in SF is an affordable housing crisis. 

Building market rate housing does not help the affordable housing crisis. 









Public Land should not be privatized

The biggest barrier to affordable housing construction is the price of land.  

Irreplaceable public land should not be turned over to private developers. 





Planning Dept Staff asserts that the current PUC Reservoir bulk-height zoning is 40-X and 65-A.  



But the BPS Area Plan shows the PUC Reservoir as only 40 ft, not 65 ft.



As shown in this 
Zoning Map, 
the 65-A zoning 
applies solely 
to the CCSF 
Reservoir; not 
to PUC Reservoir.  



Amendments to the Height Limits







Avalon’s Proposal: The Hype







Avalon’s Proposal: The Reality









Now is NOT the Time



The world will look much different on ‘the other side’ of the pandemic. Though we cannot stop all business as usual, we should definitely delay decisions that could further hurt the working classes of San Francisco who have lost so much and will require assistance in jobs and housing during the recovery effort. We know City College will be one of the drivers of that effort. 



The Commission should not make a decision about such an important issue during a virtual meeting. This issue is too important to be handled this way, and deprives many stakeholders of a chance to participate. A decision should be postponed until the coronavirus crisis has passed and a live, in-person meeting can be held. 







Vote NO on Initiation of GPA

Now is not the time.



The Reservoir Project should conform to the SF General Plan and BPS Area Plan. 

These high-level plans should not be amended to fit the Reservoir Project.



There are too many adverse consequences of the currently proposed Balboa Reservoir Project.



The General Plan Amendment facilitates the privatization of public land.  
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MOST IMPORTANT:

Not one square foot of irreplaceable public land to a private developer!

Not one square foot of irreplaceable public land for gentrification, privatization, or displacement.

Public Land Must Stay in Public Hands and used for the common good. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please support the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:59:43 PM

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

From: Karim E <kelkatcha@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 4:39 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please support the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Karim ElKatcha and I am a SoMA resident. My wife, Mira
and I are the parents of 2 children and have been a member of the French American
and International High School community for 3 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-

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


of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

The ElKatcha Family



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Additional Documents for 2019-001384CUA
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:29:13 PM
Attachments: WOW structure plans.docx

WOW covid 19.docx
WOW disinfect.docx
WOW playground rules.docx

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

From: "Chandler, Mathew (CPC)" <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 3:58 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Additional Documents for 2019-001384CUA
 
Please distribute these additional documents to the Commission for 2019-001384CUA- 1650 Polk
Street. The sponsor provided this additional information related to the operation of the proposed
facility today.
 
Best,
 
Mathew Chandler, Planner
Flex Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9048 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.
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WOW! Kid's Playground

Equipment Structure Plans



1)  Safety is Number 1 Priority

2)  Make Sure Playground is Not Too Congested

3)  Choose Playground Equipment Carefully

4)  Consider the Age of the Children in the Play Areas

5)  Good Safety Surface

6)  Inspect Playground Regularly

7)  Develop Maintenance & Safety Procedures and Training

8)  Create Inspection, Repair & Maintenance Lists for Staff


WOW! Kid's Playground

COVID-19 Procedures



1)  Limit Visitors Numbers

2)  Use Time Slots to Avoid Crowds

3)  Increase Cleaning Procedures - Constantly Sanitize Frequently  Touched Areas

4)  Provide Wipes, Disposable Gloves, and Face Masks

5)  Check Upon Entry - Temperature and Hand Sanitize

6)  Allow for Social Distancing

7)  Constant  Staff Health Training


WOW! Kid's Playground

Sanitation/Hygiene Model



Clean, Sanitize and Disinfect
      identify areas for cleaning
      setup guidelines for cleaning surfaces
locate chemical suppliers 
select which sanitizers and disinfectants most effective
follow labels instructions 
follow up on test kits
develop staff guidelines for cleaning and disinfecting
develop cleaning schedules
develop cleaning instructions for body fluid incidents
conduct routine physical inspections
print proper signage for preventing illness
staff training for preventions
require staff to constantly wash hands
use the three step cleaning process
provide more receptacles 
keep food and drinks out of playground area
require socks in playground area


WOW! Kid's Playground Rules

Play equipment is designed for children ages 4-12.

Children must be supervised by a parent or adult at all times in the play area.



Guests must wear clean socks inside the playground.  

No shoes or bare feet permitted.



Please remove loose articles of clothing, jewelry, and sharp objects.  

No hoodies or clothing with drawstrings.  

Do not bring toys or other items in the play area.

No food, drinks, candy or gum allowed in the play area.



Safety First!

No climbing up slides or play structures.  Must slide down feet first.

No running, pushing, or hitting. Rough play means no play.

Please be respectful of others.



Unwell children must not use the facility.

Please wash hands properly, before and after activities.



Every guest must sign a waiver before entering the playground.



Management is not responsible for lost or stolen items.

Please notify management or staff of any problems or concerns.

We have the right to refuse service to anyone.

Management reserves the right to alter, suspend or cease the activities and/or 

close the attractions for maintenance, remodeling, and/or private events without 

advance notice.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Local Parent in favor of the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 3:26:19 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/20/20, 2:33 PM, "Charlotte Brook" <cpigoski@yahoo.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is
Charlotte Brook.  I am a San Francisco resident and parent of 2 children who attend the French American
International School, and have been part of the community for 8 years.
   
    I also work a block away and see daily how the area could be improved by this kind of development; one which
supports low-income housing, education, and small business, as well as elevating the general look and feel - and
safety of the neighborhood.
   
    FAIS is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together people from many
backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled
people who will make the world better.
   
    98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development that
will serve San Francisco well into the future.
    The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs.
   
    This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing welcome
streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.
   
    The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased
pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a natural
deterrent to vandalism.
   
    French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community. The school
has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the
neighborhood.
   
    Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high school
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facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San
Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.
   
    The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct
civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.
   
    I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development. Thank you.
   
    Charlotte Brook
    40 Dorchester Way
    San Francisco
    SF
    CA 94127
   
   



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments on 98 Franklin (Hub) project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:51:43 PM

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

From: "pickering@sbcglobal.net" <pickering@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 11:49 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Comments on 98 Franklin (Hub) project
 

 

Excuse me.  I hit the send button too early a moment ago…
 

From: pickering@sbcglobal.net <pickering@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:43 AM
To: 'jonas.ionin@sfgov.org' <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: 'dean.preston@sfgov.org' <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; 'Christy.Alexander@sfgov.org'
<Christy.Alexander@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comments on 98 Franklin (Hub) project
 
Dear Commissioners Koppel, Alexander and Preston,
 
My name is John Pickering and I am writing today to lend my support to the proposed 98 Franklin
Street development. I am a lifetime resident of San Francisco and 8-year member of the French
American and International High School community.
 
Ours is San Francisco’s oldest and largest international school and our community brings together
people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops
compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
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98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, community-creating, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way -
providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security
staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood. We feel that we have contributed
not unsubstantially to the excitement and vibrancy of the whole district.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world-
class high school facility for the French American International School – a diverse and
innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and
will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of
place.

I urge you to support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development.

Sincerely yours,

John Pickering

 

 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support of International High School Project at 98 Franklin Street
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:50:17 PM

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

From: Erin Niemasik <erin.niemasik@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 11:29 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Cc: "LCuadra@bergdavis.com" <LCuadra@bergdavis.com>, "aaronl@frenchamericansf.org"
<aaronl@frenchamericansf.org>
Subject: Support of International High School Project at 98 Franklin Street
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Erin Niemasik and I have two children enrolled in the
school.  I’m a San Francisco resident and a physician in the community. I’m the
parent of Oliver and Henry Niemasik and have been a member of the French
American and International High School community for 2 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs
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This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

My Best wishes, 

Erin Niemasik, MD

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments on 98 Franklin (Hub) project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:50:05 PM

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

From: "pickering@sbcglobal.net" <pickering@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 11:42 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comments on 98 Franklin (Hub) project
 

 

Dear Commissioners Koppel, Alexander and Preston,
 
My name is John Pickering and I am writing today to lend my support to the proposed 98 Franklin
Street development. I am a lifetime resident of San Francisco and 8-year member of the French
American and International High School community.
 
Ours is San Francisco’s oldest and largest international school and our community brings together
people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops
compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: WRT the Hub / FAIS / 98 Franklin
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:48:23 PM

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

From: Roberto Lartigue <rlartigue@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 1:04 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: WRT the Hub / FAIS / 98 Franklin
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street

development. My name is Roberto Lartigue. I have lived in SF for 25 years, currently

in District 8, and I’m the parent of a 10 year old that goes to FAIS and have been a

member of the school community since she started in pre-k .  

FAIS is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community

brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared

culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make

the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-

orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. As a family

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


that visits Hayes Valley / Civic Center on a daily basis, we know that the area around

Market and Van Ness is in need of improvement. This project proposes design

improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing welcome

streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. This will also help the

neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the

additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a natural

deterrent to vandalism.

As a city resident, we are all faced daily with our city's challenges wrt homelessness

and affordability. The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which the city, and

its most vulnerable, desperately need.

For the school and our community, the project is a unique opportunity to create a

world- class high school facility – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep

roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular. The new campus is uniquely

positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct

civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place. In

addition, FAIS has a history of working collaboratively with the community, and the

school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and

helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the

98 Franklin Street development.

Thanks,

Roberto Lartigue

681 Duncan Street

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Writing to show my support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 1:48:14 PM

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

From: Andre de Castilho <andredecastilho@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 1:22 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Writing to show my support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My
name is Andre de Castilho, I’m a Cole Valley/ San Francisco long time resident and I’m a parent of a
French American 7th grader and have been a member of the French American and International
High School community for 9 years.  

French American Internations is one of San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our
community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world
better.
98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated
development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.
The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs
This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way -
providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 
The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism.
Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape
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will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community.
The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped
increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.
Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world-class
high school facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative
institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape and will be
a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.
I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin
Street development. 
 
Yours truly,
 
Andre de Castilho



From: McKellar, Jennifer (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Hyland, Aaron (CPC); Matsuda, Diane (CPC); Black, Kate (CPC); Foley, Chris (CPC);
Johns, Richard (CPC); Pearlman, Jonathan (CPC); So, Lydia (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Subject: Draft EIR publication of 550 O’Farrell Street Project (May 20)
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 12:48:30 PM

Good afternoon,
 
The Draft EIR for the proposed 550 O’Farrell Street Project, Case No. 2017-
004557ENV, has been published today, May 20, 2020.
 
To review, please use the links below to access the Draft EIR components:
 
Draft EIR (550 O'Farrell St, 2017-004557ENV)
 
DEIR Appendix A: Initial Study (550 O'Farrell St, 2017-004557ENV)
 
DEIR Appendix B: Notice of Preparation (550 O'Farrell St, 2017-004557ENV)
 
DEIR Appendix C: Historic Resources Evaluations (550 O'Farrell St, 2017-004557ENV)
 
DEIR Appendix D: Noise and Vibration Assessment (550 O'Farrell St, 2017-
004557ENV)
 
Please note that the Draft EIR will be before the Historic Preservation Commission
on June 17, 2020, and before the Planning Commission on June 25, 2020.
 
The public review period will end July 7, 2020.
 
Should you require any additional materials, please contact me at the project email
address, CPC.550OFarrellStEIR@sfgov.org, or at (415) 575-8754.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Jennifer Barbour McKellar, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8754| www.sfplanning.org
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San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Joseph McGuire
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: SI Lighting Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:58:32 AM

 
Supervisor Mar and Planning Commissioners:

As a native San Franciscan, a Sunset resident since age 9, an alumnus of St. Ignatius College Prep
(Class of '80), and SFSU and UCSF graduate, I was interested to learn that SI hopes to install lighting
for their football and practice fields. I can understand that this can be a complicated issue with
competing interests: the benefits to the students and school are clear-cut but must be weighed
against the inconvenience and quality-of-life concerns for the closest neighbors. 

Now that I have become aware of the details of the lighting proposal, I am writing IN SUPPORT of
SI's Lighting Project. The plan is well-designed to mitigate neighbors' concerns. 

Please consider carefully the many thoughtful measures SI is taking to be good neighbors into the
future, especially the comprehensive ways they will address concerns for light spillage, and evening
security, crowds and parking. I suspect you will be as impressed with the their proposal as I am. 

I sincerely hope that your evaluation will result in having lighted sports fields at SI.

Respectfully,

Joseph McGuire
1578 23rd Ave
San Francisco
jpaulmcguire@hotmail.com
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From: Elizabethmurphy9621@comcast.net
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:44:58 AM

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

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing in enthusiastic support of St. Ignatius’ plans for lighting the athletic field at 2001 37th Avenue.
We have lived in Parkside for over 50 years, and in this house for nearly 25. Our bedroom windows overlook the
football field. The most recent SI graduate in our household graduated in 2017.

The state mandate to begin school later is crucial to teen health and sleep cycles. Beginning school later means the
end time for school day events, rehearsals, sports practices and games is also later.  Appropriate lighting is a health
and safety issue for the student body. Because many students play a sport, and also participate in other co-curricular
activities, the proximity of these activities is extremely important. Traveling to another location for sports means
that many students would have to choose between competing priorities. High school is a time to sample activities
and try new things, which require the school to provide adequate facilities.

As neighbors, alumnae parents, and alumnus we support the varied activities and opportunities that SI provides, and
strongly encourage a “yes” vote for this proposal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. Richard P. Murphy
2175 35th Avenue

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

From: Mr. Tim Caraher
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 11:27:21 AM

 

Dear Commissioners:

My name is Tim Caraher and I have been coaching football at St. Ignatius since 2002. I know 
firsthand how important these lights will be for the school, the athletes, and the coaches and I 
urge you to vote YES in support of these lights.

I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more 
options for student athletes and their families. It will also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a 
later start time in accordance with CA State law.

There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I. 
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great 
distances to practice. It will also provide the coaches greater flexibility to incorporate family 
time and balance with their responsibilities at home.

St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests 
and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through 
the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a 
strong feeling of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.

Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Tim Caraher
1504 Golden Gate Ave, SF CA 94115
tcaraher@siprep.org

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Expressing Our Support for the Hub 98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 10:56:52 AM

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

From: Daniel McGrath <danielmcgrath88@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 10:10 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Expressing Our Support for the Hub 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Dan McGrath and I'm a San Francisco resident in the
Sunnyside neighborhood. I'm also a parent to two boys attending International High
School and I've been a member of the French American and International High
School community for 3 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

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


This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world-class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development.

Thank you.

Dan McGrath



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Expressing my support for the 98 Franklin St project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:23:37 AM

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

From: Brian J Keil <bjk1968@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 3:11 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Expressing my support for the 98 Franklin St project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Brian Keil.  I’ve been a San Francisco resident since 1994.  My son, Gabriel, is
currently a 6th grader at French American International School (FAIS).  We’ve been a part of
the FAIS Community since 2012.  I am contacting you to express my support, and ask for
yours, for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development.   

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together
people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops
compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.  FAIS has a
history of working collaboratively with the community. The school has developed several
previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the
neighborhood. 

The 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high school facility
for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep
roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.  The new campus will establish us in
San Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of
our culture, mission, and sense of place.  My son and so many other children will be
beneficiaries of this project. 
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Additionally, 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking,
transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.  The project
will:

Provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs

Propose design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing
welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

Create increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved
streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism

Thank you for your consideration.  I strongly encourage your support of French American
International School and the 98 Franklin Street development.  

Regards,

Brian Keil

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Our family supports the Hub/98 Franklin Project!
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:23:05 AM

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

From: Stephane de Bord <stephane.debord@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 3:25 PM
To: Kimberly Branagh <kimberlybranagh@gmail.com>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Our family supports the Hub/98 Franklin Project!
 

 

Cool. I didn’t even sign mine. Good work. 

Sent from my iPhone

On May 19, 2020, at 2:53 PM, Kimberly Branagh <kimberlybranagh@gmail.com>
wrote:

<98 Franklin letter 2020.pdf>
 
 
Kimberly Branagh
 
 
BP Investments
1793 Union St.
San Francisco, CA 94123
M.# 415.516.1060
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F.# 925.962.9650
kimberlybranagh@gmail.com
www.laserenaproperties.com
 
 
 

mailto:kimberlybranagh@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:22:46 AM

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

From: "Comte, James" <James.Comte@ucsf.edu>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 3:37 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
Hi, my name is James Comte.  I’ve been living in the Sunset for five years and my child attends St.
Ignatius.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I. to build
these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests and
get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through the
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shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a strong feeling
of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
James Comte

2039 33rd Ave
SF, Ca 94116
James.Comte@ucsf.edu
 
 
 



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

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

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Record Number 2019-021795CUA & 2019-019985 CUA
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:22:00 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.
 
 

From: Judit Sánchez Fernández <juditsf@msn.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:34 PM
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC) <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Record Number 2019-021795CUA & 2019-019985 CUA
 

 

Hi Mathew, 
 
I received both planning commissions, one for (15) new antennas for Verizon and (12) ATT
panel antennas for AT&T. 
 
The amount of antennas that are installing since last few years in this area is ridiculous. 
 
Only whit these two plans we will have 27 antennas. 
 
I'm writing to be part of the comments will be part of the hearing, Thursday, May 28 2020.  
 
Best, 
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Judit. 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting the 98 Franklin Project as part of the HUB
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:21:54 AM

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

From: Elsa Lundy <elsa.lundy@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 4:49 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting the 98 Franklin Project as part of the HUB
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My
name is Elsa Lundy, and I am a resident of San Francisco's District 5. I’m the parent of Zoe Lundy, a
student at the French American International School. I have been a member of this school
community for 2 years, and a resident of District 5 for 10 years.

Our wonderful international school is brings together people from many backgrounds, and creates a
shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the
world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, transit-orientated development that will
serve San Francisco well into the future, and specifically breath new life into this troubled
intersection.
 
I support this project because of:

The 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs
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The design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way
The streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.
The natural decrease in vandalism thanks to increased pedestrian activity
A world-class high school facility for a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in
San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community.
The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped
increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

The new campus will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our school's culture,
mission, and sense of place - and of San Francisco's too.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin
Street development, and I thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration.
 
Best regards,
Elsa Lundy
1962 Ellis St.



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project and for Affordable Housing
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:21:13 AM

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

From: Nigel Chanter <nigelchanter@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 8:17 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project and for Affordable Housing
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Nigel Chanter, I'm a Cole Valley resident and the parent of
Alice Chanter, and I have been a member of the International High School community
for two years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. My wife and I came to San Francisco over
25 years ago from London and Hong Kong, originally working for a software company
founded by two professors at Berkeley University.

The project at 98 Franklin will provide 80+ affordable units which San Francisco so
desperately needs. My wife and I volunteer every week with Project Homeless
Connect and St. Anthony's Foundation so we are personally keenly aware of the
issues that surround affordable housing.

The project will also help address the Hayes Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
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and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working with the community.
The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security
staff, and helped increase foot traffic. Prior to IHS our daughter attended the Chinese
American International School, co-located in the same building, so we have seen first
hand the improvements that have come to Hayes Valley in the last 12 years.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world-class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of the 98 Franklin Street development. 

Sincerely,

Nigel Chanter

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin - requesting your support
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:17:29 AM

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

From: Amy Guggenheim Shenkan <amyshenkan@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 9:08 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: 98 Franklin - requesting your support
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Amy Shenkan and we live in Pac Heights. I'm a parent of a
10th grader at IHS and have been a member of the French American and
International High School community since our daughter started Pre-K there in 2008. I
also served on the board of the school and remain very committed to its mission
which seems even more important during this crisis specifically and during this period
in our history more broadly.

FAIS is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

The school has expanded over time and its facilities need to expand with it. The
school has creatively found a solution that seems great for the kids and great for the
neighborhood. 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income,
placemaking, transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into
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the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

We would really value your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Though our daughter will be an alum of IHS before
the new school is built, we are so excited for the future students of IHS and for the
enhancements to the neighborhood we've come to love.

Thank you for your consideration. I do hope that you and your families are staying
healthy!

Sincerely,

Amy G Shenkan

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: International High School Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:17:18 AM

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

From: Tiffany Kulkarni <tiffanykulkarni@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 9:22 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: International High School Franklin Project
 

 

Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

As a parent of students at French American International School, I wanted to express
my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street Development.

As you might already know, International is the oldest and largest international
school, bringing together a diverse group of students. Our school mirrors the diversity
of the city, making 98 Franklin a great opportunity not just for the school but for the
city. The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs while also providing our student population with much needed learning spaces.

I strongly encourage your support French American International School and the 98
Franklin Street development.

Thank you Tiffany Kulkarni
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin Street
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:17:02 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/19/20, 10:12 PM, "David Evans" <devans@mac.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I’m writing in support of the proposed 98 Franklin Street mixed-use development project. My name is David
Evans and I’m a resident of San Francisco. Both of my children attend French American, my daughter Oona is in
first grade and my son Heath is starting pre-kindergarten this fall. We love the global perspective of the school and
the school community. I’m especially excited that this project could be completed by the time my children are ready
for high school. I can only imagine how inspiring it would be to attend a high school like the one planned, one that
they can both reach easily via public transit.
   
    I’m also very interested generally in smart, transit-oriented developments like this one which will bring both
added housing to San Francisco, plus a generous proportion of needed affordable units without requiring public
funds, plus add fresh ground floor commercial space in this neighborhood. This development will I believe serve the
community long term and feels very consistent with other developments along the Market Street corridor in recent
years, which have had a significantly positive effect.
   
    I sincerely hope you will approve this project for a new International High School and 98 Franklin Street
development.
   
    Thank you for your time and consideration!
    David Evans
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I Support the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:16:08 AM

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

From: David Fukuda <davefukuda@yahoo.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 8:43 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: I Support the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is David Fukuda.  I am a San Francisco resident and I’m the parent
of Alessio Fukuda and have been a member of the French American and International High
School community for one year.  I also have an incoming 9th grader to the school.

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. The project
will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs, as well
as a new home for our high school. Our high shools current school shares its facilities
with the elementary and middle schools.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 
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The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and
improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism. This is exactly the
type of smart development that the City needs

Thank you for your consideration,

David Fukuda

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Materials related to the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment adoption hearing
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:16:00 AM
Attachments: Hub Area Plan Term Sheet Final 5-12.pdf

Planning Response to May 12 Advocate Letter.pdf
Market_Octavia_Area_Plan_Amendment_Adoption_Hearing_Presentation_052120.pdf
Market_Octavia_Area_Plan_Amendment_Summary_of_Proposed_Changes_and_Items_for_Consideration_052120.pdf
2020-05-19 FINAL Hub GP Ordinance - for 2020-05-21 CPC hearing.pdf
2020-05-19 FINAL Hub Planning Code Ordinance - for 2020-05-21 CPC hearing.pdf
2020-05-19 FINAL Hub HSD Ordinance - for 2020-05-21 CPC hearing.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: "Langlois, Lily (CPC)" <lily.langlois@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 8:49 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>,
AnMarie Rodgers <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>, joshua Switzky <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
Subject: Materials related to the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment adoption hearing
 
Good Morning Commissioners,
 
The Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment will be before you for adoption tomorrow,
Thursday May 21st. I wanted to provide you with a few materials in advance of the hearing.
Under normal circumstances, I could pass hard copies of these materials to you at the hearing,
instead I am providing them by email so you have an opportunity to review in advance. 
 
Attached you will find:
 
A letter from the Mission and Soma community based organizations submitted to the
Department on May 12th.
 
A memo to the Planning Commission that provides a high-level synopsis of the Department’s
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 DRAFT HUB AREA PLAN COMMUNITY/DEVELOPER TERM SHEET MAY 12 DRAFT  
 
The undersigned Central City community organizations commit: 
 


A. Not to oppose or appeal Hub Area Plan (hereinafter referred to as “the Plan”) approvals as 
described below by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, including its EIR 
certification and other necessary implementing measures. 


 
IF the Hub Area Plan that is adopted this year is limited to the following provisions (Hub Area Plan 
Content) and IF the developers of the Three Key Housing Projects agree to implement the following 
specific actions (Commitments). 
 
The Three Key Housing Projects are: 
 


1. 30 Van Ness Avenue 
2. 98 Franklin Street 
3. 10 South Van Ness Avenue 


 
I. Hub Area Plan Content 
 


A. The Plan’s proposed height limit increases for future development shall be limited solely to the 
sites of the Three Key Housing Projects.  The rest of the Plan shall maintain the current height 
limits for all other parcels. 
 


B. The Public Realm components of the Plan shall not be included in its approvals, pending further 
community engagement in their planning and design. 


1. The Planning Department, under the leadership of its Community Equity team 
and in partnership with the below signed organizations, shall conduct a more 
thorough community engagement process to receive further input, with 
emphasis focused on the engagement of vulnerable and historically 
marginalized populations to give input on these design plans.  To accomplish 
this, the Planning Department, in conjunction with the undersigned 
community organizations, shall: 


i. Create and draft a timeline for community engagement and Public 
Realm Planning/Design.  Timeline must be approved by both the 
Planning Department and undersigned community organizations. 


ii. Create and design community engagement workshop(s) in conjunction 
with the undersigned community groups.  Final questions, boards, and 
presentation shall require approval from both the Planning 
Department and undersigned community organizations.  


iii. Location of any workshop(s) or other public meetings related to the 
project shall be in a location that is most accessible for vulnerable 
populations.  Final location(s) shall require the approval from both the 
Planning Department and undersigned community organizations. 


iv. The Planning Department shall provide food, childcare, and translation 
for all public workshop(s) and/or any other public meetings.  


v. The Planning Department shall provide the undersigned community 
organizations with any Final Report(s) and/or Design(s) prior to 
release.  The undersigned community organizations must provide 
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initial feedback within 2 weeks of receiving the Final Report(s) and or 
Design(s).  Final Report(s) and/or Design(s) shall require final 
approval from both the Planning Department and undersigned 
community organizations prior to release. 


2. Selection of any third party contractors for any items within paragraph (I)(B) must be 
vetted and approved by the undersigned community organizations and reflected in the 
plan. 


 
C. The Planning Department commits to a community engagement process to draft and implement a 


prototypical Equity assessment of the proposed Hub Area Plan for public review by the end of 
2020, or within 6 months of resumption of normal Planning Department activities(“normal 
Planning Department activities” to be further specified), including routine in-person public 
meetings for full community engagement, if that is delayed beyond June of this year.  


1. The Planning Department, under the leadership of its Community Equity team, shall 
collaborate with the undersigned community organizations, or other organizations 
nominated by them, to create, design, and implement both the framework, methodology, 
and drafting of the Equity Assessment as well as the required community engagement 
process. Approval by the participating community organizations will be required in each 
step of the process.  To help accomplish this, the Planning Department’s Community Equity 
team, in conjunction with the undersigned community organizations, or other 
organizations nominated by them, shall at a minimum: 


i. Create and draft the Equity Assessment framework and methodology. 
ii. Create and draft a timeline for the Equity Assessment and community 


engagement.  Timeline must be approved by both the Planning 
Department and undersigned community organizations. 


iii. Create and design community engagement workshop(s) in conjunction 
with the undersigned community groups.  Final questions, boards, and 
presentation shall require approval from both the Planning 
Department and undersigned community organizations.  


iv. Location of any workshop(s) or other public meetings related to the 
project shall be in a location that is most accessible for vulnerable 
populations.  Final location(s) shall require the approval from both the 
Planning Department and undersigned community organizations. 


v. The Planning Department shall provide food, childcare, and translation 
for all public workshop(s) and/or any other public meetings.  


vi. The Planning Department shall provide the undersigned community 
organizations with any Final Report(s) and/or Design(s) prior to 
release.  The undersigned community organizations must provide 
initial feedback within 2 weeks of receiving the Final Report(s) and or 
Design(s).  Final Report(s) and/or Design(s) shall require final 
approval from both the Planning Department and undersigned 
community organizations prior to release. 


2. Equity Assessment must include: 
i. Thorough assessment of unhoused, low-income, working-class populations, as 


well as communities of color.  
ii. Thorough assessment of small businesses, expected impacts, and mitigations 


strategies. 
iii. Thorough assessment of the localized artists, expected impacts, and 


mitigations strategies. 
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iv. Thorough assessment of the capacities, skills, and assets of the populations 
specified within paragraph (I)(C)(2). 


v. Thorough assessment of the Community Needs of the populations specified 
within paragraph (I)(C)(2). 


3. Equity assessment to include a socioeconomic study with relevant demographic 
information surrounding the level of population living at the poverty and low-income 
level as well as appropriate data capture of the existing unhoused population within 
the area. 


i. The Planning Department shall create and draft the scope and 
methodology of the socioeconomic study in conjunction with the 
undersigned community organizations, or other organizations 
nominated by them.  Final approval will be required from both the 
Planning Department and undersigned community organizations.  


ii. The Planning Department shall provide the undersigned community 
organizations with any Final Report(s) prior to release.  The 
undersigned community organizations must provide initial feedback 
within 2 weeks of receiving the Final Report(s).  Final Report(s) shall 
require final approval from both the Planning Department and 
undersigned community organizations prior to release. 


4. Selection of third party contractors for any items within paragraph (I)(C) must be vetted 
and approved by the undersigned community organizations and reflected in the plan. 
 


D. The Planning Department, under the leadership of its Race and Equity  team and in partnership 
with the undersigned community organizations, commits to a community engagement process to 
draft a missing Community Realm component of the Hub Area Plan for public review by the end of 
2020, or within 6 months of resumption of normal Planning Department activities, including 
routine public meetings for full community engagement, if that is delayed beyond June of this year. 
The Planning Department shall collaborate with the undersigned community organizations, or 
other organizations nominated by them, to create and implement the community engagement 
process. Approval by the participating community organizations will be required in each step of 
the process. 


1. Create and draft a timeline for community engagement and Community Realm 
Planning/Design.  Timeline must be approved by both the Planning 
Department and undersigned community organizations. 


2. Create and design community engagement workshop(s) in conjunction with 
the undersigned community groups.  Final questions, boards, and presentation 
shall require approval from both the Planning Department and undersigned 
community organizations.  


3. Location of any workshop(s) or other public meetings related to the project 
shall be in a location that is most accessible for vulnerable populations.  Final 
location(s) shall require the approval from both the Planning Department and 
undersigned community organizations. 


4. The Planning Department shall provide food, childcare, and translation for all 
public workshop(s) and/or any other public meetings.  


5. The Planning Department shall provide the undersigned community 
organizations with any Final Report(s) and/or Design(s) prior to release.  The 
undersigned community organizations must provide initial feedback within 2 
weeks of receiving the Final Report(s) and or Design(s).  Final Report(s) 
and/or Design(s) shall require final approval from both the Planning 


Final May 12, Confidential 







Department and undersigned community organizations prior to release. 
6. Selection of third party contractors for any items within paragraph (I)(D) must be vetted 


and approved by the undersigned community groups and reflected in the plan. 
 


E. To implement the Community Realm Component, the Plan shall include, or be so amended within 
one year if a Nexus analysis is required, the requirement that all development in the Hub Plan 
Area shall pay a fee equivalent to the Central SOMA Community Services Facilities Fee per Section 
432 of the Planning Code to provide funding for community facilities in the adjacent Western SOMA 
and North Mission areas needed by future Hub youth, family, and senior residents (now $1.30/ft for 
residential and $1.60/ft for commercial).  


 
F. The Plan’s Implementation Plan shall specify that Inclusionary Affordable Housing and 


Jobs/Housing Linkage Program fees paid by future Hub developments shall be applied to 
development of affordable housing in the adjacent Mission, SOMA, and Tenderloin communities, 
as determined in consultation with the undersigned community organizations. 


 
II.  The Undersigned Developers of the Three Key Housing Projects Agree to these Specific Commitments: 
 


A. 30 Van Ness Avenue shall proceed to develop its proposed residential project and shall not instead 
abandon that project in favor of a commercial only alternative project. The developer also agrees 
to provide ‘gap funding’ for Phase One of the “5H” affordable housing development at Fifth and 
Howard Streets in SOMA as soon as it is needed to complete that project’s financing after approval 
of the Hub zoning, or alternatively if the 5H project does not go forward the Fourth and Folsom 
Streets affordable housing development on the Moscone Station site as soon as it is needed to 
complete that project’s financing, after approval of the Hub zoning, up to the amount of the 30 Van 
Ness Avenue Jobs/Housing Linkage Program affordable housing fee of about $16,000,000. 


1. Shall rent 7,000 sq. ft. on their ground floors for 35 years at $2 NNN per square foot to 
community-serving businesses and/or nonprofits, with 3,500 sq. ft. or more facing Market 
St. or Van Ness Ave., with the base rent adjusted annually by the increase in the San 
Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) beginning from the date of first 
occupancy. 


 
B. 98 Franklin Street shall increase its on-site Inclusionary Affordable Housing component to 25% of 


the total project units, with affordability levels to be: 20% of units @ 50% AMI and 5% of units @ 
100% AMI. 


1. Provided that the French American School does not occupy the Community-Serving Space 
for the entirety of the __-year term, the undersigned community groups shall provide 98 
Franklin with the identity of one or more interested community-serving businesses and/or 
nonprofits. 98 Franklin will select from the list of community-serving businesses identified 
by the undersigned community groups and negotiate a lease with such organization(s) on 
the above-described terms with a base rate of $2 NNN___ per gross square foot per month, 
with the base rent adjusted annually by the increase in the San Francisco Bay Area 
Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) beginning from what would have been the French American 
School’s date of first occupancy. 


 
C. 10 South Van Ness Avenue shall (a) enter into a binding agreement to purchase the 1979 Mission 


Street proposed development site prior to its project approval by the Planning Commission, (b) 
commit as a condition of its project approval to transfer ownership of the site to the City or its 
designee at no cost, provided that the cost of the purchase shall be credited towards the 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing fee requirement for the 10 South Van Ness Project. The 10 South 
Van Ness Avenue Project shall also commit to (c) permanently providing 10,000 sq ft of ground 
floor space for community-serving nonprofit use at rent levels affordable to community-based 
nonprofit organizations. At least 50% of the ground floor space shall be front facing. 


1. Shall rent 10,000 sq. ft. on their ground floors for 35 years at $2 NNN per square foot to 
community-serving businesses and/or nonprofits, with 5,000 sq. ft. or more facing Market 
St. or S. Van Ness Ave., with the base rent adjusted annually by the increase in the San 
Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) beginning from the date of first 
occupancy. 


 
D. All Three Developers shall commit that any additional JHLP or Inclusionary Housing Fees 


remaining after the above specific commitments shall applied to development of 100% nonprofit 
affordable housing in the Tenderloin, District 5, and SOMA communities as determined in 
consultation with the undersigned community organizations and approved by MOH, provided that 
the cost of this land acquisition/gap funding shall also be credited towards the JHLP or 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing fee requirements for the respective projects.  


 
E. The Three Key Housing Projects shall agree as a condition of their project approvals to pay a fee 


equivalent to the Central SOMA Community Services Facilities Fee per Section 432 of the Planning 
Code to provide funding for community facilities in the adjacent Western SOMA without waiting for 
that requirement to be adopted as a component of the Hub Area Plan. (estimated amounts of 
$995,000+$377,000+$1,171,000=$2,543,000). 


 
F. These specific provisions will be fully described in Memorandums of Understanding (Collateral 


Agreements) between the developers of the Three Key Housing Projects and one or more of the 
undersigned community organizations. 


 
III.  This Agreement is Conditioned on the City Planning Department Documenting these Provisions in a 
Memorandum to the City Planning Commission. 
 
Agreed this ___ day of May 2020: 
 
 


COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 
 
____________________________________ 
United to Save The Mission 
 
 
____________________________________ 
South of Market Community Action Network 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Calle 24 
 
____________________________________ 
People’s Congress 
 


____________________________________ 
TODCO 
 
 
THREE KEY HOUSING PROJECTS 
DEVELOPERS 
 
 
____________________________________ 
[Lend Lease] 
For 30 Van Ness Avenue 
 
____________________________________ 
[Related] 
For 98 Franklin Street 
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____________________________________ 
[Crescent] 
For 10 South Van Ness Avenue 
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To:   Planning Commission 
 
From:  Rich Hillis, Planning Director 


 
Re:  Response to Advocates Letter May 12 regarding the Market and Octavia Area 


Plan Amendment  
 


Date:    May 19, 2020 
 
 
On	February	13,	2020,	the	Commission	initiated	legislation	to	adopt	the	Market	and	Octavia	
Area	Plan	Amendment.	At	that	hearing,	community	advocates	from	the	Mission	and	SoMa	
neighborhoods	adjacent	to	the	Plan	area	raised	concerns	about	the	Plan	Amendment,	and	asked	
for	additional	opportunities	to	discuss	their	concerns	with	the	Department.		Their	concerns	
were	focused	on	how	considerations	of	racial	and	social	equity	were	reflected	in	the	Plan	
Amendment	and	its	implementation,	as	well	as	the	Department’s	broader	approach	and	
commitment	to	our	Racial	&	Social	Equity	Initiative.	In	acting	to	initiate	the	Plan	Amendment,	
the	Commission	asked	me	to	meet	with	the	community	coalition	to	discuss	these	issues	and	
additional	ways	to	instill	the	Plan	Amendment	and	its	implementation	with	the	goal	of	
advancing	equity.		
	
Over	the	past	three	months,	we	have	had	a	series	of	meetings	and	engaged	in	open	and	fruitful	
conversations,	which	have	resulted	in	specific	changes	to	the	Plan	documents.	Last	week,	the	
community	coalition	submitted	to	the	Department	a	“term	sheet”	with	a	set	of	additional	
requests	in	relation	to	the	Plan	Amendment.		This	memo	provides	a	high-level	synopsis	of	the	
Department’s	responses.		We	substantially	agree	with	the	bulk	of	these	requests,	and	we	are	in	
fundamental	alignment	on	the	policy	goals	of	advancing	equity,	increasing	affordable	housing,	
stabilizing	communities,	and	ensuring	the	Plan	benefits	our	most	vulnerable	communities.				
	
As	the	Plan	Amendment	proceeds	through	the	adoption	process	and	beyond	to	implementation,	
we	look	forward	to	working	collaboratively	to	continue	developing	these	ideas	and	follow-up	
processes. 		
	
(1)	Creation	of	a	New	Community	Facilities	Impact	Fee		
	
The	Department	is	supportive	of	such	a	fee	to	be	included	in	the	Market and Octavia Area Plan	
Amendment. 	Staff	will	work	with	the	City	Attorney’s	Office	to	evaluate	the	Nexus	Study	
completed	to	support	the	Central SoMa Community	Services	Facilities	Fee	for	its	applicability	to	
the	Hub	area	of	the	Market and Octavia Area Plan	and	determine	whether	additional	analysis	is	
needed to	support	a	new	fee.	The	Department’s	goal	is	to	include	such	a	fee	in	the	final	
legislation	to	be	considered	by	the	Board	of	Supervisors.			The	full	details	of	the	fee	amount	and	
fee	structure	would	need	to	be	determined	following	the	Commission	adoption	and	prior	
to	the	Board	adopting	any	legislation	related	to	fees.		It	is	possible	that	the	fee	could	be	
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structured	as	a	new	impact	fee	that	would	add	a	new	financial	requirements	to	housing	projects	
in	this	area,	or	the	fee	could	be	carved	out	of	the	existing	Market and Octavia	Community	
Infrastructure	fee	(ie	Open	Space,	Complete	Streets,	Transit,	Childcare).The	Department	is	
committed	to	engage	in	a	community	processes	to	determine	the	use	and	prioritization	of	the	
additional	impact	fee	as	part	of	the	enhanced	community	engagement	work	described	below.		
	
(2)	Use	of	Affordable	Housing	Fees	
	
We	agree that	surrounding	neighborhoods	should	be	prioritized for	affordable	housing	funds,	
especially	where	limited	sites	exist	in	the	immediate area	such	as	is	the	case	in	the	Hub. To	
address	this,	the	Plan Amendment	includes	a	land	dedication	option	that	extends	to	surrounding	
neighborhoods	and	priorities	for	the	spending	of	the	affordable	housing	fees.	 	
	
The	Plan	would direct the	expenditure	of	the SUD-specific affordable	housing	fee	first	to	the	plan	
area	(thus	prioritizing	an	inclusive mixed-income	neighborhood	in	the	Hub),	then	to	the	
immediate	surrounding	neighborhoods	including	the	Mission,	SoMa,	Tenderloin,	Western	
Addition	and	Civic	Center,	and	lastly	to	the	broader	city.		It	is	important	that	all	of	these	
neighborhoods	adjacent	to	the Market	and	Octavia	Plan	area are	equally	included	in	this	
priority,	including	the	Western	Addition.	 We	would	also	be	supportive	of	extending	these	stated	
priorities	for	other	affordable	housing	funds	generated	by	projects	in	the	Van	Ness	&	Market	
SUD,	including	the	Section	415	inclusionary	fees and Jobs	Housing	Linkage	fees.		
	
	
(3)	Enhance	Community	Engagement	and	Racial	&	Social	Equity	Assessment,	especially	
regarding	Public	Realm,	Community	Facilities,	and	Small	Businesses	
	
We	acknowledge	that	the	Market	and	Octavia	Area	Plan	Amendment	process	launched	prior	to	
the	Planning	Department’s	Racial	&	Social	Equity	Initiative.		Now,	equity	planning	is	a	
cornerstone	of	our	work	program.			We	are	committed	to	continuing	to	use	an	equity	lens	in	our	
planning	work	in	this	area	and	throughout	the	City.			Over	the	past	few	months,	in	addition	to	
compiling	and	analyzing	socioeconomic	characteristics	of	the	area,	we	used	the	recently	
developed	Racial	&	Social	Equity	Assessment	Tool	to	evaluate	the	Plan	Amendment	with	this	
lens	and	have	made	tangible	additions	as	a	result.	
		
The	Department	is	committed	to	continuing	this	work	within	the	Plan	area	and	surrounding	
communities	in	order	to	further	develop	and	refine	strategies	and	actions	that	reduce	racial	and	
social	inequities	and	advance	equity.		This	work	should	continue	to	include	participation	from	
adjacent	neighborhoods,	including	the	Mission,	Western	SoMa,	the	Western	Addition	and	the	
Tenderloin,	and	will	include,	at	a	minimum,	the	following	elements:		
	
Small	Business	Working	Group.			
The	Department	will	conduct	further	analysis and	work	to	support	the stabilization	and	growth	
of small	businesses,	especially	those	serving	lower	income	populations	and	vulnerable	
communities. 	The	Department is	committed	to convening	a	new	working	group	of	agency	staff	
and	community	stakeholders	to delve	deeper	into identifying potential	small	business	
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stabilization	strategies that	could	be	employed	in	the	Hub	and	adjacent	areas,	including	
assessment	of	available	data	on	existing	businesses. 	
	
Public	Realm.		
The	Department	is	committed	to	ensuring	that	the	community	processes	and	consideration	
around	design	of	projects	and	prioritization	of	expenditures	reflects	the	input,	needs	and	
diversity	of	the	Hub	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods,	including	the	Western	Addition,	
Tenderloin,	Western	SoMa,	and	northern	Mission.	This	will	include	working	with	the	Board	to	
advocate	for	diverse	representation	on	the	Market	and	Octavia	CAC	and	conducting	broad	public	
engagement	beyond	the	CAC	on	all	design	and	prioritization	processes.		Adoption	of	the	
proposed	rezoning	and	Plan	Implementation	Document does	not include	approvals	
or final designs	for	any	public	realm	project;	rather,	it	provides	funding	and	framework	for	
future	projects	and	processes. 	For complete streets,	the	Plan’s	Implementation	
Document provides	a	simple	programmatic	overview	of	the	universe	of potential improvements	
to	be	funded	in	the	future.	For	Parks	&	Open	Space,	the Implementation	Document	provides	a	
list	of	five	open	spaces highlighted for	open	space	fee	revenues,	but	does	not	prioritize	the	order	
of	expenditure	or	discuss	design	and	program	details	for	any	of	the	park	projects. 	Because	the	
Hub	is	a	relatively	small	area,	the	most	significant	opportunities	for	new	and	improved	open	
spaces	are	directly	adjacent	to	the	Plan	area.	The	five	open	spaces	highlighted	for	open	space	fee	
revenue	are in	the	surrounding	neighborhoods	outside	the	Hub	(eg. 11th/Natoma park	in	
Western SoMa, Buchannan	Mall	in Western	Addition,	Civic	Center Plaza and Koshland Park in	
the	Lower	Haight).	These	open	spaces	would	serve	both	existing	and	future	residents	of	the	Hub	
area	as	well	as	the	adjacent	neighborhoods.		
	
Community	Facilities.		
The	Planning	Department	has	heard	the	request	to	engage	the	community	in	a	focused	process	
for	community	facilities	and	is committed	to	undertaking	and	completing	such	a	process	over	
the	next	12	months. This	work	is	an	extension	and	expansion	of	the “Southeast	Framework	for	
Community	Facilities” analysis	that	the	Department	initiated	in	partnership	with	the	Office	of	
Resilience	&	Capital	Planning	and	Office	of	Economic	&	Workforce	Development. The	initial	
analysis	looked	at	key	community	facilities	needed	to	support	a	growing	population	–-	including	
libraries,	health	clinics,	recreation	centers,	schools,	public	safety,	and	childcare	–	and	began	
engagement	with	service	delivery	agencies.	The	Department	is	excited	to	continue	and	expand	
this	work,	especially	incorporating	an	equity	lens,	with	a	specific	focus	on SoMa and	adjacent	
areas,	including	the	Hub.	In	fact,	completion	by	the	Department	of	a	community	process	and	
draft	report	with	recommendations	that	includes	the	Hub	area	is	required	by	June	30,	2021	
under	the	terms	of	settlement	with	TODCO1	for	the	CEQA	lawsuit	related	to	the	
Central SoMa Plan.	We	look	forward	to	commencing	soon	and	this	process	is	anticipated	to	take	
12	months	to	complete.	
	
Stabilization	and	Community	Development	Work	
In	addition	to	continuing	citywide	efforts	to	advance	racial	and	social	equity	and	
community	stabilization,	the	Department	continues	to	reaffirm	our	commitment	
to	expansive stabilization	efforts	in all	the	neighborhoods	immediately	adjacent	to	the	Hub	area,	
including	in	the	Mission	(MAP2020), community planning in the	Tenderloin	and Cultural	
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District Program in	the	adjacent	neighborhoods (Filipino	Cultural	Heritage  in SoMa, Leather	&	
LGBTQ	Cultural	Districts	in SoMa,	Compton’s	Transgender	Cultural	District	in	the	Tenderloin,		
American	Indian	Cultural	District	in	the	Mission, potential	
African American Arts and Cultural District  in	the Western	Addition, and the Castro	Cultural	
District). The	Hub	area	is a	small	geographic	area	at	the	crossroads	
of		several	neighborhoods and	the	Department	will	continue	to	dedicate	substantial	resources	
and	staff	time	through	these	ongoing	efforts	to	evaluate	strategies	to	stabilize	and	improve	
conditions	for	low	income	populations	and	people	of	color.	
	
Socioeconomic	Monitoring.		
A	component	of	the	Equity	Assessment	Tool	is	to	identify	monitoring	elements	to	advance	the	
equity	goals	identified	in	the	assessment	(summarized	in	the	Executive	Summary	included	in	the	
Commission	packet).	The	Department	is	required	to	complete	a	five-year	monitoring	report	for	
the	Market	and	Octavia	Plan	area.	The	next	report	is	due	July	1,	2020	and	will	cover	the	
period	2015-2019.	The	Department	will	identify	additional	elements	to	be	included	in	the	
monitoring	report	that	will	help	to	establish	baseline	data	to	monitor	over	time.		
	
	
(4)	Substantially	Scale	Back	the	Plan	to	Allow	Increased	Height	Limits	For	Only	3	Parcels	With	
Pending	Applications	
	
The	Plan	Amendment	maintains	current	height	and	bulk	limits	for	all	parcels,	including	the	
three	projects	with	pending	applications. In recognition	of	the	desire	for	focused	evaluation	
of significant	sites, the Plan	Amendment	creates	a	framework for	site-specific	deliberation	and	
scrutiny. Rather	than	granting height and	bulk limit	increases,	the	Plan	Amendment	creates	a	
discretionary	exception	process	through	the	Commission	to	allow	further	deliberation	of	18	
sites up	to	a	maximum height	and	bulk	greater	than	the	current	height	and	bulk	limits.	Under	
this	process,	the	Commission	can	consider granting	additional	height and	bulk on	a	case-by-case	
basis,	based	on	criteria	including	whether	the	development	provides	community-serving	uses,	
especially	on	the	ground	floor. 		Without	the	discretionary	path	and	policy	guidance	offered	by	
the	proposed	Plan	Amendment	to	increase	height	and	bulk	limits,	we	anticipate	that	many	
parcels	may	use	the	State	Density	Bonus	program,	which	among	other	provisions,	allows	
developers	to	receive	unlimited	waivers	of	development	standards	along	with	incentives	such	as	
additional	height,	bulk,	and	use	requirements,	if	the	development	includes	a	limited	amount	of	
on-site	below	market	rate	housing.	Under	the	State	Density	Bonus	program,	the	City’s	discretion	
to	deny	these	waivers	and	incentives	is	greatly	limited	and	opportunity	for	community	input	to	
shape	these	enlarged	projects	is	sharply	curtailed.	
 		
The	value	of	the	Plan	is	the	comprehensive	approach	to	neighborhood	planning	and	complete	
suite	of	public	benefits	that	comes	with	the	full	plan.	As	is	common	with	other	past	area	plan	
processes,	the three significant projects	with	pending	applications	were	developed	in	tandem	
with	the	plan	process.	While	these	are	some	of	the	largest	projects anticipated	in	the	plan	area	
and	are	most	immediately	ready	for	Commission	consideration,	we	anticipate	other	projects	
soon	coming	forward	to	submit	applications.	There	have	been	other	active	project	sponsors	and	
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property	owners	in	the	area	that	are	included	in	the	plan	amendments,	including	the	City	
College	property	at	33	Gough	and	others	that	have	been	anticipating	the	Plan	Amendment.	
	
In	light	of	the	above	considerations,	notably	the	benefits	of	a	comprehensive	planning	approach	
and	the	Department’s	commitment	to	enhanced	community	engagement	focused	on	equitable	
outcomes,	we	believe	that	maintaining	the	site-specific	discretionary	processes	for	additional	
height	and	bulk	on	18	sites	is	the	most	appropriate	path	to	achieving	our	shared	goals	of	
advancing	equity,	increasing	affordable	housing,	stabilizing	communities,	and	ensuring	the	Plan	
benefits	all,	particular	our	most	vulnerable	communities.				
 
 


 
1 The condition of the Settlement Agreement reads: “No later than July 1, 2021, the City shall prepare and publish a report containing 
an analysis of the community facility needs in the greater South of Market area. In conducting this analysis the City shall engage and 
solicit input from the public and community groups, including but not limited to established CACs and CBDs, in the area. This effort, 
based on initial analysis started under the aegis of the "Southeast Framework for Community Facilities" initiated by an interagency 
working group, will account for the planned and expected cumulative growth in population over the next 25 years. At a minimum, 
the analysis will include as part of the "greater South of Market" the neighborhoods of the Tenderloin, Mission Bay, Showplace 
Square, and the "Hub" portion of the Market Octavia Plan area, and will consider any proposed redevelopment of sites in these areas 
that will create substantial numbers of jobs or housing units, including publicly owned sites. The analysis will identify various 
possible metrics for service standards and geographic distribution for a variety of publicly owned or managed community facilities 
common to residential neighborhoods and for which demand will increase as the result of population growth, such as libraries, 
recreation centers, police stations, fire stations, public schools (K-12), and health clinics. This effort will also include consultation with 
the City's Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) to coordinate that agency's efforts to adequately plan for and 
locate facilities serving the homeless in the South of Market, and also consultation with the City's Department of Real Estate (DRE) 
to coordinate that agency's efforts to adequately plan for and locate future public facilities on City properties in the South of Market.” 
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Project Details 


1,640 $235M
Additional 
Housing Units


Additional Impact 


Fee Revenue
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Additional 
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Project Timeline


DATE MILESTONE


Jan 2016 Project start-up, existing conditions analysis, 
stakeholder meetings.


April  2016 Workshop #1: Urban Form, Land Use, and 
Public Benefits


June 2016 Workshop #2: Public Realm


March 2017 Workshop #3: Refined Options and Designs


Oct 2017 Environmental Review Process began


June 2019 Workshop #4: Project Update + Public 
Benefits


July 2019 DEIR released


Jan 2020 Workshop #5: Project Update


Feb 2020 Planning Commission Initiation Hearing 


May 2020 Planning Commission Adoption Hearing
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transit


Develop and coordinate 
designs for the public realm


Create robust public benefits 
package and prioritize 


projects for implementation 


Project Goals







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


Project Deliverables


Amend the Market & Octavia Area Plan


• Height Map


• Zoning Map


• Objectives and policies 


Amend the Planning Code to reflect land use and 
policy changes


Update the Market & Octavia Implementation Plan 
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COMMENTS POST INITIATION HEARING
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Existing conditions
racial and social equity Action Plan
equity and community stabilization
housing
transportation 
ground floor + Community Serving uses
public benefits
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Existing conditions







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


• Provide basic demographic data.


• What is the level of the population living 
at poverty and low-income level?


• Data on the unhoused population?


Existing conditions WHAT DID WE HEAR?
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Data from the 2014-2018 U.S. 
Census American Community 
Survey 5-Year Estimates 


Seven census tracts that intersect 
with the Hub boundary.


The Hub boundary represents 
about 10% of this geography
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Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment
Existing Conditions: Unhoused Population


Unsheltered and Sheltered 
Point-in-time Count Results 
By District


Source:  2019 San Francisco Homeless Point-in-Time 
Count & Survey 
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racial and social equity Action Plan
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• What is the timing of the Department’s Racial 
and Social Equity Plan?


• What is the community process for Phase 2 of 
the Racial and Social Equity Plan?


• Clarification on what the assessment tool is 
and how it is used.


• The assessment tool needs further refinement.


Racial + Social Equity Action Plan WHAT DID WE HEAR?
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 Office of Racial Equity legislation requires all Departments to 
complete an action plan by the end of 2020.


 Phase I of the Department's Action Plan was adopted by the 
Planning Commission in Fall 2019.


 Phase II is underway with community  engagement originally 
scheduled for Summer 2020.


 Phase II includes the use of the Assessment Tool which is 
being applied to certain projects and will be refined as part of 
Phase II.


RESPONSERacial + Social Equity Action Plan
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equity and community stabilization







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


• Need a plan for stabilization and protection 
of existing buildings and businesses


• How do the citywide community 
stabilization efforts play into this area?


• Need to apply racial and social equity tool 
to impact fee programming.


• Need to identify mitigations to address 
development impacts. 


• Monitoring is not sufficient without action.


Equity + Community Stabilization WHAT DID WE HEAR?
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The Department is working with community and City 
agency partners to advance racial and social equity and 
community stabilization through a number of different 
initiatives and projects.


 Citywide: Racial and Social Equity Initiative, 
Community Stabilization Initiative (CSI), Housing 
Affordability Strategy (HAS), and the Environmental 
Justice updates to the General Plan


 Community specific efforts: Cultural Districts 
Program, MAP 2020, Tenderloin community planning, 
Civic Center Public Ream Plan and more. 


Equity + Community Stabilization RESPONSE
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 The Hub is directly adjacent to existing 
cultural districts where the City is actively 
working with the community and 
community based 
organizations to stabilize and celebrate 
the district.


 This work involves developing strategic 
plans to address community needs 
whether it be housing, historic and 
cultural assets or community 
stabilization. 


Equity + Community Stabilization RESPONSE
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Equity + Community Stabilization RESPONSE


Harness existing city programs to stabilize and 
protect existing residents and businesses in the 
Hub and the adjacent neighborhoods.


• Workforce development, employment, and business 
retention programs
Examples: Legacy Business Program, Invest in 
Neighborhoods, Small Sites program 


• Affordable housing
Examples: small sites acquisition, lottery preference 
program 
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Equity + Community Stabilization RESPONSE


Proposed legislative changes to improve equitable outcomes:


• Expand the boundary in 
which impact fee money can 
be spent to fund 
improvements in the 
adjacent neighborhoods.


• Broaden the membership of 
the Market and Octavia CAC.


• Identified future sites for 
100% affordable housing.


• Add a land dedication option 
to meet affordable housing 
requirements. 


• Add requirements to support 
community serving uses at 
the ground floor.


• Expand the unit mix 
requirements to support 
more family friendly units.


• Design a welcoming 
/inclusive aesthetic for future 
buildings and open spaces. 


• New General Plan policy to 
apply a racial and social lens 
to future land use decisions.
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housing
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• Explore a new AMI for the Hub area.


• Concern that the AMI is too high.


• Concern that larger unit sizes makes units 
more expensive.


• Require on-site BMRs and do not allow off-site 
BMRs.


• Identify sites for affordable housing.


• Need a plan for stabilization and protection of 
existing housing.


• Concern about gentrification pressure on 
adjacent neighborhoods.


Housing WHAT DID WE HEAR?
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Housing


• Typically calculated at the metro 
area/county level, not the neighborhood 
level. 


• Depends on household size 


• Updated every year by HUD using data 
from the census


• HUD calculates 100% AMI for a family of 4 
for cities and regions across the entire 
United States


• Median income for all households 


• Does not account for household size 


Area Median Income Household median income


RESPONSE
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Housing RESPONSE


Neighborhood AMI


 Varying neighborhood AMIs make it harder for developers and city staff to align different 
funding sources to build and run housing


 Varying AMIs also make it harder for residents to know what units they qualify for and can 
afford in different areas


 A neighborhood AMI does not address the fundamental challenge of how to subsidize units 
to be affordable to people with lowest incomes


 Could change financial feasibility of developments by requiring deeper subsidy and could 
justify lower inclusionary rates
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Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment
Affordable Housing Resources


128 494


Affordable Units
Under Construction 


TotalAffordable Units
Under review


Future Affordable 
Units 


29%
affordable


units + fees 


2,2001,578 =+ +
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Housing RESPONSE


How the Plan Amendment benefits low income residents


 The proposed rezoning increases affordable units in the by 430 units, funding them with land value 
recapture rather than City funds


 The City currently has about 9% affordable housing while the Hub could have 29% *


 New development will boost future property tax revenue that pays for affordable housing bonds, the 
general fund, and other funding 


 Options for affordable housing requirements (fees and land dedication) can help meet deeper 
affordability needs


 Preference programs for neighborhood residents and displaced people will ensure new units benefit 
residents in need


* includes fees plus the value of new units
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Housing RESPONSE


• Building more housing provides more housing choices.


• This area has two additional fees that can fund affordable 
housing, unique compared to other parts of the City.


• Existing affordable housing requirements incentivize on-
site units.


• Proposed legislation:


• Land dedication option to meet affordable housing 
requirements.


• Expand the unit mix requirements to support more family 
friendly units over time.
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transportation







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


• Concerns about on-street loading (i.e. delivery, 
TNCs).


• Interest in restricting Uber and Lyft.


• Concern about transit capacity with the new 
development.


• Limit the amount of parking. 


• Understand how residents are educated about 
sustainable transportation choices and how 
education measures relate to the TDM program.


TRANSPORTATION WHAT DID WE HEAR?
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TRANSPORTATION


• The Hub is centrally located, in addition to transit, can walk 
and bike to jobs.


• Education measures are part of the menu 
of TDM measures a sponsor can choose.


• Further study needed to restrict TNC’s or delivery vehicles 
in the area, regulatory challenges for implementation.


• New funding for transportation (Area Plan Fees + TSF) 


• Proposed legislation:


• Require a Driveway Loading and Operations plan 
(DLOP). 


• Lower parking requirements and no conditional use 
authorization for additional parking. 


RESPONSE
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ground floor + Community serving uses







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


• Understand what types of uses will be at the 
ground floor.


• Concern that ground floor uses may not be 
neighborhood serving.


• Would like to see mandatory community 
serving ground floor uses.


• Concern that ground floor space will be vacant 
if require ground floor retail. 


• Concern that there is no identified community 
facilities/community space/community 
realm/cultural heritage.


Ground Floor and Community Serving Uses WHAT DID WE HEAR?
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Ground Floor and Community Serving Uses RESPONSE


Active Ground Floor Commercial 
Uses


• Existing Requirement (Planning 
Code Section 145.4)


• Required on portions of Market 
Street, Van Ness Avenue, South 
Van Ness Avenue, Octavia 
Boulevard, and Hayes Street. 


• Examples include: retail, 
childcare, community facility, 
public facility. 
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Ground Floor and Community Serving Uses RESPONSE


New requirements to support neighborhood serving 
retail:


• Conditional use for retail over 6,000 sq/ft


• Conditional use for formula retail uses


• Micro-retail on lots of certain size to support 
neighborhood serving retail


New requirements for community serving uses: 


• To receive the additional height and bulk, a project must 
provide community serving use on the ground floor that 
serve a range of income levels such as: Arts Activities, 
Child Care Facility, Community Facility, Instructional 
Service, Public Facility, School, Social Service, priority 
health service use or neighborhood-oriented retail. 
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PUBLIC benefits
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Public Benefits WHAT DID WE HEAR?


• How is the Hub different than Central Soma 
in terms of community benefits?


• Explore a new community facilities fee
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Public Benefits


Central Soma


• A new area plan that created new fees and funding 
mechanisms, including a CFD. 


• Significant amount of new office development


• Geographic area includes 232 acres. 


Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment (Hub)


• Amending an existing plan, much of the value was 
captured when the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
was adopted, impact fees were established in 2008.


• Primarily residential development 


• Geographic area includes 85 acres.


RESPONSE







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


Public Benefits RESPONSE


New Community Facilities Fee


• Could fund design, engineer, and develop community 
facilities, including cultural/arts facilities, social welfare 
facilities, and community health facilities. 


• Pending determination of a nexus study. 


• Full details of the fee amount and fee structure would 
need to be worked out prior to the Board adopting any 
legislation related to fees.







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


$276 M $682M
• $164M additional affordable housing resources.


• 1,640 additional units.


• 434 additional affordable units.


• 29% affordable units.


• $71M additional fees for streets, alleys, 
transit, open space, childcare, schools.


• Funding for parks in Soma + the 
Western Addition.


Public Benefits RESPONSE
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION


General Plan Amendment 


Planning Code Amendment 


Zoning Map Amendment 


Planning Code Amendment and Business + Tax 
Code Regulations Amendment (to establish the Hub 
Housing Sustainability District)


Implementation Program
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Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


TOPIC CHANGE


Racial + Social Equity New Policy to apply a racial and social equity lens to future land use 
decisions


Land Use + Urban Form Update purpose and related policies of the SUD


Housing Incorporate policies to address families with children and tenant 
protections


Sustainability Incorporate policy direction that supports sustainability and climate 
resilience


Streets + Open Spaces Update policies to reflect the Hub Public Realm Plan


Arts Add a new policy to encourage non profit arts on ground floor


Misc. Non substantive changes to explanatory text &updates as needed


General Plan Amendments - Summary
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TOPIC CHANGE


Misc Change to ‘Map 2: Frontages Where Ground Floor Retail is Required’ 
has been corrected to accurately reflect existing planning 
code requirements.


Housing Element Minor clarification in supporting text to give more clarity on family 
friendly housing


General Plan Amendments - Changes Post Initiation Hearing
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TOPIC CHANGE


Clarify the Van Ness 
and Market SUD


Amend selected policies to support the vision of the SUD as outlined in the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan


Parking Conditional Use for additional parking not permitted


Neighborhood-
Supporting Uses


Require micro-retail; require a Conditional Use authorization for retail uses 
larger than 6,000 sq/ft and for Formula Retail.


Bulk Changes to the floor plate size; new tower sculpting controls.


Public Benefit Expand the area in which impact fees can be spent; update the list of 
infrastructure projects to be funded with impact fees; allow in-kind credit for 
TSF; allow in-kind credit if exceed on-site inclusionary requirements. 


309 Exceptions Micro retail and additional height and bulk 


Planning Code Amendments - Summary
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TOPIC CHANGE


Sustainability Modify the Living Roofs requirement for certain projects in this area to require 
30% living roof and 15% solar.


Affordable 
Housing


Allow 80/20 financing projects in this area to provide 20% of the on-site units at 
low income; Allow land dedication to meet affordable housing requirements.  


Ground Floor 
Uses 


Clarify language in Planning Code Section 309 for additional height and bulk on 
certain parcels if projects provides ground floor uses that are neighborhood 
serving.


Ground Floor 
Uses 


Add language to Planning Section 249.33 to allow Arts Activities and Institutional 
Community Uses to be considered “active uses”.


Permitted 
obstructions 


Amend Section 136  which allows for certain permitted obstructions in order to 
meet the requirements of Section 148 or for wind restriction purposes.


Market and 
Octavia CAC


Expand the criteria to allow two members to live or work in the plan area or within 
1,250’ of the plan area.


Planning Code Amendments – Changes Post Initiation Hearing
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Zoning Map Amendment 


Rezone NCT-3 parcels to C-3-G


Rezone some publicly owned parcels from NCT-3 to P


Expand the Van Ness and Market Special Use District 
to the entire area


Establish new maximum height and bulk districts on 18 
sites
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Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


Hub Housing Sustainability District (HSD)


Allows for ministerial approval of some housing 
projects


Would generally apply to:


• Buildings 120’ and lower


• Projects that do not seek discretionary approval 
by the Planning Commission


Projects have to meet certain criteria including:


• On-site affordable housing 


• At least 10% of the units for very low or low 
income households
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Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


Recommended Proposed Changes


Planning Code Amendments


• Add “School” as a ground floor use that if provided, micro-retail requirement can be 
waived (SEC 244.33)


• Add “School” to the list of community serving uses that can receive 309 height/bulk 
exception (SEC 309)


• For projects subject to a purchase and sale agreement, allow flexibility for the location 
of additional on-site BMR units that exceed 415 requirements (SEC 249.33)


• Refine language to determine the fee waiver for the land dedication option (SEC 
249.33)


• Allow rooftop screens to exceed building height due to elevator safety needs (SEC 
260)


• Extend the sunset date of the Hub Housing Sustainability District from seven to ten 
years (SEC 344 (K)(2) )
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Proposed Changes for Commission consideration only


Zoning Map Amendment


• Amend the proposed height/bulk on block/lot 3511/093.


Planning Code Amendments


• Establish a new Community Facilities Fee in the Van Ness and Market Special Use 
District.


• Consider modifying the gross floor area (GFA) calculation to exclude exterior walls 
and accessory parking.


• Consider removing the conditional use authorization provision for GFA limits for on-
site inclusionary units.


• Consider expanding the street frontages where active ground floor commercial uses 
are required per Planning Code Section 145.4.







Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment


Action before the commission 


Adopt the amendments to the General Plan


Approve the amendments to the Planning Code


Approve the amendments to the Zoning Map


Approve the amendments to the Planning Code and Business + Tax Code 
Regulations (to establish the Hub Housing Sustainability District)


Approve the Implementation Program 
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Market and 
Octavia Area Plan 
Amendment Lily Langlois


Principal Planner
Citywide Planning


lily.langlois@sfgov.org
sfplanning.org
/project/market-street-
hub-project
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Proposed Amendments and Items for 


Consideration 
HEARING DATE MAY 21, 2020 


 
Project Name:  Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment 
Case Number:  2015-000940EGPAPCA-01PCA-02MAPCWP-02    
Staff Contact:   Lily Langlois, Principal Planner 
   Lily.Langlois@sfgov.org, 415-575-9083 
 
Reviewed by:          Joshua Switzky, Land Use and Community Planning Program Manager 


    Joshua.switzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815 
 


This document summarizes recommended changes for Planning Commission consideration related to the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment. Some changes were made since the initiation hearing on 
February 13, 2020 and have been incorporated into the ordinances that were included in the Commission 
packet for the adoption hearing and distributed to the public on May 7, 2020.  Additional changes have 
been made since publishing the Commission packet on May 7, 2020 and have been incorporated into 
revised ordinances presented to the Commission in advance of the May 21, 2020 adoption hearing.  
 
This document also summarizes proposed changes for Planning Commission consideration only. 
  
 
Recommended changes since the February 13, 2020 initiation hearing that are incorporated into 
the ordinances in the Commission packet distributed on May 7, 2020 


 
General Plan Amendment 
 


• Map 2: Frontages Where Active Ground Floor Uses are Required has been corrected to 
accurately reflect existing planning code requirements. The north/east frontage on Van Ness 
Avenue north of Market Street is now included on the map and is consistent with the existing 
code requirement. The name of the map has been updated to accurately reflect the Planning 
Code.  
 


• Minor text changes to the family friendly policy in the Housing Element to take out specific 
code provisions and reframe the policy as general policy direction. 


 
Planning Code Amendments 
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 155 to require a Driveway and Loading Operations Plan 
(DLOP) for projects of a certain size. 
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• Amend the Van Ness & Market Special Use District to establish a Living Roofs requirement 
for certain projects in this area and require 30% living roof and 15% solar.  
 


• Amend the Van Ness & Market Special Use District to add Instructional Uses to the list of 
ground floor uses that, if provided and larger than 1,000 sq/ft, permit waiver of the micro 
retail requirement.  
 


• Amend the Van Ness & Market Special Use District to allow Arts Activities and Institutional 
Community Uses to be considered “active uses,” under Planning Code Section 145.4 
 


• Amend the Van Ness & Market Special Use District to provide a land dedication option for 
projects to meet their inclusionary housing requirement. 
 


• Amend the Van Ness & Market Special Use District to allow development projects that utilize 
California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax exempt bond financing and 4% tax 
credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) (also known as 80/20 financing) 
to be exempt from the AMI percentages specified in Planning Code Section 415.6 (a)(2) and 
provide 20% of the units constructed on-site affordable to low-income households.  
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 309 to allow the Commission to grant additional height and 
bulk on certain parcels if projects provide ground floor uses that serve a range of income 
levels that enriches the social landscape of the area, such as: Arts Activities, Child Care 
Facility, Community Facility, Instructional Service, Public Facility, Social Service, priority 
medical service use, or neighborhood-oriented retail. 
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 309 to allow for an exception to the permitted obstructions 
requirements in Section 136. The Planning Commission shall only grant such an exception if 
the Planning Commission finds that the proposed obstructions assist the proposed 
development to meet the requirements of Section 148, or otherwise reduce wind speeds at the 
ground-level or at upper level open spaces. 
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 341.5 to limit the Market and Octavia CAC to nine members 
to reflect the existing ratios for members to be appointed by the Board of Supervisors and the 
Mayor (2/3 and 1/3, respectively) and expand the criteria to allow two members to live or 
work in the plan area or within 1,250 feet of the plan area. 
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Recommended changes since the Commission packet was distributed on May 7, 2020 that are 
incorporated into ordinances presented to the Commission for the adoption hearing on May 21, 


2020  
 
Planning Code Amendments 
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 244.3(b)(9)(B)(iii) and add School to the list of ground floor uses 
that if provided and are larger than 1,000 sq/ft, the micro retail requirement can be waived.  


 
• Amend Planning Code Section 309(a)(17) and add School to the list of community serving uses that 


can be provided on the ground floor as a criteria for a project to receive additional height and bulk. 
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 249.33 and allow projects with on-site affordable housing units 
provided pursuant to a Purchase and Sale Agreement with the City and County of San Francisco 
that are in excess of the amount required by Planning Code Section 415, to deviate from the 
building floor distribution requirements of Section 415.6(f)(1) by up to 15%. 


 
• Amend Planning Code Section 249.33 to refine the language that permits a land dedication option 


as a way to fulfill the Inclusionary Housing requirement of Section 415 by specifying the criteria 
that would be taken into consideration to allow for a partial or total waiver of Sections 416 and 424 
affordable housing fees, and to allow for that determination to be made by the Planning Director, 
in consultation with the Director of MOHCD and the Director of Property. 


 
• Amend Planning Code Section 260 to allow rooftop screens to exceed building height given 


updated elevator safety requirements. 
 


• Amend Planning Code Section 344(K)(2) to extend the sunset date of the Hub Housing 
Sustainability District from seven to ten years 


 
 
Proposed changes for Commission consideration only 
 
Planning Code Amendments 
 


• Pending completion of an updated nexus study, impose a new Community Facilities Fee on 
projects in the Van Ness & Market Special Use District to fund design, engineer, and develop 
community facilities, including cultural/arts facilities, social welfare facilities, and community 
health facilities. The full details of the fee amount and fee structure would be determined following 
the Commission hearing and prior to the Board adopting any legislation related to this potential 
fee. 
 


• Consider modifying the gross floor area (GFA) calculation to exclude exterior walls and accessory 
parking.  
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• Consider removing the conditional use authorization provision for GFA limits for on-site 
inclusionary units.  
 


• Consider expanding the street frontages where active ground floor commercial uses are 
required per Planning Code Section 145.4.  


 
Zoning Map Amendments 
 


• Amend the proposed height and bulk districts on block/lot 3511/093 as shown in Figure 3.  


Residents of the enclave of “LMN” (Lafayette, Minna and Natoma Streets) have expressed 
concern with the proposed height limit at 99 South Van Ness Avenue (southeast corner of 
Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue) and are concerned that the proposal to increase 
maximum allowable building heights from 120’ to 250’ (shown in Figure 2) would cast a shadow 
on Lafayette, Minna and Natoma Streets and negatively impact the well being of the residents 
who live on these alleys. After further consideration, the proposed change to height and bulk 
(shown in figure 3) would address these concerns and better address the scale and context 
surrounding the site by reducing the podium height on South Van Ness Avenue and, most 
notably, stepping down the building height on the portion of the parcel adjacent to Lafayette 
Street and lowering the podium from 120’ to 85’ to further enhance openness to the sky. 
Department Staff shared a modified version of Figure 3 with neighborhood representatives with 
a podium of 50‘ along 12th Street, the version presented here includes a 85’ podium along 12th 
Street for Commission consideration. (See figures on page 5) 
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Figure 1  
Existing Height and Bulk Districts  


 
Figure 2 
Proposed Height and Bulk Districts as provided in the Zoning Map Ordinance at the Commission hearing 
on May 21, 2020  


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


Figure 3 
Proposed change to the Proposed Height and Bulk Districts  
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[General Plan - Amendments to the Market and Octavia Area Plan]  
 
 


Ordinance amending the General Plan to amend the Market and Octavia Area Plan; 


making conforming amendments to the Arts Element and the Housing Element; and 


making environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding 


considerations, and 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. 
 
 NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 


Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*   *   *   *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 


 
 


Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 


 


Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 


(a)  Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides that 


the Planning Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for 


approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan. 


(b)  On _____________, 2020, the Board of Supervisors received from the Planning 


Department the proposed General Plan amendments, including the amendments to the 


Market and Octavia Area Plan. These amendments are on file with the Clerk of the Board of 


Supervisors in File No. _____________ and are incorporated herein by reference. 


/// 


/// 
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(c)  Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors 


fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed General Plan amendments, then the 


proposed amendments shall be deemed approved. 


(d)  San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission 


may initiate an amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to, 


and incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further 


provides that Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after 


a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and 


general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the 


Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of 


Supervisors, which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote. 


(e)  After a duly noticed public hearing on _____________, 2020, by Resolution 


No.____________, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the proposed General 


Plan. Said motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in Board File No. 


_____________ and incorporated herein by reference. 


(f)  On ________, 2020, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission 


certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Hub Plan, 30 Van 


Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District (the 


Project) by Motion No. ______, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and 


analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, 


contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report and the 


procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 


the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 


Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq.), 


and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning 
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Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 


No. ___ and is incorporated herein by reference.  The Board affirms this determination.   


(g)  The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the 


General Plan as well as Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments related to the 


amendments to the Market and Octavia Area Plan. The proposed General Plan amendments 


are within the scope of the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. 


(h)  At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 


the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project’s 


environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as 


well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation 


monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution _____________.  


(i)  The Planning Commission then adopted the proposed General Plan amendments 


by Resolution _____________, finding in accordance with Planning Code Section 340 that the 


public necessity, convenience, and general welfare required the proposed amendments.  


(j)  The letter from the Planning Department transmitting the proposed General Plan 


amendments to the Board of Supervisors, the Final EIR, the CEQA Findings, the MMRP, the 


General Plan amendments, and the Planning Commission’s Resolution approving the 


proposed General Plan Amendments are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 


File No. _____________. These and any and all other documents referenced in this 


Ordinance have been made available to the Board of Supervisors and may be found in either 


the files of the Planning Department, as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street in 


San Francisco, or in File No. _____________ with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 1 


Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, and are incorporated herein by reference. 


(k)  The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 


environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 







 
 


Planning Department 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 4 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 


them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 


(l)  The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 


endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 


and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 


other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 


(m)  The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the 


proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 


significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 


identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 


circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major 


revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial 


increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of 


substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1) 


the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant 


environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives 


found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or 


(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final 


EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 


(n)  The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 


proposed General Plan amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience and general 


welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. __________ and 


incorporates those reasons herein by reference. 


(o)  The Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed General Plan amendments are, 


on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as amended by this Ordinance, and the 
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priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning 


Commission Resolution No. _____________, and the Board hereby adopts those findings as 


its own. 


 


Section 2.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Market and Octavia 


Area Plan, as follows: 


(a)  Figure 3, “Zoning District Table” is hereby removed from the Market and Octavia 


Area Plan.   


(b)  Figure 11, “South Van Ness Avenue from Market to Howard Streets” is hereby 


removed from the Market and Octavia Area Plan. 


(c)  Figure 12, “A New Street System for SoMa Neighborhood” is hereby removed from 


the Market and Octavia Area Plan. 


(d)  Figure 4, “Bulk and Separation Controls for Towers” is hereby renumbered as 


Figure 3. 


(e)  Figure 5, “A Living Alley” is hereby renumbered as Figure 4.   


(f)  Figure 6, “Linden Alley: Before and After “Living Alley” Improvements” is hereby 


renumbered as Figure 5 in accordance with the figure found on file with the Clerk of the Board 


in File No. ______.   


(g)  Figure 7, “Hayes at Gough Intersections: Existing and Proposed” is hereby 


renumbered as Figure 6 in accordance with the figure found on file with the Clerk of the Board 


in File No. ______. 


(h)  Figure 8, “Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and Proposed” is hereby 


renumbered as Figure 7 in accordance with the map figure on file with the Clerk of the Board 


in File No. ______.  The reference to “Figure 8 - Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and 
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Proposed” in the text following Policy 4.3.3 is hereby renumbered by revising it as “Figure 7 - 


Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and Proposed”. 


(i)  Figure 9, “Market Street at Church Street: Existing and Proposed” is hereby 


renumbered as Figure 8 in accordance with the figure found on file with the Clerk of the Board 


in File No. ______.  The reference to “Figure 9. Market Street at Church Street: Existing and 


Proposed” in the text following Policy 4.3.4 is hereby renumbered by revising it as “Figure 9. 


Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and Proposed”. 


(j)  Figure 10, “Page Street at Buchanan Street: Existing and Proposed” is hereby 


renumbered as Figure 9 in accordance with the figure found on file with the Clerk of the Board 


in File No. ______.  The reference to “Figure 10 - Page Street at Buchanan Street: Existing 


and Proposed” in the text following Policy 4.3.4 is hereby renumbered by revising it as “Figure 


9 - Page Street at Buchanan Street: Existing and Proposed”. 


(k) Map 1, "Land Use Districts" is hereby amended by renaming it “Generalized Land 


Use Districts” in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 


______. The reference to “Map 01. Land Use Districts” in the Table of Contents is hereby 


amended by revising it as “Map 01. Generalized Land Use Districts”. 


(l) Map 2, "Frontages Where Ground Floor Retail Is Required" is hereby amended by 


renaming it “Frontages Where Active Ground Floor Commercial Is Required" in accordance 


with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. ______. The reference to 


“Map 2. Frontages Where Ground Floor Retail Is Required” in the Table of Contents is hereby 


amended by revising it as “Map 2. Frontages Where Active Ground Floor Commercial Is 


Required”. 


(m) Map 3, "Height Districts" is hereby amended by renaming it “Generalized Height 


Districts” in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 
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______. The reference to “Map 03. Height Districts” in the Table of Contents is hereby 


amended by revising it as “Map 03. Generalized Height Districts”. 


(n) Map 4a, "Interim Scrutiny Areas" is hereby amended by revising it in accordance 


with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. ______. 


(o) Maps 1, 2, 3, 4, 4a, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 are hereby amended by making 


minor corrections to the study area boundary line, in accordance with the maps found on file 


with the Clerk of the Board in File No. ______. 


 (p) The Market and Octavia Area Plan is further revised, as follows: 


Market and Octavia Area Plan 


*  *  *  * 


INTRODUCTION 


The Market and Octavia Area Plan (The Plan) grew out of the Market and Octavia 


Neighborhood Plan (Neighborhood Plan) that in turn was the first plan to emerge from the 


City’s Better Neighborhoods Program. This Area Plan is a summary of the topics covered in 


the neighborhood plan. The neighborhood plan was also adopted by the Planning 


Commission and should be referred to for further details and illustrations. 


 


As one of three neighborhoods in the Better Neighborhoods Program, the Market and Octavia 


neighborhood offers a distinct set of opportunities for change sensitive to existing patterns, 


given its unique place in the city and the region. At the center of the city, it sits at a remarkable 


confluence of city and regional transportation. It is accessible from the entire Bay Area by 


BART, bus, and the regional freeway system. More than a dozen transit lines cross the Market 


and Octavia neighborhood, including all of the Ccity’s core streetcar lines, which enter the 
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downtown here. It is just west of the Civic Center, where City Hall and state and federal office 


buildings, Herbst Theatre, and other governmental and cultural institutions attract a wide 


range of people both day and night. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood sits at the junction of three of the city’s grid systems. 


The north of Market, south of Market, and Mission grids meet at Market Street, creating a 


distinct pattern of irregular blocks and intersections, and bringing traffic from these grids to 


Market Street. The surrounding topography of the Western Addition, Nob Hill, Cathedral Hill, 


and Twin Peaks flattens out in this area, creating a geography that makes the Market and 


Octavia neighborhood a natural point of entry to the downtown from the rest of the city. As a 


result of its central location, it has long been both a crossroads—a place that people pass 


through—as well as a distinctive part of the city in its own right. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood is a truly urban place, with a diversity of character and 


quality in its various parts. Local residents will tell you that the area is an “in-between” place—


a place that supports a variety of lifestyles, ages, and incomes. Its varied but close-knit 


pattern of streets and alleys, along with relatively gentle topography, make it very walkable 


and bikeable. It has excellent access to city and regional public transit and offers a good 


variety of commercial streets that provide access to daily needs. It has a rich pattern of land 


uses that integrates a diversity of housing types, commercial activities, institutions, and open 


spaces within a close-knit physical fabric. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood’s strengths as an urban place, an exciting “in-between” 


place, are fragile. Its role as a crossroads poses enormous challenges. Over the past 100 


years, the imposition of large infrastructure and redevelopment projects have deeply scarred 


the area’s physical fabric. Whole city blocks were assembled for large redevelopment projects 
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in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Large flows of automobile traffic are channeled through to the 


Central Freeway via major arteries such as Fell/Oak, Gough/Franklin, and Van Ness Avenue. 


Street management practices meant to expedite these traffic flows have degraded the quality 


of its public spaces and conflicts between cars and pedestrians have made streets hostile to 


public life. Because large flows of automobile traffic and core transit lines converge here, 


there are competing needs for a limited amount of street space. Transit vehicles are often 


stuck in traffic, impacting transit service and reliability citywide and adding to traffic 


congestion. Parking requirements have led to buildings in recent years with long, dead, and 


undifferentiated facades that diminish the quality of the streets. 


At the same time, there are tremendous opportunities for positive change in the Market and 


Octavia neighborhood—opportunities to build on its strengths as an urban place and to create 


a better future. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood is undergoing dramatic renewal since the Central 


Freeway was removed north of Market Street. With the passage of Proposition E in 1998, 


construction of a graceful and functional surface boulevard has replaced the structure and has 


freed-up over 7 acres of land for infill development that will help repair the divisions created by 


the Central Freeway. As part of this effort, there is an opportunity to rationalize regional traffic 


flows and minimize their negative effects on the quality of life of the area, as well as to plan for 


the reuse of several other large sites. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood can grow supported by its access to public transit. In 


addition to repairing its physical fabric, new development can take advantage of the area’s 


rich transit access to provide new housing and public amenities, and reduce new traffic and 
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parking problems typically associated with too many cars in the area growth. Because the Market 


and Octavia neighborhood’s location supports a lifestyle that doesn’t have to rely on 


automobiles, space devoted to moving and storing them can be dramatically reduced—


allowing more housing and services to be provided more efficiently and affordably. Market and 


Octavia can capture the benefits of new development while minimizing the negative effects of 


more automobiles. 


If planned well, new development will strengthen and enhance the Market and Octavia 


neighborhood. With the removal of the Central Freeway and construction of the new Octavia 


Boulevard, there is a strong desire here to repair damage done in past decades and realize its 


full potential as a vibrant urban place. There is potential for new mixed-use development, 


including a significant amount of new housing. With the added vitality that new housing and 


other uses will bring, the area’s established character as an urban place can be strengthened 


and enhanced. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood is at a critical juncture. Over the last 40 years, an 


imbalance in how we plan for the interrelated needs of housing, transportation, and land use 


has undermined our ability to provide housing and services efficiently, to provide streets that 


are the setting for public life, and to build on transit, bicycling, and walking as safe and 


convenient means of getting around our city. Nowhere is this imbalance clearer than here, 


where an elevated freeway, land assembly projects, and other well-meaning interventions 


have degraded the overall quality of the place. 


As we look forward, there is much that can be done. The Plan aims, above all, to restore San 


Francisco’s long-standing practice of building good urban places—providing housing that 


responds to human needs, offering people choice in how they get around, and building 
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“whole” neighborhoods that provide a full range of services and amenities close to where 


people live and work. To succeed, The Plan need only learn from the established urban 


structure that has enabled the Market and Octavia neighborhood, like other urban places, to 


work so well for people over time. 


 


If the Market and Octavia neighborhood’s tradition of public activism on these issues is any 


indication, this Area Plan will succeed by building on these strengths: enriching its critical 


mass of people and activities, enhancing the area’s close-knit physical pattern, and investing 


in a transportation program that restores balance between travel modes. The Plan addresses 


these issues holistically, as success with any one aspect depends on addressing the overall 


dynamic between them. To diminish any one aspect of The Plan is to diminish the opportunity 


presented by the whole. 


 


Market Octavia is centered around three neighborhoods with high concentrations of Communities of 


Concern. Communities of Concern are defined as census tracts that have a concentration of both 


minority and low-income residents, or that have a concentration of low-income residents and any three 


or more of the following six disadvantage factors: persons with limited English proficiency, zero-


vehicle households, seniors aged 75 years and over, persons with one or more disability, single-parent 


families, and renters paying more than 50 percent of their household income on housing. The 


Communities of Concern adjacent to the Market and Octavia Plan Area include the Western Addition 


to the north, SoMa to the east, and the Mission to the south. Thus the positive and negative impacts of 


new development on these neighborhoods should be taken into consideration. Given the legacies of 


land use decisions, development patterns, and investments from past eras, such as elevated freeways 


and redevelopment, Planning should carefully consider the needs of these adjacent neighborhoods to 


advance the goals of sustainability, resiliency, equity, and economic diversity. It is particularly 
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important that historically marginalized communities can benefit from investment and that burdens be 


avoided or mitigated to ensure more equitable outcomes and access to opportunity and investment. 


In addition, the City has made a commitment to racial and social equity a core tenet of our values, 


culture, and institutional practices. While the City has made inroads in advancing a more diverse and 


inclusive city over the last several years, much remains to be done to redress the systematic racial and 


social inequities that have long been part of our local and national history. Given this history, the City 


has a responsibility to work towards the reversal of such outcomes and plays a key role in changing 


structures and policies in achieving racially and socially equitable outcomes. 


 


*  *  *  * 


1. LAND USE AND URBAN FORM 


Strengthening the Market and Octavia area requires a comprehensive approach to planning 


for all aspects of what makes the place work well for people. Housing alone does not make a 


place, although new housing, and the people it brings, will add life to the area. Providing 


adequate and appropriate space for a range of land uses that contribute to the function, 


convenience, and vitality of the place are encouraged as part of an integrated land use and 


urban design vision for the area. 


 


Land Use 


To reinforce and improve on the existing land use pattern, this plan establishes the following 


principles: 


• Require infill development to enhance the area’s established land use pattern and 


character. While the area’s physical fabric is well established, there are ‘holes,’ both large 


and small, where infill development can dramatically repair the fabric and provide new 


housing opportunities and neighborhood services. This kind of development should be 
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actively encouraged and integrated into the prevailing pattern of uses, taking cues from 


existing development in the area. 


• Concentrate new uses where access to transit and services best enables people to be less 


reliant on automobiles. New development will be most successful where it minimizes the 


negative effects of additional automobiles, by building on the area’s superior accessibility 


on foot and by transit. To this end, the most intense new development should be linked 


directly to existing and proposed transit services, and concentrated where the area’s mix 


of uses supports a lifestyle less dependent on cars. 


 


Significant change is envisioned for the “SoMa West”Hub area, which lies between Market 


Street, South Van Ness Avenue, Mission Street and the Central Freeway. For more than three 


decades the city’s General Plan has proposed that this area become a mixed-use residential 


neighborhood adjacent to the downtown. This element of the plan carries this policy forward 


by encouraging relatively high-density mixed-use residential development in the SoMa 


WestHub area. Element 7, “A New Neighborhood in SoMa Westthe Hub” proposes an bold 


program of capital improvement to create a public realm of streets and open spaces 


appropriate for the evolution of the public life of the area, and to serve as the catalyst for the 


development of a new mixed-use residential neighborhood. 


*  *  *  * 


 


OBJECTIVE 1.1 


CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND OCTAVIA 


NEIGHBORHOOD’S POTENTIAL AS A SUSTAINABLE MIXED-USE URBAN 


NEIGHBORHOOD. 
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The new land use and special use districts, along with revisions to several existing districts, 


implement this concept. These land use districts provide a flexible framework that encourages 


new housing and neighborhood services that build on and enhance the area’s urban 


character. Several planning controls are introduced, including carefully prescribed building 


envelopes and the elimination of housing density limits, as well as the replacement of parking 


requirements with parking maximums, based on accessibility to transit. 


• The Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District (VNMDR-SUD) will 


encourage the development of a walkable, transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use 


neighborhood around the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, adjacent to 


downtown. This district will still have the area’s most intensive commercial residential uses, 


including some offices uses and neighborhood serving retail, but balances those with a new 


residential presence. Residential towers will be permitted along the Market / Mission Street 


corridor, provided they meet urban design standards. Residential towers, if built, would be 


clustered around the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, with heights 


ranging from 160140 – 400650 feet. 


 


• A Transit-Oriented Neighborhood Commercial District (NCT) will encourage transit-


oriented, mixed-use development of a moderate scale to a height of 85 feet concentrated 


near transit services in SoMa West the Hub, areas immediately adjacent to the downtown, 


and along the Market Street corridor. Retail use is actively encouraged on the ground floor 


with housing above to enliven commercial streets. Along Market Street and in SoMa 


Westthe Hub, a limited amount of office will be permitted. Complimenting a rich mix of 


neighborhood-serving retail and services with a dense residential populations in these 


districts, walking and transit will be the primary means of transportation and car-free 


housing will be common and encouraged. 
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In named NCT and NC-1 (T) districts, revised parking requirements and housing density 


controls will encourage housing above ground-floor retail uses. These districts otherwise 


remain unchanged. They include current Neighborhood Commercial Districts (Hayes-


Gough, portions of the Upper Market, Valencia) and several parcels currently zoned NC-1. 


 


• A Transit-Oriented Residential District (RTO) will encourage moderate-density, multi-


family, residential infill, in scale with existing development. The high availability of transit 


service, proximity of retail and services within walking distance, and limitation on permitted 


parking will encourage construction of housing without accessory parking. Small-scale 


retail activities serving the immediate area will be permitted at intersections. 


 


See Map 01: Generalized Land Use Districts and Figure 3. Zoning District Table 


*  *  *  * 


POLICY 1.1.1 


Repair the damage caused by the Central Freeway by encouraging mixed-use infill on 


the former freeway lands. 


 


With the removal of the Central Freeway and construction of Octavia Boulevard, 


approximately 7 acres of land has been made available for new development. Appropriate use 


and careful design of development on the former freeway lands will repair the urban fabric of 


Hayes Valley and adjacent areas. New development should conform with the neighborhood’s 


existing urban scale and character and should maintain a strong connection to streets and 


public spaces. 
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POLICY 1.1.2 


Concentrate more intense uses and activities in those areas best served by transit and 


most accessible on foot or by bicycle. 


 


In keeping with the plan’s goal of prioritizing the safe and effective movement of people, the 


most intense uses and activities are focused where transit and walking are most convenient 


and attractive—along the Market Street / Mission Street corridor and at the intersection of 


Market Street and Van Ness Avenue. Concentrating transit-oriented uses in these locations 


will reduce automobile traffic on city streets and support the expansion of transit service in the 


area’s core urban center. 


 


POLICY 1.1.3 


Encourage housing and retail infill to support the vitality of the Hayes-Gough, Upper 


Market and Valencia Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 


 


There are significant opportunities for new mixed-use infill along neighborhood commercial 


streets in the plan area. In conjunction with proposals to encourage flexible housing types and 


to reduce parking requirements, new development along commercial streets should create 


new retail uses and services oriented to the street, with as much housing as possible on 


upper floors. New uses should maintain the overall pedestrian orientation of these streets. 


 


POLICY 1.1.4 
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As SoMa West the Hub evolves into a high-density mixed-use neighborhood, encourage 


the concurrent development of neighborhood-serving uses to support an increasing 


residential population. 


 


There is a demonstrated need for neighborhood-serving uses in the SoMa West Hub area. As 


its residential population increases, adequate space for retail activities and other services are 


encouraged as part of the overall mix of uses in the area. While some amount of office uses 


will be permitted, it will not be allowed to dominate the ground floor in areas where significant 


new housing is proposed. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 1.1.6 


Preserve and enhance the role of cultural and , educational institutionsand arts 


organizations in the plan area. 


 


Major cultural institutions such as City Hall, the Opera House, Herbst Theatre, and the 


SFLGBT Community Center are vital assets adjacent to the neighborhood and will retain their 


role as major regional destinations. In addition, consider how community-based art organizations 


can be incorporated into the ground floor of new development to serve neighborhood residents and 


support the broader civic center arts district.  


*  *  *  * 


POLICY 1.1.8 


Reinforce continuous retail activities on Market, Church, and Hayes Streets, as well as 


on Van Ness Avenue. 
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On the frontages indicated above, maximize neighborhood-serving retail activities on the 


ground floor for new development and substantial alterations, providing retail uses for at least 


75 percent of the frontage on the ground floor. 


 


See Map 2 Frontages Where RetailActive Ground Floor Commercial is Required 


*  *  *  *  


 


POLICY 1.1.11 


Apply a racial and social equity lens to the community planning process.  


 


Understanding why equity is important and incorporating practices of equity in all facets of planning is 


essential for equitable planning. The Planning Department has developed a Racial and Social Equity 


Tool to assess the impacts of development, who benefits and who is burdened, and mitigation 


strategies.  This tool is a resource that can be used at various decision-making points to evaluate how a 


land use and urban design proposal may increase or decrease racial and social equity, understand the 


unintended consequences, and help to identify opportunities to advance racial and social equity.  


 


*  *  *  *  


 


POLICY 1.2.4 


Encourage buildings podium buildings of the same similiar height along each side of major 


streets. 


 


Streets work wellfeel comfortable as public spaces when they are clearly defined by buildings of 


a similar podium height on both sides of the street. 
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*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 1.2.8 


Encourage the development of slender residential towers above the base height in the 


SoMa West Hub area along South Van Ness Avenue between Market and Mission Streets, 


and along the Market Street corridor. 


*  *  *  *  


 


2. HOUSING 


Housing is an essential human need. No single issue is of more importance than how we 


provide shelter for ourselves. Housing is in chronically short supply in San Francisco, 


particularly for those with low and moderate incomes. The Market and Octavia neighborhood 


presents a unique opportunity, because new housing can build upon and even enhance its 


vitality and sense of place. This plan encourages housing as a beneficial form of infill 


development—new buildings at traditional scales and densities, reflecting the fine-grained 


fabric of the place. 


 


In many respects, this plan does not diverge from established and continually evolving 


citywide policies and programs of housing affordability. It does not establish new inclusionary 


standards, new funding mechanisms, nor create its own solutions to homelessness in the city. 


On these matters, which cannot be affected on an area-by-area basis, The Plan defers to 


larger citywide solutions. 
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Existing sound housing stock is a precious resource and should be preserved and supported. 


No demolitions, removals, nor wholesale clearings as in redevelopment projects of old are 


proposed. Dwelling unit mergers are strongly discouraged. 


 


The fundamental principles are: 


• Provide ample and diverse housing opportunities to add to the vitality of the place. 


Maximize the amount and types of housing opportunities in the neighborhood to serve a wide 


variety of people, including a range of incomes, ages, and household and family compositions. 


The Plan does so by looking to the prevailing built form of the area and carefully 


prescribing controls for building envelopes to emulate that form. Controls that limit building 


area by restricting housing are eliminated in favor of well-defined height and bulk controls 


and urban design guidelines, encouraging building types more in keeping with the area’s 


established development pattern, and allowing greater flexibility in the type and 


configuration of new housing. In addition, residential buildings are also encouraged to include a 


mix of amenities that support the needs of families with children and sustainable transportation 


choices, such as social and play spaces and easily accessible storage for strollers, car seats, 


grocery carts, and bicycles. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 2.2.5 


Encourage additional housing units in existing buildings. 


 


New housing can be provided incrementally without significant changes to the physical form of 


the area by adding accessory units to existing buildings. Because these units are typically 


smaller and directly attached to existing units, they are an ideal way to provide housing for 
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seniors, students, and people with low-income or special needs. Additions to existing 


buildings and conversions of ground floor spaces that create new housing units are allowed 


and encouraged. Encourage the addition of units to existing residential buildings throughout 


the area. Encourage the conversion of garage spaces to housing units and the restoration of 


on-street parking spaces. Where such a conversion would remove off-street parking, require 


the removal of the curb cut and the planting of at least one new street tree. 


*  *  *  * 


 


OBJECTIVE 2.3 


PRESERVE AND ENHANCETHE AFFORDABILITY OF EXISTING SOUND HOUSING 


STOCK AND STRENGTHEN TENANT PROTECTION PROGRAMS. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood has approximately 10,500 housing units today, providing homes 
to more than 23,000 people. In contrast to new housing, existing housing tends to be more affordable. 
The area’s existing housing stock should be preserved as much as possible.Preservation of existing 
housing affordable to vulnerable populations and tenant protections are two effective strategies to 
reduce displacement and mitigate its impacts on vulnerable populations.   


POLICY 2.3.1  


Support citywide efforts to strengthen tenant protection and eviction prevention programs. 


Existing tenant protection programs provide a variety of tools including tenants’ rights education, 


counseling, mediation, and most recently a new Tenants Right to Counsel to provide legal 


representation to tenants facing eviction. The programs include eviction protection and relocation 


assistance as well. Citywide efforts to strengthen those programs through additional funding and 


better monitoring should be supported at neighborhood level.  


*  *  *  * 
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POLICY 2.3.12 


Prohibit residential demolitions unless they would result in sufficient replacement of 


existing housing units. Even when replacement housing is provided, demolitions 


should further be restricted to ensure that affordable housing and historic resources 


are maintained. 


 


The City’s General Plan discourages residential demolitions, except where it would result in 


replacement housing equal to or exceeding that which is to be demolished. This policy will be 


applied in the Market & Octavia area in such a way that new housing would at least offset the 


loss of existing units, and the City’s affordable housing, and historic resources would be 


protected. The plan maintains a strong prejudice against the demolition of sound housing, 


particularly affordable housing. 


 


Even when replacement housing is provided, demolitions would be permitted only through 


conditional use in the event the project serves the public interest by giving consideration to 


each of the following: (1) affordability, (2) soundness, (3) maintenance history, (4) historic 


resource assessment, (5) number of units, (6) superb architectural and urban design, (7) 


rental housing opportunities, (8) number of family-sized units, (9) supportive housing or serves 


a special or underserved population, and (10) a public interest or public use that cannot be 


met without the proposed demolition. 


 


POLICY 2.3.23 


Discourage dwelling-unit mergers. 
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Dwelling-unit mergers reduce the number of housing units available in an area. If widespread, 


over time, dwelling unit mergers can drastically reduce the available housing opportunities, 


especially for single- and low-income households. This plan maintains a strong prejudice 


against dwelling unit mergers with the goal of maintaining the neighborhood housing stock 


and an appropriately balanced distribution of unit sizes. 


*  *  *  * 


3. BUILDING WITH A SENSE OF PLACE AND SUSTAINABILITY 


Today, a neighborhood’s positive sense of place and sustainability is dependent on its physical 


character, diversity of people and uses, and a resilient built environment. Buildings provide spaces to 


live, work, and play—they also define and frame a neighborhood’s public streets, sidewalks, plazas, 


and open spaces where people meet, gather, and interact intentionally or informallydefine the public 


realm in addition to providing space for a myriad of private activities. They provide the setting for 


people to meet and interact informally and shape the neighborhood’s range of social experiences and 


offerings.  Building height, setback, massing, and materiality impacts the quality and use of adjacent 


public spaces spacing define the streets, sidewalks, plazas, and open space that comprise the 


community’s public realm.Buildings These design elements also shape views and create “urban 


rooms” where public life can thrive, and affect the amount of sunlight and air that reaches the 


people on the ground street. The uses of buildings and their relationships to one another also 


affect the variety, activity, and liveliness, and diversity of a place. Buildings with a mix of uses 


and human-scaled, and interesting design contribute to attractive and inviting neighborhoods in 


their own right, and are vital to the creation of lively and friendly streets and public spaces. In 


the best cases, the defining qualities of buildings along the street create a kind of “urban room” where 


the public life of the neighborhood can thrive. Finally, ecologically sustainable designs, including 
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operating systems (e.g., heating, stormwater management), resource uses (e.g., renewable energy, 


water), and material selections (e.g., concrete, wood, plants) contribute to a healthy and climate 


resilient neighborhood for everyone.  


OBJECTIVE 3.1 


ENCOURAGE NEW BUILDINGS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE BEAUTY OF THE BUILT 


ENVIRONMENT AND THE QUALITY OF STREETS AS PUBLIC SPACE. 


 


For all new buildings and major additions, ensure that fundamentals of good urban design are 


followed, while allowing for freedom of architectural expression. A variety of architectural 


styles (e.g. Victorian, Edwardian, Modern) can perform equally well. Proposed buildings 


should relate well to the street and to other buildings, regardless of style. In its architectural 


design and siting, new construction should reflect and improve on the scale, character, and 


pedestrian friendliness of the street and the neighborhood. Design should be consistent with 


the accompanying design guidelines; the guidelines do not address architectural style. The 


intent is to encourage buildings with a human scale that contribute to the establishment of 


inviting and visually interesting public places, consistent with the area’s traditional pattern of 


development. 


 


Policy 3.1.1 


Ensure that new development adheres to principles of good urban design. 


 


New development will take place over time. Modest structures will fill in small gaps in the 


urban fabric, some owners will upgrade building facades, and large underutilized land areas, 
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such as the former Central Freeway parcels, will see dramatic revitalization in the years 


ahead. 


 


The following Fundamental Design Principles apply to all new development in the Market and 


Octavia area. They are intended to supplement existing design guidelines, Fundamental 


Principles in the Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the Planning Department’s 


Residential Design Guidelines, which apply to residential districts, and the Urban Design 


Guidelines, which apply to commercial, downtown, and mixed-use districts. They address the 


following areas: (1) Building Massing and Articulation;, (2) Tower Design Elements;, (3) 


Ground Floor Treatment, further distinguished by street typology, including (a) Neighborhood 


Commercial Streets, (b) Special Streets - Market Street, and (c) Alleys;, and (4) Open Space. 


*  *  *  * 


 


OBJECTIVE 3.2 


ENHANCE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY THROUGH BUILDING DESIGN.  


 


Everything built or renovated in San Francisco has the opportunity to enhance its own sustainability 


and resilience while contributing to neighborhood quality and health. The policies listed below and 


integrated throughout this Plan are intended to achieve healthy air, renewable energy, clean water, 


robust ecosystems, and zero waste throughout the community. They also support San Francisco’s 


citywide climate resilience and biodiversity goals: a net-zero emission city that is climate adapted to 


protect people from extreme heat, flooding, and poor air quality; where local plants and wildlife thrive; 


and people are connected to nature every day. 
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Policy 3.2.1 


Support healthy indoor and outdoor air quality. 


 


Local carbon emissions create public health and environmental impacts. Often associated with outdoor 


pollution from roadway congestion, indoor air is increasingly toxic due to insufficient filtering, natural 


gas appliances, and chemicals found in building materials and furnishings. Therefore, development 


should be air-tight with high-quality filtration systems that can be upgraded during spare-the-air days. 


Interiors should be constructed with zero-VOC (volatile organic compounds) materials and finishes. 


Building managers should provide occupants with information on healthy furnishings and non-toxic 


cleaning products, and model said recommendations on site. Construction practices and back-up 


power systems should avoid diesel generators.  


 


Healthier outdoor air quality is achieved through zero-emission buildings, sustainable transportation, 


and greening. After prioritizing walking, biking, and transit, remaining car and truck trips should use 


zero-emission vehicles. To support this fuel switch, electric vehicle charging is needed throughout on- 


and off-street parking. 


 


Policy 3.2.2 


Support biodiversity and connect people to nature. 


 


Urban greening, such as trees, low plantings, living roofs, and community gardens enhance 


neighborhood quality with beauty, shade from extreme heat, pollution reduction and carbon 


sequestration, stormwater management, and the mental health benefits of connecting to nature daily. 


Climate appropriate plants are essential for supporting water conservation needs, and prioritizing 


local native species supports biodiversity by providing critical habitat for birds, the insects that feed 
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them, pollinators, and other wildlife. As a guide, projects are encouraged to develop landscaped spaces 


equivalent to at least half of the site area, integrated in open spaces.  


 


Policy 3.2.3 


Maximize energy efficiency and use of renewable sources. 


 


To help stabilize the global climate crisis, cities need to pursue zero-emission buildings and 


transportation powered by renewable energy. To minimize the resource needs of renewable energy 


generation, buildings should pursue maximum energy efficiency through orientation and massing, all-


electric mechanical systems and appliances; and smart technologies that optimize power supplies and 


uses. Buildings should also maximize on-site renewable energy generation and solar water heating on 


rooftops and facades, and install sufficient battery storage to maintain critical loads during 


emergencies and power shut-offs. Any remaining energy demand should be met through the purchase of 


100% greenhouse-gas free electricity. 


 


Policy 3.2.4 


Maximize water conservation, protect from flooding, and support local watershed health. 


 


Given the increasing pressures on water resources from growth and the climate crisis, buildings should 


maximize water-conservation beyond efficient fixtures through smart technologies, such as irrigation 


and leak sensors, and on-site water recovery and reuse. Required in certain-sized projects, these non-


potable/recycled water systems collect graywater (rain, foundation drainage, showers/baths and 


laundry) and sometimes blackwater (sewer), conduct tertiary treatment, and reuse it for flushing, 


irrigation, and cooling. District-scale systems with adjacent properties may be considered to increase 


efficiency and effectiveness.  
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To enhance flood protection and watershed health, projects are encouraged to maximize on-site 


stormwater management and prioritize green infrastructure solutions, such as bioswales and rain 


gardens. Leveraging these ecosystem-based methods benefits the San Francisco Bay’s water quality 


during rain events, as well as neighborhood beautification, biodiversity, and air quality. Minimizing 


impermeable surfaces through landscaping and block pavers also helps recharge groundwater. 


 


Policy 3.2.5 


Support the City’s zero waste goal in building design and operation by prioritizing responsible 


materials, reduced consumption, and material recovery and reuse. 


 


Prioritizing materials for construction and operations that are sustainably grown, harvested, and 


produced—and regionally sourced—protects environmental and worker health, minimizes waste, 


creates healthier interiors, and reduces emissions. Although San Francisco achieved the world’s 


highest rates of recycling and composting, a growing population, construction boom, and consumption 


culture have doubled the amount of refuse generated. Reducing waste is not only essential for 


mitigating human health and air/water quality impacts from garbage truck trips and landfills, it is also 


key to reducing climate changing emissions, because methane from decomposing trash is 80 times more 


potent than carbon dioxide. Buildings and the spaces between them should be designed and operated 


for occupants to maximize recycling and composting. And construction and demolition activities should 


include deconstruction practices that salvage reusable materials for reuse or resale, such as old-


growth redwood and concrete aggregate. 


 


OBJECTIVE 3.23 


PROMOTE THE PRESERVATION OF NOTABLE HISTORIC LANDMARKS, INDIVIDUAL 
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HISTORIC BUILDINGS, AND FEATURES THAT HELP TO PROVIDE CONTINUITY WITH 


THE PAST. 


 


There are currently a number of known historically significant resources in the plan area. 


Locally designated landmarks are specified in Article 10 of the Planning Code. Resources are also 


listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, the National Register of Historic Places, and 


in certified historic resource surveys. This includes the locally designated landmarks that are specified 


in Articles 10 and 11 of the Planning Code. Properties that have been listed or determined eligible for 


listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or the National Register of Historic Places, 


most commonly through the CEQA review process or adopted historic resource surveys, are also 


considered historic resources. Map 4 shows these known resources. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.1 


Preserve landmark and other buildings of historic value as invaluable neighborhood 


assets. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.2 


Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic buildings and resources. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.3 


The addition of garages to historic buildings should be strongly discouraged. 


*  *  *  * 
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POLICY 3.23.4 


Protect and preserve groupings of cultural resources that have integrity, convey a 


period of significance, and are given recognition as groupings through the creation of 


historic or conservation districts. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.5 


Preserve resources in identified historic districts. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.6 


Pursue future preservation efforts, including the designation of historic landmarks and 


districts, should they exist, throughout the plan area. 


 


A 1995/96 historic resources survey identified an historic district in the Hayes Valley area and 


the Inner Mission North Survey of 2004 identified three smaller eligible districts in the north 


Mission area. The Market and Octavia Historic Preservation Survey expanded one existing 


district and identified an additional 7 districts. The boundaries of these historic districts can be 


found on Map 4. The 2018/19 Hub Historic Resource Survey identified five new individual historic 


resources. Future survey findings should be incorporated as appropriate. In addition to the 


protection provided to these resources through planning and environmental review 


procedures, official designation should also be pursued when appropriate. Designation serves 


to more widely and publicly recognize important historic resources in the plan area. 
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POLICY 3.23.7 


Ensure that changes in the built environment respect the historic character and 
cultural heritage of the area, and that resource sustainability is supported. 


 *  *  *  * 


POLICY 3.23.8 


Encourage new building design that respects the character of nearby older 


development. 


*  *  *  * 


 


Policy 3.23.9 


Promote preservation incentives that encourage reusing older buildings. 


 


Preservation incentives are intended to encourage property owners to repair, restore, or 


rehabilitate historic resources in lieu of demolition. San Francisco offers local preservation 


incentive programs, and other incentives are offered through federal and state agencies. 


These include federal tax credits for rehabilitation of qualified historical resources, property tax 


abatement programs (the Mills Act), alternative building codes, and tax reductions for 


preservation easements. Preservation incentives can result in tangible benefits to property 


owners. Material deconstruction and re-use also supports the City’s air quality and climate-related 


emission reduction goals. 


 


POLICY 3.23.10 
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Apply the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties” for all projects that affect individually designated buildings at the local, 


state, or national level.  


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.11 


Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 


for infill construction in Historic Districts and Conservation Districts (designated at the 


local, state, or national level) to assure compatibility with the character of districts. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.12 


Preserve the cultural and socio-economic diversity of the plan area through 


preservation of historic resources. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 3.23.13 


To maintain the City’s supply of affordable housing, historic rehabilitation projects may 


need to accommodate other considerations in determining the level of restoration. 


*  *  *  * 


4. STREETS AND OPEN SPACES 


The System of Public Streets and Alleys 
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The Public Realm is the space between the buildings. A vibrant and successful public realm is 


comprised of well-designed public streets, sidewalks, parks, plazas, and open spaces. It includes the 


public places we walk, travel, sit, play, visit with friends, gather for events, experience nature and art, 


meet new neighbors, and build community. In San Francisco as a whole, and in denser 


neighborhoods like the Market and Octavia neighborhood, streets are an important part of the 


public realm. We travel along public ways, to get from place to place, and to gain access to 


where we live, work, and shop. Public services—police, fire, deliveries of all sorts—depend on 


them. We locate our municipal hardware and utilities—water, sewage and electric lines, 


cables, and more—on them, above them, and mostly under them. But the public way system 


is much more than a utilitarian system of connections. It is where people walk, where they 


meet each other, where they socialize, where they take in the views, where they see what 


merchants have to offer, where people (or deliveries) load in and out of vehicles, where they get to 


know first hand, their city, their neighborhood, and their fellow citizensneighbors first hand. 


Streets, then, and sidewalks connect us socially and functionally, and can be categorized as 


safe or dangerous, places to behold or to stay away from. It is from this dual nature of streets 


and sidewalks as places of function (utility, transportation) and places of socializing and 


leisure that one of the main dilemmas challenges of planning arises—how todo we allocate this 


most scarceprecious public resource characterized by both to best meet functional requirements 


and aesthetic sensibilities. 


The Market and Octavia neighborhood is within walking distance of Downtown, adjacent to 


Civic Center, the home of San Francisco’s most important main street (Market Street), and 


located where three of the oldest of thestreet grids come together. It is reasonably level (for 


San Francisco), which makes it great for walking and biking. Given its central location, it is 


one of those urban areas that most San Franciscans are compelled to pass through in order to 
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reach their destination. Whether by streetcar, bus, trolley, rapid transit, auto, bicycle, or on 


foot, many of the City’s movement systems pass through the area. They do itrely on the 


neighborhood’s system of public ways. The challenge in Market and Octavia is no different 


than for planning in general: How do we accommodate the legitimate travel needs of the 


people using the many modes of movement through the area, while at the same time 


respecting and achieving the neighborhood’s legitimate desires for and expectations of safe, 


moderate-paced, attractive streets on which to move, socialize, walk, and lead an urban, face-


to-face lifestyle, at least the equal to any in San Francisco. As in most urban neighborhoods, the 


goals in Market and Octavia are to accommodate a wide variety of travel needs on safe, attractive 


streets and sidewalks, and to encourage sustainable modes that help reduce the climate crisis.  


 


A first step to meeting that challengethose goals is to restore a balance between the movement 


needs of competing travel modes, and to ensure that there is a balanced mix of travel modes 


with special attention to pedestrians and street life. 


 


The plan recognizes that road capacity in San Francisco is a highly constrained resource, with 


decision-makers required to balance the requirements of cars, transit vehicles, freight, 


cyclists, and pedestrians. A common fear is that reducing the capacity available for cars will 


result in major increases in congestion. Much research rejects this logic and shows that 


people’s transportation choices are dynamic and respond to capacity, relative cost, time, 


convenience, and other factors. Crucially, we learn that movement of people is more than just 


movement of cars. This plan prioritizes the safe and effective movement of people. What 


follows are specific proposals for a myriad of improvements to streets. 


 


See Map 5. System of Civic Streets and Open Space 
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*  *  *  *  


 


Principle: Streets that support and invite multiple uses, including safe and ample space for 


pedestrians, bicycles, and public transit, and nature, are a more conducive setting for the public 


life of an urban neighborhood than streets designed primarily to move vehicles. 


 


The past 20 years have seen advances in ways to improve the livability of streets, be they 


major traffic carriers or local public ways. Closely planted street trees, sidewalk gardens and 


green infrastructure for stormwater management, pedestrian-scaled lights, well- marked 


crosswalks, widened sidewalks at corners, and creative parking arrangements are but a few 


of the methods used with success to achieve the kind of neighborhood that residents say they 


want. They are all addressed in the objectives and policies that follow. 


 


Parks, Plazas and Open Spaces 


Provision of public open space is necessary to sustain a vital urban neighborhood, especially 


one where new housing is to be added to an already dense urban fabric. This is especially so 


given the reality that there are few public parks or plazas in the Market and Octavia 


neighborhood. To be sure, there are public spaces nearby: Jefferson Square between Gough 


Street and Laguna Street, at Turk Street; Civic Center Plaza (with its children’s play areas) 


east of Polk Street; Dolores Park some blocks south of Market Street; Duboce Park, west of 


Steiner Street; and Koshland Park, which perhaps comes closest to what one thinks of as a 


local park, up on the hill, at Buchanan Street and Page Street. But all of these spaces are 


either “nearby,” close but not a part of, or are city-oriented rather than neighborhood-oriented. 


There is no central public square, park, or plaza that marks and helps give identity to this 


neighborhood. 
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At the same time that the neighborhood lacks community-focused open space, it is also 


largely built out, without significant or appropriate undeveloped land, except for that laid bare 


by the demolition of the Central Freeway. Most of this property is earmarked for much-needed 


housing. 


 


In the Market and Octavia neighborhood, the streets afford the greatest opportunity to create 


new public parks and plazas. That is why streets are included in the discussion of public open 


spaces. This plan takes advantage of opportunities within public rights-of-way. Most 


noteworthy, Octavia Boulevard itself is conceived in part as a linear open space, as with all 


great boulevards, that will draw walkers, sitters, and cyclists. In addition, modest but gracious 


public open spaces are designated within former street rights-of-way that are availed through 


major infrastructure changes, along with a series of smaller open spaces, for the most part 


occurring within widened sidewalks areas. As well, housing development along the former 


freeway lands will create open spaces within private developments, contributing to the 


neighborhood as a whole. 


 


Principle: A successful open space system is carefully woven into the overall fabric of a 


neighborhood’s public streets, taking advantage of large and small opportunities, large and 


small, to create spaces both formal and informal spaces for respite, gathering, and recreation. 


 


While almost all of the Market and Octavia neighborhood is built out, there are a few 


opportunities to integrate new neighborhood open spaces into its existing physical fabric. 


There are several significant sites for potential new open spaces. Widened sidewalk areas, 


when provided with benches, nature, and shade that encourage lingering and trees that provide 
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shade, can be effective small public spaces. This plan includes proposals for both kinds of 


open space. 


 


• A new public park, Patricia’s Green in Hayes Valley, has been created at the northern end 


of the new Octavia Boulevard, using the street right-of-way provided as the boulevard 


transitions to local traffic. 


• A widened sidewalk in the commercial section of Hayes Street should be studied as a 


linear open space for strolling under trees and for lingering, linked to the pedestrian 


promenade along Octavia Boulevard. 


• Street intersections along Market Street—at Dolores Street and at the freeway 


“touchdown,” for example—provide the opportunity to create small public plazas, and this 


plan proposes to take advantage of them. Likewise, traffic-calming initiatives on local 


streets provide opportunities for corner plazas, similar to those in the Duboce Triangle 


area to the west. 


• An intimate public square can be created in the new SoMa WestHub neighborhood, along 


Brady Street, on land associated with a small BART utility structure and adjacent surface 


parking lot. This is an area of small streets that calls out for new, modestly-scaled housing 


that can be part of a mixed-use neighborhood. A new public square can serve as a focal 


point for this area. 


• There is an opportunity for a new open space in the McCoppin Street right-of-way, where 


the street no longer carries significant traffic flows and can be reclaimed as neighborhood 


open space. The triangular parcel immediately south of the McCoppin Street right-of-way, 


currently serving as a truck-rental office, could be part of a larger open space at this 


location, should it become available. Future open space opportunities should be considered in 
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coordination with future development to activate the open space and enhance stewardship of the 


space. 


• Every new and enhanced public open space can help achieve the City’s policy goal to amplify 


nature in order to support biodiversity, climate resilience (reduce extreme heat, air quality, and 


flood impacts), and happiness. This includes trees, planted areas, green infrastructure solutions for 


stormwater management, and living roofs and walls. To best support local biodiversity and other 


sustainability goals, it is important to use drought tolerant and native plant species.  


 


Areawide Improvements 


Local streets like Laguna, Hermann, Octavia north of Hayes, Buchanan, and others should be 


reconfigured and enhanced where necessary to encourage walking and slow traffic 


movement. They are envisioned as gathering places that enhance neighborhood identity as 


well as public streets. The neighborhood’s alleys are major assets to be protected and, in 


places, enhanced. 


 


OBJECTIVE 4.1 


PROVIDE SAFE, AND COMFORTABLE, AND GREEN PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR 


PEDESTRIAN USE AND IMPROVE THE PUBLIC LIFE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 


 


POLICY 4.1.1 


Widen sidewalks and shorten pedestrian crossings with corner plazas and boldly 


marked crosswalks where possible without affecting traffic lanes. Where such 


improvements may reduce lanes, the improvements should first be studied. 
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On streets throughout the plan area, there is a limited amount of space on the street to serve 


a variety of competing users. Many streets have more vehicular capacity than is needed to 


carry peak vehicle loads. In accordance with the city’s Transit-First Policy, street rights-of-way 


should be allocated to make safe and attractive places for people and to prioritize reliable and 


effective transit service—even if it means reducing the street’s car-carrying capacity. Where 


there is excessive vehicular capacity, traffic lanes should be reclaimed as civic space for 


widened sidewalks, plazas, and the like. 


 


Though it may not be possible to widen sidewalks along major traffic streets such as Market, 


Franklin, Gough, Oak, and Fell Streets, it is both possible and desirable to widen sidewalks by 


providing widened ‘sidewalk bulbs’ at corners. In addition, boldly marked crosswalks alert 


drivers that they are entering intersections where pedestrians are likely to be crossing. 


Sidewalk widening and improved pedestrian crossings should be implemented throughout the 


plan area as the most important means of improving pedestrian safety and comfort on the 


street. 


 


See Map 6. Priority Intersections for Pedestrian Improvements 


 


POLICY 4.1.2 


Enhance the pedestrian environment by maximizingplanting trees and gardens along 


sidewalks that connect people to nature, closely planted between pedestrians and vehicles. 


 


Closely spaced and sizeable trees parallel and close to curbs, progressing along the streets to 


intersections, create a visual and psychological barrier between sidewalks and vehicular 


traffic, like a tall but transparent picket fence. More than any other single element, healthy 
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street trees can do more to humanize a street, even a major traffic street. On many streets 


within the Market and Octavia neighborhood, successful environments can be created through 


consistent tree infill. For example, this can take place on Otis, Mission, Franklin, and Gough 


Streets north of Market Street. On other streets, such as Gough Street south of Market, Fell, 


and Oak Streets, and Duboce Avenue, it will require a major new tree planting program. 


 


ConsistentRobust tree plantings also make an important contribution to neighborhood identity, 


microclimate, and biodiversity. Different tree species can be used on different streets, or even 


different blocks of the same street, thereby achieving diversity on a broader basis; habitat 


supportive and low-water use species are preferred. Rather than removing If existing trees need to be 


removed for maintenance reasons, replacement tree species should be informed by observing the most 


successful species on the immediate and adjacent blocksfrom any given street, the dominant tree 


species—or preferred tree species—on each block should be identified and future tree planting should 


be of that tree type. 


See Map 7 Priorities for Street Tree Plantings 


*  *  *  * 


POLICY 4.1.3 


Establish and maintain a seamless pedestrian right-of-way throughout the plan area. 


 


Transit-oriented neighborhoods and pedestrian-friendly environments depend on good 


pedestrian access and ease of movement. Some intersections in the plan area do not permit 


pedestrian crossings, for example Fell and Gough, Hayes and Gough, and Gough and Otis. 


The signal cycles at these intersections should be adjusted to accommodate pedestrians. The 


City should also eliminate pedestrian “do not cross” signs as the sole means to resolve 
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problems at high-traffic intersections where it may be done safely. Prohibitions on pedestrian 


crossings should be removed wherever these bans exist throughout the plan area. 


 


POLICY 4.1.4 


Encourage the inclusion of public art projects and programs in the design of streets, 


and public spaces, and building facades fronting the public realm. 


 


Public art plays an essential role in the civic life of our city. In urban places like the Market and 


Octavia neighborhood, where streets, parks, and plazas are where civic life unfolds, public art 


takes on a broad range of meanings that enriches the overall quality of public space. Funding 


and space for public art should be integrated into all proposals for the physical improvement 


of streets and open spaces. 


 


POLICY 4.1.5 


Prohibit the vacation of public rights-of-way, especially alleys; where new development 


creates the opportunity, extend the area’s alley network. 


 


There are many existing alleys within the plan area, many of which are concentrated in Hayes 


Valley and in the larger blocks in the South of Market areas. In addition to being the location 


of considerable neighborhood housing, most of the alleys, by reason of their intimate scale, 


the diversity of buildings along them, in some cases their trees, and certainly their contrast 


with surrounding streets, are delightful, valuable urbane places. These alleys are an 


invaluable part of the neighborhood’s system of public ways and, like any public resource, 


should be protected against proposals to privatize them. 
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POLICY 4.1.6 


Pursue the extension of alleys where it would enhance the existing network. 


 


A number of alleys which were previously through streets have been truncated and are now 


dead-end alleys. As part of the effort to extend pedestrian connections, the City should 


purchase of the easternmost portion of Plum Alley that is in private ownership and further 


study the extension of Stevenson Alley from Gough Street to McCoppin Street as part of any 


proposal for demolition and new construction on Assessor’s Block 3504/030. 


 


POLICY 4.1.7 


Introduce traffic-calming measures on residential alleys and consider making 


improvements to alleys with a residential character to create shared, multipurpose 


public space for the use of residents. 


 


Parking should be concentrated along the curbside with the fewest curb cuts (driveway 


breaks). New pedestrian-scaled lighting can be added., along with Sstreet trees and sidewalk 


gardensshould be planted (if residents desire trees). Seek to reach agreement on a single tree species 


by street (or at minimum, per block) in order to have a unified planting pattern. Because alleys carry 


relatively little traffic, they can be re-designed to provide more public space for local 


residentspeople—as a living alley with corner plazas to calm traffic, seating and play areas for 


children, community gardens, and the like—where people and cars share space. By calming traffic 


and creating more space for public useprioritizing use by people over cars, the alley can become a 


common front yard for public use and enjoyment. 
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Working closely all City agencies should develop design prototypes for more extensive 


improvements to residential alleys. The City should establish a process for local residents to 


propose living-street improvements and participate actively in the design for their alley. 


• Develop prototypes for residential alley improvements, to be used as part of the “Livable 


Streets” traffic-calming initiative. 


• Develop a process whereby local residents can propose living- alley improvements and 


participate in the design and implementation of improvements to their alley. 


 


See Map 8. Alleys for “Living Alley” Improvements, Figure 54. A Living Alley, and Figure 65 


Linden Alley: Before and After 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.1.8 


Consider making improvements to non-residential alleys that foster the creation of a 


dynamic, mixed-use place. 


 


Certain alleys support non-residential uses. Coordinated approaches to the design of these 


alleys should protect the intimate scale of these alleys and yet create public space that 


contributes to and supports the varied uses along them. 


• Enliven the ground floor space with active uses where possible. Loading spaces can be 


accommodated in ways that add to the character of the alley. 


• Non-residential alleys can benefit from “living alleys” improvements that provide public 


open spaces, that enhance the commercial uses. 


• Encourage coordination throughout the alley by using similar or complementary details 


throughout. 
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• Create spaces that allow for the growth and evolution of uses. 


• Non-residential alleys may provide for a number of different and often conflicting uses. 


Reduce the conflict of uses by providing an uncluttered environment. Consider placing 


furnishings such as trash and recycling cans in a recessed area. 


 


Octavia Boulevard and Hayes Valley 


 


OBJECTIVE 4.2 


ACCOMMODATE REGIONAL THROUGH TRAFFIC ON SURFACE STREETS THAT ALSO 


SERVE LOCAL NEEDS, THEREBY REPAIRING AREAS DISRUPTED BY LARGE 


INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS OF THE PAST. 


 


POLICY 4.2.1 


Create new public open spaces around the freeway touchdown, including a plaza on 


Market Street and a plaza in the McCoppin Street right-of-way, west of Valencia Street. 


 


Bringing the elevated freeway down to street surface at Market Street provides the opportunity 


to create two new small public open spaces: a plaza along Market Street west of the freeway 


touchdown, and a plaza or other form of small open space within the last block of McCoppin 


Street, as it comes to its terminus west of Valencia Street. The plaza on Market Street 


enhances the pedestrian experience of the street and facilitates safer pedestrian crossings. 


Because of its prominent location at the end of the freeway and beginning of Octavia 


Boulevard, it has been designed to signal the end of the freeway and an entry to the city. The 


plaza should include seating, trees and other pedestrian amenities. The leftover space on 


McCoppin Street is an appropriate place to provide a community-serving open space, 
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integrated into the overall “green street” treatments proposed for McCoppin Street east of 


Valencia Street, as well as the proposed bike path on the east side of the touchdown. The 


triangular parcel immediately south of the McCoppin Street right-of-way could be incorporated 


with it to provide a larger open space at this location. These new spaces should be designed in 


coordination with future development to ensure that the spaces are active, programmed, and 


maintained. 


• The Planning Department should work with DPW, MTA, the Recreation and Park Department, and 


Caltrans to facilitate a public design process for a new plaza in the McCoppin Street right-of-way, 


and to explore possibilities for the adjacent Assessor’s Block 3502/113 west of Valencia Street. (See 


the larger diagram of the new SoMa West Street System, Figure 12) 


 


POLICY 4.2.2 


Improve the pedestrian character of Hayes Street, between Franklin and Laguna 


Streets, by creating an unobstructed, linear pedestrian thoroughfare linking 


commercial activities along Hayes Street to the new Octavia Boulevard. 


 


Hayes Street is a special commercial street within the neighborhood. It is at once locally-


focused, with small cafes and restaurants, and oriented citywide, with numerous galleries and 


close proximity to cultural institutions in the Civic Center. It is often alive with pedestrian 


activity. Between Franklin and Laguna Streets, where traffic rerouting policies allow converting 


the street back to two-way traffic, the roadway is wider than it needs to be for vehicular traffic. 


In this area, the City should undertake a future study which would consider factors such as 


widening the sidewalk on the north side of the street, planting new trees, and installing new 


pedestrian-scaled light fixtures and benches to create a much-needed public open space. 
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Café seating should be allowed to spill out onto widened sidewalks. The sidewalk widening 


should not adversely affect turning movements for Muni buses. 


 


See Figure 76. Hayes at Gough Intersections: Existing and Proposed 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.2.3 


Re-introduce a public right-of-way along the former line of Octavia Street, between 


Fulton Street and Golden Gate Avenue for use by pedestrians and bicycles. 


 


Damage done to the San Francisco grid by land-assembly projects of the 1960’s and 1970’s 


can be partially repaired through the reestablishment of Octavia Street as a public right-of-way 


from Fulton Street to Golden Gate Avenue, providing improved pedestrian access to existing 


housing developments, helping to knit them back into the areas south of Fulton Street, and 


providing a “green connection” between the new Octavia Boulevard, Jefferson Park and 


Hayward Playground. Bicycle movement in a north-south direction would also be improved by 


this policy. 


 


POLICY 4.2.4 


Study further dismantling of the Central Freeway, similar to removal of the freeway 


ramps between Market and Hayes Streets. 


 


In the long-term, the City should evaluate removing the Central Freeway west of Bryant 


Street, and to rebuilding Division Street as an extension of Octavia Boulevard. The success of 
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Octavia Boulevard should be analyzed periodically in conjunction with a study of further 


dismantling of the Central Freeway. 


 


Just as the north-of-Market Street Central Freeway ramps bisected the Market and Octavia 


neighborhood, the new Central Freeway ramp does the same thing to the south. The area 


under the freeway is dark and dank and Division Street and its surrounds are unpleasant at 


best. While pulling the Central Freeway back to Market Street allows the repair of Hayes 


Valley with minimal negative impacts to cross-town automobile traffic, it does nothing to 


address the damage done to the Mission District or SoMa West the Hub. As important, it 


disgorges a large volume of high-speed automobile traffic onto Market Street, the most 


constrained street in the plan area. Market Street is the City’s signature street, its most 


important civic street and the most important for transit, bicycles, and pedestrians. The 


considerable damage the freeway touchdown has done to the City’s most important street is 


obvious, and the City should purposefully work to repair this damage. 


 


South of Market Street, the Mission Street, and South Van Ness Avenue freeway ramps are 


poorly placed, requiring motorists to make left turns through highly congested intersections to 


get to and from the Van Ness/Franklin/Gough corridor. These turning movements add delay in 


already constrained locations, particularly at the Mission/Otis/Duboce/13th intersection. 


To take better advantage of the SoMa and Mission street grids – and particularly the extra 


capacity on Brannan, 11th, 12th, and northeast Mission streets, the City should study 


removing the elevated Central Freeway to the fullest extent feasible and rebuilding Division 


Street as a surface-level extension of Octavia Boulevard. 


 


Market Street 
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Market Street, the City’s “Grand Diagonal,” will continue to be honored and protected as San 


Francisco’s visual and functional spine. Market Street has been reconfigured twice in major 


ways since a 1967 bond issue was approved by San Franciscans to improve it from the 


Central Freeway to the Ferry Building. This plan confines itself to a series of enhancements to 


make the street more pleasant to walk along, cross, and cycle upon in the plan area. 


Improvements to the overall street configuration should be made as part of a comprehensive 


redesign of the street, from The Embarcadero to Castro Street. Ultimately, the damage done 


to Market Street and the neighborhood by the poorly conceived freeway touchdown should be 


addressed and repaired. 


 


OBJECTIVE 4.3 


REINFORCE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE MARKET STREET STREETSCAPE AND 


CELEBRATE ITS PROMINENCE AS SAN FRANCISCO’S SYMBOLIC “MAIN STREET.” 


 


POLICY 4.3.1 


Recognize the importance of the entire Market Street corridor in any improvements to 


Market Street proposed for the plan area. 


 


Market Street is unquestionably the City’s most memorable street. It is our primary ceremonial 


space, the heart of our downtown, and our most important transportation corridor. There are 


more demands placed on Market Street than any other street in the City: it accommodates 


streetcars, buses, trolleys, automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians who use it as a major route 


to destinations and as a strolling street. With these heavy demands, it is in the impossible role of 


trying to be all things for all modes of travel. 
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A bold move on Market Street is needed. The City’s Better Market Street project makes this bold move. 


The project would prioritize transit, paratransit, taxis, and people walking and riding bicycles. It would 


create dedicated, safe spaces for bicyclists, create safe crossings for pedestrians, widen sidewalks, 


integrate boarding islands for seamless transit connectivity, improve transit speeds, and significantly 


enliven the street. Access would be restricted for private vehicles and trucks. 


 


POLICY 4.3.2 


Improve the visual appearance and integrity of Market Street within the plan area 


through more and better maintained trees and ecological featuresconsistent tree planting, better 


tree maintenance, de-cluttering sidewalks, and installing new pedestrian amenities. 


 


While an appropriate redesign of the whole of Market Street is outside of the scope of this 


plan, significant improvements of moderate cost are possible and desirable to enhance the 


street within the neighborhood. The magnificent palm trees that march down the center of the 


street are spotty and noncontiguous in their spacing, and their impact is lost where they are 


experienced: on the street. There are many opportunities to both infill these trees and addwith 


new ones that provide shade and habitat value to connect people to nature. Similarly, there are many 


opportunities for additional trees along the street,; at times in double rows. Sidewalk gardens of low 


plantings also enhance neighborhood aesthetics and biodiversity, and as needed can be designed to 


manage stormwater. All plantingsBoth existing and new trees should receive the highest level of 


on-going care. Sidewalks infrastructure and amenities such asalong the street are cluttered with a 


disarray of newspaper boxes, signs, refuse cans, and utility boxes, which could be clustered 


more attractively. Benches, bicycle racks, and pedestrian-scaled lighting fixtures should be 


provided on the street, particularly at corner plazas. 
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POLICY 4.3.3 


Mark the intersections of Market Street with Van Ness Avenue, Octavia Boulevard, and 


Dolores Street with streetscape elements that celebrate their particular significance. 


 


The designs for these principal intersections should include streetscape elements—such as 


special light fixtures, gateways, and public art pieces—that emphasize and celebrate the 


special significance of each intersection. 


 


Market Street and Van Ness Avenue 


The Van Ness Avenue intersection will be provided with pedestrian-oriented additions on the north side 


and major improvements on the south, associated with the introduction of the Van Ness Avenue 


Transitway, described in this plan.The intersection at the heart of the Hub neighborhood is primarily a 


crossroads, with little to draw people and even less to make them stay. Few buildings activate the 


street, conflicts between different users are constant, space is highly contested, and there is nothing to 


define or identify the space. The intersection should be designed with prominent streetscape 


elements that signify the crossing of two important streets. This will break up the width of the 


street into three separate sections, thereby humanizing it and providing pedestrian refuges for 


people crossingVan Ness Avenue. Widened sidewalks can do the same at the corners, as can extended 


streetcar platforms on Market Street.Widening, visually defining, and specially marking the crosswalks 


to more logically follow pedestrian desire lines will enhance the space for pedestrians. Additional 


greening will improve the pedestrian experience and pedestrian comfort, along with added wind 


canopies, street trees, and espaliers (green planted screens). Living alleys and pedestrian passageways 


should be integrated to help make the intersection feel more intimate. High-quality design should be 


leveraged to mark this location and create a sense of place. Buildings should be pulled back from the 
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corner, and new entrances to the Van Ness MuniUNI Metro Station should be integrated within 


buildings when possible. 


*  *  *  *  


 


5. BALANCING TRANSPORTATION CHOICES 


Historically, the Market and Octavia neighborhood has been an imminently walkable place 


with good access to public transit. Its dense fabric of streets and alleys, relatively gentle 


topography, and role as the gateway to downtown from neighborhoods to the west have made 


it an essential crossroads, supporting the development of strong residential districts 


interspersed by active commercial streets with good transit service. 


 


Since the 1950’s, these qualities have become increasingly fragile. With the proliferation of 


private cars in San Francisco and the region, the Market and Octavia neighborhood’s role as 


a crossroads has led to the imposition of a major regional freeway and the channeling of large 


flows of auto traffic on Fell, Oak, Gough, and Franklin Streets. Because space in the area’s 


dense physical fabric is limited, increasing auto ownership has meant more space dedicated 


to the movement and storageparking of automobiles. 


 


This has resulted in less space for housing and civic lifemore space devoted to parking—


resulting in deadinactive ground-floor spaces, overly-trafficked streets, and less room for safe 


sidewalks, bicycles and transit. Minimum parking requirements for new development, adapted 


from suburban jurisdictions and introduced in San Francisco in 1957, resulted in more space 


used for parking in the neighborhood, where driving has the most negative impact, and other 


ways of getting around are attractive and viable. 
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Today, the Market and Octavia neighborhood, and the city as a whole, is at a critical juncture. 


Over the last 40 years, this imbalance has created increased conflicts between cars and 


people, undermining the ability to provide housing and services efficiently, degrading the value of 


streets as the setting for public life, and crippling the potential of the sustainable modes needed to 


reduce emissions and the related climate crisis: transit, bicycling, and walking to provide safe and 


convenient means of getting around. Ultimately, we can provide adequate, affordable housing 


and vital, healthy neighborhoods only as we restore a balance between the transportation 


choices available to people. How we allocate space on city streets and how much parking we 


providealong our curbs amidst today’s growth demands, air quality issues, and climate emergency 


become basicnot just a matters of geometry, not ideology:but of civic values and priorities. wWhere 


travel demand is greatest, the allocation of street space must prioritize transit and other 


modes that move people more efficiently, even if it means reducing space for private autos. 


While autos will continue to have a place, keeping our streets running means giving priority to 


ways of getting around that make more efficient use of increasingly limited street space, and 


limiting the traffic-generating effects of parking where it is most harmful. At base, what this 


means is going back to a model of city building that strengthens neighborhoods like Market 


and Octavia, in keeping with its best traditions as an urban place. 


 


To this end, this plan proposes policies to strengthen the area’s accessibility by foot, bicycle, 


and transit, and to prioritize these modes as the long-term vision for how the area will grow. 


The plan discourages new parking facilities, recognizing that they generate traffic, consume 


space that could be devoted to housing, and have a negative effect overall on the 


neighborhood. 
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Principle: Prioritize the efficient movement of people and goods and minimize the negative 


effects of cars on neighborhood streets. 


 


Responding to the “Transit-First” Policy means fundamentally changing the way we classify 


and plan for streets. This plan aims to make this change in the Market and Octavia 


neighborhood. In keeping with the “Transit-First” Policy, this plan aims to improve the 


reliability, frequency, and overall dignity of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian service and 


amenities in the area while managing the parking supply to provide efficient and equitable 


access to a variety of users. 


 


Principle: Better management of existing resources is more effective in improving service 


than simply increasing capacity. 


 


The easiest way to improve transit speed and reliability, for example, is to move existing 


transit vehicles faster by getting them out of traffic. A perceived lack of customer parking can 


be remedied by metering on-street spaces for short-term use. Management can effectively 


influence people’s choice of travel mode, as the region has demonstrated with tolls on the 


Golden Gate and Bay Bridges that support regional transit service. Management can also be 


used to balance parking supply and demand, as the city has shown with short-term pricing at 


the 5th and Mission Garage and other city garages, which discourage all-day commuter 


parking and encourage short-term customer parking. 


 


Making Public Transit Work 


Transit riders, like all travelers, are rational decision makers. They are transportation 


consumers, and they are looking at what is the best value for their needs. Any given traveler 
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will not select a travel mode if it is more time consuming, less convenient, less reliable, and 


equally costly. The primary factors that influence mode choice are: 


• time and cost, 


• convenience, reliability, and flexibility, and 


• availability of information. 


 


To this end, the plan prioritizes the frequent and reliable operation of transit on the city’s core 


transit streets. The plan also calls for improving the function and design of essential transit 


facilities and nodes. As more people come to the neighborhood, we have to give them good 


reasons to come without a car. 


 


OBJECTIVE 5.1 


IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO MAKE IT MORE RELIABLE, ATTRACTIVE, 


CONVENIENT, AND RESPONSIVE TO INCREASING DEMAND. 


 


For transit to meet the needs of San Francisco’s population, it must offer travel times and 


reliability that compete well against the private automobile. Unfortunately, congestion has a 


disproportionate impact on transit relative to cars, given transit’s fixed routes and passenger 


boarding needs. Moreover, traffic-light systems that are timed to benefit autos often force 


transit vehicles to “bunch” together, decreasing reliability for passengers. These problems can 


be overcome by providing transit-preferential treatments, from traffic signal prioritization to 


creating dedicated transit rights of way, where buses and streetcars are removed from the 


traffic around them. If the goal of the transportation system is to maximize the movement of 


people, street improvements that give transit a clear priority over private vehicles are 
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essential. In some cases, this may require reallocating street space from automobiles to 


transit. 


See Map 9. Proposed Transit Improvements 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 5.1.1 


Implement transit improvements on streets designated as “Transit Preferential Streets” 


in this plan. 


 


Market Street 


At the confluence of San Francisco’s three main grids, a significant share of all Muni lines 


converge on Market Street. At Market Street at Van Ness Avenue, five lines come together 


and run on average every two minutes in each direction, not counting subway service. Closer 


to downtown, thirteen Muni lines are scheduled every 40 seconds in each direction. With so 


many lines in one place, seemingly insignificant delays can quickly compound through the 


system. For example, a continuous one-minute delay for all Muni vehicles on Market Street at 


O’Farrell Street results in a cumulative 2,300-minute daily delay, significantly reducing 


reliability system-wide. That is equal to 38 hours of service., which oOver the course of a year, 


the extra is a significant cost to the city would exceed $1 million. Market Street’s importance to the 


success of the whole transportation system cannot be overstated. 


 


In addition to urban design improvements to make Market Street more friendly to pedestrians, 


it is critically important that the operations of Market Street be improved to eliminate Muni 


delays. Two important ways of achieving this are by refining signal timing and creating 


enforceable transit-only lanes. 







 
 


Planning Department 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 56 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


 


In order for signal timing to work without creating unnecessary red time for the cross streets, it 


is critical that other vehicles not impede Muni’s progress. Currently, so many cars use Market 


Street in the downtown that it may often takes several light cycles (excess of 10-minute delays) for 


the buses and streetcars to move to the next block – delays occasionally in excess of 10 minutes. 


As tThe existing “bus only” lanes are not clearly marked, are nor generally not enforced, and 


they are thus ignored by motorists. 


 


The City should consider the following means to improve transit speed and reliability: 


 


• Changes to traffic signal timing. 


• Transit lane delineation. 


• Increased enforcement of existing rules against driving in the transit only lanes or raising 


fines and post them prominently. 


• Designation of other routes for private automobiles. 


 


Van Ness Avenue 


 


Along with Market, Mission, Geary, and Stockton Streets, Van Ness Avenue is one of the 


most critical links in the City and regional transit system. Besides the core Muni lines that run 


the length of it, it is also served by seven Golden Gate Transit lines, connecting San 


Francisco to points throughout Marin and Sonoma counties. It is also U.S. 101, a state 


highway and major auto route. As a result, it experiences severe peak period congestion, 


which in turn creates equally severe reliability problems and travel time impacts for the transit 


routes that serve it. 
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Van Ness should be thought of as part of the core Muni Metro system. While it is not a 


candidate for light rail at this time because of its lack of connectivity to the rest of the system, 


the high number of buses in this transit corridor suggest that it would be better developed with 


“bus rapid transit” (BRT): an at-grade, rubber-tire version of a subway line. Such systems 


have been highly successful all over the world. In North America, Ottawa has a network of 


high-quality buses that operate as subways, Los Angeles has implemented Phase 1 of such a 


program on the Wilshire/Whittier corridor, and AC Transit has recently decided to implement 


such a system on the Telegraph/Broadway/International Boulevard corridor in Berkeley and 


Oakland. 


 


San Francisco is now in the process of investigating the feasibility of bus rapid transit on Van Ness 


Avenue. The illustration at right shows a possible solution, however the specifics of the project are yet 


to be determined and would require further study. 


 


See Figure 11. South Van Ness Avenue from Market to Howard Streets 


 


*  *  *  *  


 


POLICY 5.1.4 


Support innovative transit solutions that improve service, reliability, and overall quality 


of the transit rider’s experience. 


 


In addition to improvements to individual MuniUNI lines, system-wide improvements could 


improve transit service and should be considered. Improvements that increase transit running 
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speeds, real-time passenger information systems, “proof-of-payment” policies that expedite 


ticketing and boarding, and other innovations should be explored and applied in the plan area. 


 


Ideas for future study to improve transit service include but are not limited to the following: 


 


• dedicated bus lanes, including the possibility of bus rapid transit, on Van Ness Avenuemajor 


transit corridors. (SFMTA, Muni, Caltrans) 


• transit preferential treatments, such as stop sign removal and signal 


preemption/prioritization, on bus route streets. (SFMTA, Muni) 


• enforceable transit-only lanes on transit preferential streets. (SFMTA) 


• transit preferential treatments outside the neighborhood along corridors outside the Plan 


Area to improve frequency and capacity within it. (SFMTA) 


• new transit services outside the neighborhood that will reduce the need to drive from the 


west side of the city into downtown. (SFMTA) 


• establishment of a transit impact development fee (TIDF)Transportation Sustainability Fee to 


assist in funding the proposed transit improvements. The Planning DepartmentSFMTA shall 


be the implementing agency for this fee. 


• prohibition of new curb cuts on traffic-preferential streets and reduction or elimination of 


existing curb cuts where opportunities arise. The Planning Department shall be the 


implementing agency for this fee. 


• establishment of an impact fee for residential development that funds a range of transit, 


pedestrian, and bicycle improvements, and extend impact fees on commercial fees from 


the downtown to include the Market and Octavia neighborhood. Proceeds should go to an 


“Alternative Transportation Improvements Fund” for the Market and Octavia area. Funds 


should be used exclusively to implement the transit, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements 
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outlined in this plan. The Planning Department shall be the implementing agency for this 


fee. 


 


*  *  *  * 


 


OBJECTIVE 5.2 


DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARKING POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY 


PUBLIC TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE TRAVEL BY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND 


ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION MODES AND REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION. 


 


San Francisco’s Downtown Area Plan successfully implemented parking management 


strategies that discouraged auto dependence by limiting parking development, enabling the 


development of 14 million square feet of commercial space to be built and thrive on public 


transit and very little parking. Market and Octavia parking management strategies allow some 


neighborhood residents to choose a “car-free” or “car-reduced” lifestyle. In a center-city 


neighborhood such lifestyles reduce expensive transportation costs and encourage healthy 


modes of transportation such as walking and bicycling. Because the Market and Octavia 


neighborhood is one of the city’s best transit-served areas, it naturally supports transit-


oriented living. In keeping with the “Transit First” Policy (City Charter, Section 16.102), every 


effort should be made to manage parking supply and pricing to encourage the use of public 


transportation and alternative ways of moving about. 


 


POLICY 5.2.1 


Eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements and establish parking caps for 


residential and commercial parking. 
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Eliminating parking requirements will support the creation of housing and increase the 


affordability of housing, as well as encourage new space for small-scale commercial uses and 


services, in keeping with the scale of existing commercial streets. Parking maximums should 


allow varying amounts of parking depending on a site’s proximity to transit and services and 


the overall intensity of use expected in the future. 


 


POLICY 5.2.2 


Encourage the efficient use of space designated for parking and amenities that support 


sustainable trips. 


 


Often, space used for parking represents a lost opportunity to provide space for housing and, 


commercial uses, or community benefits. Where it is provided, space dedicated to parking 


should be used as efficiently as possible, thereby minimizing this lost opportunity and integrate 


conveniences for residents that do not own cars. Through the use of reduced parking minimums, 


tandem parking, valet services, car-share parking, and new parking technologies, the amount 


of space needed to park a car can be reduced dramatically. Every effort should be made to 


encourage efficient use of space and increase amenities. 


 


• Encourage innovative means of increasing the efficiency of space devoted to parking 


(parking lifts, valet parking, etc.). 


• Do not require individual parking and loading spaces to be independently accessible. 


Expand the planning code definition of a parking space to include tandem spaces, spaces 


in parking lifts, and valet parking spaces. 
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• Do not permit the minimum dimensions for a parking space to be exceeded by more than 


15 percent. 


• Include community storage spaces in parking areas for car seats and other equipment that supports 


residents not owning their own vehicles. 


 


POLICY 5.2.3 


Minimize the negative impacts of off-street parking on neighborhood quality. 


 


Off-street parking, where it is above ground, detracts from the character and quality of 


neighborhood streets. Parking garages typically bring with them large expanses of blank walls 


with nothing of interest to the passerby, creating dead spaces that are almost always avoided 


and contribute little to the life of the neighborhood. By ensuring that parking is located below 


grade, or at the least lined with more active uses and activities, the negative effects of parking 


on the neighborhood can be kept to a minimum. 


• In districts with large lots and where more intensive residential development is possible, 


limit the use of above-ground space for parking to minimize large frontages devoted to 


parking and to maximize opportunities for housing and community-serving uses. 


• Where above-ground parking is permitted, require it to be setback from building facades 


that face public rights-of-way. 


• Maximize parking spaces outfitted with electric vehicle charging and reserved for zero-emission 


car share. 


 


POLICY 5.2.4 


Support the choice to live without a car. 
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More than 40 percent of the households in the Market & Octavia neighborhood live without a 


car. The area’s access to transit, to local shopping, and to the downtown make it an ideal 


place to live with less dependency on the private automobiles. In addition to retiring the 


minimum parking requirement, every effort should be made to support this possibility by and 


ensuring that parking-free housing without parking is available in the neighborhood, and that 


supportive services such as carsharing and taxis are for sustainable trips (walking, biking, transit, 


carpool) should also be readily available, including sufficient amounts and types of bike parking, 


carshare, and transit shelters. The City should investigate the full costs to the public of parking in 


new developments; and should consider recovering these costs and using the proceeds to 


fund transit improvements and to increase the quality of streets for pedestrians. 


 


POLICY 5.2.5 


Retire minimum off-street loading requirements for residential uses and establish maximums based 


on the existing minimums. 


 


The city currently requires most new residential development to provide one off-street loading space 


for every 100,000 sf. of development. While space for loading is important, this requirement is geared 


toward meeting the building’s one-time needs on “move-in day” and results in more loading spaces 


than are needed for its day-to-day operation. It also is geared to street designs where every use is given 


its own space, when flexible management of uses might work as well or better while at the same time 


creating better street designs. Large areas of the ground floor that could otherwise be used for housing, 


retail and other community-serving uses are thus given over permanently to loading spaces that are 


rarely, if ever, used. Rather than prescribe a requirement that responds to a one-time need or lack of 


street management, new development should provide the amount of loading space necessary to operate 
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the building, and arrangements made to provide on-street space for loading to take place on move-in 


days. 


 


Balance the pedestrian experience with individual loading needs. 


 


When developments are required to have off-street loading, consider the evolving needs of loading and 


building design. Minimize frontages devoted to services and parking access and integrate loading with 


the overall articulation and fenestration of the façade. Combine loading with vehicular access to 


minimize curb cuts.  


 


*  *  *  * 


 


OBJECTIVE 5.4 


MANAGE EXISTING PARKING RESOURCES TO MAXIMIZE SERVICE AND 


ACCESSIBILITY TO ALL. 


 


Existing parking resources should be optimized before considering any substantial increase in 


parking supply. Increasing supply is just one way, arguably the most costly and time-


consuming, to increase the availability of parking. More effective pricing, more efficient 


management of supply, and better information can all result in dramatically improved parking 


availability in an area without adding a single parking space. 


 


POLICY 5.4.1 


Consider revisions to theContinuously refine the Residential Parking Permit (RPP) program 
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thatto make more efficient use of the on-street parking supply and support the City’s 


Transit First Policy.  


 


Many San Franciscans live in older neighborhoods where parking for existing residences and 


businesses is scarce and they rely on a limited amount of on-street parking. While requiring 


off-street parking spaces gives the appearance of a solution in the short-term, over time it only 


exacerbates the problem, which would be more directly addressed by limiting the issuance of 


parking permits based on the availability of parking spaces, and through increasing fees for on-


street permits to more closely reflect their true market value. 


 


The MTA and other relevant policy bodies should consider the following revisions to the Residential 


Parking Permit (RPP) program for the Market & Octavia neighborhood: 


• Grandfather existing residents with one RPP per household at the current rate, indexed annually, 


for as long as they live at their current address. 


• Restrict the issuance of RPPs to new residents based on available on-street parking supply. 


• Price new RPPs at market rate, allowing for only a short waiting list, if any. Revenue in excess of 


the administrative fee could go into the alternative transportation fund, described in Policy 5.2.1 


• Extend the hours of RPP zones beyond the current 9 AM to 6 PM, if residents desire. 


• Allow RPP residents to sell excess daytime parking capacity to businesses, but do not permit the 


sale or purchase of daytime capacity for commuter parking. Revenue generated should be used for 


neighborhood improvements, especially alternative transportation related improvements such as 


pedestrian improvements, bicycle parking, or transit facility enhancements. 


• Consider automatically establishing or extending an RPP zone when on-street parking occupancy 


exceeds a pre-determined benchmark, upon residents request, or to prevent spillover effect. 
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POLICY 5.4.2 


Prioritize access to available publicly-owned parking (on- and off-street) based on user 


needs. 


 


Access to public parking should be allocated based on need and should maximize 


accessibility to the most appropriate users. There is a clear, demonstrated need, for instance, 


for dedicated parking space for those with physical disabilities, for required deliveries, and for 


short-term users. A commuter parking space, by contrast, encourages peak-period driving 


trips, which negatively impact the street system when it is the most congested, and which 


could be most easily accommodated by transit. 


 


The following priorities should be used to allocate on-street and public garage spaces, in this 


order: 


1. Adequate parking space should be reserved at all times for the handicapped and the 


disabledpeople with disabilities and elderly people. 


2. Sufficient high-turnover spaces for short-term shopping and errand-running trips should 


be made available at all times through the provision of time-limited, metered parking, 


and pricing policies that discourage all-day parking and support turnover. 


3. Sufficient parking should be maintained for the major arts and educational institutions 


in the area, but these spaces should be priced at rates comparable to those in the 


Downtown, and these prices should be made visible to individual users. Access and 


personal safety improvements should be made to the Civic Center Garage to serve 


patrons of area cultural institutions. 
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4. Residential parking should generally be provided along the curb, and curbside parking 


should be managed by limiting the number of curbside parking permits and allocating 


these permits by market pricing. 


5. Commuter parking should generally be discouraged and should only be provided to the 


extent that other goals are met. In any case, all commuter parking spaces should be 


priced according to the prevailing downtown rates, and these prices should be made 


visible to users. 
 


POLICY 5.4.3 


Permit off-street parking only where loss of on-street parking is adequately offset and 


pursue recovering the full costs of new curb cuts to the city. 


 


While the provision of new off-street parking may relieve some limited, private demand for on-


street parking in the short term, the curb cuts required to access it usually require removing 


on-street parking spaces. The giving over of public parking for private parking should be 


carefully considered in every instance and permitted only where the new off-street parking 


spaces offsets the loss of public on-street parking. 


 


A fee should be considered for all curb cuts. The curb cut fee should be sufficient to account 


for the long-term value of the street area no longer available for public use. The supporting fee 


study should consider delays to street traffic (auto, transit, bicycles), safety and aesthetic 


impacts on the pedestrian realm, loss of on-street publicly accessible parking, and program 


administration (costs and structure). This fee should be re-evaluated every five years, to 


capture increased costs and impacts. In general, new curb cuts should not be allowed where 
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they would result in the removal of on-street parking and create fewer than two fully enclosed 


off-street spaces. 


 


POLICY 5.4.4 


Consider recovering the full costs of new parking to the neighborhood and using the 


proceeds to improve transit, bicycle infrastructure, and equity-focused transportation programs. 


 


In keeping with the goal of moving more people through the overall transportation system, the 


costs of encouraging other users to shift to alternatives to driving should be borne by new 


parking facilities built in the plan area. 


• Consider establishing an impact fee for new residential and commercial off-street parking. 


Use the fund proceeds to improve transit access and pedestrian safety as part of the 


alternative transportation fund. 


• Consider pursuing parking benefits districts, in coordination with the Municipal 


Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 


(SFCTA). 


• Consider supporting transit subsidies for Muni including the Lifeline Pass for Muni rides. 


 


POLICY 5.4.5 


Improve the safety and accessibility of City-owned parking structures. 


 


An extensive analysis of parking supply, demand, and management was undertaken in 


Sspring 2001 to help develop the parking program for the Market and Octavia area. The study 


identified 1,040 off-street surface parking spaces in the initial study area, including 537 


spaces on the parcels formerly covered by the Central Freeway. One of the primary findings 
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of the study is that there is excess capacity in the Civic Center Garage during the evening—


even when the Opera, Ballet and Symphony have simultaneous performances—and that the 


needs of the performing arts institutions can be accommodated even with the removal of 


parking and development of new housing on the Central Freeway parcels. There is also 


excess capacity in the Performing Arts Garage during the daytime, which could be better 


managed to address the parking needs of the neighborhood, shoppers, arts providers and 


commuters. 


• Offset parking demand by implementing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements 


recommended elsewhere in this plan. 


• Improve personal security for evening parkers at the Civic Center Garage 


through significant urban design changes at Civic Center Plaza, and with 


security personnel stationed there during evening events. 


• In keeping with the city’s downtown parking policies, eliminate discounts offered 


at the Civic Center Garage. 


• Adjust pricing structures at the Civic Center and Performing Arts Garages in line 


with those at the 5th/Mission Garage, including the elimination of the early-bird 


rate offered at the Performing Arts Garage. 


• Optimize use of the City vehicle fleet more efficiently to decrease space needed 


for City vehicles and increase space available for public use. 


• Offset parking demand by implementing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements 


recommended elsewhere in this plan. 


• Encourage the provision of parking cash-outs for all employees in the plan area, 


in lieu of parking subsidies. 


• Relocate and reduce reserved on-street parking around City Hall. 
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• Implement real-time information regarding parking availability in area parking 


garages. 


• Introduce evening valet parking at the Civic Center Garage as appropriate. 


• Provide a parking shuttle to and from the Civic Center Garage and perhaps the 


5th and Mission Streets Garage for events at cultural institutions in the area. 


• These actions should be considered before the City allows new parking in the 


area. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 5.4.8 


Monitor parking supply in Time Series Monitoring reports. 


*  *  *  * 


Improving the Area’s Bicycle Network 


Bicycling offers a simple, inexpensive, and space-efficient means of getting from place to place, and 


requires nothing more than the most simple equipment, no licenses, or and basicspecial training. 


People have been bicycling for centuries. Human settlements developed compact, urban 


forms in order to facilitate fast and easy access to daily needs on foot. Like walking, biking 


harnesses our own muscle power to allow us to travel larger distances within this same 


compact urban form. Only relatively recently have motorized transportation technologies been 


developed, encouraging people to move around far more quickly, cover far greater distances, 


and in turn encouraging cities to spread out. 


 


The close knit urban fabric of the Market and Octavia neighborhood is well suited to bicycling, 


along with due to its central location and, relatively level topography, and connections to the larger 


city bicycle networkis well suited to bicycling, and bicycling offers a simple, inexpensive, and space-
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efficient means of getting from place to place. As part of a comprehensive approach to 


transportation, this plan promotes bicycling as a safe, equitable, and convenient form of 


transportation that increases the neighborhood’s livability, enhances public life, and improves 


public and environmental health. 


 


To this end, the plan calls for creating a network of safe and convenient bike lanes, bike 


routes, and calmed traffic streets. It proposes several new bike facilities that would connect 


established bike lanes into a more complete bike system. The plan also proposes 


improvements to several extremely dangerous conflict points between bicycles and vehicular 


traffic. 


 


See Map 11 Bicycle Network 


*  *  *  * 


 


OBJECTIVE 5.5 


ESTABLISH A BICYCLE NETWORK THAT PROVIDES A SAFE AND ATTRACTIVE 


ALTERNATIVE TO DRIVING FOR BOTH LOCAL AND CITYWIDE TRAVEL NEEDS. 


 *   *   *   * 


POLICY 5.5.2 


Provide sufficient, secure, and convenient bicycle parking throughout the area. 


 


Providing ample and convenientsecure bicycle parking is important to make cycling an attractive 


alternative to driving. In urban areas like San Francisco, secure and convenient bicycle parking, 


placed in appropriate locations, is an essential amenity for everyday cyclists. Such bicycle parking 


must also be secure to reduces theft and provide a needed sense of security. 
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• Building on SFMTA’s bicycle parking program, ensure that adequate bicycle parking is 


provided in centers of activity such as Hayes Street, Market Street, and the new Octavia 


Boulevard. 


• Require a minimum amount of easy-to-use bicycle parking on-site for all new development, 


considering unit size and number of bedrooms. 


• Include sufficient bicycle racks that are sized to accommodate larger cargo bicycles and adequate 


number of electric charging facilities. 


 


POLICY 5.5.3 


Support and expand opportunities for bicycle commuting throughout the city and the 


region. 


 


In cities where bicycling is promoted and where a complete and safe network of bikeways is 


provided, such as Davis and Palo Alto, bicycling has been shown to have a measurable effect 


on reducing congestion. From a citywide and regional perspective, every effort should be 


made to support peoples’ commute by bicycle. The largest obstacle to bicycle commuting, 


aside from unsafe streets, is the difficulty in taking bicycles on regional transit and the lack of 


secure bicycle parking at transit facilities. To support bicycle commuting, bicycles need to be 


permitted on all city and regional transit operators at peak commute times and secure bicycle 


parking needs to be provided at transit stations. 


• Encourage SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit, and other regional bus transit operators to 


provide bicycle racks on their buses. 


• Study the feasibility of allowing bicycles on light rail vehicles, and of providing racks on all 


other Muni vehicles. 
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• Encourage BART to study the possibilities of allowing bicycles at peak periods, including a 


“bike car” on peak-period trains and programs to encourage the use of folding bicycles. 


Develop the means to allow bicyclists to use the BART system without conflicting with 


other riders (e.g. dedicated locations for bicycle storage on trains or dedicated “bike cars”.) 


• Encourage provision of secure, convenient, and supervised bicycle storage facilities at 


regional transit stations. 


 


*  *  *  *  


 


7. A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD IN SOMA WESTTHE HUB 


Immediately south of Market Street between 10th11th Street and Duboce AvenueValencia Street 


lies an area that relatively few San Franciscans know well. It is where the South of Market 


Street grid bumps awkwardly into and connects with the Mission grid. The area is currently 


characterized with an overhead freeway structure and a dank Division Street beneath, with 


freeway entrance and exit ramps, and with a wide variety of uses, considerable housing, and 


a handful of new residential developments. 


 


There are tremendous opportunities for positive change in this area - what has come to be 


called “SoMa West the Hub,” a name given to the neighborhood for its prominence at the intersection 


of four street car lines. The city’s General Plan envisions this area’s transformation into a 


vibrant, new, sustainable, and resilient mixed-use residential neighborhood, providing much-


needed housing, a full range of neighborhood serving usesnew services and vibrant streets and 


public spaces. This plan carries forward this vision and articulates it further, proposing new 


zoning that encourages substantial new mixed-use housing development, as well as a 


dramatic program for recreating the public realm of streets and open spaces to serve a new 
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residential population. This is the one part of the Market and Octavia area where creating a 


new, truly high-density mixed-use neighborhood can be achieved and would bring 


tremendous benefit to the city as a whole. 


 


Realizing this vision will be no small task. Creating a neighborhood here will take more than 


changing the zoning. A great deal of vehicular traffic, much of it freeway-bound, pushes 


through the area’s busy streets: South Van Ness, Mission, Duboce, and Division. As public 


spaces, these streets suffer from large unwelcoming areas of asphalt, awkward pedestrian 


islands, and high accident rates. Most are “no man’s lands” without the most basic comforts 


for pedestrians. There are major, problematic intersections, for cars and pedestrians alike, 


including intersections at Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, Market Street and Gough Street, 


and at South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street. Most streets within the area are on the Vision 


Zero high-injury network, among the City’s most dangerous streets for all users.While injuries have 


steadily declined during the past decade following investments in safety from Department of Parking 


and Traffic, there is room for improvement. Of the more busy intersections in the area, the Gough and 


Market Street intersection has the dubious distinction of being among the three highest intersections in 


terms of injury according to MTA’s 2004 Collision Report. While the South Van Ness Avenue and 


Mission Street intersection proves less treacherous, it is nonetheless characterized by an unappealing 


pedestrian environment due to its scale, the many possible directions of traffic, and the confusing 


geometry owing to the nature of the underlying street grids. 


 


New residential developments in the area attest to what this area could become. Major transit 


investments, planned for Van Ness Avenue and the Market / Mission Street corridors, add to 


the area’s potential for a dramatic new future. Ultimately, it can happen only if the city takes 


an active role in undertaking the improvements proposed here. It will be a large project, with 
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the needed public realm improvements costing roughly $20 - 30120 million in all. If the 


investment were made, it would set the stage for the creation of more than 2,000 newseveral 


thousand housing units as part of athis new, high-density mixed-use neighborhood in an area 


that otherwise shows little promise or hope of realizing its position atin the center of the city. 


More than in any other part of San Francisco, it is up to the city to seize theThere is an opportunity 


here, to encourage housing, and to invest in its streets and public spaces-, thereby setting the 


stage for a real neighborhood to emerge in SoMa Westthe Hub. 


 


OBJECTIVE 7.1 


CREATE A VIBRANT NEW MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD IN SOMA WESTTHE HUB. 


 


While a small scattering of new housing is being built in SoMa Westthe Hub, the area has a 


tremendous untapped potential for substantial new residential development, supported by a 


full range of neighborhood-serving shops and services. To realize this potential, the area’s 


existing zoning, which encourages large-scale commercial uses, will be changed to 


encourage a gradual transition to high-density residential uses with retail, services, and a 


limited amount of office uses on lower floors. Every effort should be made to encourage 


mixed-use housing development as part of a gradual conversion of the area with high-density 


residential uses above retail and commercial activities. Because the coarser, large-scale 


physical fabric of the area supports tall buildings in selected areas, residential towers should 


be encouraged as one part of the overall urban form vision for the plan area. 


 


POLICY 7.1.1 


Maintain a strong preference for housing as a desired use. 
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SoMa WestThe Hub is unlike the smaller-scale residential areas of the rest of the plan area. 


Buildings here typically house commercial uses, are typically taller and more bulky, and sit on 


larger parcels. Where there are opportunities for new development, housing is a priority above 


all other uses to create a stronger residential presence in the area. To this end, the overall 


land use plan takes advantage of the unique scale of the SoMa Westthe Hub area to 


accommodate higher-density housing where there are opportunity sites close to transit and 


services. Retail and other uses that support new housing are encouraged on the ground floor 


as part of new development. 


 


POLICY 7.1.2 


Encourage residential towers on selected sites. 


 


In limited areas, slender rResidential towers should be permitted around the Market Street and Van 


Ness Avenue and Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue intersectionsto extend above the streetwall 


height. Housing should be the only permittedprimary use in these towers. Carefully control the 


tower form and bulk so they are not overly imposing on the skyline and do not produce 


excessive wind or shadows on public spaces. 


 


• Make housing the primarya required use for all new construction and major additionsbuilding 


area above the streetwall height. 


• Adopt special controls for residential towers to ensure a slender profile on the skyline, as 


described in ElementObjective 3 of this plan. 


 


OBJECTIVE 7.2 


ESTABLISH A FUNCTIONAL, ATTRACTIVE, GREEN, AND WELL-INTEGRATED SYSTEM 
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OF PUBLIC STREETS AND OPEN SPACES IN THE SOMA WESTHUB AREA TO 


IMPROVE THE PUBLIC REALM. 


 


A great deal of vehicular traffic, much of it freeway bound from areas north of Market Street and from 


the west, pushes through SoMa West: South Van Ness Avenue and Mission, Duboce, and Division 


Streets. SoMa West is also lacking in public open space; what spaces do exist are negatively affected by 


traffic that makes them noisy and less than desirable. Public transit moves through this area, as do 


increasing numbers of cyclists. Most of its streets are not comfortable for pedestrians; many are 


dangerous. There are major, problematic intersections. Some of the worst are at Market Street / Van 


Ness Avenue, and at South Van Ness Avenue / Mission Street, Mission Street / Otis / Division Streets, 


and South Van Ness Avenue / Division Street. 


High volumes of vehicular through traffic, much of it freeway-bound from areas north of Market Street 


and from the west, push through the Hub, creating congestion, air quality, and safety issues. 


Particularly Van Ness and South Van Ness Avenues, and Mission, Otis, Gough, Duboce, and Division 


Streets, are impacted by this traffic, and identified as Vision Zero high-injury corridors due to known 


injuries or deaths to pedestrians, cyclist, and motorists. Public transit moving through this area is often 


delayed and the area lacks protected bicycle facilities. Most of the neighborhood’s streets are 


uncomfortable and unsafe for pedestrians, in part because of the numerous large, complicated 


intersections that are difficult to cross.  


 


As the residential population of the area expands, every opportunity should be taken to 


improve pedestrian safety and calm traffic through the areareduce and calm vehicle traffic and 


improve safety for people that walk and bicycle. New neighborhood open spaces should be 


provided through the creation of new parks and plazas, as well as through reclaiming street 


spaces to widen sidewalks and improveand by widening sidewalks; in part through reclaimed street 
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spaces dedicated to pedestrian use. The following policies describe specific strategies to 


make these improvements. 


 


See Map 12. Major Routes for Vehicular Circulation and the Hub Public Realm PlanFigure 12. A 


New Street System for SoMa Neighborhood. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 7.2.1 


Study a redesign of South Van Ness Avenue from Mission Street to Division Street as a surface 


boulevard serving regional as well as local traffic. 


Currently a no-man’s land of wide expanses of asphalt and rather frantic traffic, South Van Ness 


Avenue, a state highway, could be a gracious, tree-lined boulevard with wonderful views to the south, 


comfortable for autos, buses, pedestrians, and cyclists alike. Moreover, it can and should be a street, 


like Van Ness Avenue north of Market Street, that new uses, particularly housing, seek out rather than 


shun. 


• Study creating a dedicated transitway (bus rapid transit) on Van Ness Avenue. The transitway 


should include landscaping and pedestrian amenities, as described in this plan. 


• From Mission Street to Howard Street and Division Street, South Van Ness Avenue carries 


considerable vehicular traffic to the freeway. South Van Ness Avenue should be studied with the 


goal of supporting all the functions of a great street, moving traffic, facilitating transit and creating 


a pleasant and safe environment for bicycles and pedestrians. 


 


POLICY 7.2.2 


Embark on a study to redesign Mission and Otis Streets from South Van Ness Avenue to Duboce 


Avenue. 
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These two streets act as a one-way couplet making the transition from downtown to the Mission District 


and carrying freeway-bound traffic from Gough Street via Otis Street. Mission district buses use this 


pair as well. Otis Street, particularly, is rather unpleasant for pedestrians. A redesign of these streets 


should be studied to see if it would make the streets comfortable and efficient for buses, autos, 


pedestrians, and bicyclists. The scale of these streets can become more intimate and inviting for all 


users. As part of the study ideas for widening sidewalks and installing other new transit preferential 


improvements should be considered. While other ideas should be studied, the following ideas were 


discussed (but not yet studied) during the community planning process. 


• The Otis Street right-of-way is wide enough to separate local-serving traffic from through traffic 


between Van Ness Avenue and Gough Street via a tree-planted median. A bus-only lane gives 


public transit the priority it needs. Between Gough and Duboce Avenues, the freeway-bound traffic 


can be separated from the buses and the Mission district traffic, again by a planted median that will 


give the street a more human scale. 


• Mission Street traffic, in this area, can be accommodated on fewer lanes, allowing for enhanced 


sidewalks consistent with the new residential development along it. A separate bus lane and a long 


and comfortable boarding platform at the Duboce / Division intersection will serve transit riders. 


This street can have parking lanes on both sides for most of its length. Where the Central Freeway 


off-ramp meets Mission Street, remove the unrestricted right turn onto Mission Street. 


POLICY 7.2.1 


Street furnishings and landscaping provide important amenities for pedestrians by adding 


functionality and vitality to the pedestrian realm. 


 


Throughout all new or redeveloped streets, sidewalks, and open spaces, increase public amenities such 


as street trees, sidewalk gardens, benches, bicycle racks, and multi-stream waste systems. Plantings 
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should be climate appropriate species with a focus on natives to increase habitat value and support the 


City’s biodiversity policy. 


 


POLICY 7.2.2 


Advance a redesign of South Van Ness Avenue from Mission Street to Division Street as a surface 


boulevard welcoming to pedestrians and serving regional as well as local traffic. 


 


A no-human’s land of wide expanses of asphalt and congested traffic, South Van Ness Avenue is a state 


highway partially under the control of Caltrans that is burdened by the considerable vehicular traffic 


it carries to the freeway. South Van Ness Avenue should be redesigned with the goal of supporting all 


the functions of a great street, prioritizing safety and transit, and creating a pleasant and safe 


environment for bicycles and pedestrians, while calmly and safely moving vehicular traffic. Support 


the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system on South Van Ness and consider long-term improvements 


to South Van Ness Avenue that support and build on this significant public transit investment. A 


gracious, tree-lined boulevard with housing and wonderful views to the south, comfortable for autos, 


buses, pedestrians, and cyclists alike. Separating out local from regional travel lanes with green 


medians will calm traffic, enhance safety, make the neighborhood a better place to live, and 


significantly improve the public realm. From Mission Street to Howard Street and Division Street, 


redesign this long block with a boulevard design, similar to that found on Octavia Boulevard. 


 


POLICY 7.2.3 


Redesign Mission and Otis Streets from South Van Ness Avenue to Duboce Avenue. 


 


Mission Street and Otis Street act as a one-way couplet making the transition from downtown to the 


Mission District and carrying freeway-bound traffic from Gough Street via Otis Street. Mission Street 
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buses use this pair of streets as well. Otis Street is particularly unpleasant for pedestrians. Transit-


priority improvements will improve the streets and make them more efficient for buses, but there is still 


a need to improve conditions for people walking. On Otis Street between Duboce Avenue and Gough 


Street, a single northbound lane could be added to enhance more direct vehicular access from the 


freeway. This would require additional study. This removal of the u-turn movement at Mission Street/Otis 


Street and South Van Ness Avenue would improve pedestrian safety at this intersection.  Otis Street 


between Gough Street and South Van Ness Avenue carries far less vehicular traffic and there is more 


opportunity for improvement. A parking-protected bikeway and transit lane should replace two vehicular 


travel lanes, and the south sidewalk should be significantly widened for much of this block.   


 


POLICY 7.2.34 


Redesign the southern end of Gough Street between Otis Street and Market Streets with 


widened sidewalks and a community gathering space or garden at the northeastern side of the 


Gough, Otis and McCoppin Streets intersection. 


 


Presently a wide street with no compelling attractions except for traffic, the wide right-of-way has 


space for three southbound moving lanes, a tree-lined median, and a northbound lane, with parking to 


provide a pedestrian realm that borders the small scaled “Brady Block” to the east. 


A new corner bulb-out should be built on the southwestern corner of the intersection of Gough, Otis, and 


McCoppin Streets to provide a buffer from vehicles and additional open space. This bulb-out should be 


built in coordination with the development of the adjacent property at 33 Gough Street. The east sidewalk 


of the local lane on Gough Street does not meet minimum Better Streets Plan standards and should be 


widened to at least 12 feet. 
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Stevenson Street between Gough Street and Brady Street should be converted into a two-way street, to 


accommodate vehicles travelling between Gough Street and Brady Street. Raised crosswalks should be 


added at the intersection of Gough and Stevenson Streets, 12th and Stevenson Streets, Brady and Otis 


Streets, and Brady and Market Streets, to calm traffic at the main vehicular entrances to this new 


neighborhood. A raised intersection at Brady and Colton Streets should be considered to highlight this 


key intersection and transition from different street spaces on all sides. 


 


POLICY 7.2.45 


Redesign McCoppin Street as a linear green street with additional plantings and a new open 


space west of Valencia Street in conjunction with the redevelopment of adjacent parcels.  


 


With the new freeway touchdown, traffic accessing the freeway, McCoppin Street no longer 


has the need to be used as a cut-through. As a result, the street carries only a fraction of the 


traffic that it did before. There is the opportunity to reconfigure McCoppin Street from Otis to 


Valencia Streets as a linear green street, with a substantial portion of the vehicular right-of-way 


reclaimed as open space on the north side (the sunny side) of the street, and a calmed right-


of-way for local traffic. The portion of McCoppin Street west of Valencia Street is no longer 


needed for vehicular traffic, providing the opportunity to convert it to a small open space. The 


space, approximately 80 feet by 100 feet, should be converted into a small plaza or other form of 


community space for the use of local residents, activated by adjacent development. 


 


POLICY 7.2.56 


Make pedestrian improvements within the block bounded by Market, Twelfth, Otis, and 


Gough Streets and redesign Twelfth Street between Market and Mission Streets, 


creating a new park and street spaces for public use, and new housing opportunities. 
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The block bounded by Market, Gough, Otis and 12th Streets, known as the “Brady Block” is a 


unique place; its interior is divided and made publicly-accessible by four alleys bisecting it in 


different directions. At its core, the block shows the signs of many years of neglect; surface 


parking lots and a large ventilation shaft for the BART system create a large swath of 


indefensible space. 


 


The block has tremendous potential despite its present conditions. It is an intimate space of 


small buildings fronting on narrow alleys. It isn’tis not hard to envision a small neighborhood 


here-on the scale of South Park: small residential infill and existing buildings framing a new 


public park at the core of the block’s network of alleys. The addition of new housing and the 


development of a small-scaled living area with a narrow but connected street pattern can 


make this an enviable mini-neighborhood. Existing uses can stay, but new uses can, by public 


and private cooperation, create a residential mixed-use enclave. 


 


A small new open space can be developed in the center of the Brady Block, taking advantage of a small 


(approximately 80-foot-square BART-owned parcel that provides access to its tunnel below), and 


through purchase of an adjacent 100 foot by 80 foot parcel, currently surface parking. By creating a 


small open space here and connecting the existing alley network, the city would have created a 


magnificent centerpiece for this intimate mini-neighborhood. The park will be surrounded by several 


housing opportunity sites and would by accessed via a network of mid-block alleys designed as “living 


street” spaces. The BART vent shaft rather than a hindrance could be the site of a central wind-driven 


kinetic sculpture. 


In addition to the land use, height and bulk controls outlined in Element 1, the following actions are 


necessary to realize this change for the Brady Block, in order of importance: 
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• An agreement will be necessary with BART to allow the reuse of the land where its ventilation 


shafts comes to the surface as a public park. 


• Parcels 3505031 and 3505031A, which are currently used as surface parking lots, will have to be 


purchased and dedicated to the Recreation and Parks Department as public open space. 


• Parcel 3505029, which is currently vacant, will have to be purchased and dedicated to DPW as a 


public right-of-way connecting Stevenson Alley with Colton and Colusa Alleys. 


• Approximately 4,000 sf. of parcel 3505035, which is currently a surface parking lot, will have to be 


purchased and dedicated to DPW as a public right-of-way connecting the two disconnected halves 


of Stevenson Alley. 


Several small alleys within this block should be designed to prioritize pedestrians. These include Colton 


Street from Brady Street to Colusa Street, Colusa Place, Chase Court, and Stevenson Street from 12th 


Street to the new open space. Colton Street east of Brady Street should be redesigned as a shared street 


with special paving, in conjunction with new development.   


 


Colton Street from Brady Street to Stevenson Street is an unusually narrow right-of-way and could be 


converted to pedestrian-only. Private access to the garage for 36-38 Gough Street should be 


maintained on Colton Street. If there is an opportunity in the future to consolidate driveway access on 


Gough Street, then vehicle access on Colton Street could be eliminated.  


 


POLICY 7.2.67 


Redesign 12th Street between Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue as a calm, residential street 


with significant linear open space.Embark on a study to redesign 12th Street between Market and 


Mission to recapture space for pedestrian use. 
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Twelfth Street is a wide street with far more space devoted to autos and parking than is necessary, 


especially given low traffic volumes. At least three new developments will line 12th Street with active 


ground floor uses and residential uses above. Twelfth Street should be repurposed to create wider 


sidewalks with street trees and sidewalk gardens, as well as a long linear open space along the street’s 


eastern edge, with one travel lane in each direction and parking lanes. This would create an active and 


green pedestrian environment.  


Twelfth Street, like McCoppin Street, has more space devoted to autos and parking than is necessary. 


During the community planning process the following idea was discussed but not yet studied: Twelfth 


Street could be reconfigured to provide only one travel lane in each direction, plus parking lanes, and 


concentrating a widened pedestrian realm on one side of the street for pedestrians, providing space for 


public seating, recreation and gardens, can turn it into positive, useful spaces for those who live and 


work along it. 


 


POLICY 7.2.8 


Redesign Oak Street between Market Street and Van Ness Avenue with a new public plaza at the 


corner of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue.  


 


The block of Oak Street between Franklin Street and Market Street has a much different character from 


the rest of Oak Street.  While still relatively wide, it is a one-lane, one-way street in the opposite 


direction as the rest of Oak Street. San Francisco Fire Department Station 36 is one block away, and 


Oak Street is used in a contra-flow direction for fire trucks traveling towards SoMa. Three new 


developments will front Oak Street with active ground floor uses and residential uses above. Some of 


the roadway should be repurposed to create a high-quality civic street, while maintaining parking on 


the north side of the street and providing space for passenger loading and deliveries. 
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POLICY 7.2.9 


Redesign 13th Street between Valencia Street and Folsom Street to minimize the impact of freeway 


traffic and improve safety and comfort for people walking and riding bicycles.   


 


Thirteenth Street is a heavily-trafficked and auto-dominated street associated with the entry and exit to 


the Central Freeway. Though it runs beneath the freeway, 13th Street is also used by people walking 


and riding bicycles because it is flat and provides a direct connection from SoMa to the Mission. 


Excess roadway should be repurposed to create new protected bicycle lanes in both directions, with 


intersections redesigned to improve safety for all users. 


 


For people on bicycles, protected bicycle lanes should be added from Valencia Street to Folsom Street, 


connecting to the parking-protected bikeways on 13th Street east of Folsom Street. A safe new crossing 


for bicycles across Mission Street should be created, either with a new split signal phase near South 


Van Ness Avenue, or another redesign. Under the off-ramp, Caltrans parking should be reorganized 


with pedestrian space and a protected bicycle lane. 


 


For people walking, the sidewalk connection between Mission Street and Howard Street on the 


northern side of 13th Street should be improved, and bulb-outs should be added at all corners for the 


safety of all users. A raised crosswalk should be added at Woodward Street for pedestrian safety. Infill 


tree planting should be added wherever possible, and new pedestrian lighting should be added on the 


extended sidewalk on the northern side of 13th Street. Opportunities for expanding public art on the 


freeway columns should be explored, building on the successful public art on freeway columns at the 


SoMa skatepark. 


 


POLICY 7.2.10 







 
 


Planning Department 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 86 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


Redesign Valencia Street between Market Street and 15th Street to prioritize safety and comfort for 


people walking and riding bicycles.   


 


Valencia is a neighborhood commercial street and an important north-south connection for pedestrians 


and people riding bicycles. Public realm improvements were implemented south of 15th Street in 2010. 


These improvements should be extended to Market Street.  


 


Valencia Street should be redesigned with parking-protected bikeways to provide full protection for 


people riding bicycles. Corner bulb-outs should be added at all intersections to improve the safety of 


all users. Raised crosswalks should be added at all alleys, including Clinton Park, Brosnan, and Rosa 


Parks. Infill street trees, plantings, pedestrian-scale lighting, and seating or other street furnishings 


should be added to improve pedestrian comfort.  


 


POLICY 7.2.11 


Redesign 11th Street between Market Street and Bryant Street to prioritize transit and improve safety 


and comfort for people walking and riding bicycles.   


 


Eleventh Street is an important street for transit and bicycles connecting SoMa to Market Street. 


Currently, the street has three lanes of traffic, including a center turn lane, bicycle lanes, and curb-side 


parking lanes. The center turning lane should be repurposed to create a parking-protected bicycle lane 


in both directions.  


 


Eleventh Street should be redesigned with a one-way, parking-protected bikeway along both curb edges 


of the street, to enhance safety for people riding bicycles. Transit boarding islands and corner bulb-


outs should be added at intersections to improve the safety of all users. Raised crosswalks should be 
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added at all alleys. Infill street trees, sidewalk plantings, pedestrian-scale lighting, and seating or other 


street furnishings should be added to improve pedestrian comfort. 


 


POLICY 7.2.712 


Embark on a study to reconfigure major intersections to make them safer for vehicles 


and pedestrians alike, to facilitate traffic movement, and to take advantage of 


opportunities to create public spaces. 


 


South Van Ness Avenue and Mission/Otis Streets 


Six streets come together at this intersection. There is a vast paved area that is without relief and is 


daunting for pedestrians, transit riders, and drivers alike. 


 


During the community planning process the following idea was discussed but not yet studied: the 12th 


Street intersection could be reconfigured with South Van Ness Avenue to create space for a new, corner 


plaza. Reorganizing vehicular travel lanes and the creation of the transitway north of the intersection 


could permit much wider sidewalks at all the corners, as well as refuges for pedestrians crossing the 


street. In all, this could be a much safer, less daunting intersection than is the case currently. 


The Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue intersection is a convergence of six different streets 


with varying widths and unusual angles. Long crossings and signal wait times combined with high 


volumes and speeds of traffic leaves the large numbers of pedestrians crossing it consistently 


uncomfortable and unsafe; this Vision Zero intersection has unfortunately high rates of injury for all 


users (pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicle drivers and passengers). While the intersection is heavily used 


by people walking, it also plays an important role for State Route 101 and, as a result, there are some 


limitations for major transformation. The proposal includes realigning 12th Street to create a new 12th 


Street plaza in coordination with the Van Ness BRT project. Other changes to the intersection would 
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aim to calm traffic and simplify turning movements to improve safety for all users and enhance the 


pedestrian experience.  


 


Division Street at Mission Street and at South Van Ness Avenue 


Large volumes of freeway-bound traffic move through these two intersections to access the 


freeway on-ramp. Pedestrian crossings are daunting, if not impossible, and cyclists find these 


intersections particularly difficult, mostly because of the freeway-bound traffic. The area’s 


small traffic islands, weaving traffic lanes, and discontinuous sidewalks leave pedestrians and 


bicyclists lost in a sea of traffic. 


 


During the community planning process the following idea was discussed but not yet studied: The city 


could establish new lane configurations to make the transition from Mission Street and South Van Ness 


Avenue to the freeway ramp more direct and minimize conflicts with pedestrians. Pedestrian spaces 


could be expanded and auto turning movements regularized. In addition, the city could extend the 


sidewalk along South Van Ness Avenue south of Division Street. This could provide better pedestrian 


connections and separate freeway from local traffic, possibly creating an easier and safer transition for 


cyclists traveling south. 


*  *  * * 


 


 Section 3.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as 


follows: 


 


*  *  *  * 


I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 


*  *  *  * 
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Issue 3: 


EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 


 


Objective 4 


FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 


LIFECYCLES. 


 


POLICY 4.1   


Promote housing for families with children in new development by locating multi-bedroom units near 


common open space and amenities or with easy access to the street; and by incorporating child-


friendly amenities into common open and indoor spaces. 


 


POLICY 4.12 


Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 


children. 


 


POLICY 4.23 


Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing support and 


services. 


 


POLICY 4.34 


Create housing for people with disabilities and aging adults by including universal design 


principles in new and rehabilitated housing units. 
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POLICY 4.45 


Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 


affordable rental units wherever possible. 


 


POLICY 4.56 


Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s neighborhoods, 


and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 


income levels. 


 


POLICY 4.67 


Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site capacity. 


 


POLICY 4.78 


Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially affordable 


housing. 


 


*  *  *  * 


 


PART II. OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 


*  *  *  * 


 


ISSUE 3: 


EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 


 


OBJECTIVE 4 
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FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 


LIFECYCLES. 


 


Population diversity is one of San Francisco’s most important assets; San Francisco’s 


residents span ethnicities, income levels, household types and sizes. Supporting household 


diversity requires the City support a variety of housing opportunities, so that everyone has the 


opportunity to live in a suitable home that they can afford. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.1  


Promote housing for families with children in new development by locating multi-bedroom units 


near common open space and amenities or with easy access to the street; and by incorporating 


child-friendly amenities into common open and indoor spaces. 


 


Since 1990 the number of households with children in San Francisco declined slightly, while the region 


continued to gain these households. While the Bay Area has gained both households with one child and 


households with two or more children, San Francisco lost households with two or more children, 


perhaps indicating the difficulty of securing housing that is large enough to accommodate the needs of 


these households.  


 


Citywide, development projects of a certain size are required to provide a minimum of two and/or three 


bedroom units. Additional design features could help make these larger units more appealing to 


families with children. Locating these large units adjacent to each other would encourage socializing 


and community. Providing easy access to common open areas from those units, either directly where 


possible, or accessible by stairs up to three stories, would provide children easy access to play space. 
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Creating overlooks from those units to the common open space would provide parents better 


opportunities for informal supervision. Designing open spaces and indoor spaces, such as community 


rooms or lobby space, with child-friendly features and programing those spaces with children-oriented 


activities and amenities would provide engaging opportunities for children and further appeal to 


families with children. 


 


POLICY 4.12 


Develop new housing, and eEncourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families 


with children. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.23 


Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing 


support and services. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.3 4 


Create housing for people with disabilities and aging adults by including universal 


design principles in new and rehabilitated housing units. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.45 


Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing 


permanently affordable rental units wherever possible. 


*  *  *  * 
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POLICY 4.56 


Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city’s 


neighborhoods, and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types 


provided at a range of income levels. 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.67 


Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site 


capacity 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY 4.78 


Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially 


affordable housing. 


*  *  *  * 


 


 Section 4.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Arts Element, as 


follows: 


(a) The Table of Contents of the Arts Element is hereby amended by inserting a 


reference to “ART.IND.2.5      Encourage arts on the ground floor as avenues to the creative 


life and vitality of San Francisco,” in accordance with the amendments described below. 


(b) The Arts Element is further revised, as follows: 


 


*  *  *  * 
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OBJECTIVE III-2 


STRENGTHEN THE CONTRIBUTION OF ARTS ORGANIZATIONS TO THE CREATIVE 


LIFE AND VITALITY OF SAN FRANCISCO. 


 


*  *  *  * 


 


POLICY III-2.5 


Encourage arts on the ground floor as avenues to the creative life and vitality of San Francisco. 


 


Background 


Community-serving arts organizations are critical to strengthening neighborhoods, building 


community infrastructure, and fostering positive social change. In order for these organizations to 


continue to operate and remain accessible to residents and visitors, the City should support policies 


that encourage ground floor space to be made available for community-serving arts organizations.  


These organizations are integral to making San Francisco a city that provides cultural equity and 


access to high quality arts experiences. 


*  *  *  * 


 


Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 


enactment.  Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 


ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 


of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance. 


 


Section 6.  Scope of Ordinance.  Except as described in sections 2, 3, and 4 of this 


ordinance, in enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors intends to amend only those 
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words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, numbers, punctuation marks, 


charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the General Plan that are explicitly shown 


in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment additions, and Board amendment 


deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under the official title of the ordinance.    


 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
By: /s/ Peter R. Miljanich 
 PETER R. MILJANICH 
 Deputy City Attorney 
 
n:\legana\as2020\1700197\01449409.docx 
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Figure 5.
Linden Alley: Before and After “Living Alley” Improvements







MARKET & OCTAVIA AREA PLAN


49


Figure 6.
Hayes At Gough Intersections: 
Existing And Proposed
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Figure 7
Market Street at Dolores Street: Existing and Proposed
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East of Church Street, beyond the Muni Portal and beneath 
the Mint, Duboce Avenue is presently not much more than 
a utility yard (albeit one where colorful old streetcars are 
kept) and the site of an important, well-used bike path 
passing through. This site can be transformed into a mu-
seum that celebrates San Francisco’s streetcar history. An 
overhead shed-like structure would provide space for a 
working museum, while at the same time retaining a public 
path along its southern edge for bicycles and walkers. The 
new structure would provide a much friendlier edge to this 
public right-of-way than currently exists.


See Figure 10. Page Street at Buchanan Street: Existing and 
Proposed


POLICY 4.3.6


Improve BART and Muni entrances and exits to 
give them a sense of identity and make them less 
intrusive on sidewalk space.


The very wide BART and Muni entrances and the sidewalks 
behind them are presently somewhat moribund and hard 
to recognize. The city should investigate opportunities to 
create more visible BART/Muni entranceways on Market 
Street with modest vertical elements to better announce 
the entries. These areas should also provide small open 
spaces with sitting areas, integrated news-vending boxes, 
pedestrian lighting, and information and sales kiosks.


Figure 8.
Market Street 
at Church 
Street: 
Existing and 
Proposed
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Page Street and Buchanan 
Street: Existing Conditions


Page Street and Buchanan 
Street: with center traffic 
island and improved 
pedestrian crossings


Page Street and Buchanan 
Street: with center traffic 
island, corner plazas, 
and improved pedestrian 
crossings


Figure 9.
Page Street at Buchanan Street: 
Existing and Proposed
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[Planning Code – Amendments to the Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use 
District]   
 


Ordinance amending the Planning Code to amend the Van Ness & Market Downtown 


Residential Special Use District, to encourage additional housing and uses that 


support neighborhood residents and businesses, and to give effect to amendments to 


the Market and Octavia Area Plan; amending Planning Code, Sections 145.4, 151.1, 155, 


207.6, 249.33, 260, 261.1, 263.19, 270, 270.2, 309, 341.5, 401, 411A.5, 416.3, 421.5, 424.1, 


424.3, 424.4, and 424.5; and making environmental findings, including adopting a 


statement of overriding considerations, and 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. 


 
 
 NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 


Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*   *   *   *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 


 
 


Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 


Section 1.  Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 


(a)  On ________, 2020, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission 


certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Hub Plan, 30 Van 


Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District (the 


Project) by Motion No. ______, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and 


analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, 


contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report and the 







 
 


Planning Commission  
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 2 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 


the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 


Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq.), 


and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning 


Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 


No. ___ and is incorporated herein by reference.  The Board affirms this determination.   


(b)  The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the 


Planning Code as well as amendments to the General Plan and other related amendments. 


The proposed Planning Code amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of 


the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. 


(c)  On __________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. __________, 


adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project’s environmental impacts, the disposition 


of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as well as a statement of overriding 


considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation monitoring reporting program 


(MMRP). 


(d)  On __________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. __________, 


recommended the proposed Planning Code amendments for approval and adopted findings 


that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City’s 


General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.  The Board adopts 


these findings as its own.  A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 


Supervisors in File No. __________, and is incorporated herein by reference. 


(e)  On __________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. __________, 


adopted findings under Planning Code section 302 that the actions contemplated in this 


ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare.  The Board adopts these 


findings as its own.  A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
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Supervisors in File No. __________, and is incorporated herein by reference. 


(f)  The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 


environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 


and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 


them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 


(g)  The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 


endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 


and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 


other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 


(h)  The Board of Supervisors finds that since certification of the Final EIR no 


substantial changes have occurred in the proposed Project that would require revisions in the 


Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 


increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects, no substantial changes have 


occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be 


undertaken that would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 


environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final 


EIR, and no new information of substantial importance to the proposed Project has become 


available which indicates that (1) the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the 


Final EIR, (2) significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation 


measure or alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects 


have become feasible, or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably 


different from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 


on the environment. 
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Section 2.  Articles 1, 2 and 4 of the Planning Code are hereby amended by revising 


Sections 145.4, 151.1, 155, 207.6, 249.33, 261.1, 263.19, 270, 270.2, 309, 341.5, 401, 


411A.5,  416.3, 421.5, 424.1, 424.3, 424.4, 424.5 as follows. 


 


SEC. 145.4 REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES 


*   *   *   * 


(b) Applicability.  The requirements of this Section 145.4 apply to the following street 


frontages.  


*   *   *   *     


      (3)   Van Ness Avenue, in the Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special 


Use District, from Fell Street to Market Street; 


*   *   *   * 


 


SEC. 151.1 SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES IN 


SPECIFIED DISTRICTS. 


*   *   *   * 
Table 151.1 


OFF-STREET PARKING PERMITTED AS ACCESSORY 
 


Use or Activity Number of Off-Street Car Parking Spaces or  
Space Devoted to Off-Street Car Parking Permitted 


RESIDENTIAL USES 


*   *   *   *  


Dwelling Units in the Van Ness 
&and Market Downtown 
Residential Special Use District 


P up to one car for each four Dwelling Units; C up to 0.5 cars 
for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the criteria and procedures of 
Section 151.1(e); NP above two cars for each four Dwelling Units. 
above .25 cars for each Dwelling Unit. 


*   *   *   *  
 







 
 


Planning Commission  
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


*   *   *   * 


SEC. 155.  GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF 


OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING, AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES. 


*   *   *   * 


(u)   Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) in the Central SoMa Special 


Use District and Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District. 


      (1)   Purpose. The purpose of a Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) is 


to reduce potential conflicts between driveway and loading operations, including passenger 


and freight loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles, to maximize reliance of 


on-site loading spaces to accommodate new loading demand, and to ensure that off-site 


loading activity is considered in the design of new buildings, 


      (2)   Applicability. Development projects of more than 100,000 net new gross 


square feet in the Central SoMa Special Use District and Van Ness & Market Residential Special 


Use District. 


      (3)   Requirement. Applicable projects shall prepare a DLOP for review and 


approval by the Planning Department, in consultation with the San Francisco Municipal 


Transportation Agency. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any guidelines issued 


by the Planning Department.  


*   *   *   * 


 


SEC. 207.6.  REQUIRED MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN RTO, RCD, NCT, DTR, 


EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, THE VAN NESS & MARKET 


RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND THE POLK STREET AND PACIFIC AVENUE 


NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS. 
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(a)  Purpose.  In order to foster flexible and creative infill development while 


maintaining the character of the district, dwelling unit density is not controlled by lot area in 


RTO, NCT, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts but rather by the physical 


constraints of this Code (such as height, bulk, setbacks, open space, and dwelling unit 


exposure). However, to ensure an adequate supply of family-sized units in existing and new 


housing stock, new residential construction must include a minimum percentage of units of at 


least two bedrooms. In the Pacific Avenue and Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 


Districts, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District, a dwelling unit mix 


requirement addresses the need for family-sized housing production in these districts. 


(b)  Applicability. 


 (1)  This Section shall apply in the RTO, RCD, NCT, DTR, Eastern 


Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District, and 


the Pacific Avenue and Polk Street NCDs. 


 (2)  This Section shall apply to all applications for building permits and/or 


Planning Commission entitlements that propose the creation of five or more Dwelling Units. 


 (3)  This Section does not apply to buildings for which 100 percent of the 


residential uses are: Group Housing, Dwelling Units that are provided at below market rates 


pursuant to Section 406(b)(1) of this Code, Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Units, Student 


Housing (all as defined in Section 102 of this Code) or housing specifically and permanently 


designated for seniors or persons with physical disabilities. 


 (c)  Controls.  For all RTO, RCD and NCT districts, as well as DTR, Eastern 


Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District, and 


the Pacific Avenue and Polk Street NCDs, one of the following three must apply; 
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 (1)  no less than 40% of the total number of proposed Dwelling Units shall 


contain at least two bedrooms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be rounded to 


the nearest whole number of Dwelling Units, or 


 (2)  no less than 30% of the total number of proposed Dwelling Units shall 


contain at least three bedrooms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be rounded 


to the nearest whole number of Dwelling Units, or 


 (3)  no less than 35% of the total number of proposed Dwelling Units shall 


contain at least two or three bedrooms with at least 10% of the total number of proposed 


Dwelling Units containing three bedrooms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be 


rounded to the nearest whole number of Dwelling Units. 


(d)  Modifications. 


 (1)  In NCT, RCD, RTO and the Pacific Avenue and Polk Street NC Districts, 


these requirements may be waived or modified with Conditional Use Authorization. In addition 


to those conditions set forth in Section 303, the Planning Commission shall consider the 


following criteria: 


  (A)  The project demonstrates a need or mission to serve unique 


populations, or 


  (B)  The project site or existing building(s), if any, feature physical 


constraints that make it unreasonable to fulfill these requirements. 


 (2)  In Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, these requirements may be 


waived in return for provision of family-sized affordable units, pursuant to Section 419 et seq. 


To receive this waiver, 100 percent of the total number of inclusionary units required under 


Section 415 et seq. or Section 419 et seq. shall contain at least two bedrooms. Also in 


Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, these requirements may be waived or modified 
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through the Variance process set forth in Section 305, or in the case of projects subject to 


Section 329, through the procedures of that section. 


 (3)  In DTR Districts, these requirements may be modified per the procedures of 


Section 309.1. 


 (4)  In the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District, these requirements may 


only be modified pursuant to the procedures of Section 309, regardless of the underlying zoning 


district. 


*  *  *  * 


 


 SEC. 249.33. Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District. 


 (a) Purpose. There shall be a Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use 


District, which is comprised of the parcels zoned C-3-G in the Market Octavia Better 


Neighborhoods Plan area, and whose boundaries are designated on Sectional Map Nos. 


SU02 and SU07 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco. This District is 


generally comprised of parcels focused at the intersections of Van Ness Avenue at Market 


Street and South Van Ness Avenue at Mission Street, along with parcels on both sides of 


Market and Mission Streets between 9th 10th and Division12th Streets. This District is intended 


to be a transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use neighborhood with a significant residential 


presence and a mix of neighborhood serving uses. New development and major expansions must be 


predominantly residential. Other non-residential uses that are allowed and encouraged, include arts, 


institutional, and retail uses. Retail controls allow for smaller retail use sizes in order to emphasize 


neighborhood serving character. These uses compliment the transit rich infrastructure in the area, 


which includes the Van Ness MUNI Metro Station and the intersection of several major transit 


corridors including Van Ness, Market Street, Mission Street and other major bus lines. This area is 


encouraged to transition from largely a back-office and warehouse support function to 
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downtown into a more cohesive downtown mixed-use residential district, and serves as a 


transition zone to the lower scale residential and neighborhood commercial areas to the west 


and south of the C-3. A notable amount of large citywide commercial and office activity will 


remain in the area, including government offices supporting the Civic Center and City Hall. 


The area was initially identified in the Downtown Plan of the General Plan as an area to 


encourage housing adjacent to the downtown. As part of the city's Better Neighborhoods 


Program, this concept was fully articulated in the Market and Octavia Area Plan, and is 


described therein.  


 (b)  Use Controls. 


 (1) Non-residential Uses. For newly-constructed buildings or additions which 


exceed 20 percent or more of an existing structure's gross floor area, non-residential uses are 


not permitted above the fourth story, and at least two three occupied square feet of residential use 


shall be provided for each occupied square foot of non-residential use. In order to 


accommodate local government office uses near City Hall, publicly-owned or leased buildings 


or lots are exempted from the requirements of this Subsection. Replacement of existing office 


uses on the same parcel and other Public Facility and Art Activities, as defined in Section 102, are 


exempt from the requirements of this subsection (b)(1). 


*   *   *   * 


 (3) Residential Affordable Housing Program. All projects in this District shall 


be subject to all the terms of Section 415 et seq. and following of the Inclusionary Affordable 


Housing Program. Notwithstanding the foregoing, projects within the Van Ness &and Market 


Downtown Residential Special Use District shall at a minimum fulfill the requirements to the 


levels specified in this section. Should Section 415 require greater contributions to the 


affordable housing program, those requirements shall supercede supersede this section. 


Proposed exceptions to these requirements due to hardships associated with construction 
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type, specifically heights above 120 feet, are not applicable in this Special Use District 


because parcels are receiving an up zoning through increased density and benefits through 


the general transformation of the district to a transit oriented neighborhood with a mixed use 


character. Requirements and administration of this program shall follow the conditions 


outlined in Section 415 et seq of this Code unless otherwise specified in this Section. 
 
*  *  *  * 


  (5) Lot Coverage. The rear yard requirements of Section 134 of this Code shall 


not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential levels containing a dwelling unit 


or group housing bedroom except on levels in which all residential units face onto a public right-of-


way. The unbuilt portion of the lot shall be open to the sky except for those obstructions 


permitted in yards per Section 136(c) of this Code. Exceptions to the 20 percent open area 


may be granted pursuant to the procedures of Section 309. for conversions of existing non-


residential structures where it is determined that provision of 20 percent open area would require 


partial demolition of the existing non-residential structure. 


*  *  *  * 


 (7) Retail Use Size. Retail Uses shall be principally permitted up to 5,999 gross square 


feet and conditionally permitted if 6,000 gross square feet and above. 


 (8) Formula Retail. Formula Retail Uses, as defined in Section 102, shall require a 


Conditional Use Authorization as set forth in Section 303.1.   


 (9) Micro-Retail. “Micro-Retail” shall mean a Retail Use, other than a Formula Retail 


Use, measuring no less than 100 gross square feet, no greater than 1,000 gross square feet and a 10 


foot minimum depth from the front façade. 


  (A) Applicability. Micro-Retail controls shall apply to projects with new 


construction or alterations to greater than 50% of an existing building if located on a lot of at least 


20,000 square feet.  
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  (B) Controls. 


   (i) Amount. Applicable development projects shall have at least one 


Micro-Retail unit for every 20,000 gross square feet of lot area, rounded to the nearest unit. 


    (ii) Location and Design. All Micro-Retail units shall be on the ground 


floor, independently and directly accessed from a public right-of-way or a publicly-accessible open 


space, and designed to be accessed and operated independently from other spaces or uses on the 


subject property. For projects adjacent to Privately Owned Publicly Accessible Open Spaces, free 


standing kiosks are allowed to meet this requirement through Planning Commission approval through 


a 309 exception.  


    (iii) Exemption. Any projects providing ground floor uses that are larger 


than 1,000 gross square feet and defined as Arts Activities, Child Care Facility, Community Facility, 


Instructional Service, Public Facility, School or Social Service are exempt from the Micro-Retail 


requirement.  


 (iv) Exceptions. Exceptions to the micro-retail requirement may be 


granted pursuant to the procedures of Section 309. 


 (10) Accessory Parking. For projects that provide 25% or more on-site affordable 


housing units as defined in Section 415, accessory non-residential parking may be used jointly as 


accessory residential parking for residential uses within the same project, so long as the following 


criteria is met: 


 (A) the total number of independently accessible parking stalls (whether 


residential or non-residential) provided in such project shall not exceed the sum of the maximum 


amount of accessory residential and accessory non-residential parking spaces permitted by the 


Planning Code, and;  


 (B) the total number of parking spaces used as residential accessory parking 


shall not exceed 0.4 spaces per each Dwelling Unit.  







 
 


Planning Commission  
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 12 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


 (11) Cannabis-Related Land Uses.  All cannabis related uses, which includes Cannabis 


Retail (Retail Sales and Service Category), Medical Cannabis Dispensary, Industrial Agriculture, 


Agriculture and Beverage Processing 2, Light Manufacturing, Laboratory, Wholesale, or Parcel 


Delivery Service, as defined in Section 102 shall follow the land use controls of the NCT-3 Moderate-


Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Section 752 of this Code. 


 (12) Living Roofs and Living Walls.  


 (A)  Definitions.  For the purpose of this subsection (b)(12), all terms shall be as 


defined in Sections 102 and 149. 


   (B) Applicability. The requirements of this subsection (b)(12) shall apply to any 


building and development project that meet all of the following criteria: 


  (i)  The development project lot size is 5,000 square feet or larger; 


  (ii)  The building constitutes a Large Development Project or Small 


Development Project under the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Sections 147-


147.6); and 


        (iii)  The building height is 120 feet or less. 


 (C) Requirements. 


  (i)  Notwithstanding the requirements of Section 149, at least thirty 


percent of the roof area shall be covered by one or more Living Roofs. 


  (ii)  The Living Roof shall be considered in determining compliance with 


the Stormwater Management Ordinance. 


  (iii)  The Planning Department, after consulting with the Public Utilities 


Commission and the Department of the Environment, shall adopt rules and regulations to implement 


this subsection (b)(12) and shall coordinate with those departments to ensure compliance with the 


Stormwater Management Ordinance. 
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  (iv)  Projects that consist of multiple buildings may choose to locate the 


Living Roofs required in subsection (b)(12)(B)(i) on any rooftops within the subject project site, 


including on buildings that are not subject to these requirements, provided that the project as a whole 


provides the square footage of Living Roofs required by subsection (b)(12)(B)(i). 


  (v)  Project sponsors are encouraged to incorporate vertical living walls 


on building facades, composed of climate-appropriate, native, and non-invasive plantings. 


   (D) Waiver.  If the project sponsor demonstrates to the Zoning Administrator’s 


satisfaction that it is physically infeasible to meet the Living Roof requirements that apply to the 


project, the Zoning Administrator may, in their sole discretion and pursuant to the procedures set forth 


in Planning Code Section 307(h), reduce the requirement stated in subsection (b)(12)(B)(i) to what is 


required under Section 149.   


 (13)  Option for In-Kind Provision of Transportation Sustainability Fee.  


Notwithstanding the requirements of Planning Code section 411A et seq., Development projects in this 


District may propose to provide transportation improvements to the City directly. In such a case, the 


City, at its sole discretion, may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor of such 


project and issue a fee waiver for the TSF from the Municipal Transportation Agency Board of 


Directors (the “MTA” and the “MTA Board,” respectively), subject to the following rules and 


requirements: 


  (A)   Approval criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Improvements 


Agreement unless the proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need and where 


they substitute for improvements that could be provided by the TSF Expenditure Program (as described 


in Section 411A.6).  No physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the Planning 


Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind Improvements 


Agreement. 
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        (B)   Valuation. The Director of Transportation, in consultation with the Director 


of Planning, shall determine the appropriate value of the proposed in-kind improvements. For the 


purposes of calculating the total value, the development project shall provide the Planning Department 


and MTA with a cost estimate for the proposed in-kind improvement(s) from two independent sources 


or, if relevant, real estate appraisers. If the City has completed a detailed site-specific cost estimate for 


a planned improvement this may serve as one of the cost estimates, provided it is indexed to current 


cost of construction. 


        (C)   Content of the In-Kind Improvements Agreement. The In-Kind 


Improvements Agreement shall include at least the following items: 


            (i)   A description of the type and timeline of the proposed in-kind 


improvements; 


            (ii)   The appropriate value of the proposed in-kind improvement, as 


determined in subsection (2) above; and 


            (iii)   The legal remedies in the case of failure by the development project 


to provide the in-kind improvements according to the specified timeline and terms in the agreement. 


Such remedies shall include the method by which the City will calculate accrued interest. 


        (D)   Approval Process. The MTA Board, with the advice of the Director of 


Planning and the Director of Transportation, must approve the material terms of an In-Kind 


Agreement. Prior to the parties executing the Agreement, the City Attorney must approve the agreement 


as to form and to substance. The Director of Transportation is authorized to execute the Agreement on 


behalf of the City. If the MTA Board approves the In-Kind Agreement, it shall waive the amount of the 


TSF by the value of the proposed In-Kind Improvements Agreement, as determined by the Director of 


Transportation and the Director of Planning. No credit shall be made for land value unless ownership 


of the land is transferred to the City or a permanent public easement is granted, the acceptance of 


which is at the sole discretion of the City. The maximum value of the In-Kind Improvements Agreement 
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shall not exceed the required TSF. 


        (E)   Administrative Costs. Development projects that pursue an In-Kind 


Improvements Agreement will be billed time and materials for any administrative costs that the 


Planning Department or any other City entity incurs in negotiating, drafting, and monitoring 


compliance with the In-Kind Improvements Agreement. 


 (14) Option for Provision of Affordable Housing Fees.  Development projects in this 


District may pay the affordable housing fees required under sections 416 and 424 by choosing any of 


the alternatives set forth in Section 415.5(g), provided that nothing in this subsection shall be 


interpreted to change any obligations established by contract with the City. 


 (15)     Option for Income Levels of Affordable Units.  Notwithstanding the provisions 


of Section 415.6 (h), a project may use California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax-


exempt bond financing and 4% tax credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to help 


fund its obligations under Section 415.1 et seq. as long as the project provides 20% of the units as 


affordable to households at 50% of Area Median Income for on-site housing, or 10% of the units as 


affordable to households at 50% of Area Median Income and 30% of the units as affordable to 


households at 60% of Area Median Income for on-site housing. The income table to be used for such 


projects when the units are priced at 50% or 60% of Area Median Income is the income table used by 


MOHCD for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, not that used by TCAC or CDLAC. Except 


as provided in this subsection (b)(15), all units provided under this Section must meet all of the 


requirements of Section 415.1et seq. and the Procedures Manual for on-site housing, except that the 


requirement to provide moderate- and middle-income units under in Section 415.6(a) may be replaced 


with low income affordable units that satisfy TCAC requirements for 4% tax credits. If the number of 


affordable units required by Section 415.6 exceeds the number of affordable units required to use 4% 


tax credits, the project shall comply with higher requirement under Section 415.6 and the additional 
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Inclusionary obligation above the tax credit units may be met by providing on-site affordable units 


equally distributed between moderate- and middle-income households as defined in Section 415.6. 


 (16)  Option for Dedication of Land.  


  (A)    Development projects in this District may opt to fulfill the Inclusionary 


Housing requirement of Section 415 through the Land Dedication alternative contained in Section 


419.6.  The Land Dedication alternative is available for development projects within the District under 


the same terms and conditions as provided for in Section 419.5(a)(2), except that in lieu of the Land 


Dedication Alternative requirements of Table 419.5, projects may satisfy the requirements of Section 


415.5 by dedicating land for affordable housing if the dedicated land could accommodate a total 


amount of units that is equal to or greater than 35% of the units that are being provided on the 


principal development project site, as determined by the Planning Department. Any dedicated land 


shall be at least partly located within 1 mile of the boundaries of either the Market and Octavia Plan 


Area or the Upper Market NCT District.   


  (B)   Notwithstanding the requirements of Section 419.5(a)(2)(H), development 


projects dedicating land shall obtain the required letter from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 


Community Development verifying acceptance of the dedicated land within 180 days of the effective 


date of this Special Use District or prior to Planning Commission or Planning Department approval of 


the development project, whichever occurs first. No property may be used for this land dedication 


option unless the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development issues an acceptance letter 


within this 180-day timeline. 


  (C)        Development projects that elect to dedicate land pursuant to this section 


may be eligible for a waiver against all or a portion of their affordable housing fees under Sections 416 


and 424 if the Planning Director determines that the land acquisition costs for the dedicated land 


exceed the development project’s obligations under the fee option of Section 415. The Planning 


Director, in consultation with the Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
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Development and the Director of Property, shall calculate the waiver amount based on actual 


commercially reasonable costs to acquire the dedicated land.  If the Director of the Mayor’s Office of 


Housing and Community Development requests that the land dedication occur before the First 


Construction Document for the development project, the waiver amount shall be increased by the 


reasonable value of the City’s early use of the dedicated land. 


 (17) Required Minimum Dwelling Unit Mix.  Development projects in this District 


shall comply with Section 207.6. 


 (18) Active Uses. For purposes of this section 249.33, Arts Activities and Institutional 


Community Uses are considered to be “active uses,” as defined in Section 145.4 of this Code. 


 (19)     Projects with on-site affordable housing units provided pursuant to a Purchase 


and Sale Agreement with the City and County of San Francisco that are in excess of the amount 


required by Planning Code Section 415 may deviate from the building floor distribution requirements 


of Section 415.6(f)(1) by up to 15%. 


(c)  In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Section 249.33 and the provisions of 


Section 249.81, the 1629 Market Street Special Use District, the provisions of Section 249.81 shall 


control. 


(d)  In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Section 249.33 and the provisions of 


Section 249.12, the 1500 Mission Street Special Use District, the provisions of Section 249.12 shall 


control. 


 


 SEC. 260.  HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT 


*   *   *   * 


(b) Exemptions.  In addition to other height exceptions permitted by this Code, the features 


listed in this subsection (b) shall be exempt from the height limits established by this Code, in 


an amount up to but not exceeding that which is specified. 
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 (1)   The following features shall be exempt provided the limitations indicated for each 


are observed; and provided further that the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed in 


this subsection (b)(1) shall not exceed 20% of the horizontal area of the roof above which they 


are situated, or, in C-3 Districts and in the Rincon Hill Downtown Residential District, where 


the top of the building has been separated into a number of stepped elements to reduce the 


bulk of the upper tower, of the total of all roof areas of the upper towers; and provided further 


that in any R, RC-3, or RC-4 District the sum of the horizontal areas of all such features 


located within the first 10 feet of depth of the building, as measured from the front wall of the 


building, shall not exceed 20% of the horizontal area of the roof in such first 10 feet of depth. 


*   *   *   * 


  (N)   In the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District and only in the block/lot 


districts 85-X // 120/365-R-2, additional building volume used to enclose or screen from view the 


features listed in subsections (b)(1)(A) and (b)(1)(B) above. The rooftop form created by the added 


volume shall not be subject to the percentage coverage limitations otherwise applicable to the building, 


but shall meet the requirements of Section 141; shall not exceed 10 percent of the total height of any 


building taller than 200 feet; shall have a horizontal area not more than 100 percent of the total area of 


the highest occupied floor; and shall contain no space for human occupancy. The features described in 


subsection (b)(1)(B) shall not be limited to 16 feet for buildings taller than 200 feet but shall be limited 


by the permissible height of any additional rooftop volume allowed by this subsection (N). 


*   *   *   * 


 


 SEC. 261.1.  ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR NARROW STREETS AND ALLEYS 


IN, R, RTO, NC, NCT, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS 


*   *   *   * 


(b) Definitions.  
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 *   *   *   *    


 (2) “Subject Frontage” shall mean: 


 *   *   *   *   


  (B)   any building frontage in an RH-2, RH-3, RM, RTO, NC, NCT, Van 


Ness & Market Residential Special Use District,  or Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District that 


abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60 feet from an intersection with a Street wider 


than 40 feet. 


*   *   *   *   


 (c)   Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RH, RM, RTO, NC, 


NCT, the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District,  and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed 


Use Districts, except in the Bernal Heights Special Use District. Notwithstanding the 


foregoing, in the CS Bulk District these controls shall only apply on certain frontages as 


described in Section 270(h). 


*  *  *  * 


SEC. 263.19.  HEIGHT LIMITS:  PERMITTED PODIUM AND TOWER HEIGHTS IN 


THE R BULK DISTRICTS.  


 (a)   Intent. As described in Section 827(a), tThe general development concept for Rincon 


Hill R Bulk Districts is of podium buildings up to 85, that vary from 65 to 170  feet in height 


depending on the district and location, with adequately spaced slender towers up to 550 650 feet 


in height rising above the podium buildings. In South Beach, towers up to 200 feet in height are 


permitted to rise in limited locations above a podium height that varies from 65 to 105 feet. This urban 


form is implemented in the R height and bulk district, mapped in all portions of the Rincon Hill and 


South Beach Downtown Residential Districts where towers are permitted.  


 (b)   Maximum Height Controls for Podiums and Towers. In the R bulk districts, 


which include the R, R-2, and R-3 bulk districts as designated on Sectional Map No. HT01 1H, 
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HT02, and HT07 of the Zoning Map, maximum permitted building heights for both podiums and 


towers are expressed as two numbers separated by a slash, including 65/200-R, 105/200-R, 


85/150-R, 85/200-R, 85/250-R, 65/400-R, 85/400-R, 45/450-R, and 45/550-R. The number preceding 


the slash represents the height limit for podium buildings. The number following the slash 


represents the height limit for towers. No building may exceed the podium height limit except 


for towers meeting the bulk and tower spacing controls established in Section 270(e) and (f). 


 (c)  Maximum Height Controls for Podiums and Towers in the R-2 Bulk District and the Van 


Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.  In the R-2 bulk district and within the Van Ness & 


Market Residential Special Use District, maximum permitted building heights for both podiums and 


towers are expressed as two sets of numbers separated by a double slash in the format described above, 


in subsection (b).  Each set of numbers represents the maximum heights for podium and tower 


applicable to the parcel and as regulated per subsection (b) above as follows: The first set of numbers 


represents the principally permitted height limits for the parcel, both for the podium and for the tower. 


The second set of numbers after the double slash represents the maximum height limits for podium and 


tower that can be granted by the Planning Commission for that parcel through an exception pursuant 


to the procedures and findings of Section 309(a)(17).  


 


SEC. 270 Bulk Limits: Measurement 
 
*   *   *   * 


 (f)   Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District. In Bulk 


District R-2, (Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District), bulk 


limitations are as follows: 


  (1) Tower Bulk and Spacing. In height districts In the R-2 bulk district 120/200-R-2, 


20/300-R-2, 120/320-R-2, and 120/400-R-2, there are no bulk limitations below the podium height 


120 feet in 7 height, and structures above 120 feet in the podium height shall meet the bulk 
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limitations described in subsection (e)(2)(A)-(FE). In height district 85/250-R-2 there are no bulk 


limitations below 85 feet in height, and structures above 85 feet in height shall meet the bulk limitations 


described in subsections (e)(2)(A) - (F). To ensure tower sculpting, the gross floor area of the top one-


third of the height of the tower shall be reduced by not less than 10 percent from the maximum floor 


plates described in subsections (e)(2)(A) – (E) above, and the average diagonal of the top one-third of 


the height of the tower shall be reduced by not less than 13% from the average diagonal of the tower, 


unless the overall tower volume is reduced by an equal or greater volume. 


  (2) Exceptions. In the R-2 bulk district, the Planning Commission may grant bulk 


exceptions through the procedures and findings of Section 309(a)(17) to increase the allowed bulk of 


buildings up to the limits described in subsections (A) – (D) below. The procedures for granting 


exceptions to bulk limits described in Section 272 shall not apply. 


  (A)  Towers up to 350 feet in height may not exceed an average floor area of 


10,000 square feet.  


   (B) Towers taller than 350 feet may not exceed an average floor area of 12,000 


square feet, maximum plan length of 150 feet, and maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet.  


  (C)   Towers taller than 550 feet in height districts of 590 feet and greater may 


not exceed an average floor area of 18,500 square feet between a podium height of 140 feet and 170 


feet. Building mass above 150 feet shall be set back at least 10 feet from the property line for a 


minimum of 90% of all street frontages.  


  (D) Exceptions to the tower sculpting requirements described in subsection (f)(1) 


above may be considered up to the limits as follows:  


   (i) For towers less than 400 feet in height, the provision may be fully 


waived.  


   (ii) For towers taller than 400 feet in height, at least one-quarter of the 


tower’s floors shall be reduced by not less than 10% from the maximum floor areas described in (2)(B) 
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above. 


   (iii) For towers between 500 and 550 feet in height, the average diagonal 


of the upper one-third of the height of the tower shall be reduced by not less than 5% of maximum 


diagonal dimension described in subsection 270(e), above. 


 (23)   In order to provide adequate sunlight and air to streets and open spaces, a 


minimum distance of 115 feet must be preserved between all structures above 120 feet in 


height at all levels above 120 feet in heightthe applicable podium height for the subject development 


lot.  Spacing shall be measured horizontally from the outside surface of the exterior wall of the 


subject building to the nearest point on the closest structure above 120 feet in height.  


  (34)   No Exceptions shall be permitted as described in section (2) (a)-(c) above. The 


procedures for granting special exceptions to bulk limits described in Section 272 shall not 


apply. 


*   *   *   *  


 SEC. 270.2.  SPECIAL BULK AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT: MID-BLOCK 


ALLEYS IN LARGE LOT DEVELOPMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED 


USE DISTRICTS, SOUTH OF MARKET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 


DISTRICT, FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT, 


REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, C-3 DISTRICT, AND DTR DISTRICT. 


*   *   *   * 


 (d)   Requirements. 


*   *   *   * 


  (3)   For new construction within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use 


District on lots with greater than 300 linear feet of street frontage, the project shall provide a publicly-


accessible mid-block alley between any two frontages that have at least 200 feet of length each. Such 


alley shall be subject to all requirements of this Section 270.2, except that the requirements of 
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subsection 270.2(e)(14) shall not apply. A project subject to this subsection 270.2(d)(3) may seek an 


exception to the requirements of Section 270.2(e)(6) pursuant to the procedures and findings of Section 


309(a)(18). 


*   *   *   * 


 


SEC. 309.  PERMIT REVIEW IN C-3 DISTRICTS. 


*   *   *   * 


   (a)   Exceptions. Exceptions to the following provisions of this Code may be granted 


as provided in the code sections referred to below: 
 


*   *   *   * 


   (16)  Exceptions to the Micro-Retail requirements as permitted in Section 249.33. 


  (17)  Exceptions to the height and bulk limits for parcels within the Van Ness & Market 


Residential Special Use District as defined by Section 270(f)(2).  In considering such exceptions, the 


Planning Commission shall consider the extent to which the project achieves the following: (A) sculpts 


the building massing to achieve an elegant and creative tower form that enhances the skyline; (B) 


reduces or minimizes potential impacts on winds and shadows; (C) provides ground floor uses that 


serve a range of income levels and enrich the social landscape of the area such as: Arts Activities, 


Child Care Facility, Community Facility, Instructional Service, Public Facility, School, Social Service, 


priority health service or neighborhood serving retail; and (D) maximizes housing density within the 


allowed envelope. 


  (18)  Exceptions to the percent lot coverage requirements of Section 270.2(e)(6) for 


projects within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District. The Planning Commission 


shall only grant such exceptions if the Planning Commission finds that: (A) the proposed mid-block 


alley and percent coverage do not negatively affect the use and purpose of the alley as a means of 
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creating a more efficient pedestrian network, as described in subsections 270.2(a)-(b); and (B) the 


proposed percent coverage does not negatively impact the quality of the mid-block alley as an area of 


pedestrian and retail activity and public open space. An exception shall not be granted for any mid-


block alley that is less than 35 percent open to the sky. 


  (19)  Exceptions to the required minimum dwelling unit mix in Section 207.6 for projects 


within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District. In considering such exceptions, the 


Planning Commission shall consider the following criteria: 


   (A) whether the project demonstrates a need or mission to serve unique 


populations; or  


   (B) whether the project site or existing building(s), if any, feature physical 


constraints that make it unreasonable to fulfill the requirements of Section 207.6 or subsection 


309(a)(19)(i). 


  (20)  Exceptions to the permitted obstructions requirements in Section 136 for projects 


within the Van Ness & Market Special Use District as defined by Section 270(f)(2). The Planning 


Commission shall only grant such an exception if it finds that the proposed obstructions assist the 


proposed development to meet the requirements of Section 148, or otherwise reduce wind speeds at the 


ground-level or at upper level open space. 


 


 SEC. 341.5.  MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 


*   *   *   * 


 (b)   Representation. The Board of Supervisors shall appoint 2/3 of the committee 


members and the Mayor shall appoint 1/3 of the committee members on the CAC. Both the 


Board and the Mayor shall appoint members that represent the diversity of the plan area. The 


Citizens Advisory Committee shall be comprised of 7-11 9 community members from varying 


geographic, socio-economic, ethnic, racial, gender, and sexual orientations living or working 
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within the plan area. At a minimum, there must be one representative from each of the 


geographic areas of the Plan Area. Two members of the Citizens Advisory Committee may live or 


work in the Market and Octavia Plan Area Boundary or within 1,250 feet of the plan area boundary. 


The CAC should adequately represent key stakeholders including resident renters, resident 


homeowners, low-income residents, local merchants, established neighborhood groups within 


the plan area, and other groups identified through refinement of the CAC process. Each 


member shall be appointed by the Board and will serve for two-year terms, but those terms 


shall be staggered such that, of the initial membership, some members will be randomly 


selected to serve four-year terms and some will serve two-year terms. The Board of 


Supervisors may renew a member's term. 


*   *   *   * 


 


SEC. 401.  DEFINITIONS. 


*   *   *   * 


 "Market and Octavia Community Improvements Program." The program intended to 


implement the community improvements identified in the Market and Octavia Area Plan, as 


articulated in the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Program Document on file 


with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 071157. , and as updated in the revised Market and Octavia 


Community Improvements Program Document, identified as part of the amendments to the Market and 


Octavia Area Plan for the area known as the Hub, on file with the clerk of the board in File No. ____. 


*   *   *   * 


SEC. 411A.5.  TSF SCHEDULE. 


 (a)  Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the following fees, as adjusted 


annually in accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b). 
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*  *  *  * 


 (b)  Development Projects in the Market & Van Ness Residential Special Use District may 


propose to pay their TSF in kind, as set forth in Section 249.33. 


 


 SEC. 416.3.  APPLICATION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE REQUIREMENT. 


*   *   *   * 


 (b)   Other Fee Provisions. This additional affordable housing fee shall be subject to 


the inflation adjustment provisions of Section 409 and the waiver and reduction provisions of 


Section 406. This additional affordable housing fee may not be met through the in-kind 


provision of community improvements or Community Facilities (Mello Roos) financing options 


of Sections 421.3(d) and (e). Pursuant to Section 249.33, in the Van Ness & Market Residential 


Special Use District this fee may be paid in any of the alternatives set forth in Section 415.5(g). 


*   *   *   *  


 SEC. 421.5.  MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND 


*   *   *   * 


 (b)   Use of Funds. The Fund shall be administered by the Board of Supervisors. 


  (1)   Infrastructure. All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, 


engineer, acquire, improve, and develop neighborhood open spaces, pedestrian and 


streetscape improvements, bicycle infrastructure, childcare facilities, and other improvements 


that result in new publicly-accessible facilities and related resources within the Market and 


Octavia Plan Area or within 250  1,250  feet of the Plan Area and within the Upper Market Street 


Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, portions of which are located outside the plan area. 


Funds may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or publicly- accessible. 


The improvements, where applicable, shall be consistent with the Market and Octavia Civic 


Streets and Open Space System as described in Map 45 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
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of the General Plan, and Market and Octavia Community Improvements PlanProgram. The 


funds shall be allocated in accordance with Table 421.5A. 


*   *   *   * 


SEC. 424.1.  FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE VAN NESS &AND MARKET AFFORDABLE 


HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM. 


*   *   *   * 


 (c)   Public Improvements. The public improvements acceptable in exchange for 


granting the FAR bonus, and that would be necessary to serve the additional population 


created by the increased density, are listed below. All public improvements shall be consistent 


with the Market and Octavia Area Plan. 


        (1)   Open Space Acquisition and Improvement. Brady Park Open Spaces 


described in the Market and Octavia Area Plan, or other open space of comparable size and 


performance. Open space shall be dedicated for public ownership or permanent easement for 


unfettered public access and improved for public use, including landscaping, seating, lighting, 


and other amenities. 


        (2)   Complete Streets. Pedestrian and Streetscape improvements and Bicycle 


Infrastructure within the Special Use District as described in the Market and Octavia Area 


Plan, including Van Ness and South Van Ness Avenues, Gough, Mission, McCoppin, Market, 


Otis, Oak, Fell, Valencia, 11th, and 12th Streets, and 13th Streets, along with adjacent alleys. 


Improvements include sidewalk widening, landscaping and trees, lighting, seating and other 


street furniture (e.g., newsracks, kiosks, bicycle racks), signage, transit stop and subway 


station enhancements (e.g., shelters, signage, boarding platforms), roadway and sidewalk 


paving, and public art and living alleys.   


  (3)   Affordable Housing. The type of affordable housing needed in San 


Francisco is documented in the City's Consolidated Plan and the Residence Housing Element 
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of the General Plan. New affordable rental housing and ownership housing affordable to 


households earning less than the median income is greatly needed in San Francisco. 


 


SEC. 424.3.  APPLICATION OF VAN NESS &AND MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING 


AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM. 


(a) Application. Section 424.1et seq. shall apply to any development project located in 


the Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, as established in 


Section 249.33 of this Code. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection 


Unit at DBI at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction 


document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the 


first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into 


the appropriate fund in accordance with Section 107A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building 


Code. 


(b) Amount of Fee. 


 (i1) All uses in any development project within the Van Ness &and Market 


Downtown Residential Special Use District shall pay $30.00 per net additional gross square 


foot of floor area in any portion of building area exceeding the base development site FAR of 


6:1 up to a base development site FAR of 9:1. 


 (ii2) All uses in any development project within the Van Ness &and Market 


Downtown Residential Special Use District shall pay $15.00 per net additional gross square 


foot of floor area in any portion of building area exceeding the base development site FAR of 


9:1. 


(c) Option for In-Kind Provision of Infrastructure Improvements and Fee Credits. 


Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In 


such a case, the City may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor 
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and issue a fee waiver from the neighborhood infrastructure portion ($15.00 per net additional 


gross square foot of floor area) of the Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special 


Use District Affordable Housing and Neighborhood Infrastructure Fee from the Planning 


Commission, subject to the following rules and requirements: 


 (1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless 


the proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the 


Van Ness &and Market Affordable Housing and Neighborhood Infrastructure Program and 


where they substitute for improvements that could be provided by the Van Ness &and Market 


Downtown Residential Special Use District Infrastructure Fee Fund (as described in Section 


424.5). The City may reject in-kind improvements if they are not consistent with the priorities 


identified in the Van Ness &and Market Affordable Housing and Neighborhood Infrastructure 


Program. No physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the Planning 


Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind 


Improvements Agreement. 


*   *   *   * 


  (4) Approval Process. The Planning Commission must approve the material 


terms of an In-Kind Agreement. Prior to the parties executing the Agreement, the City 


Attorney must approve the agreement as to form and to substance. The Director of Planning 


is authorized to execute the Agreement on behalf of the City. If the Planning Commission 


approves the In-Kind Agreement, it shall waive the amount of the neighborhood infrastructure 


portion of the Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District Affordable 


Housing and Neighborhood Infrastructure Fee by the value of the proposed In-Kind 


Improvements Agreement as determined by the Director of Planning. No credit shall be made 


for land value unless ownership of the land is transferred to the City or a permanent public 


easement is granted, the acceptance of which is at the sole discretion of the City. The 
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maximum value of the In-Kind Improvements Agreement shall not exceed the required 


neighborhood infrastructure portion of the Van Ness &and Market Affordable Housing and 


Neighborhood Infrastructure Fee.      


*   *   *   * 


 SEC. 424.4.  VAN NESS &AND MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL 


USE DISTRICT AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND. 


 (a)  That portion of gross floor area subject to the $30.00 per gross square foot fee 


referenced in Section 424.3(b)(i1) above shall be deposited into the special fund maintained 


by the Controller called the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund established by Section 413.10. 


Except as specifically provided in this Section, collection, management, enforcement, and 


expenditure of funds shall conform to the requirements related to in-lieu fees in Planning Code 


Section 415.1et seq., specifically including, but not limited to, the provisions of Section 415.7. 


 (b)   Priorities for SUD Affordable Housing Fees Implementation. In order to increase the 


supply of housing affordable to qualifying households in the Market and Octavia Plan Area, the Upper 


Market NCT District, and to the City, the following is the prioritization of the use of these fees; 


 (1) First, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households in the 


Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District;  


 (2)   Second, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households 


within 1 mile of the boundaries of the Market and Octavia Area Plan; 


 (3) Third, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households in 


the City and County of San Francisco. 


 


 SEC. 424.5. VAN NESS &AND MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL 


USE DISTRICT INFRASTRUCTURE FUND. 


*   *   *   * 
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  (1)  Infrastructure. All monies deposited in the Fund, plus accrued interest, 


shall be used solely to design, engineer, acquire and develop neighborhood recreation and 


open space, pedestrian amenities and streetscape improvements, and bicycle infrastructure 


that result in new publicly-accessible facilities. First priority should be given to projects within 


the Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District or the area bounded by 


10th Street, Howard Street, South Van Ness Avenue, the northeastern line of the Central Freeway, 


Market Street, Franklin Street, Hayes Street, and Polk Street. Second Priority should be given to 


projects within the Market and Octavia Plan Area or within 1,250 feet of the Plan Area. These 


improvements shall be consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan of the General Plan 


and any Plan that is approved by the Board of Supervisors in the future for the area covered 


by the Van Ness &and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, except that monies 


from the Fund may be used by the Planning Commission to commission studies to revise the 


fee above, or to commission landscape, architectural or other planning, design and 


engineering services in support of the proposed public improvements. 


*   *   *   * 


Section 3.  Effective Date.   


(a)  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment.  Enactment occurs 


when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not 


sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the 


Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.   


 


Section 4.  Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 


intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 


numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 


Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 
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additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under  


the official title of the ordinance.   
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
By: /s/ Andrea Ruiz Esquide 
 ANDREA RUIZ-ESQUIDE 
 Deputy City Attorney 
 
n:\legana\as2020\1700197\01449342.docx 
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[Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Hub Housing Sustainability District]  
 
 


Ordinance amending the Business and Tax Regulations and Planning Codes to create 


the Hub Housing Sustainability District, encompassing an area generally bounded by 


Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street 


to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin 


Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes 


Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th 


Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission 


Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn 


Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots 


excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, 


Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard 


and Haight Street), to provide a streamlined and ministerial approval process for 


certain housing projects within the District meeting specific labor, on-site affordability, 


and other requirements; creating an expedited Board of Appeals process for appeals of 


projects within the District; and making approval findings under the California 


Environmental Quality Act, findings of public convenience, necessity, and welfare 


under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, 


and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 
 
 NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 


Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*   *   *   *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 
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Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 


 


Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 


(a)  On _____________, 2020 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning 


Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Hub Plan 


(the Project) by Motion No. _____________, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent 


judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and 


objective, and contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report 


and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed 


comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public 


Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. 


Sections 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning 


Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 


No. _____________ and are incorporated herein by reference. 


(b)  The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes proposed amendments to the 


Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as amendments to the General 


Plan to amend the Market and Octavia Area Plan and other related amendments. The 


proposed Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations Code amendments 


set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. 


(c)  At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 


the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project’s 


environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as 


well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation 


monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. _____________.  A copy of said 
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Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________ and 


is incorporated herein by reference.  


(d)  At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. __________, 


recommended the proposed Planning Code amendments for approval and adopted findings 


that the actions contemplated in this ordinance creating the Hub Housing Sustainability 


District are consistent, on balance, with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of 


Planning Code Section 101.1.  The Board adopts these findings as its own.  A copy of said 


Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. __________, and is 


incorporated herein by reference. 


(e)  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that the 


Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations Code amendments will serve 


the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning 


Commission Resolution No. ____________, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein 


by reference. 


(f)  The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 


environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 


and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 


them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth herein. 


(g)  The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 


endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 


and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 


other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 


(h)  The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the 


proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 


significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
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identified significant effects; no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 


circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major 


revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial 


increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of 


substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available that indicates that (1) 


the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant 


environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measures or 


alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become 


feasible or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in 


the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 


 


Section 2.  The Business and Tax Regulations Code is hereby amended by revising 


Sections 8 and 26, to read as follows: 


 


SEC. 8.  METHOD OF APPEAL TO THE BOARD OF APPEALS. 


 *   *   *   * 


(c)  Appeals to the Board of Appeals of permit decisions made pursuant to Planning Code 


Section 344 shall be taken within 10 days of the permit decision. This subsection (c) shall expire on the 


Sunset Date of Planning Code Section 344, as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration of this 


subsection, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax 


Regulations Code. 


(cd)  Appeals to the Board of Appeals of permit decisions made pursuant to Planning 


Code Section 207, subsection (c)(6), shall be taken within 10 days of the permit decision. 


(de)  Appeals of actions taken by the Entertainment Commission or its Director on the 


granting, denial, amendment, suspension, or revocation of a permit, or on denial of exceptions 
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from regulations for an Extended-Hours Premises Permit, shall be taken within 10 days from 


the making of the decision. Nothing in this Section 8 is intended to require an appeal to the 


Board of Appeals if any provision of Article 15, Article 15.1 (Entertainment Regulations Permit 


and License Provisions), or Article 15.2 (Entertainment Regulations for Extended-Hours 


Premises) of the Police Code governing these permits otherwise provides. 


(ef)  Appeals shall be taken by filing a notice of appeal with the Board of Appeals and 


paying to said Board at such time a filing fee as follows: 


*   *   *   *    


    (9)   Additional Requirements. 


  (A)  Notice of appeal shall be in such form as may be provided by the 


rules of the Board of Appeals. 


  (B)  On the filing of any appeal, the Board of Appeals shall notify in writing 


the department, board, commission, officer, or other person from whose action the appeal is 


taken of such appeal. On the filing of any appeal concerning a structural addition to an 


existing building, the Board of Appeals shall additionally notify in writing the property owners 


of buildings immediately adjacent to the subject building. 


  (C)  Except as otherwise specified in this subsection (e)(9)(C), the Board 


of Appeals shall fix the time and place of hearing, which shall be not less than 10 nor more 


than 45 days after the filing of said appeal, and shall act thereon not later than 60 days after 


such filing or a reasonable time thereafter.  


*   *   *   * 


   (v)  In the case of a decision on a permit application made pursuant to 


Planning Code Section 344, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less than 10 days after the 


filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and shall not entertain a 


motion for rehearing.  This subsection (f)(9)(C)(v) shall expire on the Sunset Date of Planning Code 
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Section 344, as defined in that Section.  Upon the expiration of this subsection, the City Attorney shall 


cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code. 


*   *   *   * 


        


SEC. 26.  FACTS TO BE CONSIDERED BY DEPARTMENTS. 


*   *   *   * 


(g)  Notwithstanding subsection (a), the provisions of Planning Code Section 344 shall govern 


actions taken on the granting, denial, amendment, suspension, and revocation of permits regulated 


under that Section 344, not the standards set forth in subsection (a) of this Section 26. This subsection 


(g) shall become operative upon confirmation of approval of Planning Code Section 344 by the 


California Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code 


Section 66202(c). This subsection shall expire by the operation of law in accordance with the 


provisions of Planning Code Section 344(k). Upon its expiration, the City Attorney shall cause this 


subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code. 


 


 


Section 3.  The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 344, to read as 


follows: 


SEC. 344. HUB HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT.  


(a)  Purpose.  This Section 344 establishes a Housing Sustainability District within the 


easternmost portion of the Market and Octavia Area Plan (“Hub Housing Sustainability District” or 


“Hub HSD”) under California Government Code Sections 66200 et seq.  The purpose of the Hub 


Housing Sustainability District is to encourage the provision of on-site affordable housing in new 


residential and mixed-use projects in the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District by 


providing a streamlined, ministerial approval process for such projects. This Section 344 sets forth 
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eligibility criteria, design review standards, and entitlement and approval procedures for projects 


seeking approval pursuant to the requirements of the Hub Housing Sustainability District.  


(b)  Geography.  The Hub Housing Sustainability District shall include all parcels within the 


Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District, which is defined in Section 249.33. The entirety of 


the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District is an “eligible location,” as that term is 


defined in California Government Code Section 66200(e). 


(c)  Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions.  Except as otherwise provided in this 


Section 344, all provisions of the Planning Code, including Section 249.33, that would be applicable to 


projects approved pursuant to this Section 344 shall apply to such projects. In the event of a conflict 


between other provisions of the Planning Code and this Section 344, this Section shall control.  


(d)  Eligibility.  Projects seeking approval pursuant to this Section 344 shall meet all of the 


following requirements:  


 (1)  The project is located in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses. 


 (2)  The project proposes no less than 100 dwelling units per acre, and no more than 


750 dwelling units per acre.   


 (3)  At least half of the project’s gross square footage is designated for residential uses. 


All non-residential uses must be principally permitted in the underlying zoning district and any 


applicable special use district(s), and may not include greater than 24,999 gross square feet of office 


space that would be subject to the annual limit on office development set forth in Sections 321 et seq.  


 (4)  The project does not exceed a height of 120 feet, except that any project whose 


principal use is housing, where all such housing is restricted for a minimum of 55 years as affordable 


for "persons and families of low or moderate income," as defined in California Health & Safety Code 


Section 50093, shall be deemed to satisfy this subsection (c)(4) regardless of height. 
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 (5)  If the project sponsor seeks a density bonus pursuant to California Government 


Code Section 65915 et seq., the project sponsor demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning 


Department that the project would not result in a significant shadow impact. 


 (6)  The project is not located on a lot containing a structure listed as a designated 


landmark pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code or a contributory or significant structure 


pursuant to Article 11 of the Planning Code. 


 (7)  The project complies with the following affordability requirements, as applicable: 


  (A)  Projects subject to Section 415 of this Code shall comply with Section 415 


by choosing the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Section 415.5(g)(1)(A), and shall 


provide no less than 10% of dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low income households; 


            (B)  Projects not subject to Section 415 shall provide no less than 10% of 


dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low income households, by entering into a regulatory 


agreement with the City that contains the terms specified in Section 206.6(f). 


 (8)  The project does not demolish, remove, or convert to another use any existing 


dwelling unit(s). 


  (9)  The project complies with all applicable zoning and any adopted design review 


standards. Projects seeking approval pursuant to this Section 344 may not seek any exceptions to 


height and bulk limits pursuant to Section 309(a)(17).   


 (10)  The project sponsor complies with all mitigation measures in the Hub Plan, 30 Van 


Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District 


Environmental Impact Report (Hub EIR) that the Planning Department determines are applicable to 


the project. 


 (11)  The project sponsor certifies that the project will comply with all applicable 


requirements of California Government Code Section 66201(f)(4). 


  (12)  The project shall comply with Government Code Section 66201(f)(5). 
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  (13)  A project is not deemed to be for residential use if it is infeasible for actual use as 


a single or multifamily residence.  


 (e)  Approving Authority.  The Planning Department is the approving authority designated to 


review permit applications for compliance with this Section 344. 


 (f)  Application.   


  (1)  Prior to submittal of an application for required approvals from the Planning 


Department, a project sponsor seeking to apply pursuant to this Section 344 shall submit an 


application for a preliminary project assessment (PPA), pursuant to Planning Department procedures. 


  (2)  In addition to any requirements under other provisions of this Code for submittal of 


application materials, an application under this Section 344 shall be submitted to the Department on a 


form prescribed by the Department and shall include at minimum the following materials: 


  (A)  A full plan set, including site plan, elevations, sections, and floor plans, 


showing total number of units, and number of and location of units affordable to very low or low 


income households; 


  (B)  All documentation required by the Department in its response to the project 


sponsor’s previously-submitted PPA application; 


  (C)  Documentation sufficient to support determinations that: 


   (i)  the project meets all applicable zoning and any adopted design 


review standards; 


   (ii)  the project sponsor will implement any and all mitigation measures 


in the Hub EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the project, including but 


not limited to the following: 


     a.  An agreement to implement any and all mitigation measures in 


the Hub EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the project; and 


     b.  Scope(s) of work for any studies required as part of any and all 
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mitigation measures in the Hub EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the 


project. An application pursuant to this Section 344 shall not be deemed complete until such studies are 


completed to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer.  


   (iii)  the project sponsor will comply with subsections (d)(10) and (d)(11) 


of this Section 344.  


(g)  Decision and Hearing.  The Department shall exercise ministerial approval of projects that 


meet all the requirements in this Section 344.  


 (1)  Hearing.  The Planning Department shall conduct an informational public hearing 


for all projects that are subject to this Section 344 within 100 days of receipt of a complete application, 


as set forth in subsection (f). 


 (2)  Decision.  Within 120 days of receipt of a complete application, as set forth in 


subsection (f), the Planning Director or the Director’s designee shall issue a written decision 


approving, disapproving, or approving subject to conditions, the project. The applicant and the 


Department may mutually agree to extend this 120-day period.  If no written decision is issued within 


120 days of the Department’s receipt of a complete application, or within the period mutually agreed 


upon by the Department and applicant, the project shall be deemed approved. The Planning Director 


or the Director’s designee shall include any certifications required by California Government Code 


Section 66205(e) in a copy of the written decision. 


 (3)  Grounds for Permit Denial. The Department may deny a Hub HSD project 


application only for one or more of the following reasons: 


  (A)  The proposed project does not fully comply with this Section 344, including 


but not limited to meeting all adopted design review standards and demonstrating compliance with all 


applicable mitigation measures in the Hub EIR that the Department determines are applicable to the 


project. 
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  (B)  The project sponsor has not submitted all of the information or paid any 


application fee required by this Section 344 and necessary for an adequate and timely design review or 


assessment of potential impacts on neighboring properties. 


  (C)  The Department determines, based upon substantial evidence in light of the 


whole record of the public hearing on the project, that a physical condition on the site of development 


that was not known and could not have been discovered with reasonable investigation at the time the 


application was submitted would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health or safety and 


that there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact. As used 


in this subsection (g)(3)(C), “specific adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and 


unavoidable impact based on identified objective written public health or safety standards, policies, or 


conditions, in existence at the time the application was deemed complete. 


 (4)  Appeal.  The procedures for appeal to the Board of Appeals of a decision by the 


Department under this Section 344 shall be as set forth in Section 8 of the Business and Tax 


Regulations Code.   


 (5)  Discretionary Review. No requests for discretionary review shall be accepted by the 


Planning Department for projects subject to this Section 344. As long as the Planning Commission has 


delegated its authority to the Planning Department to review applications for projects subject to this 


Section 344, the Planning Commission shall not hold a public hearing for discretionary review of 


projects subject to this Section 344. 


  (6)  Progress Requirement. Approval of a project pursuant to this Section 344 shall 


expire if the project sponsor has not procured a building permit or site permit for construction of the 


project within 30 months of the date of the Department's issuance of a written decision pursuant to 


subsection (g)(2) of this Section 344. If the Planning Director finds that the project sponsor has 


demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or building permit for the project, the 


Planning Director may extend the approval for the project for a maximum of six additional months. 
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Such deadline shall additionally be extended in the event of any appeal of such approval for the 


duration of the appeal, and in the event of litigation seeking to invalidate the approval for the duration 


of the litigation.  


(h)  Design Review Standards. Projects subject to this Section 344 shall be reviewed for 


compliance with the design standards set forth in the San Francisco Urban Design Guidelines and the 


Market and Octavia Area Plan, which are on file with the Planning Department, as approved by the 


California Department of Housing and Community Development.    


 (i)  District Affordability Requirement.  At the request of the California Department of Housing 


and Community Development, the Planning Department shall demonstrate that at least 20% of the 


residential units constructed in the Hub Housing Sustainability District during the life of the District 


and pursuant to this Section 344 will be affordable to very low, low-, and moderate-income households 


and subject to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 years.  


 (j)  Monitoring and Enforcement. The Planning Department shall include, as conditions of 


approval of all projects approved pursuant to this Section 344, monitoring and enforcement provisions 


to ensure that the project meets all labor and wage requirements and complies with all identified 


applicable mitigation measures. Projects found to be in violation of any of these conditions shall be 


subject to the Administrative Enforcement Procedures in Section 176.1 of this Code, including 


initiation of abatement proceedings or referral to the City Attorney or District Attorney for prosecution, 


if not corrected within 90 days of service of any notice of violation issued under Section 176.1(c). 


Conditions of approval shall include, but are not limited to: 


 (1)  A project sponsor shall submit weekly reports to the Office of Labor Standards 


Enforcement, certifying that a project approved pursuant to this Section 344 is complying with 


subsections (d)(11) and (d)(12), if applicable to the project. Projects found to be in violation of 


subsections (d)(11) and (d)(12) shall be subject to penalties pursuant to Section 1741 of the Labor 


Code, in addition to any penalties assessed pursuant to Section 176.1 of this Code. All penalties shall 
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be paid prior to issuance of the project’s First Certificate of Occupancy, as defined in Section 401 of 


this Code. 


  (2)  The Planning Department shall monitor compliance with the Hub EIR mitigation 


measures.  


 (3)  The Planning Department shall monitor and report the construction of affordable 


housing units under the Hub Housing Sustainability District in its annual Housing Inventory, which 


shall include the following information: 


(A) Number of projects approved pursuant to this Section 344. 


(B) Number of projects under construction pursuant to approvals obtained under 


this Section 344. 


(C) Number of projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this 


Section 344. 


(D) Number of dwelling units within projects completed pursuant to approvals 


obtained under this Section 344.  


(E) Number of dwelling units affordable to very low, low, moderate, and middle 


income households within projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained 


under this Section 344. 


(k)  Operative and Sunset Dates. 


 (1)  This Section 344 shall become operative upon confirmation of approval by the 


California Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code 


Section 66202(c) (“Operative Date”). 


 (2)  This Section 344 shall expire by operation of law ten years from the Operative Date, 


unless this Section 344 is renewed by ordinance pursuant to Government Code Section 66201(g), in 


which case this Section 344 shall expire on the date specified in that ordinance (“Sunset Date”). 
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 (3)  Upon the expiration of this Section 344, the City Attorney shall cause this Section 


344 to be removed from the Planning Code. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66205(b), this 


Section 344 shall govern the processing and review of any complete application submitted pursuant to 


this Section 344 prior to the Sunset Date. 


 


Section 4.  Effective Date; Operative Date.   


(a)  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment.  Enactment occurs 


when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not 


sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the 


Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.   


(b)  Consistent with Section 344(k)(1) of the Planning Code, this ordinance in its 


entirety shall become operative upon confirmation of approval by the California Department of 


Housing and Community Development under California Government Code Section 66202(c). 


 


Section 5.  Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 


intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 


numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 


Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 


additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under 


the official title of the ordinance.   
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
By: /s/ Peter R. Miljanich 
 PETER R. MILJANICH 
 Deputy City Attorney 
 
n:\legana\as2020\1700197\01449269.docx 







responses to this letter.
 
The staff presentation for the adoption hearing which addresses the Plan amendments
including a brief project overview, summary of comments received since the initiation hearing
and the Departments responce, and an overview of the proposed legislation. 
 
Finally, a memo of the recommenced changes to the legislation and items for the Commission's
consideration. Three ordinances (Planning Code Amendments, General Plan Amendments and
Business and the Housing Sustainability District Amendments) have been updated since the
Commission packet was submitted on May 7th and are included in this email. Changes since
the February 13th initiation hearing and changes since the packet was submitted on May 7th
are summarized in the memo. There are no proposed changes to the Zoning Map
Amendment ordinance since the Commission packet was submitted on May 7th. The
recommenced changes and items for Commission consideration outlined in the memo will
also be addressed in the staff presentation.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
Thank you,
Lily
 
 

Lily Langlois

Principal Planner, Citywide Planning

 

Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9083│Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: lily.langlois@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.org

 

The Planning Department is open for business during the Stay Safe at Home Order. Most of our
staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file
new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.

mailto:lily.langlois@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting 98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 9:15:58 AM

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

From: Farshad Mashayekhi <farshad.mashayekhi@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 8:52 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Cc: Aaron Levine <aaronl@frenchamericansf.org>, "LCuadra@bergdavis.com"
<LCuadra@bergdavis.com>, Nazanin Hakim <nazanin.hakim@gmail.com>
Subject: Supporting 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

We are contacting you to express our support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development.

As residents of San Francisco since 2002, and parents of two children (age 12 and
11) attending French American School, we have been a member of the school
community for 8 years. The school and its community represent the best of the city: a
diverse, compassionate, and principled culture that bring together people from many
backgrounds.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world-class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

98 Franklin brings tremendous help for the school's mission, and it also offers much
to the city and the neighborhood: affordable housing units, retail space, and
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enhancement to streetscape.

We strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development.

Thank you,

Nazanin Hakim, DDS

Farshad Mashayekhi, PhD

770 23rd Ave, San Francisco, CA 94121

(415) 407-0250

 



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

From: Richard Cardello
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Updegrave, Samantha (CPC)
Subject: 2019-013418CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 526 COLUMBUS AVENUE // PLANNING COMMISSION

HEARING 05-21-2020 ITEM B 13
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 11:52:12 PM

 

Joel Koppel
President
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
Kathrin Moore
Vice-President
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Sue Diamond
sue.diamond@sfgov.org
Frank S. Fung
frank.fung@sfgov.org
Theresa Imperial
theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
Milicent A. Johnson
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF
Jonas P. Ionin
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
415.558.6309
Commission Affairs
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
415.558.6309
 
samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org
Samantha Updegrave
(415) 558-6612
 
PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
THURSDAY, 2020-05-21 1PM
 
AGENDA ITEM B 13
2019-013418CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 526 COLUMBUS AVENUE – east side of
Columbus Avenue between Union Street and Green Street with secondary frontage on Stockton
Street; Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0117 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 780.3 and 303 to modify the previously imposed Condition of
Approval No. 2 under Case No. 92.137C, Planning Commission Motion 13349, to allow a full kitchen
for an established Restaurant Use within the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District,
40-X Height and Bulk District, and the North Beach and Telegraph Hill-Nob Hill Residential Special
Use Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA,
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:
Approve with Conditions
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I am writing in support of the Conditional Use Application for 526 Columbus Avenue,
which I anticipate will be approved on your consent calendar.
I remember when the Italian Homemade Company first opened in the 700 block of
Columbus. 
The couple behind the counter were immediately engaging and happy to talk
about their new business and food. 
I ordered a Piadina, which I ate there and some fresh pasta to cook at home. 
Each was delicious.
I have returned to enjoy many types of pastas with a variety of available sauces. 
Believe me, the food had to be exceptionally good to compensate for the paper
plates and to get me to go back.
 
Even if I were not a fan who is impressed by the hard work and success of the
owners of this new business, founded in our own North Beach, I would be
supporting this CU. 
They have grown to open a few other outlets in San Francisco and beyond.
 
We all should support those willing to invest their time, energy, and money in
neighborhood-serving businesses. 
Doing so will help reduce the blight of vacant storefronts as well as stimulate our
recovery from the economic downturn caused by the COVIT 19 crisis.
 
Please approve this CU application by consent, and please expedite the approval
process so we all may enjoy an expanded Italian Homemade Company in its
founding neighborhood.
 
Thank you,
 
Richard Cardello
999 Green Street, Apartment 903
San Francisco, California 94133
richard@cardellodesign.com
 
05-19-2020
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mark Carlin
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: Lights at SI
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 3:16:24 PM

 

5/19/2020

President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall

VIA EMAIL

Dear Commissioners:

Hello, my name is Mark Carlin and I have lived in the Parkside/Sunset district my entire life 
(33yrs.) I attended St. Ignatius and had the privilege of playing football and soccer while I 
attended. Team sports was a huge part of my personal development and I think that SI should 
be allowed to install lights on their field. 

I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more 
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in 
accordance to CA State law.

There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I. 
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great 
distances to practice.

St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests 
and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through 
the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a 
strong feeling of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.

Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Mark Carlin
2457 21st Ave, SF CA 94116
Mark.carlin1222@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 3:07:42 PM

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

From: Christophe de Bord <debordchristophe@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 3:02 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Christophe de Bord.  [I’m a San Francisco resident] I’m the
parent of Patrick de Bord and have been a member of the French American and
International High School community for 10 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
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of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Christophe de Bord

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for new school at 98 Franklin Street - The Hub
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:57:49 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/19/20, 1:34 PM, "Ettore Leale" <eleale@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is Ettore
Leale I’m a San Francisco resident and I’m the parent of a 5th Grader and a 7th Grader and have been a member of
the French American and International High School community for 8 years.  We are San Francisco's oldest and
largest international school. Our community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to
create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world
better. 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development
that will serve San Francisco well into the future. The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San
Francisco desperately needs This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-
way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. The project will also help address the
Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional
residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.
   
    French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community. The school
has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the
neighborhood. Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class
high school facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep
roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular. The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San
Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and
sense of place.
   
    I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development.
   
    Thank you.
   
    Best regards,
    Ettore
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support for French American International School project at 98 Franklin
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:57:41 PM

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

From: Tony Fenner-Leitao <tony.fennerleitao@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 1:36 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of support for French American International School project at 98 Franklin
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my strong support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development.
My family lives in San Francisco and 2 of our 3 children (we hope the third will join) attend French
American and International High School.

The school is unique in San Francisco, indeed California, in that it is its largest international school,
forming a community that brings together people from many backgrounds, experiences,
geographies. The one thing we all have in common is that we strive to create a shared culture that
develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.

I believe 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated
development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. Further in my opinion the project will

provide at least 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs.
design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing welcome
streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.
help address the Hayes Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism as Increased
pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will
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create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.
provide further support to the Hayes Valley commercial community (restaurants, retail).

As I am sure you know the school has a history of working collaboratively with the community-
several dormant properties have been developed, security staff added, and neighborhood foot
traffic increased.

The most exciting part about this project is that it is a unique opportunity to create a truly world-
class high school facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative
institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular. 

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape and will be
a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin
Street development. 

Many thanks for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
 
 _______________________
Tony Fenner-Leitao
tony.fennerleitao@gmail.com
+ 1 415 4299116
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin Street - letter in support
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:38:16 PM

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

From: Tamara Dust <tamaradust@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 1:56 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: 98 Franklin Street - letter in support
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Tamara York. I live in the Outer Richmond of San
Francisco and I’m the parent of Rousseau a wonderful 5-yr-old. I've have been a
member of the French American and International High School community for 2
years.  

Our school is special and for an international family like ours, is unique. We are San
Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together
people from many backgrounds who speak many languages and will hopefully be
able to give back to the world. Together we strive to create a shared culture that
develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world
better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, transit-orientated
development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
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needs.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Tamara York

415-517-9841

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Enthusiastic support for the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:38:05 PM

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

From: Laura Zander <laura.r.zander@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 2:05 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Enthusiastic support for the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Laura Zander and I am a San Francisco resident, a French American
International School parent, and the CFO of the Exploratorium. I have stood before
the Board of Supervisors most recently expressing my support for the Seawall
project. I am reaching out to you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin
Street development. I believe firmly in this project even though it is unlikely that my
son will benefit from it except as an alumnus!

FAIS and International High School is San Francisco's oldest and largest international
school. Our community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we
strive to create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and
principled people who will make the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, place-making, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs
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This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you!

Sincerely,

Laura R. Zander

(415) 601-2918.

 
 
Laura R. Zander
732A Liggett Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94129
M: (415) 601-2918
E: laura.r.zander@gmail.com

mailto:laura.r.zander@gmail.com


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: French American International School Letter of Support
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 2:37:55 PM
Attachments: FAIS letter of support.docx

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

From: Laura Dinu <laura_dinu@hotmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 2:20 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: French American International School Letter of Support
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Laura Dinu.  I am a San Francisco resident as well as a
native, having grown up in the Outer Sunset. I’m the parent of Liam Dinu and have
been a member of the French American and International High School community for
2 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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TO:				jonas.ionin@sfgov.org 

COPY:               		Christy.Alexander@sfgov.org, dean.preston@sfgov.org

BCC:                 		aaronl@frenchamericansf.org, lcuadra@bergdavis.com

SUBJECT: 	Support for the French American International School new campus         



Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is Laura Dinu.  I am a San Francisco resident as well as a native, having grown up in the Outer Sunset. I’m the parent of Liam Dinu and have been a member of the French American and International High School community for 2 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.





This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. 

Thank you.

 

Laura Dinu

917.355.8780

 

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support 98 Franklin Street & the HUB
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:58:55 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/19/20, 12:58 PM, "C Ellison" <cwellison1@gmail.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin
    Street development. My name is Christopher W. Ellison, and I am a
    resident of the Marina District in San Francisco.  I am the parent of
    two children at the French American and International High School
    (FAIS) and have been a member of the school for five years.
   
    I am a huge believer in both the FAIS school itself and the
    development commitment it is taking on, as well as the general
    development of the “HUB”.  FAIS is San Francisco's oldest and largest
    international school, and the community is diverse in background and
    culture.  The development of the 98 Franklin project allows for the
    much needed expansion of the school grounds, allowing for greater
    access to modern teaching tools and techniques, increasing the ability
    for the school to reduce a large student population into smaller
    groups for focused learning, and generally reducing overcrowding of
    the hallways.  Whether it is a concern for today or a plan for the
    future, we cannot overlook the fact that expanding the grounds of a
    school that takes in students from PK4 through High School is
    imperative.  Simply put, expanding the school grounds to increase
    common areas (hallways, etc.) and student distancing should be a
    public priority for the future.  This project is being built for the
    future and will increase the likelihood that our children can continue
    to attend some form of school should another pandemic break out that
    requires reduced class sizes and distancing.  The beauty of the 98
    Franklin project is that this is just an added benefit to an already
    extremely beneficial and impactful project that, on its own, will only
    further increase the intellectual capital and future economic growth
    of our great City.

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


   
    In addition, the project will provide at 80+ affordable housing units
    that San Francisco desperately needs.  This project proposes design
    improvements to the public infrastructure and pedestrian
    rights-of-way, including streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily
    Streets.  The project will also help address the Hayes Valley
    neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased pedestrian
    activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved
    streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism, as well
    as significantly more lighting in the area.  The additional ad valorem
    taxes from the development should also help an already strained public
    service budget.
   
    French American International School has a history of working
    collaboratively with the community. The school has developed several
    previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped
    increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.
   
    I strongly encourage your support of French American International
    School and the 98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.
   
   
    --
    Onward!
   
    Chris W. Ellison
    (405) 996-6111 cell phone
   



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin Street Development and French American International High School
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:52:35 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/19/20, 10:26 AM, "Iwan Thomis" <iwanthomis@mac.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners
   
    I have been a San Francisco/District 5 resident for the last 23 years and I am a parent of a junior student at the
French American International High School. I have just reviewed the latest plans and ideas for the development of
the site at 98 Franklin and wanted to express my enthusiastic support for the vision shown here.
   
    The neighborhood around the current school site has seen a lot of positive change recently, not least with
redevelopment of buildings on Van Ness. However, there remain many problems in the area and it does not always
feel safe. Adding the density of both additional housing, retail, and a bustling school would surely create a better
overall environment. It seems that this would also fit with the improvements to SFMTA services on Van Ness. This
part of the city has been challenging for many years and I am pleased to see how it might now become more
connected and secure.
   
    Although my son will have graduated long before this development is complete I am excited that this work would
provide opportunity for future students, housing for many, and a better, safer, more live-able environment for all in
the neighborhood.
   
    Please support this plan and the long-term health of our city.
   
    Many thanks in advance
   
    yours sincerely
   
   
   
    Iwan Thomis
   

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the 98 Franklin Street Development
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:50:10 PM

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

From: Eunice Gillan <euniceg@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 10:41 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 98 Franklin Street Development
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
 
My name is Eunice Gillan-Short and I am a teacher at French American and International
High School in my fifth year at the school.  I am contacting you to express my support for
the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. 
 
French American and International High School is a school to be very proud of.  As San
Francisco’s oldest and largest international school, we have a diverse community that
brings people together from many different backgrounds.  This diversity is our strength and
we strive to create a deep shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and
principled young people who will make the world a better place.  When I moved to San
Francisco five years ago, French American and International quickly became my second
family, a sentiment I know many at the school feel. 
 
98 Franklin is a very important project for our school, but I would also like to highlight the
benefits it will have for the city of San Francisco well into the future.  As a mixed-use and
mixed-income development with the advantage of being close to transit lines, it has
immense potential for the city, especially as the project will provide more than 80 affordable
units which are desperately needed. Furthermore, a development such as this will provide

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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clear enhancements to Oak Street and Lily Street, and will act as a natural deterrent to
vandalism, given the proposed additional residents, retail space and improved streetscape.
 
One of the things I am most proud of with regards to French American and International is
our history of working collaboratively with the community. In the past, the school has
successfully developed several previously dormant properties, and the added security staff
and pedestrians that this brought to the area have been a welcome addition to the city.  I
can say with great confidence that the 98 Franklin Street project would follow in a similar
vein and I have no doubt that the city would benefit greatly from it.  Approval of this project
would open up a unique opportunity to create a world-class high school facility for our
school and allow us to continue to develop the diverse and innovative institution that we
are, as well as strengthen the already deep roots we have in Hayes Valley and San
Francisco, and our continued collaborative work with the community.
 
I, therefore, strongly urge your support of French American and International High School
and the 98 Franklin Street development. It is a truly remarkable school which is fully
deserving of this facility.
 
Thank you in anticipation.
 
Yours truly,
 
Eunice Gillan-Short
Humanities Teacher
+1 415-558-2000
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
Image removed by sender.

 

https://maps.google.com/?q=150+Oak+Street+%7C+San+Francisco,+CA+94102+%7C+USA&entry=gmail&source=g


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Teacher Support of the 98 Franklin Porject
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:49:43 PM

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

From: Julie Rouette <julier@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 11:08 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "LCuadra@bergdavis.com" <LCuadra@bergdavis.com>, Aaron
Levine <aaronl@frenchamericansf.org>
Subject: Teacher Support of the 98 Franklin Porject
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Julie Rouette and I am a teacher and have been a member
of the French American and International High School community for 4 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
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of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Julie Rouette
Teacher of Mathematics
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
Image removed by sender.

https://maps.google.com/?q=150+Oak+Street+%7C+San+Francisco,+CA+94102+%7C+USA&entry=gmail&source=g


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 98 Franklin - French American International High School building
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:47:03 PM

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

From: Amy Johnson <amydejohnson@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 11:54 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for 98 Franklin - French American International High School building
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Amy Johnson, San Francisco resident (district 1) and
parent of Juliette & Corinne Johnson. I have been a resident of San Francisco for 20
years and a part of the French American community for 7 years.

As San Francisco's oldest and largest international school, our community brings
together people from many backgrounds in the shared vision of developing
compassionate, confident, and principled students who will make the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco now and well into the future.
The project provides 80+affordable unites, while improving the public realm and
making the neighborhood more pedestrian friendly.

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism, which we have personally experienced. Increased pedestrian activity –
which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a
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natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Amy Johnson - 2508 Mcallister St. 

 

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Resident Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:46:49 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/19/20, 11:58 AM, "Natalie Drieu" <nataliedrieu@gmail.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is Natalie
Zee Drieu.  I am a San Francisco native and resident in SOMA/South Beach area. I’m the parent of Chloe Drieu and
have been a member of the French American and International High School community for since 2011.
   
    What I love the most about our city is the diverse cultures. I am Chinese-American and my parents met in San
Francisco almost 50 years ago in Chinatown.
    I also met my French native husband here in this city. French-American International School is one of the oldest
and largest international schools. Our community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we
strive to create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the
world better.
   
    98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development that
will serve San Francisco well into the future.
   
    The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs.
   
    This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing welcome
streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.
   
    The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased
pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a natural
deterrent to vandalism.
   
    French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community. The school
has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the
neighborhood.
   
    Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high school

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


facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San
Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.
   
    The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct
civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.
   
    I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development. Thank you.
   
    Best,
    Natalie Drieu
   



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: My optimism of the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:46:33 PM

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

From: Alistair Hamilton <alistairh@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 11:59 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: My optimism of the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my optimism for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development and its critical role in the continued advancement of the mission of
French American and International High School. My name is Alistair Hamilton and I
lead the Creative and Performing Arts department and proudly occupy our Arts
Pavilion at 66 Page/65 Lily St.

I am proud to represent the Arts at San Francisco's oldest and largest international
school. Our community brings together people from many backgrounds and I have
the distinct pleasure to bring our student and adult populations together through a
series of concerts, performances, exhibitions, and screenings. Together we strive to
create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled
people who will make the world better. Our rich community has been such a positive
member of Hayes Valley and we are united in our optimism for the success this
project will bring our students.

Providing 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs, 98 Franklin is
exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated

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


development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. This project proposes
design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing
welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Alistair
 
--
Alistair Hamilton (He/Him/His)
Head of Creative and Performing Arts
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
Image removed by sender.

https://maps.google.com/?q=150+Oak+Street+%7C+San+Francisco,+CA+94102+%7C+USA&entry=gmail&source=g


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support of the 98 Franklin Street Housing Project.
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 12:46:19 PM

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

From: Stephane de Bord <stephane.debord@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 12:00 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support of the 98 Franklin Street Housing Project.
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My
name is Stephane de Bord.  I’m a San Francisco resident and I’m the parent of 2 high schoolers
and one middle schooler and have been a member of the French American and International
High School community for 14 years. 

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together
people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops
compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated
development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way -
providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism.
Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved
streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.  

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security
staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

     Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world-
class high school facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative
institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.

     The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and
will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.

     I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin
Street development. Thank you.

Best,
 
Stephane P. de Bord
201 Mission Street, 12Fl.
San Francisco, CA 94105
(o) 415-727-2606
(c) 415-225-5456
 
 

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support our school.
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 10:11:53 AM

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

From: Daniel Paz <danielp@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 9:49 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support our school.
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Daniel Paz, I've been a teacher at International High
School  for 32 years and my two children attend it.

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

 
Daniel Paz
Spanish teacher
+1 415-558-2000
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
Image removed by sender.

 

https://maps.google.com/?q=150+Oak+Street+%7C+San+Francisco,+CA+94102+%7C+USA&entry=gmail&source=g


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Future French American Campus
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 10:11:27 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/19/20, 9:57 AM, "Nicole Bernstein" <nicoleoncina@icloud.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is Nicole
Bernstein, I’m a San Francisco resident, and I’m the parent of  a 4-yr-old boy who attends French American. We are
excited to be a part of the French American community and hope that our son will attend through high school,
hopefully at a state-of-the-art campus at 98 Franklin.
   
    The FAIS community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
   
    98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development that
will serve San Francisco well into the future.
   
    The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs
   
    This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing welcome
streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.
   
    The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased
pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – is a natural
deterrent to vandalism.
   
    French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community. The school
has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the
neighborhood.
   
    Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high school
facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San
Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.
   

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


    The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and will be a distinct
civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.
   
    I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development. Thank you.
   
   
    Best,
    Nicole & Jeffrey Bernstein
   
   
   



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

From: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: 2020-001384CUA-1650 Polk Street-PC Hearing May 21, 2020
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:50:17 AM
Attachments: 2020-001384CUA_1650 Polk Street_Response_Commission Information Request (ID 1183482).pdf

All-
Please see the attached response the project sponsor has provided in response to Commission Vice
President Moore’s questions regarding fee structure, operation, and life safety. Feel free to reach
out if you need anything more.
 
Best,
 
Mathew Chandler, Planner
Flex Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9048 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.
 

From: Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:44 AM
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC) <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: 1650 Polk
 

 

 

Kathrin Moore, FAICP Assoc. AIA
MooreUrban Design
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>
Date: May 18, 2020 at 8:40:15 AM PDT
To: matthew.chandler@sfgov.org
Subject: 1650 Polk
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Reponses to topic/questions  May 18, 2020 


 


Business Plan 


Fee Structures - Attached are estimated general admission  and party fees.  General admission is based 
on a daily rate.  The general admission fee entitles one child and one adult entry.  We will not allow 
admission for a  single child or a single adult.  No membership is required.  Our playground policy is to 
provide ALL children (residents of all income levels)to use our facility and have fun.  We plan to work 
with various city agencies to promote our playground for everyone to use by issuing free passes and 
discounts.  Some of the agencies we intend to contact include children services (California Children 
Services & Wu Yee Children Services), churches (Janice Mirikitani Glide Family Youth & Child Care), and 
elementary schools & day cares ( Yick Wo Elementary, Malcolm X Elementary & Mission Child Care 
Consortium). 


Hours of Operation - Daily 10:00am to 9:00pm    (Playground and Restaurant) 


Noise Impacts - All activities will be indoor, zero noise to the surrounding neighbors.  Internally, where 
appropriate, we plan to install absorptive padding, sound baffles, and foam wedges  to lower sound 
noises within the playground. 


Life and Fire Safety - After the Planning process, our next step is to obtain the building permit from the 
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection and permits from fire code officials .  We are working 
with our designers and engineers to comply with the current California Fire Code, building regulations 
and ordinances.  Some of the issues we will address are fire sprinklers, fire egress, smoke alarms, carbon 
monoxide alarms, extinguishers, safety signs and occupancy. 


We will be operating a limited restaurant of accessory use.  No cooking is required; therefore, exhaust 
hoods and fire ansul systems are not required.  
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$5 Off Genera! Admission
Kid's Playground


1650 Polk Street,
(415) 775-e090


San Francisco, CA 94109
Email wowkids@gmail


www. wowkids.com
This Coupon Must Have a


Company Stamp to Be Valid.
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special pricing, advance sale tickets or any other purchase, Valid for single-day admission only. Not valid for membership or 
I


I annual pass purchase. Not for resale. Coupon has no cash value, Prices and hours subject to change without notice. Parking not I
I included No expiration date as long as wow Kid's Playground is in operation. @2020 Wow Kids Playground. All Rights Reserved. I
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One Free Child Admission
Kid's Playground


1650 Polk Street,
(415) 775-90e0


San Francisco, CA 94109
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Matthew:

Could you please give me a call at 1 415 254.9183- I have a question about the 1650
Polk St project.

Kathrin Moore
Planning Commissioner 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: My Voice of Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:35:25 AM

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

From: Konrad Ng <konrad@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 9:29 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: My Voice of Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners:

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Konrad Ng. I am a San Francisco resident and I am the
parent of Maya and have been a member of the French American and International
High School community for 5 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-

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


of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Kind regards,

 
Konrad H. Ng, M.D.
Board Certified in Physical Medicine & Rehabilitation
Fellowship Trained in Interventional Pain Management
_______________________________________________________
 

 
Multidisciplinary and Interventional Pain Management
 
2100 Webster Street, Suite 314   | San Francisco, CA 94115
1580 Valencia Street, Suite 703   | San Francisco, CA 94110
Tel: (415) 737-0555   | Fax: (415) 737-0595   | www.phspine.com

http://www.phspine.com/


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin - Great project for the community
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:21:06 AM

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

From: Katia Aouat <katiaa@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 9:20 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin - Great project for the community
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Katia Aouat. I work in the Hayes Valley and I am a San
Francisco resident. I’m the parent of two kids: Saskia Rafoni, who will start her junior
year during Fall 2020 at French American International High School and Ulysses
Rafoni, entering 6ht grade in the Fall 2020 at French American International School. I
have been a member of the French American International community for 22 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development.

Thank you.

 
Katia Aouat
Professeur de Français
French American International School | International High School
Lycée International Franco-Américain
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
www.frenchamericansf.org
Image removed by sender.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:14:18 AM

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

From: Diane Novo <dianen@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 9:09 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Diane Novo and I am a San Francisco resident and lived in
Hayes Valley for many years. I'm also an employee of the French American
International School for the past 5 years.

French American is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school and our
community brings together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to
create a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled
people who will make the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. The project
will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

Sincerely,
 
Diane Novo
 

"Service to others is the rent you pay for your room here on earth"
~ Muhammad Ali
 
Diane Novo
Academic Technology Supervisor
(415) 558-2000
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
Image removed by sender.

https://maps.google.com/?q=150+Oak+Street+%7C+San+Francisco,+CA+94102+%7C+USA&entry=gmail&source=g


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Expressing my support for the 98 Franklin project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 8:54:36 AM

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

From: Sarah Pinto <sarahpinto1@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 8:53 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Expressing my support for the 98 Franklin project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Sarah Pinto.  I am a San Francisco resident and I’m the
parent of Noah and Salome Peyronel and have been a member of the French
American and International High School community for 3 years.  

FAIS is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs.

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with

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


vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development.

Thank you.

Sarah Pinto

 
--
Sarah Pinto Peyronel



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Development Project at 98 Franklin Street in San Francisco
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 8:23:23 AM

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

From: Jordan Otis <jordanotis@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 8:19 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>, Nina Geneson <ninagotis@gmail.com>
Subject: Support for Development Project at 98 Franklin Street in San Francisco
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
I write on behalf of myself and my wife, Nina Geneson, to express our support for the proposed
development at 98 Franklin Street in San Francisco. Both Nina and I are San Francisco natives who
live in the City with our children, Colton and Kiara, who are in Pre-Kindergarten at French American.
 We have been a members of the French American and International High School community for the
past year, and look forward to continuing to be part of this community for many years to come. 
French America  International School is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. One
of the primary reasons we chose French American for our children’s educations is the school's
community, which  is incredibly diverse and brings together people from many different
backgrounds. We are proud to be part of a community that strives to create a shared culture that
develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
The development at 98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking,
transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.  We understand
that the project will provide 80+ affordable units, which we can all agree San Francisco desperately
needs.  This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way
- providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.  We also understand that
the project will also help address the Hayes Valley neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism by
increasing pedestrian activity in the area – through additional residents, new retail, and improved
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streetscapes – which will act as a natural deterrent to vandalism.
French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the community.
The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added security staff, and helped
increase foot traffic in the neighborhood. Located in the Hub District, the 98 Franklin project is a
unique opportunity to create a world- class high school facility for the French American International
School – a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in
particular.
The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape, and will
be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of place.
Both my wife and I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and
the 98 Franklin Street development. 
Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Jordan Otis & Nina Geneson



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Alexander, Christy (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support the 98 Franklin Project!
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 8:00:32 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/18/20, 6:35 PM, "CHRISTIAN BONOMO" <chris@c3h.org> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel & Planning Commissioners,
   
    I whole-heartedly support the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is Christian P. Bonomo and I
have lived in San Francisco for 25 years. Additionally, I am the parent of three children that have attended French
American and/or International High School. As such, I have been a member of the French American and
International High School community for 14 years.
   
    French American International School is San Francisco's oldest & largest international school. The community is
diverse - bringing together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that
develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
   
    Over my quarter century living in our city, I have seen Hayes Valley blossom. The project at 98 Franklin will help
to continue this process. It provides additional housing to the city, including 80+ affordable units. It will liven up
that part of the neighborhood with foot traffic from both the school community & residents.
   
    A long time ago the French American International School made a big bet on the community when it moved into
150 Oak. During the ensuing time, it has shown itself to be a stalwart part of the neighborhood and has worked with
the community to develop many dormant properties. It looks forward to extending its roots in the neighborhood with
the 98 Franklin project.
   
    Please give your support to the French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street development.
Thank you & be safe.
   
    Best,
    Christian P. Bonomo
   
   
   

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Christy.Alexander@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting the innovative 98 Franklin project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:57:35 AM

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

From: Julie Strong <julies@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 5:12 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting the innovative 98 Franklin project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Julie Strong, and I am the Director of Teaching and
Learning and have been a member of the French American and International High
School community for 1 year. Previously I lived in the Inner Sunset for 13 years.

The School

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


needs.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District, the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a
world- class high school facility for the French American Internal School – a diverse
and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in
particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

Closing

This project is the type of innovative community-based approach that has made San
Francisco a world-class city, and I strongly encourage your support of French
American International School and the 98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Julie Strong

 
Julie Strong, Ph.D. (She/Her/Hers)
Director of Teaching and Learning, Accreditation Coordinator
+1 415-558-2097 (direct)
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA
Image removed by sender.



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: My full support for the French American + International school project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:57:12 AM

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

From: Sébastien Dufresnes <sebastiend@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 5:18 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: My full support for the French American + International school project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is
Sébastien DUFRESNES, I’m a Hayes Valley resident I’m a faculty and have been a member of the
French American and International High School community for 13 years.  

The School

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings together people
from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops compassionate,
confident, and principled people who will make the world better.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development
that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way - providing
welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

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


Thanks for supporting and voting for this great project! 

Sébastien DUFRESNES
Upper School French
150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA

https://maps.google.com/?q=150+Oak+Street+%7C+San+Francisco,+CA+94102+%7C+USA&entry=gmail&source=g


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please consider my strong support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:57:02 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 5/18/20, 6:24 PM, "Philippe Sanchez" <pxsanchez@gmail.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
   
    I’d like to express here my strong (!) support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development.
   
    My name is Philippe Sanchez. I am a proud San Francisco resident, the CEO of  San Francisco based company,
the parent of two bright young adults Maximilien and Odessa both students and alumni of the French American
High School, and a trustee and board member of the French American and International High School (IHS).
   
    As you probably know, IHS is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops compassionate,
confident, and principled people who will make the world better.
   
    I’m personally proud and very excited by the prospect of the 98 Franklin project. Mixed-use, mixed-income,
placemaking, transit-orientated development… This world-class project will serve San Francisco well into the future
and will make us even prouder our our city and its ability to encourage the creation of a remarkable high school
facility and a diverse and innovative institution.
   
    I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development.
   
    Thank you.
   
    Philippe
   
    ---
   
    Philippe Sanchez
    226 Edgewood Avenue
    San Francisco, CA 94117
    CEO, Foxeye Robotics

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


    Cell +1 (415) 602 6462
    pxsanchez@gmail.com
    linkedin.com/in/philippesanchez
   
   
   
   



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please support 98 Franklin
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:56:49 AM

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

From: Chris Beahn <cbeahn@yahoo.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 6:36 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please support 98 Franklin
 

 

Good afternoon,
 
I would ask that you support the 98 Franklin Street development. I am excited to have a true multi-use project which
can provide affordable and market-rate housing, schooling and retail, in my neighborhood. The density is good, the
transit options are great, and the bicycle accessibility is good. 
 
I have lived in Hayes Valley/Lower Haight for 14 years and have appreciated the changes I have seen, from the
reinvention of Octavia to the redevelopment of Haight and Laguna. More recently, I have loved the slow streets --
although not the circumstances that brought them about. I have 2 kids (4 and 7) that my wife and I are raising in the
neighborhood, and both now attend the French American. The school has been part of our lives for just a few years,
but has been part of Hayes Valley for decades. Maybe my youngest will even get to attend classes in the new
building?
 
98 Franklin will provide a great boost to the surrounding blocks, ensuring more traffic and life to improve the
thoroughfare from Van Ness to Franklin, Gough, Hayes Valley and the Lower Haight. This will make the entrance
to our neighborhoods more inviting. 
 
I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98 Franklin Street
development. 
 
Thank you, 
Chris Beahn, neighborhood resident since 2005

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


 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Strongly support the project at 98 Franklin, the Hub Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:56:39 AM

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

From: Laurance Lee <laulemlee@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 6:29 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Strongly support the project at 98 Franklin, the Hub Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my strong unqualified support for the proposed 98
Franklin Street development. My name is Laurance Lee, a native San Franciscan and
a current resident.  I’m the parent of Elysia Lee, grade 9, and have been a member of
the French American and International High School community for 11 years. I have
volunteered at the school for every year, including serving as the Parent Teacher
Association President. I know the school and its administration very well.

French American and International High School

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better. The school is a gem of an asset to its students, the staff, the
neighborhood, the community, the City, and families in the Bay Area. I remember the
days when Hayes Valley was a lot less clean and the school has contributed to the
area in so many ways over the years.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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The Project

I can speak about this project not just as a member of the school community, but as a
practicing real estate developer who specializes in mixed use projects that are
designed to contribute actively to the neighborhood community.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, place-making, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world-class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

Closing

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Laurance Lee



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin Street: Long-Time SF Resident Letter of Support
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:56:29 AM

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

From: Ahmed Khaishgi <akhaishgi@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 7:48 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: 98 Franklin Street: Long-Time SF Resident Letter of Support
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Ahmed Khaishgi. I have lived in San Francisco for the last
21 years and have seen the city develop and evolve.

We love the City and are raising our 3 children in the city. We have two children who
attend the French American and International High Schools (FAIS/IHS) and will have
a child at the school through 2032!  

The School

As you know, FAIS / IHS is San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. In
these divisive times, FAIS/IHS have created a true community of the best of San
Francisco, with immense racial and socio-economic diversity while maintaining great
academic rigor.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, transit-orientated

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


development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs.
This project will improve pedestrian rights-of-way - improving Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also reduce vandalism. Population and pedestrian density – which the
additional residents, new retail, and improved streetscape will create – always
reduces vandalism.

French American International School has a great history of working with the Hayes
Valley community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties,
added security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Closing

The 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high school
facility for the French American International School – a diverse and innovative
institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in particular.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Ahmed Khaishgi
455 Frederick Street
San Francisco, CA 94117



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 98 Franklin Letter of Support by a FAIS family member and local community member
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:56:15 AM

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

From: Erica Kodiyan <ekodiyan@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 8:11 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Erica Kodiyan <ekodiyan@gmail.com>, Manu Kodiyan <makodiyan@gmail.com>, "Preston,
Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, Aaron Levine <aaronl@frenchamericansf.org>,
"lcuadra@bergdavis.com" <lcuadra@bergdavis.com>
Subject: 98 Franklin Letter of Support by a FAIS family member and local community member
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Erica Kodiyan.  I am a West Mission/ San Francisco
resident and I’m the parent of Isabella Kodiyan, 7th grader and have been a
member of the French American and International High School community for 10
years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The mixed-use project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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desperately needs and market rate units along with occupied commercial space.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets and
helping to breathe new life into the community.

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American Internal School – a diverse
and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in
particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Erica Kodiyan



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: The Hub/98 Franklin Project - Please support this important advancement for our school, our neighborhood

and community!
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:56:01 AM

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

From: Cigdem Gencer <cfgencer@yahoo.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 8:29 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: The Hub/98 Franklin Project - Please support this important advancement for our
school, our neighborhood and community!
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Cigdem Gencer. I am a 20-year San Francisco resident. My son
has attends 7th grade at the French American International School, and we have been
active members of the French American and International High School community
throughout the past 8 years, and the Hayes Valley neighborhood for even longer than that.

French American and International High School is San Francisco's oldest and largest
international school. One of the most important reasons we chose our school is that our
community brings together people from diverse backgrounds, experiences, and socio-
economic levels. Together we strive to create a shared culture that develops
compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make the world better.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, place-making, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.
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The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs. This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian
rights-of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets.
The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood. Located in the Hub
District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create a world- class high
school facility for the French American Internal School – a diverse and innovative
institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley, in particular. The new
campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape,
and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and
sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98
Franklin Street development. 

I also want to express my gratitude for you, for keeping our government functioning, and
thinking for the future during this particularly challenging time.

With deep appreciation,

Cigdem Gencer

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support The Hub and development of 98 Franklin Street for the International High School and Affordable

Housing
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:55:26 AM

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

From: Daniel Klingebiel <daniel@ncissf.org>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 9:18 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support The Hub and development of 98 Franklin Street for the International High
School and Affordable Housing
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Daniel Klingebiel.  I’m the parent of Maia and Colton
Klingebiel, both soon to become High School students, and have been a member of
the French American and International High School community for 42 years.  

The School

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

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


The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world-class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

Closing

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Daniel Klingebiel
 
Daniel Klingebiel, CFM
He/Him/His
Executive Director
National Center For International Schools
150 Oak Street
San Francisco, CA 94102-7702
T - (415) 865.6040
F - (415) 865.6042
E - daniel@ncissf.org
 

P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information or otherwise be protected by
law. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended

mailto:daniel@ncissf.org


recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.
 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:55:14 AM

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

From: Andrei Terebilo <andreiterebilo@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 10:10 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 18, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
We are writing to voice our support for approval of the installation of new lights at St. Ignatius Field
in order to create more options for student athletes and allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start
time in accordance to CA State law.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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We have been residents of the Sunset district of San francisco since 2001. 
We have two daughters who attend SI, both of whom are student athletes. Through their
participation we have come to appreciate the value of on-campus practices in relation to students'
academics, life balance, and mental health.
 
In addition please consider the multiple benefits of better lit campus fields for the safety around the
school, which is an important factor for us as our daughters sometimes walk or bike from school
after dusk.
 
Finally, the team sports at SI are an important part of life for many alumni and their parents who live
in the neborhood. I know we will be attnding games long after our dughters graduate. 
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests and
get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through the
shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a strong feeling
of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
 
Sincerely:
Dr. Andrei Terebilo and Dr. Nina Bubnova
1571 41st ave, San Francisco, CA
 
andreiterebilo@gmail.com

mailto:andreiterebilo@gmail.com


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Supporting the FAIS/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:54:47 AM

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

From: Perle Deutsch <perle.deutsch@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 10:15 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Supporting the FAIS/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Perle Deutsch. I am a Sunnyside resident. I’m the parent of
Yehudi and Ivry Shadpour and have been a member of the French American and
International High School community for 4 years.  

The School

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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needs

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American Internal School – a diverse
and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in
particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. 

Thank you. 

Perle Deutsch



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Advocating for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:54:33 AM

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

From: Farzin Shadpour <farzin.shadpour@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 10:19 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Advocating for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Farzin Shadpour. I am a San Francisco Resident. I’m the
parent of Yehudi and Ivry Shadpour and have been a member of the French
American and International High School community for 4 years.  

The School

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

The Project

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately

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

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American Internal School – a diverse
and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley in
particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

Closing

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the
98 Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Respectfully,

-Farzin Shadpour



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the French American International School Project at 98 Franklin St
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:53:21 AM

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

From: gino fortunato <yospike0@yahoo.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 at 7:46 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the French American International School Project at 98 Franklin St
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Gino Fortunato and I am a resident of the Lake district in San
Francisco. I’m the parent of Nicholas Fortunato and have been a member of the French
American and International High School community for 10 years.  

We are San Francisco's oldest and largest international school. Our community brings
together people from many backgrounds. Together we strive to create a shared
culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who will make
the world better.

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future.

The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs, a need that is getting more desperate all the time.

This project proposes design improvements to the public realm and pedestrian rights-
of-way - providing welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. 
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The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity – which the additional residents, new retail,
and improved streetscape will create – is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood.

Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin project is a unique opportunity to create
a world- class high school facility for the French American International School – a
diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San Francisco and Hayes Valley
in particular.

The new campus is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban
landscape, and will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture,
mission, and sense of place.

I strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98
Franklin Street development. Thank you.

Kind Regards,

Gino Fortunato

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pandemic Impacts on SF Land Use and Transportation Planning
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 4:27:20 PM
Attachments: SF-LUC & Pandemic Impact on SF.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: "info@sfluc.org" <info@sfluc.org>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 2:43 PM
To: "Breed, Mayor London (MYR)" <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>, "Yee, Norman (BOS)"
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>, "Tumlin, Jeffrey (MTA)" <Jeffrey.Tumlin@sfmta.com>
Cc: "Fewer, Sandra (BOS)" <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)"
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "MandelmanStaff, [BOS]" <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>, "Mar,
Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>,
"Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@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>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
"Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas
(CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "MTABoard@sfmta.com" <MTABoard@sfmta.com>,
"ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net" <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>, "brucew@hanc-sf.org"
<brucew@hanc-sf.org>, Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>, Gary Weiss
<garysfx@gmail.com>, "dratler@sonic.net" <dratler@sonic.net>, "junonajonas@yahoo.com"
<junonajonas@yahoo.com>, "tesw@aol.com" <tesw@aol.com>,
"stephanie@stephaniepeek.com" <stephanie@stephaniepeek.com>,
"kcourtney@rhcasf.com" <kcourtney@rhcasf.com>, "gswooding@gmail.com"
<gswooding@gmail.com>, Marlayne Morgan <marlayne16@gmail.com>,
"kbsmail@sbcglobal.net" <kbsmail@sbcglobal.net>, "karenmillerwood@gmail.com"
<karenmillerwood@gmail.com>, chris bigelow <cgbigelow@gmail.com>,
"matthewtmccabe@gmail.com" <matthewtmccabe@gmail.com>, Roberta Boomer
<Roberta.Boomer@sfmta.com>
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May 18, 2020 
 
 
Mayor London Breed 
President Norman Yee 
Director Jeffrey Tumlin 
 
Re:   Pandemic Impacts on SF Land Use and Transportation Planning 
 
Currently, much discussion is taking place among urban planners around the future of cities as 
this pandemic impacts both developed and developing nations. Some think tanks are comment-
ing that planning philosophy created too many global centers with an unhealthy level of density.  
Others are going as far as defending urban sprawl – LA vs NYC as a better model, and pointing 
out that the population trend in countries like the US has been moving out of cities and back to 
suburbs for some time.  Still others are pointing to the ability of cities to weather pandemics 
throughout history and emerge more resilient and vital as centers of innovation and influence. 
 
Public transportation in particular is coming in for criticism, with opponents claiming that every-
one will want to revert to a personal car.  Traffic engineers are countering this claim by explain-
ing the math and physics of moving millions of people each day.  Single vehicle trips will grid-
lock every street, road and freeway surrounding major employment centers.  San Francisco is 
predicted to be the hardest hit city in the US when Shelter-in-Place is lifted. 
 
The following opinions and projections from planning websites are of particular interest for de-
signing the city of San Francisco and the larger Bay Area in the future: 
 
 
Budget Problems  
 
The City’s current development goals must be recalibrated in light of reduced economic activity 
and tax revenue at the City and State levels.  The projections for the next two fiscal years indi-
cate a pandemic-induced $1.7 billion budget deficit for San Francisco.  
 
 
Environment 
 
One silver lining is the improvement in air quality all over the world during this temporary shut-
down.  Predictions are that the reopening of most economies will have an even more devastat-
ing impact on global warming, as countries, including the US federal government, are pushing 
back long-term environmental protections to jump start economies.  SF and Bay Area cities 
need to be vigilant to ensure new policies continue to protect the environment. 
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Housing 
 
We have already seen that high-rise towers do not appeal to families for permanent housing in 
the US.  With affluent families fleeing to second homes and those remaining in cities facing park 
and playground closures, we need to reevaluate the positives of low to mid rise family friendly 
housing with access to open space. 
 
 
Neighborhood Retail Corridors 
 
During Shelter-in-Place, essential services are often accessed by walking.  Many residents will 
not want to return to big box stores after reopening. This makes protection and expansion of lo-
cal merchant corridors even more important. 
 
 
Open Space 
 
San Franciscans have inadequate open space to accommodate social distancing.  Compared to 
Oakland, another major Bay Area city, SF has twice the population and half the acreage.  Oak-
land is also protecting acres of open space around Lake Merritt and in the hills for permanent 
recreational use, while thousands of new housing units are being approved in SF neighbor-
hoods without park or recreation facilities. 
 
 
Telemedicine 
 
With medical appointments encouraged to be online, the need for medical office space and an-
cillary facilities in SF will diminish.  Clinics that are currently in large cities will be able to operate 
in outlying areas more easily. 
 
 
Teleworking 
 
Office workers have been the most fortunate segment of the working population in the Bay 
Area.  Many of them were able to accomplish a significant percentage of their work from home, 
and will push to avoid unnecessary hours of commute time when the Shelter-in-Place orders are 
lifted, lessening the demand for current and future office space. 
 
 
Transportation 
 
San Francisco cannot operate without public transportation, with over 772,000 trips per working 
day on transit and another 450,000 automobile trips (2018 MTA Report). Social distancing will 
require fewer people in each train and bus car, requiring more frequency of lines and shuttles, 
thus raising the cost for each rider. At the same time, local and state government spending is 
being slashed, which will significantly impact BART, MUNI and CalTrain.  Having one of the old-
est fleets in the country, San Francisco will be particularly vulnerable in light of these slashed 
budgets. 
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Tourism 
 
When economies reopen, there will be a renewed demand for more live interactions.  Confer-
ence centers, hotels, ballparks, concerts, performances, restaurants and bars will once again 
provide a draw for travelers to cities.  Our huge investment in and protection of these venues 
needs to be maintained if SF is to reemerge as an international destination.  Given that the ma-
jority of hospitality and retail jobs pay lower wages, it is necessary to accelerate our affordable 
housing production to support these major segments of the local economy. 
 
 
This is an opportunity to reevaluate our planning and approvals philosophies here in San Fran-
cisco.  Our recommendations: 
 
 
1. Halt planning approvals for new office buildings, high rise residential towers and 


medical complexes; 
 
2. Limit new housing production to all affordable projects, with the emphasis on low to 


mid-rise family developments with open space, similar to the Shipyard in BayView; 
 
3. Protect and encourage the durability of neighborhood merchant corridors and vital 


tourism districts like Union Square, Fisherman’s Wharf, the Performing Arts District 
and the Embarcadero;    


 
4. Require significant ground level public and private open space in all developing ar-


eas, e.g., the Balboa Reservoir, the Hub, the Mission, etc. 


 
5. Update the transportation plan to address post-pandemic ridership changes. 


 
6. Recalibrate housing development goals to adjust for lower tax revenues at the City 


and State levels. 
 
 
We look forward to discussing these and other ideas with San Francisco officials and leaders. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Members of San Francisco Land Use Coalition 
 
 
 
 
cc.  SF Supervisors 
       SF Planning Commissioners 
       SFMTA Directors 
 
 
 
 
 
 







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

Subject: Pandemic Impacts on SF Land Use and Transportation Planning
 

 

Honorable Mayor Breed
President Yee
Director Tumlin

This is to transmit the attached document, “Pandemic Impacts on SF Land Use and
Transportation Planning,” prepared by the San Francisco Land Use Coalition (SFLUC).

Representatives of the SFLUC also respectfully request the opportunity to meet with you at a
time of your convenience to expand on this analysis.  If you or a member of your staff kindly
would respond to info@sfluc.org, we will be happy to coordinate the arrangements.

We very much appreciate your interest, your service to our City, and the opportunity to work
with you toward the continued security and well-being of San Francisco.

The San Francisco Land Use Coalition



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 1:22:22 PM
Attachments: Line-to-Line Survey Request for 4118 21st St_Fong (#2020-000215CUA, formerly 2018-002602CUA).pdf

4118 21st Street 2020-000215CUARequest to Support Completion of Line-To-Line Survey_Ibarra.pdf
LETTER OF OPPOSITION TO 4118 21ST ST_2020-000215CUA_Ramo_Santucci.pdf
4118 21st Street 2020-000215CUA_formerly2018-002602CUA_Klumb.pdf
LETTER OF OPPOSITION TO 4118 21ST_2020-000215CUA_Larsen.pdf
4118-21st Street (2020-000215CUA) Request To Support Completion of Line-To-Line Survey_Schroeder.pdf
4118 21st Street_Kallman.pdf
Objection to Proposed Project at 4118 21st Street (#2020-000215CUA)_Guaspari.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: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 1:07 PM
To: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<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>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Hicks, Bridget
(CPC)" <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>, Delvin Washington <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>, Kay
Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, C Schroeder <cschroeder.us@gmail.com>, Joan Ramo
<theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Curtis Larsen <curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Carlos Ibarra
<ybarcarlos@gmail.com>
Subject: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
 

 

Dear Supervisor Mandelman: 
 
Many thanks to you and Jacob for the time and support you’ve given this mediation.
We’ve had a chance to engage with the project team for 4118 21st St., and we feel

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


Line-to-Line Survey Request for 4118 21st St. (#2020-000215CUA, formerly 2018-
002602CUA)
1 message


Ashley Fong <ashleysfong@gmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 3:40 PM
To: kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, sue.diamond@sfgov.org, frank.fung@sfgov.org, theresa.imperial@sfgov.org,
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, "To:" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, bridget.hicks@sfgov.org, "Delvin (CPC)"
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>, ":" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, C Schroeder <cschroeder.us@gmail.com>


Dear Commissioners, Ms. Hicks, and Mr. Washington,


We are neighborhood residents on 21st St., close to the project at 4118 21st St.


The project currently under review for 4118 21st St. (#2020-000215CUA) is the second project to be proposed for
this address.  Problems associated with the first project (2018-002602CUA) still exist, most importantly trespass and
encroachment onto Mr. Carlos Ibarra's property at 4124 21st St.


Neighbors have asked the owners to perform an official line-to-line survey multiple times since September 2019.  We
have yet to see this happen or receive confirmation that it will.  No genuine, effective mediation can happen until it
takes place.


In addition, the 4118 project team continues to refer to the original building as a single-family home.  We have
presented proof multiple times of the existence of two rental units in the original building.  The current owners have
illegally demolished the original building to make way for the unpermitted construction currently in place.  By doing
so, they have removed any physical evidence of the previous structure.  The demolished structure was not a single-
family home, but a two-unit building.  The current plan replaces those two affordable units and a ~2800 sq. ft.
building with separate entrances to two market-rate units and a ~4500 sq. ft. building with a single entrance.  


We ask for your support of our neighbor, Carlos Ibarra, at 4124 21st St. by asking that the line-to-line survey be
completed, as well as for principled development throughout San Francisco.


Thank you,
Ashley Fong
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


4118 21st Street 2020-000215CUA Request to Support Completion of Line-To-Line
Survey
1 message


Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 5:00 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, "sue.diamond@sfgov.org"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "frank.fung@sfgov.org" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "theresa.imperial@sfgov.org"
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, "Washington, Delvin (CPC)" <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>,
"Hicks, Bridget (CPC)" <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>, "jonas.ionin" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Carlos <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>, C Schroeder <cschroeder.us@gmail.com>, Joan Ramo
<theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, Curtis Larsen <curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>,
Ace 2121 <ace2121@gmail.com>, Tony Perisin <tperisin@gmail.com>, tony <tony@oleaplastering.com>, Raul Rodriguez
<raulrrodriguez@gmail.com>, Ashley Fong <ashleysfong@gmail.com>


Dear Commissioners, Ms. Hicks, and Mr. Washington


I am the neighborhood resident at 4124 21st Street, next to the project at 4118 21st St.


The project currently under review for 4118 21st St, (#2020-000215CUA) is the second project to be proposed for
this address. Problems associated with the first project (2018-002602CUA) still exist, most importantly trespass and
encroachment onto my property at 4124 21st St.


Neighbors have asked the owners to perform an official line-to-line survey multiple times since September 2019. It
has yet to be performed. No genuine, effective mediation can happen until it takes place.


What’s more, the 4118 project team continues to refer to the original building, which was illegally demolished to
make way for the unpermitted construction currently in place, as a single-family home. We have presented proof
multiple times of the existence of two rental units in the original building. The demolished structure was not a single-
family home, but a two-unit building. The current plan replaces those two affordable units and ~2800 sq. ft. building
with two market-rate units and a ~4500 sq. ft. building.


I ask for your support to protect my property, as well as for principled development throughout San Francisco.


Thank you,


Carlos Ibarra
(submitted by Kay Klumb at his request)
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


Re: LETTER OF OPPOSITION TO 4118 21ST ST 2020-000215CUA
1 message


Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 4:53 PM
To: joel.koppel@sfgov.org
Cc: "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "sue.diamond@sfgov.org" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
"frank.fung@sfgov.org" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "theresa.imperial@sfgov.org" <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
"milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"bridget.hicks@sfgov.org" <bridget.hicks@sfgov.org>, "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>,
"Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, Carlos
<ybarcarlos@gmail.com>, Andrew Kallman <ace2121@gmail.com>, Liz and Katrina <andrewsmadsen@gmail.com>, Kay
Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, Cynthia Schroeder <soschroeder@gmail.com>, Dorothy <dkellysf@yahoo.com>,
Anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com>, Ozzie <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>


May 13, 2020


Dear Commissioners:


While we neighbors greatly appreciate the efforts of Supervisor Mandelman's office
and Boe Hayward (the Project Sponsors' representative) to mediate outstanding
issues and to offer solutions during the continuance period, the lack of any
formal survey is fundamentally problematic here and the 3 of us cannot support this
project.


A FORMAL AND MARKED SURVEY TO DETERMINE THE WESTERN
BOUNDARY BETWEEN 4118 AND 4124 21ST STREET HAS NOT BEEN
CONDUCTED
Ongoing and unresolved as to the "true" property line, the proposed structure could
potentially--and illegally--encroach onto the property of 4124 21st Street.  The
homeowner of 4124 21st Street is vulnerable, older, and his interests are not able to
be fairly represented in this highly technical forum.  The neighbors are most
concerned with protecting this homeowner's interests so that he is treated equitably
and can continue to enjoy his home of 25 plus years. A formal survey would address
many open issues that relate to this project overall and must be a precondition for
any project approvals


DEMOLISHED STRUCTURE NOT A SFR: PROPOSED STRUCTURE DOES NOT
ADD ADDITIONAL HOUSING
It has been extensively documented that the demolished structure was in fact two
market-rate rental units (one being an UDU).  Irrefutable documentation attesting to
this includes: 


An extensive statement of rental status by a previous tenant
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Tenant buyout agreement
Historical Resource Evaluation indicating a second unit at 4118 21st St
Official U.S. Postal Service verification that two deliverable addresses
exist at 4118 21st St (4118 and 4118 1/2) certifying that this address had
two preexisting and distinct dwelling units


I implore your careful consideration of these facts. They are quite important to those
of us who live in this neighborhood and we ask, at the outset, that a formal line-to-
line marked survey be conducted prior to continuing with any project approvals.


Kind Regards,
Joan Ramo 4101 21st Street


Richard Santucci, MD, 404 Diamond Street


Christine Santucci, 404 Diamond Street
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


4118 21st Street: 2020-000215CUA formerly 2018-002602CUA
1 message


Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 4:25 PM
To: "to: bridget.hicks@sfgov.org" <bridget.hicks@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>,
"frank.fung@sfgov.org" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
"milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "sue.diamond@sfgov.org" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
"theresa.imperial@sfgov.org" <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org"
<Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "cc: Anne Guaspari"
<abguaspari@gmail.com>, Curtis Larsen <curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>,
Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, Andrew Kalman <ace2121@gmail.com>, info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com, Liz
Andrews <andrewsmadsen@gmail.com>, Dorothy Kelly <dkellysf@yahoo.com>, Jacob Bintliff <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>,
"Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>


Dear President Koppel, Commissioners and Planners,


I have lived at 382 Diamond Street which abuts the subject property for 39 years.  Thank you for continuing this matter
from April 23, 2020, so we neighbors could work with the Project Sponsors under the auspices of Supervisor
Mandelman's office.  We have met, but have not reached a resolution.  The problems with the first project of building
mass and size out of scale with the neighborhood, negative impact on our light, air and privacy, have been partially
addressed, but the intrusion over the West property line onto Carlos Ibarra's property at 4124 21st Street has not been
addressed at all.  It is still evident that having a professional line to line survey of that property line is critical.


Several of the neighbors and Mr. Ibarra have made the request for such a survey to the Project Sponsors on multiple
occasions since September, 2019.  To date, there has been no progress on completing a survey conveyed to us.  We
noted this week that there are no markings on the sidewalk in front of the properties to indicate the results of any
previous survey.  A survey should include on-site ground markers, be recorded, and sent to all of us before any project
plans are finalized, since the results may dictate plan revisions.


The Project Sponsors continue to misrepresent the original building as a single family, owner occupied 3025 square
foot residence.  We have presented compelling documentation previously to show that. at the time of purchase, it was
an affordable two unit rental building of not more than 2800 square feet.  The current project replaces the illegally
demolished building with two luxury units of more that 4500 square feet. 


I respectfully ask the Commission to require the Project Sponsors to have a professional line to line survey of their
West property line performed, recorded and reported before considering any project at 4118 21st Street; and to
correct the description of the original building.


Kay Klumb
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


LETTER OF OPPOSITION TO 4118 21ST ST 2020-000215CUA
1 message


Curtis Larsen <curtisalarsen@hotmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 4:16 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
"sue.diamond@sfgov.org" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "frank.fung@sfgov.org" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
"theresa.imperial@sfgov.org" <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "bridget.hicks@sfgov.org" <bridget.hicks@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, Anne
Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, Carlos <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>, Andrew Kallman <ace2121@gmail.com>, Liz and
Katrina <andrewsmadsen@gmail.com>, Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, Joan Ramo
<theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Cynthia Schroeder <soschroeder@gmail.com>, Dorothy <dkellysf@yahoo.com>,
Anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com>, Ozzie <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>


May 13, 2020


Dear Commissioners:


While we neighbors greatly appreciate the efforts of Supervisor Mandelman's office and Boe
Hayward (the Project Sponsors' representative) to mediate outstanding issues and to offer
solutions during the continuance period, the lack of any formal survey is fundamentally
problematic here and we cannot yet support this project.


A FORMAL AND MARKED SURVEY TO DETERMINE THE WESTERN BOUNDARY
BETWEEN 4118 AND 4124 21ST STREET HAS NOT BEEN CONDUCTED
Ongoing and unresolved as to the "true" property line, the proposed structure could potentially--
and illegally--encroach onto the property of 4124 21st Street.  The homeowner of 4124 21st
Street is vulnerable, older, and his interests are not able to be fairly represented in this highly
technical forum.  The neighbors are most concerned with protecting this homeowner's interests
so that he is treated equitably and can continue to enjoy his home of 25 plus years. A formal
survey would address many open issues that relate to this project overall and must be a
precondition for any project approvals


DEMOLISHED STRUCTURE NOT A SFR: PROPOSED STRUCTURE DOES NOT ADD
ADDITIONAL HOUSING
It has been extensively documented that the demolished structure was in fact two market-rate
rental units (one being an UDU).  Irrefutable documentation attesting to this includes: 


An extensive statement of rental status by a previous tenant
Tenant buyout agreement
Historical Resource Evaluation indicating a second unit at 4118 21st St
Official U.S. Postal Service verification that two deliverable addresses exist at 4118
21st St (4118 and 4118 1/2) certifying that this address had two preexisting and
distinct dwelling units
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I implore your careful consideration of these facts. They are quite important to those of us who
live in this neighborhood and we ask, at the outset, that a formal line-to-line marked survey be
conducted prior to continuing with any project approvals.


Kind Regards,
Curtis Larsen
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


4118-21st Street (2020-000215CUA): Request To Support Completion of Line-To-
Line Survey
1 message


C Schroeder <cschroeder.us@gmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 3:05 PM
To: "bridget.hicks@sfgov.org" <bridget.hicks@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>,
"frank.fung@sfgov.org" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
"milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "sue.diamond@sfgov.org" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
"theresa.imperial@sfgov.org" <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org"
<Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, Curtis Larsen <curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Joan Ramo
<theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, Andrew Kalman <ace2121@gmail.com>,
info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com, Liz Andrews <andrewsmadsen@gmail.com>, Dorothy Kelly <dkellysf@yahoo.com>,
Jacob Bintliff <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, Rafael Mandelman <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>


Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners, Ms. Hicks, and Mr. Washington,
 
As 15-year neighbors of 4118 21st Street, we oppose the approval of the proposed project 2020-000215CUA, which is 
scheduled to be heard on 5/21/2020. We respectfully request that the Planning Commission support the completion of 
a full and thorough line-to-line survey of the western property line at 4118-21st street PRIOR to finalizing the design 
plans for project 2020-000215CUA.
 
The project currently under review for 4118 21st St, (#2020-000215CUA) is the second project to be proposed for this 
address. Problems associated with the first project (2018-002602CUA) still exist, most importantly trespass and 
encroachment onto the neighbor’s property at 4124 21st St.
 
Neighbors have asked the owners to perform an official line-to-line survey multiple times since September 2019. It has 
yet to be performed. Meaningful mediation can take happen place only after this survey is completed and reviewed 
by the homeowner of 4124-21st (Carlos Ibarra).
 
The 4118 project team continues to refer to the original building, which was illegally demolished to make way for the 
unpermitted construction currently in place, as a single-family home. Proof of the existence of two rental units in the 
original building has been presented on multiple occasions. The demolished structure was not a single-family 
home, but a two-unit building with a lower unit tenant of 20+ years. The current plan replaces those two affordable 
units and ~2800 sq. ft. building with two market-rate units and a ~4500 sq. ft. building.
 
We ask for your support of our elderly neighbor, Carlos Ibarra, at 4124 21st St., as well as for principled development 
throughout San Francisco.
 
Sincerely,
Cynthia & Marc Schroeder








5/16/20, 4:29 PMGmail - 4118 21st Street
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


4118 21st Street
1 message


Ace 2121 <ace2121@gmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 10:35 AM
To: "Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org" <Delvin.Washington@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"bridget.hicks@sfgov.org" <bridget.hicks@sfgov.org>, "frank.fung@sfgov.org" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
"milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "sue.diamond@sfgov.org" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
"theresa.imperial@sfgov.org" <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, C Schroeder <cschroeder.us@gmail.com>, Curtis Larsen
<curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>


Dear Commissioners, Ms. Hicks, Mr. Washington and Mr. Ionln,


I am a neighborhood resident at 371 Diamond Street close to the 4118 21st St project.


The project currently under review for 4118 21st St, (#2020-000215CUA) is the second
project to be proposed for this address. Problems associated with the first project (2018-
002602CUA) still exist, most importantly trespass and encroachment onto my neighbor
Carlos Ibarra’s property at 4124 21st St.


Neighbors have asked the owners to perform an official line-to-line survey multiple times
since September 2019. It has yet to be performed. No genuine, effective mediation can
happen until it takes place.


What’s more, the 4118 project team continues to refer to the original building, which was
illegally demolished to make way for the unpermitted construction currently in place, as a
single-family home. 


We have presented proof multiple times of the existence of two rental units in the original
building. The demolished structure was not a single-family home, but a two-unit building. The
current plan replaces those two affordable units and ~2800 sq. ft. building with two market-
rate units and a ~4500 sq. ft. building.


We ask for your support of our neighbor, Carlos Ibarra, at 4124 21st St., as well as for
principled development throughout San Francisco.


Thank you, Andrew Kallman








5/16/20, 4:30 PMGmail - Objection to Proposed Project at 4118 21st Street (#2020-000215CUA)
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Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>


Objection to Proposed Project at 4118 21st Street (#2020-000215CUA)
1 message


Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com> Wed, May 13, 2020 at 10:44 AM
To: joel.koppel@sfgov.org, kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, sue.diamond@sfgov.org, frank.fung@sfgov.org,
theresa.imperial@sfgov.org, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, bridget.hicks@sfgov.org, "Washington, Delvin (CPC)"
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>
Cc: jonas.ionin@sfgov.org


Dear Commissioners, Ms. Hicks, and Mr. Washington,


We’re owners at 378 Diamond St., adjacent and to the north of 4118 21st St. We’ve lived here for more than 20
years.


The project currently under review for 4118 21st St, (#2020-000215CUA) is the second project to be proposed for
this address. Problems associated with the first project (2018-002602CUA) still exist, most importantly trespass and
encroachment onto the neighbor’s property at 4124 21st St.


Neighbors have asked the owners to perform an official line-to-line survey multiple times since September 2019. It
has yet to be performed. No genuine, effective mediation can happen until it takes place.


What’s more, the 4118 project team continues to refer to the original building, which was illegally demolished to
make way for the unpermitted construction currently in place, as a single-family home. We have presented proof
multiple times of the existence of two rental units in the original building. The demolished structure was not a single-
family home, but a two-unit building. The current plan replaces those two affordable units and ~2800 sq. ft. building
with two market-rate units and a ~4500 sq. ft. building.


We ask for your support of our neighbor, Carlos Ibarra, at 4124 21st St., as well as for principled development
throughout San Francisco.


Thank you,
Anne Guaspari
John Guaspari







that we’re making progress toward a resolution that can work for everyone.
 
We’re considering the most recent offer from the project team. It reads:
1) We have committed and will share with Bridget from Planning that the visual
marking of the boundary survey is a Condition of Approval from the Planning
Commission, so no building permits could be issued without the completion of the
visual marking.
2) In the unlikely event that the visual marking shows any encroachment over the joint
property line, our plans will be revised to eliminate any encroachment.  
3) In the unlikely event that the visual marking shows any debris or construction
material that has encroached over the joint property line, such construction material
will immediately be removed.
 
We agree with the project team that a professional line-to-line survey needs to be
performed and marked (Item 1) and very much appreciate the project team’s
commitment to completing it. 
 
However, any change required by this survey will revise their plans (Item 2) and
thus make their scheduled 5/21/20 presentation to the Planning Commission
inaccurate and the plans presented obsolete.
 
We believe that a continuance allowing the project team to have a professional
surveyor perform the survey before presenting to the Planning Commission is in the
best interest of all concerned — the Karamanoses, Carlos Ibarra and surrounding
neighbors, the Planning Commission, and the mediators.
 
We hope you’ll support us in a request for a second continuance so that the
survey may be performed and included in a complete presentation to the Planning
Commission. The project team has committed to performing the survey, and
mediation will be better served by performing the survey first.
 
Attached are pdfs of eight emails sent to the Planning Commission last week
expressing neighborhood opposition to the project as it stands, and requesting a line-
to-line survey.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions for us. We know that time is short and
look forward to hearing from you soon.
 
Thank you,

Anne Guaspari 378 Diamond St.
John Guaspari 378 Diamond St.
Kay Klumb 382 Diamond St
Joan Ramo 4101 21st Street
Richard Santucci MD 404 Diamond Street 
Christine Santucci 404 Diamond Street



Marc Schroeder 390 Diamond Street
Cynthia Schroeder 390 Diamond Street
Curtis Larsen 385 Eureka Street
Carlos Ibarra 4124 21st Street

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 12:27:07 PM

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

From: Molly McFadden <mmcfadden9614@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 12:01 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 16, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Molly McFadden, and I'm an Alumna of St. Ignatius College
Preparatory, as well as the Alumni Class Representative for the Class of 2014. I'm
also a resident of the Sunset District and have been my entire life of 24 years. 
 

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


I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice. If the field lights were in place during my time
at S.I., I would have benefitted from them in so many ways, which is why I strongly
support the approval of this project. 
 
As a team manger for our Freshman, Junior Varsity, and Varsity football teams
during my 4 years at S.I., I spent countless nights at football practice- many of
which were hindered by the early sunset in the fall. My colleagues and I (all young
women) had to complete our job of assisting in cleaning the field after practice and
making sure all of our equipment was locked away safely. Unfortunately, all of this
had to be done in the dark as we had no lights at our field. Not only was this
inconvenient, but frankly, it was scary as a young woman who stands at 5'3 and
only 115 pounds and was often walking to my car or to Muni in the dark.
Thankfully, our students and coaches were kind enough to look out for myself and
the other team managers and walk us to our cars. All of the St. Ignatius students and
staff can feel safe at night, though, if you approve this project. 
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Molly McFadden
2655 22nd Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
 
mmcfadden9614@gmail.com

mailto:mmcfadden9614@gmail.com


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

From: Major, Erica (BOS)
To: aj; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond,
Susan (CPC); Hood, Donna (PUC)

Cc: SNA BRC; Public Lands for Public Good; ccsfheat@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Reservoir SUD and Development Agreement
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 12:13:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Confirming your testimony has been added to Board File No. 200423.
 
ERICA MAJOR
Assistant Clerk
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 San Francisco, CA  94102
Phone: (415) 554-4441  |  Fax: (415) 554-5163
Erica.Major@sfgov.org |  www.sfbos.org
 

  Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
 
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 

From: aj <ajahjah@att.net> 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 7:04 PM
To: Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS)
<jen.low@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel
(CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Hood,
Donna (PUC) <DHood@sfwater.org>
Cc: SNA BRC <sna-brc@googlegroups.com>; Public Lands for Public Good
<publiclandsforpublicgood@gmail.com>; ccsfheat@gmail.com
Subject: Reservoir SUD and Development Agreement
 

 

Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, D7 Supervisor Yee, Planning
Commission, PUC:
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on 4/28/2020, legislation was introduced to create a Special Use District that will
replace the current P-Public zoning. 
 
On 5/28/2020, the Reservoir Project is expected to achieve a slam dunk with
approvals for General Plan Amendment, Special Use District, Zoning Map
amendment, Development Agreement, and EIR certification.
 
Despite the deceptive marketing of the Reservoir Project as "50% affordable",
Reservoir Community Partners' breakdown will actually be 550 market-rate units, and
only 367 affordable. 
 
The developers cannot legitimately claim credit for the 183 "additional affordable"
units that will come from public monies.
 
Don't facilitate stealth privatization of public lands with SUD.  
 
Instead of the SUD, keep the Reservoir parcel #3180's zoned as Public........ .Existing
P zoning which already allows for 100% affordable housing.
 
There is no need to rezone to SUD, other than to facilitate privatization of public
property.
 
Contrary to successful marketing of "affordable housing in perpetuity" the publication
of the Development Agreement less than a month ago reveals the dirty secret that the
affordable restriction only lasts for 57 years. 
 
"FACTS" FIXED AROUND POLICY
The "affordable in perpetuity" lie has been promoted throughout the "public
engagement process."  Only with the recent publication of the Development
Agreement has the lie been exposed.  The lie is unconscionable.  
 
This lie is emblematic of how the Reservoir Team has been playing fast and loose
with "facts" to "achieve buy-in" from the community....in order to enable privatization
of public property by the 1%.
 
Don't allow yourselves to be bought out by the 1%.  No to the SUD; YES to retaining
"P" zoning!
 
Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF “GREAT PLATES” MEAL

DELIVERY PROGRAM FOR AT-RISK SENIORS IN NEED OF FOOD ASSISTANCE
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 11:03:32 AM
Attachments: 05.18.20 Great Plates Delivered SF.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 11:02 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH
OF “GREAT PLATES” MEAL DELIVERY PROGRAM FOR AT-RISK SENIORS IN
NEED OF FOOD ASSISTANCE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, May 18, 2020
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF

“GREAT PLATES” MEAL DELIVERY PROGRAM FOR AT-
RISK SENIORS IN NEED OF FOOD ASSISTANCE

Great Plates Delivered SF will deliver three restaurant meals a day to seniors in need while
supporting local businesses during the COVID-19 crisis.

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the launch of Great Plates
Delivered SF, an emergency food assistance program for seniors sheltering in place due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. The program will deliver three free restaurant meals a day to seniors,
who are at high-risk from COVID-19. The program is also an economic catalyst for local
restaurants and food vendors, who will partner with the City to prepare and deliver meals.
 
“Staying home is especially important for seniors, who continue to be at greater risk for
COVID-19. But that means many older adults also need additional support in accessing meals
and groceries while staying at home,” said Mayor Breed. “Great Plates Delivered SF will
provide freshly prepared, nutritious meals for our seniors while helping to bring much-needed
business back to some of our local restaurants.”

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:dempress@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Monday, May 18, 2020 
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org   
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF 


“GREAT PLATES” MEAL DELIVERY PROGRAM FOR AT-
RISK SENIORS IN NEED OF FOOD ASSISTANCE 


Great Plates Delivered SF will deliver three restaurant meals a day to seniors in need while 
supporting local businesses during the COVID-19 crisis. 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the launch of Great Plates 
Delivered SF, an emergency food assistance program for seniors sheltering in place due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The program will deliver three free restaurant meals a day to seniors, who 
are at high-risk from COVID-19. The program is also an economic catalyst for local restaurants 
and food vendors, who will partner with the City to prepare and deliver meals. 
  
“Staying home is especially important for seniors, who continue to be at greater risk for COVID-
19. But that means many older adults also need additional support in accessing meals and 
groceries while staying at home,” said Mayor Breed. “Great Plates Delivered SF will provide 
freshly prepared, nutritious meals for our seniors while helping to bring much-needed business 
back to some of our local restaurants.”  
 
In late April, Governor Newsom announced the availability of state funding for locally 
administered Great Plates Delivered programs in an effort to support at-risk seniors throughout 
the state while reigniting economic activity. Given that seniors are at heightened risk of COVID-
19, this program is for older adults who live alone or with another senior and are unable to 
prepare or obtain meals while sheltering in place.  
 
Since the Governor announced the temporary program last month, over 350 eligible clients have 
contacted the City’s disability and aging helpline to sign up for the program. The City’s 
Department of Disability and Aging Services (DAS) estimates that Great Plates Delivered SF 
could end up serving over 6,000 seniors daily.  
 
“Access to food is critical during this COVID-19 emergency and we know there is still 
considerable need. Great Plates Delivered SF is an innovative City and community partnership 
that will address food insecurity, particularly for those older adults who live alone or do not have 
additional support in place,” said Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director of DAS. “Through 
this new program, many seniors will be able to access the food they need to stay healthy and safe 
during this crisis.” 
 
Great Plates Delivered SF will serve eligible seniors over 65, as well as those age 60 - 64 with 
certain underlying health conditions. Eligible seniors must live alone or with another eligible 
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senior and earn less than $74,940 for a single-person household or $101,460 for a two-person 
household. Participants will receive up to three free meals a day provided by local food vendors 
that have entered into a partnership with the City. All deliveries will be contactless for safety, 
and all individuals delivering meals are subject to background check.  
 
In April, the City conducted a public procurement process for the Great Plates Delivered SF 
program and selected SF New Deal, a San Francisco based non-profit and rapid response 
organization, as the primary vendor. SF New Deal is currently providing 20,000 meals per week 
to vulnerable San Franciscans and has partnerships with over 65 local restaurants across 
San Francisco.  
 
“We are excited to partner with the City to bring Great Plates Delivered SF to the community. 
This will provide seniors with access to delicious meals made by local small businesses. 
Neighbors are helping to keep neighbors nourished, healthy, and safe,” said Lenore Estrada, 
Executive Director of SF New Deal, a volunteer-led, nonprofit rapid response effort. “With over 
65 local restaurants already on our roster, collaborating with Great Plates Delivered SF will 
allow us to provide to more members of our community and to bring onboard additional local 
businesses and the workers they employ. We are so grateful for the support of Mayor London 
Breed and all of the City employees for continuing to support the essential needs of everyone in 
our community.” 
 
Older adults interested in the program can call (415) 355-6700 for assistance. This helpline is 
operated by DAS and is available seven days a week, from 8:00am to 5:00pm. Support is 
provided in multiple languages.  
 
Seniors who currently receive state or federal food assistance such as CalFresh or home-
delivered meals should contact the DAS helpline to understand their eligibility for this program 
or other assistance: (415) 355-6700. San Francisco residents seeking additional information 
about Great Plates Delivered SF can visit: http://www.sfhsa.org/GreatPlates.  
 
Addressing food insecurity and expanding food access has also been a critical objective of the 
City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC). Last week, Mayor Breed announced a major 
contribution of $15 million to the Give2SF COVID-19 Response and Recovery Fund, with 
$5 million going to food security efforts. To date, the EOC’s Feeding Unit has: 


• Delivered over 20,000 meals in partnership with Off the Grid, who prepared meals for 
medically isolated San Franciscans who are COVID-19 positive or living with a COVID-
19 positive individual. 


• Delivered close to 20,000 meals to vulnerable clients of organizations such as City 
Suppers, Project Open Hand, and Self Help for the Elderly. 


• Deployed a daily average of 70 City employees to the San Francisco-Marin Food Bank to 
help package and distribute roughly 2,800 grocery bags per day. 


 
### 



http://www.sfhsa.org/GreatPlates





 
In late April, Governor Newsom announced the availability of state funding for locally
administered Great Plates Delivered programs in an effort to support at-risk seniors throughout
the state while reigniting economic activity. Given that seniors are at heightened risk of
COVID-19, this program is for older adults who live alone or with another senior and are
unable to prepare or obtain meals while sheltering in place.
 
Since the Governor announced the temporary program last month, over 350 eligible clients
have contacted the City’s disability and aging helpline to sign up for the program. The City’s
Department of Disability and Aging Services (DAS) estimates that Great Plates Delivered SF
could end up serving over 6,000 seniors daily. 

“Access to food is critical during this COVID-19 emergency and we know there is still
considerable need. Great Plates Delivered SF is an innovative City and community partnership
that will address food insecurity, particularly for those older adults who live alone or do not
have additional support in place,” said Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director of DAS.
“Through this new program, many seniors will be able to access the food they need to stay
healthy and safe during this crisis.”
 
Great Plates Delivered SF will serve eligible seniors over 65, as well as those age 60 - 64 with
certain underlying health conditions. Eligible seniors must live alone or with another eligible
senior and earn less than $74,940 for a single-person household or $101,460 for a two-person
household. Participants will receive up to three free meals a day provided by local food
vendors that have entered into a partnership with the City. All deliveries will be contactless for
safety, and all individuals delivering meals are subject to background check.
 
In April, the City conducted a public procurement process for the Great Plates Delivered SF
program and selected SF New Deal, a San Francisco based non-profit and rapid response
organization, as the primary vendor. SF New Deal is currently providing 20,000 meals per
week to vulnerable San Franciscans and has partnerships with over 65 local restaurants across
San Francisco.
 
“We are excited to partner with the City to bring Great Plates Delivered SF to the community.
This will provide seniors with access to delicious meals made by local small businesses.
Neighbors are helping to keep neighbors nourished, healthy, and safe,” said Lenore Estrada,
Executive Director of SF New Deal, a volunteer-led, nonprofit rapid response effort. “With
over 65 local restaurants already on our roster, collaborating with Great Plates Delivered SF
will allow us to provide to more members of our community and to bring onboard additional
local businesses and the workers they employ. We are so grateful for the support of Mayor
London Breed and all of the City employees for continuing to support the essential needs of
everyone in our community.”
 
Older adults interested in the program can call (415) 355-6700 for assistance. This helpline is
operated by DAS and is available seven days a week, from 8:00am to 5:00pm. Support is
provided in multiple languages.
 
Seniors who currently receive state or federal food assistance such as CalFresh or home-
delivered meals should contact the DAS helpline to understand their eligibility for this
program or other assistance: (415) 355-6700. San Francisco residents seeking additional



information about Great Plates Delivered SF can visit: http://www.sfhsa.org/GreatPlates. 

Addressing food insecurity and expanding food access has also been a critical objective of the
City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC). Last week, Mayor Breed announced a major
contribution of $15 million to the Give2SF COVID-19 Response and Recovery Fund, with
$5 million going to food security efforts. To date, the EOC’s Feeding Unit has:

Delivered over 20,000 meals in partnership with Off the Grid, who prepared meals for
medically isolated San Franciscans who are COVID-19 positive or living with a
COVID-19 positive individual.
Delivered close to 20,000 meals to vulnerable clients of organizations such as City
Suppers, Project Open Hand, and Self Help for the Elderly.
Deployed a daily average of 70 City employees to the San Francisco-Marin Food Bank
to help package and distribute roughly 2,800 grocery bags per day.

 
###

http://www.sfhsa.org/GreatPlates


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:53:53 AM

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

From: Jun Wang <junwang9158@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 4:24 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Jun Wang.  My husband Xu Liu and I have been living in the Sunset
district for more than twenty years.  We have a daughter who is  freshman at St.
Ignatius College Prep.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 

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


There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jun Wang
 
 2622 36th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
junwang9158@gmail.com

mailto:junwang9158@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Housing Affordability Strategies Report
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:47:28 AM

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

From: "Pappas, James (CPC)" <james.pappas@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 7:23 PM
To: "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "Ionin,
Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: AnMarie Rodgers <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>, "Chion, Miriam (CPC)"
<miriam.chion@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Housing Affordability Strategies Report
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, Director Hillis, and Secretary Ionin,
 

For your reference, please see my response below to the May 12th letter from Ms. Trauss of YIMBY
Law.
 
Thank you-
 
James Pappas
 

From: "Pappas, James (CPC)" <james.pappas@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 7:15 PM
To: Sonja Trauss <sonja@yimbylaw.org>
Cc: Laura Clark <laura@yimbyaction.org>, "Chion, Miriam (CPC)" <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Housing Affordability Strategies Report
 
Dear Ms. Trauss,
 

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


Thank you for your letter from May 12th, 2020 regarding the Housing Affordability Strategies report
and the suggestion to study a 4th option as part of our land use analysis. We appreciate the ideas
and feedback you have offered as well as your praise for the report and your clear engagement with
the material. We also thank you for providing earlier feedback for the Housing Affordability
Strategies project through the housing policy focus groups held over the last year. In this message
we provide additional information and context to address concerns and questions you have raised.
 
Your letter included three bolded points that summarize your main comments and questions and we
include them here for reference and respond below.
 

Currently, the three concepts presented to you assume that tall or large buildings
cannot be built outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods. This assumption pits high
inclusionary production against equitable housing development.
 
Who decided that tall or large buildings cannot be built outside of the Eastern
Neighborhoods? What is the source of this assumption?
 
We need an analysis of a 4th option, one that projects a high number of
inclusionary units all over San Francisco.

 
As part of the Affordability Strategies report we looked at how land use controls affect the City’s
ability to sustain production of 5,000 housing units per year for 30 years for a total of 150,000 new
homes with at least one third affordable at low and moderate incomes. Our analysis indicated that
land use changes are necessary to meet these targets. Each of the three land use concepts included
in the report is likely to result in the production of 150,000 units and each offers a different example
of what new buildings could look like and where new housing could be built. Policymakers and the
public could pursue land use policies similar to one of these concepts, combine elements from the
three, or expand on the amount of housing in the three concepts as you suggest.
 
We incorporated taller and larger buildings in the land use concepts based on three main factors:

Economic analysis of housing development including expectations of financial return for
developers, lenders, and investors; rents, prices, and expected revenue in different
submarkets and building types; development costs including land, construction, and soft
costs, as well as the cost of providing inclusionary units and other community benefits.
Proximity to transportation infrastructure, jobs, and services for residents, particularly
more frequent and rapid transit and the opportunity to walk or bicycle to reach jobs and
services.
Geographic extent of land use changes also affected the need for vertical growth because
allowing more multifamily housing in more areas of the city reduces the need for taller
buildings to produce the targeted 150,000 units.

 
Housing prices and rents in San Francisco tend to increase with greater proximity to the Downtown
core, as shown in the section of the report on Development Feasibility and Costs and the
accompanying white paper. As a result, projects in the stronger housing markets closer to
Downtown showed the greatest ability to support current high construction costs and the cost of



providing inclusionary housing. The areas close to the Van Ness and Market Street corridors are also
served by the City’s most robust concentration of transit routes and these areas are in walking
distance to thousands of jobs as well as shops and services. For these reasons, in both the East Side
and Transit Corridors concepts, the tallest buildings were considered for the areas closest to
Downtown.
 
It should be noted that the Transit Corridors concept, like the East Side, includes significant height
changes, with most parcels close to the transit corridors shifting to height limits of five to eight
stories, instead of the current four, and some areas shifting to heights of 10 to over 20 stories. We
assumed for the Transit Corridors concept that these transit lines would receive significant
improvements that would be able to support more riders and residents in taller buildings. Because
the Transit Corridors concept covers multiple corridors and a larger area of the city than the East
Side concept, less height is necessary to accommodate the same number of units, however, a
significant amount of inclusionary housing is still likely.
 
The Residential District Growth concept would allow more units per parcel in residentially zoned
areas of the city, allowing more dispersed housing development and requiring no height changes to
produce the same 150,000 units as in the other two concepts. As you note, this concept is likely to
result in fewer inclusionary units than the other concepts and to require more public investment to
produce affordable housing. In addition, development feasibility given high construction costs and
current inclusionary rates could be challenging in some residential neighborhoods with lower rents
and prices. On the other hand, the Residential Growth concept would provide more flexibility for
small property owners around the city to add housing for extended family or other residents and
would result in smaller multifamily buildings more typical of many San Francisco neighborhoods.
Weighing these different considerations is up to policymakers and the public and indeed they may
opt to take elements from the different concepts and combine them to address our housing
affordability challenges.
 

Regarding your suggestion to analyze a 4th concept emphasizing more tall buildings in more of the
city, it is certainly an idea that the City could pursue in the future. Extending zoning for high rise
development over more of the city would require a higher scale of development over a longer
period of time, far higher than 150,000 units, which was beyond the scope of our study. In addition,
we would need to consider market strength, development costs, the presence of infrastructure
including transit, access to jobs and services, and other factors. Larger housing production targets, a
longer time horizon, or a mandate to increase inclusionary housing production would likely
necessitate additional housing capacity in larger buildings in the future.
 
We hope this response addresses some of your questions and concerns about the concepts studied
as part of the Affordability Strategies project. We look forward to working with you as part of
ongoing efforts to expand housing opportunity, stability, and affordability for all San Franciscans.
 
Thank you again for your feedback.
 
Sincerely,
 



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

James Pappas
 
 

From: Sonja Trauss <sonja@yimbylaw.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 at 6:50 PM
To: "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Koppel, Joel (CPC)"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "mooreurban@aol.com" <mooreurban@aol.com>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Imperial, Theresa (CPC)"
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Ionin,
Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Laura Clark <laura@yimbyaction.org>, Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>, "Pappas, James
(CPC)" <james.pappas@sfgov.org>
Subject: Housing Affordability Strategies Report
 

 

Hello Planning Commissioners, Director Hillis and Mr. Pappas,

Please find YIMBY Law's comment letter attached.

The upshot is that Planning needs to include a 4th Scenario - one that includes truly high density
housing outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods. The point of this would be to study a scenario that
provides a lot of Inclusionary Housing, and also doesn't continue to focus high density development
only on the east side of the city. 

If the planning staff or planning director or commissioners believe that this option shouldn't be
studied because it isn't politically feasible, then the staff, director or commissioners are usurping the
public's role - it's not up to them to decide what is or isn't politically feasible, that's for the public and
the Supervisors to decide. 

Please provide the public with a more complete set of possible future development patterns for San
Francisco.

Best,

Sonja Trauss
President
YIMBY LAW

 



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

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

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Objection to Re-zoning of the Balboa Reservoir
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:33:00 AM

 
 
 
Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.
 
 

From: Carla Crocomo <carlacrocomo@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 1:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@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>; swilliams
<swilliams@ccsf.edu>; ttemprano@ccsf.edu; bdavila@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu; alexrandolph
<alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; jrizzo@ccsf.edu; tselby <tselby@ccsf.edu>;
studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu
Subject: Objection to Re-zoning of the Balboa Reservoir
 

 

Dear SF Planning Commission: 

I object to the Balboa Reservoir Project going forward with unmitigated
environmental impacts. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
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identified three significant environmental impacts: construction noise, air,
and transportation. Governor Newson waived consideration of these
impacts.

I hereby demand that any development at the Balboa Reservoir must first
ensure that adequate transit and/or parking be put in place to mitigate the
loss of parking.

The overwhelming support for Prop A ($845 M Bond for CCSF) shows SF
voters desire the development and expansion of CCSF. The Balboa Reservoir
is a critical element for CCSF use. The plan to privatize it contradicts and
undermines the public interest. 

To privatize the last large undeveloped parcel in San Francisco for majority
market rate housing is unconscionable, given that the biggest barrier to
affordable housing construction is the price of land. Just like the
development at 1100 Ocean, which was owned by the MTA and today is
100% affordable, the ONLY housing that should be built on public land must
be deeply affordable to long-time residents and educators.  

The construction of a majority-market rate housing development on the
Balboa Reservoir would be a major step backwards, toward the
gentrification of some of the last affordable neighborhoods in San Francisco.
  

We need a City government that fights for education and housing justice,
not leaders and agencies that bow to real estate interests. Please be part of
such government.
 

Sincerely,

Carla Crocomo
(SF resident and tax payer)
 
 



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

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

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir project
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:32:00 AM

Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our
Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property Information Map
are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals
via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-person services at 1650
and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions
are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more information.

From: Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 16, 2020 2:41 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ana Fisher <amfisher800@gmail.com>; Mark Fisher <mf71939@yahoo.com>; Jessica Fisher
<jvfish3r@gmail.com>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir project

Dear SF Planning Commission,
There are too many things wrong to go ahead with this project as proposed. This project will
privatize public land, block access to education by removing parking and not providing adequate
public transit, add more traffic congestion, gentrify one of the last affordable neighborhoods, and
create a dense, urban environment in an area of single-family homes.
This project will negatively impact students at the Ocean Campus and thus may well reduce its
enrollment. Students, faculty, staff and neighborhood residents will suffer from the noise and
pollution generated by construction. In the age of COVID-19, public transportation will be under
great scrutiny and more costly, and students will be more likely to drive to school and work so as to
avoid the more risky use of mass transit. Without sufficient parking, what will they do?
I implore you to stop, or at least delay this project until it is revised to take into account the needs of
City College and its constituency and the surrounding residents. Sincerely,
Allan and Ana Fisher
800 Shields St.
SF 94132

--
Allan Fisher
afisher800@gmail.com
415-954-2763
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Keep Public Lands Public and SAVE the CITY,
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:32:00 AM

Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our
Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property Information Map
are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals
via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-person services at 1650
and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions
are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more information.

From: J Sneed <jsneed123@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 16, 2020 3:23 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS)
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon
(BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean
(BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@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>; swilliams <swilliams@ccsf.edu>; ttemprano@ccsf.edu;
bdavila@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu; alexrandolph <alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; jrizzo@ccsf.edu; tselby
<tselby@ccsf.edu>; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu
Cc: publiclandsforpublicland@gmail.com; fightbacksaveccsf13@googlegroups.com; Madeline
Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com>
Subject: Keep Public Lands Public and SAVE the CITY,

To The SF Planning Commission, CCSF Board of Trustees, and the People of San Francisco,
The proposed plan to privatize the Balboa Reservoir in order to build housing is incredibly short
sighted and wrong-headed.
Did you miss the Commonwealth Club presentation by the CCSF Engineering Department
Chairperson Keith Mueller on November 18, 2019, concerning the need for water in case of a
devastating fire in the western part of the City?
Please listen, especially at the 38 minute mark.
https://www.commonwealthclub.org/events/2019-11-18/city-college-san-francisco-engineering-
architecture-technology-and-environment

Do NOT approve this plan to privatize our San Francisco PUBLIC LAND!
Respectfully,
Jane Sneed, CCSF Faculty Emerita

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://www.commonwealthclub.org/events/2019-11-18/city-college-san-francisco-engineering-architecture-technology-and-environment
https://www.commonwealthclub.org/events/2019-11-18/city-college-san-francisco-engineering-architecture-technology-and-environment


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SI Lights
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:05:51 AM

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

From: Ken Johnson <kenj630@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: SI Lights
 

 

5/15/2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Ken Johnson, a 30 year resident of the Sunset District and parent of a
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former St. Ignatius student athlete and a strong advocate for providing any and all
opportunities for high school students to participate in sports, if they are so
inclined, as part of their high school experience.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to
implement a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather
than traveling great distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just
to take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those
lessons are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students
who participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting
their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ken Johnson
2126 Ulloa St. S.F. 94116
kenj630@gmail.com
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From: Major, Erica (BOS)
To: Christine Hanson; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); SafaiStaff (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors,

(BOS); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Imperial,
Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Hood, Donna (PUC); Linda Shaw; swilliams; Tom
Temprano; tselby; John Rizzo; alexrandolph; Brigitte Davila; Ivy Lee; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN)

Cc: Dineen, Jk; Joe Fitzgerald; Dianna Gonzales; Charmaine Curtis; Torrance Bynum; sbruckman; Steven Brown
Subject: RE: Balboa parking and shuttle
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 9:14:01 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png

Thank you for your testimony, it has been added to the official Board File No. 200423.
 
ERICA MAJOR
Assistant Clerk
Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 San Francisco, CA  94102
Phone: (415) 554-4441  |  Fax: (415) 554-5163
Erica.Major@sfgov.org |  www.sfbos.org
 

  Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
 
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 

From: Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2020 8:32 AM
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff (BOS) <safaistaff@sfgov.org>; Breed,
Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>;
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Imperial,
Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Hood, Donna (PUC) <DHood@sfwater.org>; Linda Shaw
<lshaw@ccsf.edu>; swilliams <swilliams@ccsf.edu>; Tom Temprano <ttemprano@ccsf.edu>; tselby
<tselby@ccsf.edu>; John Rizzo <jrizzo@ccsf.edu>; alexrandolph <alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; Brigitte
Davila <bdavila@ccsf.edu>; Ivy Lee <ivylee@ccsf.edu>; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN)
<leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>
Cc: Dineen, Jk <jdineen@sfchronicle.com>; Joe Fitzgerald <FitztheReporter@gmail.com>; Dianna
Gonzales <dgonzales@ccsf.edu>; Charmaine Curtis <charmaine@curtis-development.com>;
Torrance Bynum <Tbynum@ccsf.edu>; sbruckman <sbruckman@ccsf.edu>; Steven Brown
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

<sbrown@ccsf.edu>
Subject: Balboa parking and shuttle
 

 

Dear Mayor Breed, Supervisors, Commissioners, Trustees, and Staff,
(Staff members, kindly distribute this email to your groups)
 
There have been many TDM reports created around the lower Balboa Reservoir in the last five years.
The plan providing the basis for the developer’s estimate that 220 parking spaces would be sufficient
to replace the existing CCSF parking was chosen from the Fehr and Peers TDM, which was presented
to the Balboa Reservoir CAC in June of 2019. A month earlier, the same report was presented to the
City College Board of Trustees at a meeting at their Chinatown Campus. 
 
Though both were from the same report, the two presentations differed in content and conclusions. 
Both of these presentations are attached to this email.
 
Because it considered a scenario that included City College’s plan for construction on the upper lot,
the conclusion of the report in the CCSF presentation was that 980 replacement parking spots would
be needed. The graphic showing this is included below. The presentation given to the CAC and
echoed by the developer arrived at 220 parking spots needed from a scenario that didn’t consider
the impact of new buildings planned by City College, this graphic is also included here. The
conclusion of the CAC presentation came though its version of the TDM was a part of a larger
presentation of the City College Facilities Master Plan which clearly showed the College’s plans to
construct buildings on the CCSF upper lot.
 
One of five TDM strategies offered in the City College version of the presentation highlights a BART
shuttle. That slide is included below. In the CAC presentation there was no mention of a BART
shuttle, though the Community has repeatedly asked for a shuttle. This idea has also been dropped
from the Developer Agreement and the project Design Standards document. A BART shuttle is a
sound idea if the route runs on streets to the North of Ocean Campus—which doesn’t involve
further travel on Ocean Avenue—this is different than the route studied by the developer team,
which picked a shuttle route up Ocean Avenue into the traffic, that would contribute more
congestion.
 
The idea of a BART shuttle must be revisited; it is a real solution to help with the bottleneck of
congestion that already occurs on Ocean Avenue. It is one of the few mitigations that can help a
scenario that the DEIR terms Unavoidable Adverse impacts to transportation. The estimated yearly
parking revenue from the new development, according to their Berkson fiscal report, approved by
the Board of Supervisors on April 3, 2018 is projected at $1.9 million dollars, this certainly could fund
a shuttle. A page from that report is also included.
 
Please, insist that a BART shuttle is cemented into the transportation plans, and please listen when



the City College Community complains about issues that seem to be non-existent per information
presented to you by the Balboa Reservoir Partners. There are solutions to some, though not all, of
the problems posed by this development, but if the discussion is muddied by a misdirection of data
everyone suffers. 
 
Sincerely,
Christine Hanson 
Grateful City College student
 



 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW COVID-19 TESTING SITES IN

UNDERSERVED AREAS
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 9:10:14 AM
Attachments: 05.18.20 New Testing Sites.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 9:06 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW
COVID-19 TESTING SITES IN UNDERSERVED AREAS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, May 18, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW COVID-19

TESTING SITES IN UNDERSERVED AREAS
Three new testing opportunities—a mobile site initially stationed in the Tenderloin, a site at

City College, and another in Hunters View—bring testing resources to neighborhoods that are
underserved and bolster San Francisco’s capacity to test workers and people experiencing a

symptom of the virus.
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax
today announced the creation of three new COVID-19 testing opportunities in San Francisco,
including the City’s first mobile testing site and testing for families in Hunters View.
Increasing access to testing is an important part of the City’s efforts to mitigate the spread of
the coronavirus in San Francisco. The expanded testing opportunities is another step toward
the City’s goal of universal access to testing for all San Franciscans.
 
Equity has been a central focus of the City’s COVID-19 emergency response, and ensuring
access to testing is an important part of that ongoing effort. The new testing sites are part of
the City’s efforts to reach communities that are affected by disparities in the spread of the
coronavirus and provide additional testing resources in areas of the city that do not currently
have as many testing options. Combined, the new sites will add capacity to conduct over 500
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Monday, May 18, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES NEW COVID-19 


TESTING SITES IN UNDERSERVED AREAS 
Three new testing opportunities—a mobile site initially stationed in the Tenderloin, a site at City 


College, and another in Hunters View—bring testing resources to neighborhoods that are 
underserved and bolster San Francisco’s capacity to test workers and people experiencing a 


symptom of the virus. 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax today 
announced the creation of three new COVID-19 testing opportunities in San Francisco, including 
the City’s first mobile testing site and testing for families in Hunters View. Increasing access to 
testing is an important part of the City’s efforts to mitigate the spread of the coronavirus in 
San Francisco. The expanded testing opportunities is another step toward the City’s goal of 
universal access to testing for all San Franciscans. 
 
Equity has been a central focus of the City’s COVID-19 emergency response, and ensuring 
access to testing is an important part of that ongoing effort. The new testing sites are part of the 
City’s efforts to reach communities that are affected by disparities in the spread of the 
coronavirus and provide additional testing resources in areas of the city that do not currently 
have as many testing options. Combined, the new sites will add capacity to conduct over 500 
additional COVID-19 tests per day. 
 
“These new testing sites help make testing more convenient and accessible for San Franciscans, 
especially people who are most at-risk and communities that have been hardest hit by the virus,” 
said Mayor Breed. “As we continue toward universal testing, it’s critical that we focus on 
reaching communities that have historically been underserved and that don’t have as many 
testing resources available to them.” 
 
Any worker that serves San Francisco and who leaves their home to work can get tested for 
COVID-19, regardless of symptoms or exposure. Any person living in San Francisco with at 
least one symptom of COVID-19 or who has been exposed to someone with a confirmed case of 
COVID-19 can get tested. For more information about COVID-19 testing, contact your primary 
health care provider, call 311, or visit SF.gov/GetTestedSF. 
 
“Today, we are taking another step towards ensuring equitable access to testing for 
San Franciscans,” said Dr. Colfax. “By strengthening our efforts in neighborhoods that we know 
are most vulnerable to severe impacts of the virus, we continue to help people get the care they 
need and slow the spread of the virus. Not only does testing expansion help identify cases more 
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rapidly and inform outbreak detection, it also continues to be an essential part of our overall 
strategy towards recovery.” 
 
“Testing is critical and we need to make it as convenient for our residents and workers as 
possible,” said Supervisor Norman Yee. “That’s why we advocated for more testing sites to 
serve westside neighborhoods. We are grateful for this unique partnership with City College and 
with the State to expand our capacity.” 
 
“A new testing site in our community is a major win in the fight against COVID-19,” said 
Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. “As the zip code with the second highest rate of COVID infections in 
the City, I am glad the state has identified 94112 as a priority and is offering free testing to all 
California residents. I hope this resource helps to stop the growth of COVID in our City.” 
 
“COVID-19 has hit our most vulnerable communities,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “More 
testing helps us identify those who need critical medical services while protecting all of us from 
this deadly virus. We have to get to 100% asymptomatic testing, but this is a major step 
forward.” 
 
“A testing site in the Tenderloin will help ensure that testing is easily accessible and available to 
those who need it most,” said Supervisor Matt Haney. “We need to be able to identify, isolate, 
and track people exposed to the virus in order to provide the protection and treatment necessary 
to keep people safe and start opening the city back up. Tenderloin residents are especially 
vulnerable to contracting COVID-19 with many unhoused residents as well as people living in 
SROs with shared facilities and shelters. The neighborhood has many essential workers, people 
with underlying medical conditions, and seniors. I am collaborating closely with City 
departments and community partners, and I am grateful for everyone coming together to make 
this happen.” 
 
Mobile Testing Site 
The City is collaborating with Verily to operate a mobile COVID-19 testing site, which is the 
first mobile testing site in San Francisco. The site will begin offering walk-through COVID-19 
testing in the Tenderloin on Wednesday, May 20. It will initially operate at the Tenderloin 
Recreational Center, after which it will move to another high-need neighborhood. 
 
The mobile testing site has the capacity to conduct several hundred tests per day. Online 
appointments are strongly encouraged; however, staff from GLIDE and Code Tenderloin will be 
onsite to register individuals who have barriers to registering online. GLIDE and Code 
Tenderloin will help create a familiar and welcoming presence at the testing site. 
 
Verily’s Baseline COVID-19 Program provides a connected solution to support individuals from 
screening through testing and receipt of their test results. Verily developed The Baseline 
COVID-19 Program working closely with state and local government health authorities and 
other private health organizations to expand access to COVID-19 screening and testing in areas 
with a high volume of known cases. To date, the platform has supported the testing of over 
100,000 people nationally. 
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For each deployment of the mobile testing site, the City and Verily will collaborate with trusted 
community organizations, to help raise awareness about the site and connect people to other 
services. While the mobile site is located in the Tenderloin, the City will be working with 
GLIDE and Code Tenderloin to conduct community outreach about the site and ensure the site 
remains safe and accessible for everyone in the neighborhood.  
 
“COVID-19 is bringing new dimensions to the crisis of homelessness in San Francisco and 
solutions are more complex than ever before,” said Karen Hanrahan, President and CEO of 
GLIDE. “Comprehensive testing is a foundational piece of our efforts to understand how this 
pandemic is impacting the most vulnerable, and to protect everyone in the city from what could 
be a catastrophic spread of the virus. As we have from day one of this crisis, GLIDE will 
continue to step up to meet rising demand across the city, remain on the front lines serving those 
most in need, and provide solutions that offer protection, dignity and safety to all San 
Franciscans.” 
 
“Code Tenderloin is extremely grateful the community voices were heard in District 6,” said Del 
Seymour and Donna Hilliard from Code Tenderloin. “We believe that with everyone working 
together we will have a better chance at defeating Covid-19. Thank you Director Sheryl Davis 
and everyone else involved in the Human Rights Commission Community Roundtable. A 
coordinated effort with all our organizations can rebuild our community, and this testing is just 
the beginning. We look forward to giving all of our efforts to fighting this pandemic.” 
 
Testing Site at City College 
A second COVID-19 testing site will open today at the City College Student Health Center. This 
site is open to any California resident and is part of the State’s efforts to increase testing access 
in areas with the highest need. The State identified zip codes throughout California that have a 
lack of COVID-19 testing access, including the 94112 zip code in San Francisco, which 
encompasses the Excelsior and OMI neighborhoods. The City’s Emergency Operations Center 
has worked with the State to operationalize this additional testing resource in the city.  
 
The site offers COVID-19 testing by appointment and is operated by OptumServe, which is 
funded through a contract with the State of California. It has the capacity to conduct around 130 
tests per day. 
 
“This is one of the many creative ways our campus can continue serving the people of 
San Francisco, even as we teach our students remotely,” said Dianna Gonzales, Interim 
Chancellor of City College of San Francisco. “We are happy to be partnering with the State of 
California and the City of San Francisco to help secure the health and safety of our community.” 
 
Testing in Bayview-Hunters Point 
The City continues to focus on areas that have been disproportionately impacted, which includes 
the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. In addition to having one of the highest rates of cases 
in the City, there are unique risk factors inherent to many families in this community, including 
higher rates of multigenerational households, chronic diseases like hypertension and diabetes, 
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transient housing, and essential workers. In order to support vulnerable communities served by 
the Bayview Child Health Center, the City and partner organizations will be bringing testing 
directly to families in their neighborhood from Wednesday, May 20, through Friday, May 22, 
and continuing every Friday thereafter for the foreseeable future.  
 
Testing will occur in conjunction with preexisting social services programming in the Hunters 
View community. Residents will have the option of pre-registering for testing and receiving a 
telehealth visit or signing up same day and having a live visit with a clinician prior testing. 
Anyone testing positive will have access to a hotel room to quarantine in order to prevent the 
spread of the virus within their household. Additionally, mask and hand sanitizer will be 
distributed as part of hygiene kits provided along with food distribution and educational 
resources for children. This initiative builds upon HOPE SF and the Human Rights 
Commission’s work to lead with community and uplift a culturally competent and inclusive 
approach to the City’s disaster response. 
 
COVID-19 Testing in San Francisco 
As important as testing is, it is just one piece of an overall approach to fight the coronavirus. It is 
just as crucial to prevent getting sick in the first place. That includes staying at home, physical 
distancing, covering your face when you are around other people, and frequent hand washing. It 
is equally important to develop strong systems to respond to the pandemic, including a well-
prepared hospital system to handle a surge of cases, an effective contact tracing system to reduce 
spread and limit exposure, and sufficient supplies of personal protective equipment for health 
care workers and patients. 
 
San Francisco began local COVID-19 testing in the Public Health Lab on March 2, 2020 and has 
been continually expanding testing capacity. Below are a few examples of the City’s additional 
testing expansions to date: 
 


• The City opened two CityTestSF sites for symptomatic frontline workers and essential 
workers as well as San Franciscans who are uninsured or have barriers to health care 
access. CityTestSF will test frontline workers and essential workers without symptoms, 
close contacts to confirmed COVID-19 cases without symptoms, and anyone living in the 
city with one symptom consistent with COVID-19.  


• DPH has opened test sites in the community at Zuckerberg San Francisco General 
Hospital, Castro-Mission Health Center, Southeast Health Center and Maxine Hall Health 
Center. In addition, DPH Jail Health Services tests all people coming into the jail who 
will be housed in jail. 


• DPH announced on May 1st that all residents and staff working at the 21 skilled nursing 
facilities in San Francisco will be tested for the COVID-19 virus. 


• San Francisco now has at least 28 public and private testing sites across the city at UCSF, 
NEMS, One Medical, Kaiser, Sutter, Chinese Hospital, and Dignity Health. 


• The City is working with partners, such as UCSF and the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative, on 
COVID-19 testing. There is research underway that uses testing to help us learn more 
about the prevalence of the virus in the community.  
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additional COVID-19 tests per day.
 
“These new testing sites help make testing more convenient and accessible for San
Franciscans, especially people who are most at-risk and communities that have been hardest
hit by the virus,” said Mayor Breed. “As we continue toward universal testing, it’s critical that
we focus on reaching communities that have historically been underserved and that don’t have
as many testing resources available to them.”
 
Any worker that serves San Francisco and who leaves their home to work can get tested for
COVID-19, regardless of symptoms or exposure. Any person living in San Francisco with at
least one symptom of COVID-19 or who has been exposed to someone with a confirmed case
of COVID-19 can get tested. For more information about COVID-19 testing, contact your
primary health care provider, call 311, or visit SF.gov/GetTestedSF.
 
“Today, we are taking another step towards ensuring equitable access to testing for
San Franciscans,” said Dr. Colfax. “By strengthening our efforts in neighborhoods that we
know are most vulnerable to severe impacts of the virus, we continue to help people get the
care they need and slow the spread of the virus. Not only does testing expansion help identify
cases more rapidly and inform outbreak detection, it also continues to be an essential part of
our overall strategy towards recovery.”
 
“Testing is critical and we need to make it as convenient for our residents and workers as
possible,” said Supervisor Norman Yee. “That’s why we advocated for more testing sites to
serve westside neighborhoods. We are grateful for this unique partnership with City College
and with the State to expand our capacity.”
 
“A new testing site in our community is a major win in the fight against COVID-19,” said
Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. “As the zip code with the second highest rate of COVID infections in
the City, I am glad the state has identified 94112 as a priority and is offering free testing to all
California residents. I hope this resource helps to stop the growth of COVID in our City.”
 
“COVID-19 has hit our most vulnerable communities,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton.
“More testing helps us identify those who need critical medical services while protecting all of
us from this deadly virus. We have to get to 100% asymptomatic testing, but this is a major
step forward.”
 
“A testing site in the Tenderloin will help ensure that testing is easily accessible and available
to those who need it most,” said Supervisor Matt Haney. “We need to be able to identify,
isolate, and track people exposed to the virus in order to provide the protection and treatment
necessary to keep people safe and start opening the city back up. Tenderloin residents are
especially vulnerable to contracting COVID-19 with many unhoused residents as well as
people living in SROs with shared facilities and shelters. The neighborhood has many
essential workers, people with underlying medical conditions, and seniors. I am collaborating
closely with City departments and community partners, and I am grateful for everyone coming
together to make this happen.”
 
Mobile Testing Site
The City is collaborating with Verily to operate a mobile COVID-19 testing site, which is the
first mobile testing site in San Francisco. The site will begin offering walk-through COVID-19
testing in the Tenderloin on Wednesday, May 20. It will initially operate at the Tenderloin

https://sf.gov/GetTestedSF


Recreational Center, after which it will move to another high-need neighborhood.
 
The mobile testing site has the capacity to conduct several hundred tests per day. Online
appointments are strongly encouraged; however, staff from GLIDE and Code Tenderloin will
be onsite to register individuals who have barriers to registering online. GLIDE and Code
Tenderloin will help create a familiar and welcoming presence at the testing site.
 
Verily’s Baseline COVID-19 Program provides a connected solution to support individuals
from screening through testing and receipt of their test results. Verily developed The Baseline
COVID-19 Program working closely with state and local government health authorities and
other private health organizations to expand access to COVID-19 screening and testing in
areas with a high volume of known cases. To date, the platform has supported the testing of
over 100,000 people nationally.
 
For each deployment of the mobile testing site, the City and Verily will collaborate with
trusted community organizations, to help raise awareness about the site and connect people to
other services. While the mobile site is located in the Tenderloin, the City will be working
with GLIDE and Code Tenderloin to conduct community outreach about the site and ensure
the site remains safe and accessible for everyone in the neighborhood.
 
“COVID-19 is bringing new dimensions to the crisis of homelessness in San Francisco and
solutions are more complex than ever before,” said Karen Hanrahan, President and CEO of
GLIDE. “Comprehensive testing is a foundational piece of our efforts to understand how this
pandemic is impacting the most vulnerable, and to protect everyone in the city from what
could be a catastrophic spread of the virus. As we have from day one of this crisis, GLIDE
will continue to step up to meet rising demand across the city, remain on the front lines
serving those most in need, and provide solutions that offer protection, dignity and safety to all
San Franciscans.”
 
“Code Tenderloin is extremely grateful the community voices were heard in District 6,” said
Del Seymour and Donna Hilliard from Code Tenderloin. “We believe that with everyone
working together we will have a better chance at defeating Covid-19. Thank you Director
Sheryl Davis and everyone else involved in the Human Rights Commission Community
Roundtable. A coordinated effort with all our organizations can rebuild our community, and
this testing is just the beginning. We look forward to giving all of our efforts to fighting this
pandemic.”
 
Testing Site at City College
A second COVID-19 testing site will open today at the City College Student Health Center.
This site is open to any California resident and is part of the State’s efforts to increase testing
access in areas with the highest need. The State identified zip codes throughout California that
have a lack of COVID-19 testing access, including the 94112 zip code in San Francisco,
which encompasses the Excelsior and OMI neighborhoods. The City’s Emergency Operations
Center has worked with the State to operationalize this additional testing resource in the city.
 
The site offers COVID-19 testing by appointment and is operated by OptumServe, which is
funded through a contract with the State of California. It has the capacity to conduct around
130 tests per day.
 
“This is one of the many creative ways our campus can continue serving the people of



San Francisco, even as we teach our students remotely,” said Dianna Gonzales, Interim
Chancellor of City College of San Francisco. “We are happy to be partnering with the State of
California and the City of San Francisco to help secure the health and safety of our
community.”
 
Testing in Bayview-Hunters Point
The City continues to focus on areas that have been disproportionately impacted, which
includes the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. In addition to having one of the highest
rates of cases in the City, there are unique risk factors inherent to many families in this
community, including higher rates of multigenerational households, chronic diseases like
hypertension and diabetes, transient housing, and essential workers. In order to support
vulnerable communities served by the Bayview Child Health Center, the City and partner
organizations will be bringing testing directly to families in their neighborhood from
Wednesday, May 20, through Friday, May 22, and continuing every Friday thereafter for the
foreseeable future.
 
Testing will occur in conjunction with preexisting social services programming in the Hunters
View community. Residents will have the option of pre-registering for testing and receiving a
telehealth visit or signing up same day and having a live visit with a clinician prior testing.
Anyone testing positive will have access to a hotel room to quarantine in order to prevent the
spread of the virus within their household. Additionally, mask and hand sanitizer will be
distributed as part of hygiene kits provided along with food distribution and educational
resources for children. This initiative builds upon HOPE SF and the Human Rights
Commission’s work to lead with community and uplift a culturally competent and inclusive
approach to the City’s disaster response.
 
COVID-19 Testing in San Francisco
As important as testing is, it is just one piece of an overall approach to fight the coronavirus. It
is just as crucial to prevent getting sick in the first place. That includes staying at home,
physical distancing, covering your face when you are around other people, and frequent hand
washing. It is equally important to develop strong systems to respond to the pandemic,
including a well-prepared hospital system to handle a surge of cases, an effective contact
tracing system to reduce spread and limit exposure, and sufficient supplies of personal
protective equipment for health care workers and patients.
 
San Francisco began local COVID-19 testing in the Public Health Lab on March 2, 2020 and
has been continually expanding testing capacity. Below are a few examples of the City’s
additional testing expansions to date:
 

The City opened two CityTestSF sites for symptomatic frontline workers and essential
workers as well as San Franciscans who are uninsured or have barriers to health care
access. CityTestSF will test frontline workers and essential workers without symptoms,
close contacts to confirmed COVID-19 cases without symptoms, and anyone living in
the city with one symptom consistent with COVID-19.
DPH has opened test sites in the community at Zuckerberg San Francisco General
Hospital, Castro-Mission Health Center, Southeast Health Center and Maxine Hall
Health Center. In addition, DPH Jail Health Services tests all people coming into the jail
who will be housed in jail.
DPH announced on May 1st that all residents and staff working at the 21 skilled nursing
facilities in San Francisco will be tested for the COVID-19 virus.



San Francisco now has at least 28 public and private testing sites across the city at
UCSF, NEMS, One Medical, Kaiser, Sutter, Chinese Hospital, and Dignity Health.
The City is working with partners, such as UCSF and the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative, on
COVID-19 testing. There is research underway that uses testing to help us learn more
about the prevalence of the virus in the community.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:43:29 AM

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

From: Jennifer Jordan <jennifer@dragoneer.com>
Date: Saturday, May 16, 2020 at 10:26 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 16, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:

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


 
My name is Jennifer Jordan, I am a current resident of the Sunset (2+ years), parent of two
Saint Ignatius Students (current juniors), a daughter of an alumni, and a former San Francisco
Catholic High School Student (St. Rose Academy) with many years of fond experiences at Saint
Ignatius. St. Ignatius is a school about community, so appropriately lives in one of the
strongest communities in San Francisco, the Sunset!
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I.
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great
distances to practice. Over the years the lack of space available has changed the lives of
students. The lack of local fields available for use on a regular basis (like West Sunset), has
changed the way students live. Students were able to be home and get work done and have
family time. Now they are getting on busses and home at 7pm. With the later start time being
implemented this will get even worse. Many of these students are juggling to keep up with
classes, athletics, community service, and so much more. By eliminating commute time for
these student athletes on a daily basis we can help to maintain some balance for them. Which
I think is so important for today’s young adults.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests
and get good grades but to be in service to others. Many of those lessons are learned through
the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a
strong feeling of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates. Now more
than ever these students need to have an outside activity they can depend on, and a safe and
spirited environment to come together within their campus.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jennifer Jordan
93 Escondido Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132
jennifer@dragoneer.com
 
 
_______________
JENNIFER JORDAN
CHIEF OF STAFF



DRAGONEER INVESTMENT GROUP
OFFICE OF MARC STAD
+ 1 (415) 539-3059
JENNIFER@DRAGONEER.COM
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:43:10 AM

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

From: Juliet Knox <knox.juliet@gmail.com>
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2020 at 11:24 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Juliet Knox and I graduated from St. Ignatius in 2010. I still live in the
city and it brings me great pride to continue to support my alma mater.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to
implement a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather
than traveling great distances to practice.
 

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


St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just
to take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those
lessons are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the
students who participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by
supporting their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Juliet Knox
251 Willard N #3, SF CA 94118
knox.juliet@gmail.com

mailto:knox.juliet@gmail.com


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights on the Saint Ignatius field
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:42:59 AM
Attachments: Field Letter.docx

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

From: "Mr. W. Hickox" <rhickox@siprep.org>
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2020 at 3:54 PM
To: "commissiors.secretary@sfgov.org" <commissiors.secretary@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "kathrine.moore@sfgov.org"
<kathrine.moore@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
"Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights on the Saint Ignatius field
 

 

Please see the attachment and thank you for your time and consideration.
 
Rob Hickox
1462 36th Avenue
San Francisco Ca 94122

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

Planning Commissioners:



May 17th, 2020



President Joel Koppel

And Honorable Commissioners

San Francisco City Hall



CC: Supervisor Gordon Mar – District 4f



Dear Commissioners,



My name is Rob Hickox and I am a fourth Generation San Franciscan. I have lived in the City my entire life. I have been a resident of the Sunset District for 35 years. I am an alumnus of Saint Ignatius and a parent of a Saint Ignatius grad. 



I have coached in the Sunset District for over 40 years from youth to adult. Over the years I have seen the benefits of fields and especially what lighted fields bring to the City. I worked with both Jim Lucey and Quinton Kopp on getting the West Sunset field (Jim Lucey Fields) build years ago. As a youth coach at Saint Gabriel School I saw the immediate positive impact the lights had on the South Sunset field (Soccer & Baseball) for the youth of the city.



If you pass the lights, student will no longer have to stretch themselves to the point of their health and wellness. These lights will help the students manage family, school, sports and other activities. Time is a very important commodity these days and installation of  these lights will benefit all.



I highly support and recommend the lights for Saint Ignatius field. I see it as a win, win for both the Sunset District and the City. Please vote YES! to the lights on the Saint Ignatius field and thank you for your time and consideration.



Sincerely



Rob Hickox

1462 – 36th Avenue

San Francisco CA 94122





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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Cc: Sider, Dan (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Staff analysis of State housing bills
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:42:51 AM

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

From: anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com>
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2020 at 5:14 PM
To: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Cc: Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan
(CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Planning Staff analysis of State housing bills
 

 

Dear Planning Department Director Rich Hillis,
 
I echo a request made by Commissioners Imperial and Moore in
their Commissioner comments last week for the timely analysis of State Senate Bill 902,
among others. 
 
 Planning staff has previously provided informative and highly reputable analyses re: the
positive and negative impacts of SB 50 and of SB 330 for DBI and Planning staff, the general
public and the Commission.
 
Since all the Senate housing bills for this legislative session will be heard on May 26th and
27th by the Senate Housing Committee, a hearing at the Planning Commission on May
28th re: SB 902 would be ideal. 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:dan.sider@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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I am looking forward to your staff's analysis. Thank you.
 
Respectfully,
Anastasia Yovanopoulos
District #8 tenant



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 8:42:11 AM

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

From: Jonas Satuito <jsatuito@yahoo.com>
Date: Monday, May 18, 2020 at 8:38 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 18, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

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


 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Jonas Satuito and I have owned property in the Sunset Area since 2002. 
I am an SI alumnus and I currently have a niece and nephew who attend SI.
 
I’m writing in strong support for lights at St. Ignatius Field because of the benefit to
St. Ignatius students and to all San Francisco student-athletes.
 
With field lights, SI students will can stay safely on campus instead of traveling to
other fields in San Francisco or other cities such as Pacifica and Daly City.  Cutting
down on travel time will allow the SI student athletes to devote more time to
studying for their classes or get home earlier.
 
Lights will also help solve the San Francisco field shortage problem for other San
Francisco school and club teams, especially during Fall and Winter months when
darkness arrives by 5pm.  With SI able to practice on their own field, precious
evening field time in San Francisco can be offered to other schools and club teams
who need them.
   
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jonas Satuito
1255 18th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122
 



 



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

From: aj
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond, Susan

(CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Public Lands for Public Good
Subject: Balboa Reservoir: Context of Balboa Park Station Area Plan/BPS Final EIR
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2020 10:09:56 PM

 

Planning Commission:

The Project's public engagement process has avoided addressing the context of the
higher-level Balboa Park Station Area Plan/ BPS Program EIR.

The Reservoir SEIR is supposed to be Supplemental to the higher-level Balboa Park
Station Program PEIR.  

The BPS PEIR stated that the Reservoir Project should be "appropriately scaled for
the neighborhood." 

Instead, the Reservoir Project wants to overturn the BPS FEIR's condition for the
Project to be "appropriately scaled for the neighborhood."  The Project would achieve
this by pushing through the General Plan Amendment that goes before the Planning
Commission for approval on May 28, 2020.

The Project has proposed the General Plan Amendment because the Project fails to
conform with the higher-level BPS Final EIR's condition of appropriate scaling.

Excerpted from the higher level BPS Program EIR to which the Reservoir Project is
supposed to, but fails to, conform:

The Balboa Reservoir site would be reclassified to reflect the proposed north-
south re-orientation of the reservoir berm; the western half and northernmost
portion of the eastern half of the reservoir site would be reclassified to 40-X,
while the remaining portion of the reservoir site would be reclassified to 65-A.
(BPS FEIR p.11)

Balboa Reservoir subarea Tier 2 site:
•   Reservoir site, where 60 percent of the site is controlled by SFPUC and 40
percent is
controlled by City College. The Area Plan calls for the development of the
SFPUC’s site
holdings with approximately 500 residential units and a large new public open
space.  (BPS FEIR p. 15)
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mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
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The Balboa Reservoir would be reclassified to reflect the proposed north-south
reorientation of the Reservoir berm; that is, the western half and northernmost
portion of the eastern half of the reservoir site would be reclassified to 40-
X, while the remaining portion of the reservoir site would be reclassified to 65-
A.  (BPS FEIR p. 34)

Balboa Reservoir subarea Tier 2 site:
•   Reservoir site, where 60 percent of the site is controlled by SFPUC and 40
percent is
controlled by City College. The Area Plan calls for the development of the
SFPUC’s
site holdings with approximately 500 residential units and a large new public
open
space. ...The proposed height limit for potential residential development on
the reservoir site would be 40 feet; the height limit for the new City College
buildings
would be 65 feet.  (BPS FEIR p. 107)

The Reservoir Project is a case of putting the cart before the horse; of unscrupulous
manipulation of process.

--aj



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 4:01:04 PM

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

From: Gennadiy Galerkin <tralka@hotmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 1:40 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Hi All,

 

My name is Gennadiy Galerkin and our family has been living in Sunset district for
over 20 years. My older son graduated form SI in 2011 and my daughter will be be a
senior next year.

 

I’m writing in strong support for the approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student-athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a
later start time in accordance with CA State law.

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice.

 

St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.

 

Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.

 

Sincerely,

Gennadiy Galerkin

 

 

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St Ignatius Field
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 4:00:54 PM

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

From: Riley Dunn <reddunn123@icloud.com>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 2:51 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mr. Michael Thomas" <mthomas@siprep.org>
Subject: Lights at St Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Riley Dunn, I am a recent grad of St. Ignatius college prep currently
attending Marquette University. I have lived in the Sunset for the last 12 years with
my family. 
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
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There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Riley Dunn 
2227 Lincoln Way
Reddunn123@icloud.com
 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 4:00:46 PM

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

From: Igor Kosoy <igor.kosoy@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 3:41 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
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I am Sunset resident and lived in the area last 15 years. Parent of SI student.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Igor Kosoy
1583 23rd Avenue, 
San Francisco, CA 94122
igor.kosoy@gmail.com

mailto:igor.kosoy@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for May 21, 2020
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 3:59:22 PM
Attachments: 20200521_cal.docx

20200521_cal.pdf
20200521_RecParkJnthrg.docx
20200521_RecParkJnthrg.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2020.docx
Advance Calendar - 20200521.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for May 21, 2020.
 
Please note, that we will be attempting an unprecedented array of commissionary acrobatics. We
will begin at or around 1 pm for our Regular Hearing to consider certification of the HUB EIR and
related M&O Amendments. If heard and certified, we will then be joined by Rec&Park for
consideration of the Shadow, not before 3 pm. If heard and acted upon, Rec&Park will adjourn and
we will consider project entitlements for 30 VN. After which, we will remain in session and continue

with our Regular Calendar for 10 SVN and 21st Street, remotely.
 
Oh, and we may be joined by a new Commissioner.
 
Find a comfy spot and hold on to your seats.
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, May 21, 2020

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 

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. 





Remote Access to Information and Participation 



In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 



On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 



Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: 888-273-3658 / Access code: 3107452



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.






ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

			Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



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.	2020-003041PCA	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS – Planning Code amendments introduced by Supervisor Peskin amending the Planning Code to expedite the Conditional Use authorization review and approval process and reduce the application fee for certain uses of commercial space; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

(Proposed for Continuance to May 28, 2020)



2.	2019-014211DRP	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

667 MISSISSIPPI STREET – east side of Mississippi Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 4103 (District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109 which proposes to establish a new, 1,016 square foot Cannabis Retail use, including an on-site smoking and vaporizing room, within an existing non-storefront cannabis production facility within a MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

Note: On February 6, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to March 19, 2020 by a vote of +4 -1 (Richards absent). On March 19, 2020, without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020. On March 26, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 9, 2020. On April 9, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 21, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 4, 2020)

	

3a.	2017-009796DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 3726  (District 6) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0702.3483 for the merging of lots 030 and 031 and construction of a six-story vertical and horizontal addition (approximately 24,000 square feet) above a one-story commercial building resulting in 24 residential units within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-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 

[bookmark: _Hlk40288455](Proposed for Continuance to June 4, 2020)



3b.	2017-009796VAR	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 3726 (District 6) – Request for a Variance from the Dwelling Unit Exposure requirement under Planning Code Section 140 within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Proposed for Continuance to June 4, 2020)



4.	2019-020151DRP-03	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

486 DUNCAN STREET – between Noe and Sanchez Streets; 021 in Assessor’s Block 6591  (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.1205.8713 to construct a deck over an existing 2-story portion of a single family house which extends partially in the required rear yard 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 Continuance to June 4, 2020)



5.	2016-003164GPA	(S. NICKOLOPOULOS: (415) 575-9089)

HEALTH CARE SERVICES MASTER PLAN – Initiation of Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Commerce and Industry Element, to update it and incorporate the 2019 Health Care Services Master Plan; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code Section 340 and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to June 25, 2020)

[bookmark: _Hlk40288197]

6.	2020-001294CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

2441 MISSION STREET – east side of Mission street, between 20th and 21st Streets; Lot 026 in Assessor’s Block 3610 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 754 and 303, requesting to amend Planning Commission Motion No. 19776 to authorize smoking and vaporizing on-site at the existing Medical Cannabis Dispensary (dba Mission Cannabis Club) within the mezzanine of the first floor of the subject property within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District.

(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020)



7.	2019-014214DRP	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

457 MARIPOSA STREET – between Third and Illinois Streets; Lot 043 in Assessor’s Block 3994 (District 10) – Request for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 2019.0702.4973, which proposes to establish a new Cannabis Retail establishment of approximately 2,500 square feet in size, including on-site consumption, in an existing one-story Industrial building within an Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. Minor interior and exterior alterations are proposed to the subject tenant space. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

Preliminary Recommendation:

(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020)



[bookmark: _Hlk35955030]8a.	2018-008397CUA	(K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)

[bookmark: _Hlk40193091]2005 17TH STREET – south side of 17th Street between Kansas and Vermont Streets, Lot 001J of Assessor’s Block 3977 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to remove an unauthorized dwelling unit from the ground floor basement/garage level of an existing single-family, two-story residential building. The building would retain the one existing legal dwelling unit. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 45-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: 

(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020)



8b.	2018-008397VAR	(K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)

2005 17TH STREET – south side of 17th Street between Vermont and Kansas Streets, Lot 001J of Assessor’s Block 3977 (District 10) – Request for Variance from the Zoning Administrator to reconstruct an unauthorized deck and stair with an addition of a firewall which extends into the required rear yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires the subject property to maintain a rear yard of approximately 23 feet. Therefore, a rear yard variance is required. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020)

[bookmark: _Hlk40288960]

9.	2019-005176CUA	(S. FERGUSON: (415) 575-9074)

722 STEINER STREET – southeast corner of Steiner and Grove streets; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 0803 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, 317, and 209.1 for a Residential Merger of Two Dwelling Units into a Single-Family Residence within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project is not defined as a project under CEQA Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 16, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 16, 2020)



10a.	2020-000052PCA	(V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173)

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS [BF TBD] – Various Code Amendments – Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to authorize the Planning Commission to standardize policies that avoid or lessen common environmental impacts of Development Projects, as defined; create a program to apply those policies as requirements to Development Projects that meet certain applicability criteria, in order to protect public health, safety, welfare and the environment while expediting environmental review for housing and other Development Projects; and to make conforming amendments to the Planning, Environment and Police Codes; 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:  Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 30, 2020)



10b.	2020-000052PCA	(J. POLLAK (415-575-8766)

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS – AIR QUALITY – Adopt Standard Environmental Review Requirements related to the topic of Air Quality.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 30, 2020)



11.	2017-011214CUA	(N. KWIATKOWSKA: (415) 575-9185)

9 APOLLO STREET – south side of Apollo Street between Topeka and Thornton Avenues, Lot 048 of Assessor’s Block 5354 (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to remove an unauthorized dwelling unit from the ground floor by merging it with the existing dwelling unit above. The subject property is currently authorized for use as a single-family dwelling within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One-Family) 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.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020)

Note: On January 23, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 2, 2020, with direction from the CPC by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On April 2, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 21, 2020.

(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

	

12.	2018-016668CUA	(S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612)

[bookmark: _Hlk40193106]585 HOWARD STREET – south side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets with secondary frontage on Tehama Street; Lot 099 in Assessor’s Block 3736 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to allow an Office Use on the ground floor within the Downtown Office Special Development (C-3-O(SD)) Zoning District, 350-S Height and Bulk District, and the Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial and Transbay 3 Special Use Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



13.	2019-013418CUA	(S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612)

526 COLUMBUS AVENUE – east side of Columbus Avenue between Union Street and Green Street with secondary frontage on Stockton Street; Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0117 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 780.3 and 303 to modify the previously imposed Condition of Approval No. 2 under Case No. 92.137C, Planning Commission Motion 13349, to allow a full kitchen for an established Restaurant Use within the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the North Beach and Telegraph Hill-Nob Hill Residential Special Use Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



14.	2020-001384CUA	(M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048)

1650 POLK STREET – east side of Polk Street at the corner of Polk and Clay Streets; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 0621 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 723, 202.3, and 303, to establish an approximately 11,877 sf General Entertainment use with 1,888 sf accessory Limited Restaurant use at the existing vacant tenant space, most recently used as a General Grocery, located in the Polk Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (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



15.	2020-003090CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)

1299 SANCHEZ STREET – east side of Sanchez Street and Clipper and 26th Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 6552 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 710 for the change of use of an approximately 1,139 square-foot tenant space at an existing two-story, mixed-use building from a Limited Restaurant with an Accessory Coffee Roaster to a Restaurant (d.b.a. “Noe Valley Coffee”) with an Accessory Coffee Roaster within a Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster (NC-1) 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 



16.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for May 7, 2020



17.	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



18.	Director’s Announcements



19.	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.



20.	2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV	(A. CALLAGY: (415) 575-8734)

THE HUB PLAN, 30 VAN NESS AVENUE PROJECT, 98 FRANKLIN STREET PROJECT, AND HUB HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – approximately 84-acre area of San Francisco within the boundaries of the Market and Octavia Area Plan in the Downtown/Civic Center, South of Market (SoMa), Western Addition, and Mission neighborhoods. Multiple Assessor’s Blocks and Lots (Districts 5 and 6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The EIR evaluated the planning department-proposed Hub Plan and related actions. The related actions associated with the Hub Plan are two individual private development projects within the Hub Plan area at 30 Van Ness Avenue and 98 Franklin Street and the designation of portions or all of the Hub Plan area as a Housing Sustainability District (HSD). The Hub Plan would amend the 2008 Market and Octavia Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan for the easternmost portions of the Market and Octavia Area Plan. The overarching objectives of the Hub Plan are to encourage housing, including affordable housing, and create a neighborhood with a range of uses and services to meet community needs. The Hub Plan would pursue this vision through changes to current zoning controls in the area to meet plan objectives. The proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue includes retention of portions of an existing 75-foot-tall, five-story building and construction of a 47-story building with ground-floor retail space, up to 10 floors of office space, and 37 floors of residential space. The 30 Van Ness Avenue site would also include space for 148 vehicular parking spaces and 349 bicycle spaces. The proposed project at 98 Franklin Street includes demolition of an existing 100-space surface parking lot and construction of a 31-story residential tower above a five-story podium that would be occupied by new facilities for the International High School (Grades 9–12 of the French American International School [FAIS]). The 98 Franklin Street site would also include approximately 108 vehicular parking spaces and 539 bicycle spaces. 

Please Note: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on September 9, 2019. 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)



21.	2015-000940ENV	(L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)

	MARKET OCTAVIA AREA PLAN AMENDMENT – The Planning Commission will consider adoption of CEQA Findings for actions in connection with the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight Street. The CEQA Findings include a statement of overriding considerations; reasons for rejection of alternatives to the proposed Plan; and a mitigation monitoring program associated with the approval of the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)



22a.	2015-000940GPA	(L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)

MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL PLAN – Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 340, the Planning Commission will consider General Plan Amendments to amend the Market and Octavia Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight Street; making conforming amendments to the Housing Element and the Arts Element; making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)





22b.	2015-000940PCA-01	(L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)

MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE  PLANNING CODE – Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 302, the Planning Commission will consider Planning Code Amendments to give effect to the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight Street; amending Planning Code Sections 145.4, 151.1, 155, 207.6, 249.33, 261.1, 263.19, 270, 270.2, 309, 341.5, 401, 411A.5, 416.3, 421.5, 424.1, 424.3, 424.4, and 424.5 making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)



22c.	2015-000940MAP	(L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)

MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING MAP – Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 302, the Planning Commission will consider Zoning Map Amendments to the Planning Code to amend the Van Ness and Market Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight Street; making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)



22d.	2015-000940PCA-02	 (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)
HUB HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE BUSINESS AND TAX REGULATIONS CODE AND THE PLANNING CODE – Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 302, the Planning Commission will consider Planning Code and Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments to create the Hub Housing Sustainability District, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight Street; to provide a streamlined and ministerial approval process for certain housing projects meeting specific labor, on-site affordability, and other requirements; making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)

	

22e.	2015-000940CWP-02	(L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083)

MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM – The Planning Commission will consider adopting the Implementation Program to guide implementation of the Hub area consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment , encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight Street, making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)






3:00 P.M. 	



The following matter(s) may not be considered prior to the time indicated above. It is provided as a courtesy to limit unnecessary wait times. Therefore, the following item(s) will be considered at or after the time indicated.



G. SPECIAL JOINT MEETING CALENDAR WITH THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION



ROLL CALL:	

	

PLANNING 

COMMISSION: 		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

			Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson

[bookmark: _GoBack]RECREATION AND PARK

COMMISSION:	President: 			Mark Buell

	Vice-President: 		Allan Low

Commissioners:		Kat Anderson, Gloria Bonilla, Tom Harrison,

	Larry Mazzola, Eric McDonnell

	

[bookmark: _Hlk40440825]NOTE: The Joint Commissions will hold one public hearing for the public to provide testimony on all items listed below. Following the public hearing, the Recreation and Park Commission will act jointly with the Planning Commission to consider raising the cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza and the Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and Howard and Langton Mini Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and Park Commission will adjourn, and the Planning Commission will remain in session and separately consider action on all other entitlements.



1a.	2017-008051SHD	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible Joint Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise the cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning Code Section 295 Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue.  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit

(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action)



1b.	2017-008051SHD	(J. PEREZ: (415) 575-5603)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible action by the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the Planning Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue will or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and Howard and Langton Mini Park),  as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units). The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District.

(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only)



H. NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1A and 1B, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER ADDITIONAL ITEMS.



2a.	2017-008051SHD	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Shadow Findings Pursuant to Section 295 that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and Howard & Langton Mini Park).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses. The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 



2b.	2017-008051ENV	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings of Fact, Findings Regarding Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 



2c.	2017-008051DNX	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 309 to allow a project greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with exceptions for permitted obstructions (decorative architectural features) over sidewalks (Section 136); reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); height limits for parcels within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District” (Section 263.19); and bulk controls (Section 270).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units). The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



2d.	2017-008051CUA	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2, 249.33(b)(7) and 303 to allow a retail use size in excess of 6,000 gross square feet.  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



2e.	2017-008051OFA	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Office Development Allocation under the 2019-2020 Annual Office Development Limitation Program (Sections 320 through 325) authorizing up to 49,999 gross square feet of general office use.  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120//400-R-2/140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 2A THROUGH 2E, THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO CONTINUE ITS REGULAR CALENDAR.



23.	2015-004568ENV	(R. SCHUETT: (415) 575-9030)

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE MIXED-USE PROJECT – the project site is located at the southwest corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, Assessor’s Block 3506, Lots 003A and 004 (District 6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing two-story, 30- to 45-foot-tall, 91,088 gross-square-foot (gsf) historic building, built in 1927 which most recently operated as the San Francisco Honda auto dealership  and construction of up to 966 residential units in a mixed-use residential building comprised of a 55-story, 590-foot-tall tower over a single podium with ground floor retail. Up to 255 vehicle parking spaces and 321 bicycle parking spaces would be provided within a two–level subterranean parking garage, accessible from 12th Street. The project site is located in the Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) Use District and 120-R-2/120/400-R-2 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 December 11, 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 

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)



24.	2020-000215CUA	(B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054)

4118 21ST STREET – north side of 21st Street between Diamond Street and Eureka Street; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 2750 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the demolition of a 3,025 square foot, two-story over basement, single family home and to authorize the construction of a 4,481 square foot, three-story over basement, two family home in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

Note: On April 23, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 21, 2020 by a vote of +5 -1 (Koppel against).



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

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

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

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



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

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

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

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

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

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.



Proposition F

Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City 
and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations 
are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-
7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco 
Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act 
and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to 
the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through 
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, 
Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance 
of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Remote Access to Information and Participation  
 
In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and 
the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - 
aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule 
through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission 
meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The 
Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in 
advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website 
(https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: 888-273-3658 / Access code: 3107452 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be 
updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 


 
  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,  
   Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson 
 
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. 2020-003041PCA (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082) 


CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS – Planning Code amendments 
introduced by Supervisor Peskin amending the Planning Code to expedite the Conditional 
Use authorization review and approval process and reduce the application fee for certain 
uses of commercial space; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.   
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 28, 2020) 


 
2. 2019-014211DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


667 MISSISSIPPI STREET – east side of Mississippi Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets; Lot 
029 in Assessor’s Block 4103 (District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building 
Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109 which proposes to establish a new, 1,016 square 
foot Cannabis Retail use, including an on-site smoking and vaporizing room, within an 
existing non-storefront cannabis production facility within a MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action 
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020) 
Note: On February 6, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to March 
19, 2020 by a vote of +4 -1 (Richards absent). On March 19, 2020, without hearing, 
continued to March 26, 2020. On March 26, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 9, 
2020. On April 9, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On 
April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 21, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 4, 2020) 


  
3a. 2017-009796DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 3726  
(District 6) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0702.3483 for the 
merging of lots 030 and 031 and construction of a six-story vertical and horizontal addition 
(approximately 24,000 square feet) above a one-story commercial building resulting in 24 
residential units within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-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). 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Proposed for Continuance to June 4, 2020) 
 


3b. 2017-009796VAR (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 3726 
(District 6) – Request for a Variance from the Dwelling Unit Exposure requirement under 
Planning Code Section 140 within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-X 
Height and Bulk District.  
(Proposed for Continuance to June 4, 2020) 


 
4. 2019-020151DRP-03 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


486 DUNCAN STREET – between Noe and Sanchez Streets; 021 in Assessor’s Block 6591  
(District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.1205.8713 to 
construct a deck over an existing 2-story portion of a single family house which extends 
partially in the required rear yard 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 Continuance to June 4, 2020) 
 


5. 2016-003164GPA (S. NICKOLOPOULOS: (415) 575-9089) 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES MASTER PLAN – Initiation of Ordinance amending the General 
Plan to revise the Commerce and Industry Element, to update it and incorporate the 2019 
Health Care Services Master Plan; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under 
the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code Section 
340 and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code Section 101.1.  
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 25, 2020) 


 
6. 2020-001294CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


2441 MISSION STREET – east side of Mission street, between 20th and 21st Streets; Lot 026 in 
Assessor’s Block 3610 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 754 and 303, requesting to amend Planning Commission Motion 
No. 19776 to authorize smoking and vaporizing on-site at the existing Medical Cannabis 
Dispensary (dba Mission Cannabis Club) within the mezzanine of the first floor of the subject 
property within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District 
and 55-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020) 


 
7. 2019-014214DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


457 MARIPOSA STREET – between Third and Illinois Streets; Lot 043 in Assessor’s Block 3994 
(District 10) – Request for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 2019.0702.4973, 
which proposes to establish a new Cannabis Retail establishment of approximately 2,500 
square feet in size, including on-site consumption, in an existing one-story Industrial 
building within an Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. 
Minor interior and exterior alterations are proposed to the subject tenant space. This action 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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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 April 23, 2020) 
Preliminary Recommendation: 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020) 
 


8a. 2018-008397CUA (K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816) 
2005 17TH STREET – south side of 17th Street between Kansas and Vermont Streets, Lot 001J 
of Assessor’s Block 3977 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to remove an unauthorized dwelling unit from the 
ground floor basement/garage level of an existing single-family, two-story residential 
building. The building would retain the one existing legal dwelling unit. The subject 
property is located within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 45-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:  
(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020) 
 


8b. 2018-008397VAR (K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816) 
2005 17TH STREET – south side of 17th Street between Vermont and Kansas Streets, Lot 001J 
of Assessor’s Block 3977 (District 10) – Request for Variance from the Zoning Administrator 
to reconstruct an unauthorized deck and stair with an addition of a firewall which extends 
into the required rear yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires the subject property to 
maintain a rear yard of approximately 23 feet. Therefore, a rear yard variance is required. 
The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning 
District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020) 


 
9. 2019-005176CUA (S. FERGUSON: (415) 575-9074) 


722 STEINER STREET – southeast corner of Steiner and Grove streets; Lot 023 in Assessor’s 
Block 0803 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 303, 317, and 209.1 for a Residential Merger of Two Dwelling Units into a 
Single-Family Residence within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 
40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project is not defined as a project under CEQA Sections 
15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the environment. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 16, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 16, 2020) 


 
10a. 2020-000052PCA (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173) 


STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS [BF TBD] – Various Code Amendments – 
Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to authorize the Planning Commission to 
standardize policies that avoid or lessen common environmental impacts of Development 
Projects, as defined; create a program to apply those policies as requirements to 
Development Projects that meet certain applicability criteria, in order to protect public 
health, safety, welfare and the environment while expediting environmental review for 
housing and other Development Projects; and to make conforming amendments to the 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Planning, Environment and Police Codes; 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:  Approve 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 30, 2020) 


 
10b. 2020-000052PCA (J. POLLAK (415-575-8766) 


STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS – AIR QUALITY – Adopt Standard 
Environmental Review Requirements related to the topic of Air Quality. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 30, 2020) 
 


11. 2017-011214CUA (N. KWIATKOWSKA: (415) 575-9185) 
9 APOLLO STREET – south side of Apollo Street between Topeka and Thornton Avenues, Lot 
048 of Assessor’s Block 5354 (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to remove an unauthorized dwelling unit 
from the ground floor by merging it with the existing dwelling unit above. The subject 
property is currently authorized for use as a single-family dwelling within a RH-1 
(Residential-House, One-Family) 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. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020) 
Note: On January 23, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 2, 
2020, with direction from the CPC by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On April 2, 2020, 
without hearing, continued to May 21, 2020. 
(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 
  
12. 2018-016668CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 


585 HOWARD STREET – south side of Howard Street between 1st and 2nd Streets with 
secondary frontage on Tehama Street; Lot 099 in Assessor’s Block 3736 (District 6) – Request 
for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to 
allow an Office Use on the ground floor within the Downtown Office Special Development 
(C-3-O(SD)) Zoning District, 350-S Height and Bulk District, and the Transit Center C-3-O(SD) 
Commercial and Transbay 3 Special Use Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action 
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-016668CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


13. 2019-013418CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 
526 COLUMBUS AVENUE – east side of Columbus Avenue between Union Street and Green 
Street with secondary frontage on Stockton Street; Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0117 (District 
3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 780.3 
and 303 to modify the previously imposed Condition of Approval No. 2 under Case No. 
92.137C, Planning Commission Motion 13349, to allow a full kitchen for an established 
Restaurant Use within the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, 40-X 
Height and Bulk District, and the North Beach and Telegraph Hill-Nob Hill Residential Special 
Use Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
14. 2020-001384CUA (M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048) 


1650 POLK STREET – east side of Polk Street at the corner of Polk and Clay Streets; Lot 022 in 
Assessor’s Block 0621 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 723, 202.3, and 303, to establish an approximately 11,877 sf General 
Entertainment use with 1,888 sf accessory Limited Restaurant use at the existing vacant 
tenant space, most recently used as a General Grocery, located in the Polk Street NCD 
(Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This 
project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (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 
 


15. 2020-003090CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741) 
1299 SANCHEZ STREET – east side of Sanchez Street and Clipper and 26th Streets; Lot 020 in 
Assessor’s Block 6552 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 710 for the change of use of an approximately 1,139 square-
foot tenant space at an existing two-story, mixed-use building from a Limited Restaurant 
with an Accessory Coffee Roaster to a Restaurant (d.b.a. “Noe Valley Coffee”) with an 
Accessory Coffee Roaster within a Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster (NC-1) 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  
 


16. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for May 7, 2020 


 
17. 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 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-013418CUA.pdf
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be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the 
Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
18. Director’s Announcements 
 
19. 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. 


 
20. 2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV (A. CALLAGY: (415) 575-8734) 


THE HUB PLAN, 30 VAN NESS AVENUE PROJECT, 98 FRANKLIN STREET PROJECT, AND HUB 
HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – approximately 84-acre area of San Francisco within 
the boundaries of the Market and Octavia Area Plan in the Downtown/Civic Center, South of 
Market (SoMa), Western Addition, and Mission neighborhoods. Multiple Assessor’s Blocks 
and Lots (Districts 5 and 6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The EIR 
evaluated the planning department-proposed Hub Plan and related actions. The related 
actions associated with the Hub Plan are two individual private development projects within 
the Hub Plan area at 30 Van Ness Avenue and 98 Franklin Street and the designation of 
portions or all of the Hub Plan area as a Housing Sustainability District (HSD). The Hub Plan 
would amend the 2008 Market and Octavia Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan for 
the easternmost portions of the Market and Octavia Area Plan. The overarching objectives 
of the Hub Plan are to encourage housing, including affordable housing, and create a 
neighborhood with a range of uses and services to meet community needs. The Hub Plan 
would pursue this vision through changes to current zoning controls in the area to meet 
plan objectives. The proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue includes retention of portions 
of an existing 75-foot-tall, five-story building and construction of a 47-story building with 
ground-floor retail space, up to 10 floors of office space, and 37 floors of residential space. 
The 30 Van Ness Avenue site would also include space for 148 vehicular parking spaces and 
349 bicycle spaces. The proposed project at 98 Franklin Street includes demolition of an 
existing 100-space surface parking lot and construction of a 31-story residential tower above 
a five-story podium that would be occupied by new facilities for the International High 
School (Grades 9–12 of the French American International School [FAIS]). The 98 Franklin 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Hub%20Plan_Hub%20HSD%20EIR.pdf
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Street site would also include approximately 108 vehicular parking spaces and 539 bicycle 
spaces.  
Please Note: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for 
the Draft EIR ended on September 9, 2019. 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 


 
21. 2015-000940ENV (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 
 MARKET OCTAVIA AREA PLAN AMENDMENT – The Planning Commission will consider 


adoption of CEQA Findings for actions in connection with the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
Amendment, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia 
Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street 
from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness 
Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, 
Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street 
from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a 
portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with 
certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, 
Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and 
Haight Street. The CEQA Findings include a statement of overriding considerations; reasons 
for rejection of alternatives to the proposed Plan; and a mitigation monitoring program 
associated with the approval of the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 


 
22a. 2015-000940GPA (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 


MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL 
PLAN – Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 340, the Planning Commission will 
consider General Plan Amendments to amend the Market and Octavia Area Plan, 
encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to 
Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page 
Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue 
from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market 
Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from 
Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion 
of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain 
lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard 
Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight 
Street; making conforming amendments to the Housing Element and the Arts Element; 
making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including 
adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 
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22b. 2015-000940PCA-01 (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 
MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE  PLANNING 
CODE – Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 302, the Planning Commission will 
consider Planning Code Amendments to give effect to the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
Amendment, encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia 
Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street 
from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness 
Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, 
Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street 
from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a 
portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with 
certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, 
Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and 
Haight Street; amending Planning Code Sections 145.4, 151.1, 155, 207.6, 249.33, 261.1, 
263.19, 270, 270.2, 309, 341.5, 401, 411A.5, 416.3, 421.5, 424.1, 424.3, 424.4, and 424.5 
making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including 
adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 


 
22c. 2015-000940MAP (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 


MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING MAP 
– Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code 302, the Planning Commission will consider 
Zoning Map Amendments to the Planning Code to amend the Van Ness and Market Special 
Use District and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps and Zoning 
Use District Maps consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment, 
encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to 
Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page 
Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue 
from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market 
Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from 
Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion 
of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain 
lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard 
Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight 
Street; making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, 
including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 
 


22d. 2015-000940PCA-02  (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 
HUB HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE BUSINESS 
AND TAX REGULATIONS CODE AND THE PLANNING CODE – Pursuant to San Francisco 
Planning Code 302, the Planning Commission will consider Planning Code and Business and 
Tax Regulations Code Amendments to create the Hub Housing Sustainability District, 
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encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia Boulevard to 
Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street from Page 
Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness Avenue 
from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, Market 
Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street from 
Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a portion 
of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with certain 
lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, Howard 
Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and Haight 
Street; to provide a streamlined and ministerial approval process for certain housing 
projects meeting specific labor, on-site affordability, and other requirements; making 
environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including adoption 
of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 


  
22e. 2015-000940CWP-02 (L. LANGLOIS: (415) 575-9083) 


MARKET OCTAVIA PLAN AMENDMENT – ADOPTION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM – 
The Planning Commission will consider adopting the Implementation Program to guide 
implementation of the Hub area consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
Amendment , encompassing an area generally bounded by Haight Street from Octavia 
Boulevard to Gough Street, Gough Street from Haight Street to Page Street, Franklin Street 
from Page Street to Fell Street, Fell Street from Franklin Street to Van Ness Avenue, Van Ness 
Avenue from Fell Street to Hayes Street, Hayes Street from Van Ness Avenue to Larkin Street, 
Market Street from Ninth Street to 10th Street, midblock between 10th Street and 11th Street 
from Market Street to Mission Street, Mission Street from 10th Street to Washburn Street, a 
portion of Washburn Street, Minna Street from 10th Street to just past Lafayette Street (with 
certain lots excluded), midblock between Lafayette Street and 12th Street to Howard Street, 
Howard Street just north of 12th and 13th Streets, and 13th Street to Octavia Boulevard and 
Haight Street, making environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality 
Act, including adoption of a statement of overriding considerations, and 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: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 
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3:00 P.M.   
 


The following matter(s) may not be considered prior to the time indicated above. It is 
provided as a courtesy to limit unnecessary wait times. Therefore, the following item(s) will 
be considered at or after the time indicated. 


 
G. SPECIAL JOINT MEETING CALENDAR WITH THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION 
 
ROLL CALL:  
  
PLANNING  
COMMISSION:   President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,  
   Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson 
RECREATION AND PARK 
COMMISSION: President:    Mark Buell 
 Vice-President:   Allan Low 


Commissioners:  Kat Anderson, Gloria Bonilla, Tom Harrison, 
 Larry Mazzola, Eric McDonnell 


  
NOTE: The Joint Commissions will hold one public hearing for the public to provide testimony on all 
items listed below. Following the public hearing, the Recreation and Park Commission will act jointly 
with the Planning Commission to consider raising the cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza 
and the Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to the Planning 
Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Margaret Hayward Playground; 
Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and 
Howard and Langton Mini Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and Park 
Commission will adjourn, and the Planning Commission will remain in session and separately 
consider action on all other entitlements. 


 
1a. 2017-008051SHD (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible Joint 
Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise the 
cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning 
Code Section 295 Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new 
shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue.  The Project includes a total 
gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 
468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop 
a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, 
approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle 
parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project 
would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 
47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site 
affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is 
located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-
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2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use 
District. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit 
(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action) 
 


1b. 2017-008051SHD (J. PEREZ: (415) 575-5603) 
30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible action by 
the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the Planning 
Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue will 
or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties under the 
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes 
Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and 
Howard and Langton Mini Park),  as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight 
Ordinance).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross 
square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 
dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 
234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of 
retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels 
that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the 
residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-
bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 
83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below 
Market Rate” units). The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General 
Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the 
Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District. 
(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only) 


 
H. NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1A and 1B, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, 


AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER 
ADDITIONAL ITEMS. 


 
2a. 2017-008051SHD  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Shadow 
Findings Pursuant to Section 295 that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 
Van Ness Avenue will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties 
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward 
Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic 
Center Plaza; and Howard & Langton Mini Park).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes 
a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and 
the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet 
tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total 
gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 
468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop 
a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, 
approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle 
parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses. The Project 
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would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 
47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site 
affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is 
located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-
2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use 
District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings  
 


2b. 2017-008051ENV  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings 
of Fact, Findings Regarding Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Evaluation of Mitigation 
Measures and Alternatives, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a 
significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and 
the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet 
tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total 
gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 
468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop 
a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, 
approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle 
parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project 
would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 
47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site 
affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is 
located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-
2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use 
District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings  


 
2c. 2017-008051DNX  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 309 to allow a project greater 
than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with exceptions for 
permitted obstructions (decorative architectural features) over sidewalks (Section 136); 
reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); height limits for 
parcels within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District” (Section 263.19); and 
bulk controls (Section 270).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration 
to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a 
new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of 
rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of 
approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square 
feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium 
containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 
21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and 
three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share 
spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 
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studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, 
with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also 
known as “Below Market Rate” units). The Project Site is located within the C-3-G 
(Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height 
and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
2d. 2017-008051CUA  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2, 249.33(b)(7) and 303 to allow a 
retail use size in excess of 6,000 gross square feet.  The proposed project (“Project”) includes 
a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and 
the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet 
tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total 
gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 
468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop 
a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, 
approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle 
parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project 
would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 
47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site 
affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is 
located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-
2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use 
District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


2e. 2017-008051OFA  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Office Development 
Allocation under the 2019-2020 Annual Office Development Limitation Program (Sections 
320 through 325) authorizing up to 49,999 gross square feet of general office use.  The 
proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building 
containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building 
reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical 
equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross 
square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 
dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 
234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of 
retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels 
that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the 
residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-
bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 
83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below 
Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General 
Commercial) Zoning District, 120//400-R-2/140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the 
Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District. 
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 
NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 2A THROUGH 2E, THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION 
TO CONTINUE ITS REGULAR CALENDAR. 
 
23. 2015-004568ENV (R. SCHUETT: (415) 575-9030) 


10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE MIXED-USE PROJECT – the project site is located at the 
southwest corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, Assessor’s Block 3506, Lots 
003A and 004 (District 6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The 
proposed project would involve demolition of the existing two-story, 30- to 45-foot-tall, 
91,088 gross-square-foot (gsf) historic building, built in 1927 which most recently operated 
as the San Francisco Honda auto dealership  and construction of up to 966 residential units 
in a mixed-use residential building comprised of a 55-story, 590-foot-tall tower over a single 
podium with ground floor retail. Up to 255 vehicle parking spaces and 321 bicycle parking 
spaces would be provided within a two–level subterranean parking garage, accessible from 
12th Street. The project site is located in the Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) Use 
District and 120-R-2/120/400-R-2 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 December 11, 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  
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 


 
24. 2020-000215CUA (B. HICKS: (415) 575-9054) 


4118 21ST STREET – north side of 21st Street between Diamond Street and Eureka Street; Lot 
017 in Assessor’s Block 2750 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the demolition of a 3,025 square 
foot, two-story over basement, single family home and to authorize the construction of a 
4,481 square foot, three-story over basement, two family home in a RH-2 (Residential-
House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020) 
Note: On April 23, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 21, 
2020 by a vote of +5 -1 (Koppel against). 


 
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. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, 
through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period 
equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block 
of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized 
opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to 
represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 
hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should 
identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) 


minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by 


the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue 


to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present 
constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the 
hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the 
date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office 
Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For 
further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This 
appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar 
days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information 
on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project 
to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising 
only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, 
Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part 
of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance 
with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee 
or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest 
discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
 


 



http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447
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PLANNING COMMISSION: 	President: 	Joel Koppel

	Vice-President: 	Kathrin Moore

	Commissioners		Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

			                              	Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



RECREATION AND PARK

COMMISSION:	President: 		Mark Buell

	Vice-President: 	Allan Low

Commissioners:	Kat Anderson, Gloria Bonilla, Tom Harrison,

Larry Mazzola, Eric McDonnell



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin



Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 





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. 





Remote Access to Information and Participation 



In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 



On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station.



Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: 888-273-3658 / Access code: 3107452



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.




ROLL CALL:	

	

PLANNING 

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]COMMISSION: 		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

			Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



RECREATION AND PARK

COMMISSION:	President: 			Mark Buell

	Vice-President: 		Allan Low

Commissioners:		Kat Anderson, Gloria Bonilla, Tom Harrison,

	Larry Mazzola, Eric McDonnell

	

A. SPECIAL CALENDAR



NOTE: The Joint Commissions will hold one public hearing for the public to provide testimony on all items listed below. Following the public hearing, the Recreation and Park Commission will act jointly with the Planning Commission to consider raising the cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza and the Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and Howard and Langton Mini Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and Park Commission will adjourn, and the Planning Commission will remain in session and separately consider action on all other entitlements.



1a.	2017-008051SHD	(N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible Joint Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise the cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning Code Section 295 Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue.  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit

(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action)





1b.	2017-008051SHD	(J. PEREZ: (415) 575-5603)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible action by the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the Planning Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue will or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and Howard and Langton Mini Park),  as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units). The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District.

(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only)



NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1A and 1B, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER ADDITIONAL ITEMS. PLEASE SEE THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA FOR MORE INFORMATION.



2a.	2017-008051SHD	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Shadow Findings Pursuant to Section 295 that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; and Howard & Langton Mini Park).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 

(Planning Commission Action Only)



2b.	2017-008051ENV	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings of Fact, Findings Regarding Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 

(Planning Commission Action Only)



2c.	2017-008051DNX	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

[bookmark: _Hlk40441056]30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 309 to allow a project greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with exceptions for permitted obstructions (decorative architectural features) over sidewalks (Section 136); reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); height limits for parcels within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District” (Section 263.19); and bulk controls (Section 270).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Planning Commission Action Only)



2d.	2017-008051CUA	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2, 249.33(b)(7) and 303 to allow a retail use size in excess of 6,000 gross square feet. The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Planning Commission Action Only)



2e.	2017-008051OFA	 (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167)

[bookmark: _GoBack]30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Office Development Allocation under the 2019-2020 Annual Office Development Limitation Program (Sections 320 through 325) authorizing up to 49,999 gross square feet of general office use.  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Planning Commission Action Only)
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San 
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act 
and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit 
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may 
inspect or copy. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine
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Remote Access to Information and Participation  
 
In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - 
and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions 
- aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 
virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule 
through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission 
meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The 
Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in 
advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website 
(https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 
 
Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: 888-273-3658 / Access code: 3107452 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be 
updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 
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ROLL CALL:  
  
PLANNING  
COMMISSION:   President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,  
   Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson 
 
RECREATION AND PARK 
COMMISSION: President:    Mark Buell 
 Vice-President:   Allan Low 


Commissioners:  Kat Anderson, Gloria Bonilla, Tom Harrison, 
 Larry Mazzola, Eric McDonnell 


  
A. SPECIAL CALENDAR 
 


NOTE: The Joint Commissions will hold one public hearing for the public to provide testimony on 
all items listed below. Following the public hearing, the Recreation and Park Commission will act 
jointly with the Planning Commission to consider raising the cumulative shadow limit for Civic 
Center Plaza and the Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to 
the Planning Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Margaret Hayward 
Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center 
Plaza; and Howard and Langton Mini Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and 
Park Commission will adjourn, and the Planning Commission will remain in session and separately 
consider action on all other entitlements. 


 
1a. 2017-008051SHD (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible Joint 
Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise the 
cumulative shadow limit for Civic Center Plaza, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning 
Code Section 295 Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new 
shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue.  The Project includes a total 
gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 
468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated 
atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general 
office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 
vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The 
Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom 
units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-
site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site 
is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-
2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use 
District. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit 
(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action) 
 


 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-008051DNXCUAOFASHDENV.pdf
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1b. 2017-008051SHD (J. PEREZ: (415) 575-5603) 
30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Discussion and possible action by 
the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the Planning 
Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 Van Ness Avenue will 
or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties under the 
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward Playground; 
Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic Center Plaza; 
and Howard and Langton Mini Park),  as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the 
Sunlight Ordinance).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 
gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use 
(333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing 
approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross 
square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three 
below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share 
spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 
studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, 
with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also 
known as “Below Market Rate” units). The Project Site is located within the C-3-G 
(Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and 
Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District. 
(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only) 


 
NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1A and 1B, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, 
AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER 
ADDITIONAL ITEMS. PLEASE SEE THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA FOR MORE INFORMATION. 


 
2a. 2017-008051SHD  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Shadow 
Findings Pursuant to Section 295 that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 30 
Van Ness Avenue will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of six (6) properties 
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Margaret Hayward 
Playground; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Civic 
Center Plaza; and Howard & Langton Mini Park).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes 
a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and 
the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 
feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes 
a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with 
approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a 
tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet 
of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 
72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate 
up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office 
uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-
bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) 
provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  
The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-008051DNXCUAOFASHDENV.pdf
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District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market 
Residential Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings  
(Planning Commission Action Only) 
 


2b. 2017-008051ENV  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings 
of Fact, Findings Regarding Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Evaluation of Mitigation 
Measures and Alternatives, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a 
significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and 
the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 
feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes 
a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with 
approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a 
tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet 
of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 
72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate 
up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office 
uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-
bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) 
provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  
The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning 
District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market 
Residential Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings  
(Planning Commission Action Only) 


 
2c. 2017-008051DNX  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 309 to allow a project greater 
than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with exceptions for 
permitted obstructions (decorative architectural features) over sidewalks (Section 136); 
reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); height limits for 
parcels within the Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District” (Section 263.19); and 
bulk controls (Section 270).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant 
alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential uses and the 
construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet 
tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a 
total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with 
approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a 
tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet 
of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 
72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate 
up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office 
uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-
bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-008051DNXCUAOFASHDENV.pdf
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provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  
The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning 
District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market 
Residential Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Planning Commission Action Only) 


 
2d. 2017-008051CUA  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 


30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2, 249.33(b)(7) and 303 to allow a 
retail use size in excess of 6,000 gross square feet. The proposed project (“Project”) 
includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story building containing non-residential 
uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height up 
to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project 
includes a total gross floor area of approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with 
approximately 468,000 gross square feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a 
tower situated atop a 9-story podium containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet 
of general office use, approximately 21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 
72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate 
up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 car share spaces provided for the residential, and office 
uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-
bedroom units, and 47 three-bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) 
provided as on-site affordable dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  
The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning 
District, the 120/400-R-2//140/520-R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness & Market 
Residential Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Planning Commission Action Only) 
 


2e. 2017-008051OFA  (N. FOSTER: (415) 575-9167) 
30 VAN NESS AVENUE – located on the east side of Van Ness Avenue between Market and 
Fell Streets; Lot 004 in Assessor’s Block 0835 (District 6) – Request for Office Development 
Allocation under the 2019-2020 Annual Office Development Limitation Program (Sections 
320 through 325) authorizing up to 49,999 gross square feet of general office use.  The 
proposed project (“Project”) includes a significant alteration to the existing 5-story 
building containing non-residential uses and the construction of a new 47-story mixed-use 
building reaching a roof height up to 520 feet tall (540’ inclusive of rooftop 
screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of 
approximately 720,000 gross square feet of uses, with approximately 468,000 gross square 
feet of residential use (333 dwelling units) within a tower situated atop a 9-story podium 
containing approximately 234,000 gross square feet of general office use, approximately 
21,000 gross square feet of retail uses, 300 Class 1 and 72 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, 
and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 146 vehicle parking and 5 
car share spaces provided for the residential, and office uses.  The Project would contain a 
mix of 28 studio units, 97 one-bedroom units, 161 two-bedroom units, and 47 three-
bedroom units, with 25 percent (or 83 dwelling units) provided as on-site affordable 
dwelling units (also known as “Below Market Rate” units).  The Project Site is located 
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within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, 120/400-R-2//140/520-
R-2 Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Planning Commission Action Only) 


 
RETURN TO REGULAR CALENDAR: SEE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20703

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0695

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   May 14, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000528DRP-04

		440-448 Waller Street

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012648CUA

		2001 37th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-003039PCA

		Arts Activities and Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities as Temporary Uses  [Board File No. 200215]

		Merlone

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV

		The HUB Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and HUB Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map –

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		Hub Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code –

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940CWP-02

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20701

		2020-001318CUA

		3813 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20702

		2015-002604ENX-02

		667 Folsom Street, 120 Hawthorne Street, 126 Hawthorne Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 30, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		DRA-695

		2018-005918DRP-02

		254 Roosevelt Way

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0





  

  May 7, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-007111CUA

		1400 17th Street

		Liang

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-001662DRP

		2476 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20699

		2019-022072CUA

		855 Brannan Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 23, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20700

		2018-014766CUA

		1043-1045 Clayton Street

		Jimenez

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended, to provide three-foot setbacks from southern property lines for second floor balcony decks.

		+6 -0



		DRA-693

		2015-014170DRP

		804 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a five-foot reduction in depth at the rear ground level.

		+6 -0



		

DRA-694

		2018-017375DRP-02

		3627 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Did Not Take DR, Approved as proposed

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)





  

   April 30, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-014170DRP

		804 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 7, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV

		The HUB Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and HUB Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		HUB Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code 

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940CWP-02

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Pollak

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013959DRP

		178 Seacliff Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013422DRP

		1926 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013272DRP

		3074 Pacific Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001318CUA

		3813 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012065CUA

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012065VAR

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		M-20691

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20692

		2020-002490CUA

		333 Valencia Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20693

		2019-021940CUA

		545 Francisco Street

		Hughen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20694

		2019-019628CUA

		1888 Clement Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20695

		2019-021378CUA

		4092 18th Street

		Hughen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 16, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-20696

		2019-004021CUA

		1331-1335 Grant Avenue

		Hicks

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended, prohibiting any expansion to the adjacent space and no cross-use between operators.

		+6 -0



		M-20697

		2018-008661ENX

		701 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended, mandating the Project Sponsor to work with neighborhood organizations to incorporate the Cultural Heritage District into the program of the development.

		+6 -0



		M-20698

		2018-008661OFA

		701 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended, mandating the Project Sponsor to work with neighborhood organizations to incorporate the Cultural Heritage District into the program of the development.

		+6 -0





  

   April 23, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		Acting ZA Continued to June 18, 2020

		



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to May 28, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000634VAR

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 9, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20687

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 and M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Approved as amended by Staff

		+6 -0



		R-20688

		2020-002487PCA

		Urban Mixed-Use District - Office Uses

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff modifications, including a grandfathering clause establishing the effective date as the date of introduction.

		+6 -0



		R-20689

		2020-003035PCA

		Conditional Use Authorizations Demonstrably Unaffordable Housing [Board File No. 200142]

		Merlone

		Approved with Staff modifications

		+5 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20690

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000215CUA

		4118 21st Street

		Hicks

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 21, 2020

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		DRA-691

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions:

1. Provide a similar setback on east side of third floor as proposed for the west; and

2. Provide a planted privacy screen no higher than four to five feet.

		+6 -0



		DRA-692

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions, to provide a 13’ setback (increased from 10’).

		+6 -0





  

  April 16, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-002487PCA

		Urban Mixed-Use District - Office Uses

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001318CUA

		3813 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-005176CUA

		722 Steiner Street

		Ferguson

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to May 28, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796DRP

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796VAR

		1088 Howard Street

		Giacomucci

		Acting ZA Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		R-20682

		2020-002054PCA

		Reauthorization and Extension of Fee Waiver - Legalization of Unauthorized Dwelling Units [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Approved

		+6 -0



		M-20683

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended reducing the roof deck 50% and modifying the spiral stair, per Com. Moore.

		+6 -0



		M-20684

		2015-004827ENV

		Alameda Creek Recapture Project

		Kern

		Certified

		+6 -0



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20685

		2018-011991CUA

		93-97 Leland Avenue

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Adding a finding related to rent stabilization and existing tenant option to re-occupy;

2.  Recognizing ground floor flexibility of retail or ADU or expansion of existing residential units; and 

3. Compliance with ground floor design guidelines.

		+6 -0



		M-20686

		2016-004478CUA

		589 Texas Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions as amended allowing a third unit, by adding an ADU.

		+6 -0







  April 9, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 and M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20678

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 27, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 5, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007883CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

M-20679

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20680

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Approved

		+6 -0



		





M-20681

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		As amended to include a Fire Safety Condition, for any significant change to return to the CPC.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Acting ZA, Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Continued to April 16, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 16, 2020

		+6 -0







  April 2, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-004582CUA

		2817 Pine Street

		Ajello

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940E

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		HUB Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940ENV

		The HUB Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, And HUB Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-004021CUA

		1331-1335 Grant Avenue

		Hicks

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-019628CUA

		1888 Clement Street

		Wilborn

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-021378CUA

		4092 18th Street

		Hughen

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Pollak

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2018-013422DRP

		1926 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-014170DRP

		804 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2017-011214CUA

		9 Apollo Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		



		

		2018-008397CUA

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		



		

		2018-008397VAR

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		







March 26, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002243DRP

		439 Hill Street

		Winslow

		WITHDRAWN

		



		

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 and M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		







March 19, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 And M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-002243DRP

		439 Hill Street 

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		







  March 12, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		HUB Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020

		



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		Without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020

		



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Without hearing, continued to May 7, 2020

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 27, 2020

		Ionin

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		







March 5, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued to April 16, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-017837PRJ

		1812-1816 Green Street

		Wilborn

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to March 19,2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		ZA Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2018-002825DRP

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-002825VAR

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		ZA Continued to March 25, 2020

		



		M-20675

		2019-015579CUA

		99 Missouri Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 



		M-20676

		2019-022530CUA

		2 West Portal Avenue

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 20, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		49 South Van Ness Avenue – Permit Center Project

		Whitehouse/ Silva

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to April 23, 2020 for the Sponsor to adhere to original conditions of approval.

		+6 -0



		DRA-689

		2019-013012DRP-02

		621 11th Avenue

		               Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-690

		2017-007931DRP-02

		2630 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Reduce the roof deck as diagramed by Staff; and 

2. Notch the third floor as recommended by Staff.

		+6 -0







February 27, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval

		Flores

		Continued to March 19,2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2018-002825DRP

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002825VAR

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to March 5, 2020

		



		

		2018-014949DRP

		4428 23rd Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 13, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20670

		2019-023636CUA

		888 Post Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions as Corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20671

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		Poling

		Certified

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20677

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		May

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20672

		2017-003559CUA

		3700 California Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20673

		2017-002964CUA

		1714 Grant Avenue

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20674

		2019-014842CUA

		1905 Union Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-688

		2017-012887DRP

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		No DR Approved as proposed

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		

		2017-012887VAR

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-010670DRP

		421 Walnut Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







February 20, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 2, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-000503DRP-03

		2452 Green Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-020682CUA

		2087 Union Street

		Wilborn

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20659

		2019-004211CUA

		3859 24th Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 6, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20660

		2020-000083PCA

		Ocean Avenue Lot Mergers, Neighborhood Notice and Zoning Controls

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications as amended to include flexible retail and having considered notification.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20661

		2020-000084PCAMAP

		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning Update

		Tong

		Approved recommending consideration for the Bayview Plaza site.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20662

		2020-000585PCAMAP

		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning Cannabis Restricted Use District

		Tong

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20663

		2007.0168CUA-02

		Hunters View Hope SF Development Project

		Snyder

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20664

		2007.0168SHD-03

		Hunters View Hope SF Development Project

		Snyder

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20665

		2012.1384ENX

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions with corrections submitted by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20666

		2012.1384OFA

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions with corrections submitted by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20667

		2012.1384CUA

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions with corrections submitted by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2012.1384VAR

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		ZA closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2009.3461CWP

		Area Plan Implementation Update and Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report

		Snyder

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20668

		2017-005154CUA

		1300 Columbus Avenue

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20669

		2019-014039CUA

		1735 Polk Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions to include a prohibition of on-site consumption (C license).

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		DRA-685

		2018-010655DRP-03

		2169 26th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications to include:

1. Match the lightwell by 75%; and

2. No roof deck on front unoccupied portion.

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		DRA-686

		2019-000650DRP-02

		617 Sanchez Street

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Richards absent)



		DRA-687

		2018-007763DRP-05

		66 Mountain Spring Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications to include:

1. Eliminate west property line windows at the upper two floors;

2. Notch the building on the northwest side at the upper two floors; and

3. Reduce the roof deck (ten feet from side walls and an additional five feet from the front).

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 13, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-004211CUA

		3829 24th Street

		Fahey

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to April 2, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20650

		2019-020852CUA

		1100 Taraval Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 30, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20651

		2019-023608CRV

		FY 2020-2022 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20652

		2018-001443PCAMAP

		M-1 And M-2 Rezoning

		Sánchez

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20653

		2015-000940GPA

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		R-20654

		2015-000940PCA

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		R-20655

		2015-000940PCA

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		R-20656

		2015-000940MAP

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		M-20657

		2018-011249CUA

		1567 California Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20658

		2019-015067CUA

		968 Valencia Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-684

		2018-007012DRP

		134 Hearst Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Work with staff on creating the rear most portion of the ADU habitable; and

2. Provide a three-foot setback on the east side.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 6, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to March 12, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Continued to March 19, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-006446CUA

		428 27th Street

		Pantoja

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 19, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20647

		2019-016911CUA

		855 Brannan Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 23, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20648

		2014-001272DVA-02

		Pier 70 Mixed Use Development

		Christensen

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20649

		2018-013139CUA

		271 Granada Avenue

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-014039CUA

		1735 Polk Street

		Hicks

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 20, 2020 with direction from the Commission.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-682

		2019-014893DRP-02

		152 Geary Street

		Christensen

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions, including an update presentation one-year from date of operation.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 19, 2020 with direction from the Commission.

		+4 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		DRA-683

		2018-011022DRP

		2651 Octavia Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)







January 30, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-010655DRP-03

		2169 26th Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2014.0243DRP-02

		3927-3931 19th Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to February 13, 2020

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20629

		2019-013168CUA

		153 Kearny Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20630

		2019-017349CUA

		2266 Union Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20631

		2019-017082CUA

		1610 Post Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20632

		2019-006316CUA

		645 Irving Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 16, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20633

		2019-020940PCA

		Residential Occupancy – Intermediate Length Occupancy

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications as amended to include excluding Non-profits, 501(c)3, and C4 organizations to the Planning Code Amendment for clarity.

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20634

		2019-017311CND

		901-911 Union Street

		Fahey

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20635

		2017-011878ENV

		Potrero Power Station

		Schuett

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20636

		2017-011878ENV

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Adopted Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20637

		2017-011878GPA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20638

		2017-011878PCA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Approved as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20639

		2017-011878MAP

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Approved as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20640

		2017-011878DVA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Approved as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20641

		2013.0689CUA

		2 Henry Adams Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20642

		2013.1593B

		2 Henry Adams Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2012.1384

		One Vassar Avenue

		Jardines

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20643

		2018-011904CUA

		1420 Taraval Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include an overall height reduction of two and a half feet (six inches from each residential level and one-foot from the commercial).

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20644

		2018-015058CUA

		2555 Diamond Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended for Staff and Sponsor to work with BUF regarding preserving the street tree.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20645

		2019-016568CUA

		2255 Judah Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended and corrected.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20646

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions as amended with conditions volunteered by the Sponsor.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		DRA-680

		2018-014127DRP

		2643 31st Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Reduce the mass at the rear; and

2. Review of the parapet at the front

with guidance from Staff.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		DRA-681

		2019-013041DRP

		41 Kronquist Court

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Relocate side stair to the rear; and 

2. Provide a privacy planter outside the railing.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)







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)







image1.jpeg




Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				May 21, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-003041PCA 		Conditional Use Review and Approval Process 				to: 5/28		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2017-009796DRPVAR		1088 HOWARD ST				to: 6/4		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-014211DRP		667 MISSISSIPPI ST				fr: 2/6; 3/19; 3/26; 4/9; 4/23		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 6/4

		2019-020151DRP-03		486 DUNCAN ST				to: 6/4		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-003164GPA 		Health Care Services Master Plan				fr: 3/12; 3/19; 3/26; 4/9; 4/23		Nickolopoulos

						Initiate GP Amendments		to: 6/25

		2020-001294CUA		2441 Mission Street				to: 7/9		Christensen

						amend M-19776 to allow on-site smoking at existing Medical Cannabis Dispensary

		2019-014214DRP		457 MARIPOSA ST				fr: 4/16; 4/23		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 7/9

		2018-008397CUAVAR		2005 17th Street				fr: 4/2		Durandet

						remove an unauthorized dwelling unit and variance for deck and stair in required rear yard.		to: 7/9

		2019-005176CUA		722 Steiner Street				fr: 4/16		Ferguson

						Dwelling unit merger		to: 7/16

		2020-000052PCA 		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval 				fr: 2/27; 3/19; 4/2; 4/30		Flores

						Adoption		to: 7/30

		2017-011214CUA		9 Apollo Street 				fr: 1/23; 4/2		Kwiatkawska

						CUA to remove a UDU		to: Indefinite

		2018-016668CUA		585 Howard Street 				CONSENT		Updegrave

						CUA to allow office on the ground floor 

		2019-013418CUA		526 Columbus Avenue				CONSENT		Updegrave

						CUA to allow full-service restaurant in the North Beach NCD

		2020-001384CUA		1650 Polk Street				CONSENT		Chandler

						Grocery to Entertainment and Restaurant with indoor children playground 

		2020-003090CUA		1299 Sanchez St				CONSENT		Pantoja

						full-service restaurant (d.b.a. “Noe Valley Coffee”)

		2015-000940ENV		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street, and Hub Housing Sustainability District (HSD)				fr: 4/2; 4/30; 5/14		Callagy

						FEIR

		2015-000940E		Market Octavia Plan Amendment				fr: 4/2; 4/30; 5/14		Langlois

						CEQA Findings

				Market Octavia Plan Amendment				fr: 3/12; 4/23; 4/30; 5/14		Langlois

						Adoption

				May 21, 2020 -  Joint w/Rec&Park

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				30 Van Ness Project						Foster

						Shadow

				May 21, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				30 Van Ness Project						Foster

						Entitlements

		2015-004568ENV		10 South Van Ness Avenue 				fr: 4/2; 4/30; 5/14		Schuett

						FEIR

		2020-000215CUA    		4118 21st Street				fr: 4/23		Hicks

						demolition new construction of 2 units

				May 28, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St				fr: 1/16; 2/13; 3/5; 4/23		Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use		to: 6/25

		2019-020527CUA		2675 Geary Blvd				CONSENT		May

						formula retail - ATT Wireless

		2019-020831CUA		1117 Irving Street 				CONSENT		Wilborn

						TBD

		2020-000200CUA 		1240 09th Street 				CONSENT		Wilborn

						existing Outdoor Activity Area

		2019-004110CUA		2675 Geary Blvd				CONSENT		May

						Whole Foods formula retail 

		2020-003041PCA 		Conditional Use Review and Approval Process 				to: 5/28		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2014.1441GPR 		Mission Bay South 						Snyder

						General Plan Amendments enabling GSW Hotel

		2018-007883ENV		Balboa Reservoir						Poling

						Certification

		2018-007883GPA		Balboa Reservoir General Plan Amendment						Hong

						Adoption

		2016-014802DNX		98 Franklin Street						Alexander

						Entitlements

		2019-019985CUA		755 Stanyan Street/670 Kezar Drive						Chandler

						C.U.A to install Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on existing light poles

		2019-021795CUA		650 Frederick Street 						Chandler

						C.U.A to install Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on existing light poles

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14; 1/9		May

						Public Initiated DR

		2018-015239DRP		1222 FUNSTON AVE						Winslow

				  		Public-Initiated DR

		2018-012442DRP		436 TEHAMA STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 4, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000634DRPVAR		876 Elizabeth Street				to: TBD		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015993DRP-02		762 DUNCAN ST				to: TBD		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-000909DRP		3591 20th Street				to: TBD		Giacomucci

						vacant design professional office to limited restaurant

		2019-017877CUA		2 Geneva Street				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Macro Wireless facility 

		2019-015984CUA		590 2nd Avenue 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility 

		2019-016230CWP		Housing Element						Chion

						Informational

		2020-002347CWP		UCSF Parnassus Heights Campus Plan 						Switzky

						Informational

		2015-004568PRJ		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Perry

						Entitlements

		2018-015790CUA		342 22nd Ave						Young

						demolish a two-unit building and construct a new four-unit building

		2017-009796DRPVAR		1088 HOWARD ST				fr: 5/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-014211DRP		667 MISSISSIPPI ST				fr: 2/6; 3/19; 3/26; 4/9; 4/23; 5/21		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-020151DRP-03		486 DUNCAN ST				fr: 5/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 11, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-011031DRP-03		219-223 MISSOURI ST				fr: 11/14; 2/6; 3/19; 4/30		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 7/16

		2019-003900DRPVAR		1526 MASONIC AVE				fr: 1/23; 3/5; 4/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: Indefinite

		2019-021084CUA		355 Bay Shore Boulevard				CONSENT		Feeney

						formula retail CUA for a grocery store

		2010.0515CWP 		Potrero Hope SF  						Snyder

						Block B related DCG Amendments

		2007.0604		1145 Mission Street						Hoagland

						New 25 DU building

		2018-012065CUA		5500 Mission Street				fr: 4/30		Hoagland

						New construction RCFE and Group Housing

		2019-000013CUA		552-554 Hill Street				fr: 3/5; 4/30		Campbell

						Legalization of Dwelling Unit Merger & Relocation

		2019-001455CUAVAR		1750 Wawona Street						Campbell

						CUA Tantamount to Demolition During Construction

		2017-013959DRP		178 SEACLIFF AVE				fr: 4/30		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-001090DRP		3627 Ortega Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 18, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-001942CUA		1699 Van Ness Avenue				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility 

		2018-002124CUA 		54 4th St 				fr: 12/19; 1/16; 2/6; 3/12; 5/7		Alexander

						conversion of residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel 

		2018-001088CUA		4211 26th St				fr: 2/20; 4/2; 4/30		Pantoja

						demolition of a UDU and SFH and the construction of a new SFH with an ADU

		2019-007111CUA		1400 17th St						Liang

						Formula Retail  (d.b.a  West Elm)

		2019-017867CUA		1566 - 1568 Haight Street						Young

						legalize the merger of two commercial spaces

		2019-017309CUA		1700 Lombard Street						Ajello

						Cannabis Retailer

		2020-001158CUA		899 Columbus Avenue						Christensen

						Cannabis Retailer

		2020-004439CUA		764 Stanyan Street						Christensen

						Cannabis Retailer, including on-site smoking/vaporizing

		2019-022295DRP		600 Indiana Street						Christensen

						change of use from storage to cannabis retail

		2017-015039DRP		350-352 SAN JOSE AVE				fr: 3/12; 3/19; 3/26; 4/16		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009964DRPVAR		526 LOMBARD 				fr: 3/12; 4/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-014433DRP-02		3640 21ST ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 25, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-003039PCA 		Arts Activities and Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities as Temporary Uses				fr: 5/14		Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2016-003164GPA 		Health Care Services Master Plan				fr: 3/12; 3/19; 3/26; 4/9; 4/23; 5/21		Nickolopoulos

						Initiate GP Amendments

		2017-004557ENV		550 O’Farrell Street						McKellar

						Draft EIR 

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St				fr: 1/16; 2/13; 3/5; 4/23; 5/28		Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use

		2019-016388CUA 		1760 Ocean Avenue				fr: 5/7		Horn

						New health service (Dialysis Center)

		2019-007154CUAVAR		4333 26th Street						Horn

						Residential Demolition and New Construction

		2019-023628AHB		3601 Lawton Street						Horn

						HOME-SF

		2018-013422DRP		1926 DIVISADERO ST				fr: 4/2; 4/30		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001662DRP		2476 DIAMOND ST				fr: 4/30		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013272DRP		3074 Pacific Avenue				fr: 4/30		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 2, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				July 9, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000494DNXCUAVAR		555 Howard Street						Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization, CUA for Hotel Use, Variance

		2019-000727CUA		339 Taraval St				CB3P		Phung

						CUA for a change of use from Service, Personal (beauty salon) to Restaurant

		2018-008397CUAVAR		2005 17th Street				fr: 4/2; 5/21		Durandet

						remove an unauthorized dwelling unit and variance for deck and stair in required rear yard.

		2020-001294CUA		2441 Mission Street				fr: 5/21		Christensen

						amend M-19776 to allow on-site smoking at existing Medical Cannabis Dispensary

		2019-014214DRP		457 MARIPOSA ST				fr: 4/16; 4/23; 5/21		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-016969DRMVAR		4326-4336 Irving Street 						Weissglass

						staff-initiated DR

		2018-000528DRP-04		440-448 WALLER				fr: 5/14		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000507DRP		3537 23RD Street						Winslow

						2 story vertical addition & roof decks. Horizontal rear yard addition

				July 16, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-001411PCA		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program				fr: 5/7		Merlone

						Yee - Planning Code Amendment

		2020-003036PCA  		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program				fr: 5/7		Merlone

						Fewer - Planning Code Amendment

		2018-004047CWP-02 		Housing Inventory Report						Ambati

						Informational

		2019-005176CUA		722 Steiner Street				fr: 4/16; 5/21		Ferguson

						Dwelling unit merger

		2018-011031DRP-03		219-223 MISSOURI ST				fr: 11/14; 2/6; 3/19; 4/30; 6/11		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-007159DRP		145 Missouri Street						Winslow

						work previously completed at the rear deck

				July 23, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Hazardous Materials				fr: 3/5; 3/19; 3/26; 4/9; 4/30		Sheyner

						Informational

		2019-016947DRP		624 Moultrie Street						Winslow

						one-story vertical addition on top of an existing two-story single-family residence

		2019-012023DRP		1856 29th Avenue						Winslow

						Addition of 3rd floor

				July 30, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-000052PCA 		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval 				fr: 2/27; 3/19; 4/2; 4/30; 5/21		Flores

						Adoption

				August 6, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 13, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 20, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				August 27, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 9:56:14 AM

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

From: Carole Weir <cweir1359@yahoo.com>
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 at 9:54 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

 
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
As a 25 year resident of the sunset and parent of 2 St. Ignatius alumni- I want to
encourage you to vote "YES" on installing lights at St. Ignatius Field. 
Illuminating the field for night activities will not only offer more hours of outdoor
activity/competitions for SI students, but also offer the community access to
school events that can start after the workday.
 
Clearly, there are tremendous benefits for the student community at SI to have
extended hours on track/field/sporting events- but it also serves the broader sunset
community to have sporting events where students from competing schools can

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


play locally.  Those students may hail from the long list of SF high schools; and
having local, evening events will allow the broader SF parent community to
attend.
 
There is successful precedence to install outdoor lighting for field events in the
Sunset- the South Sunset and Beach Chalet pitches.  Allowing SI to pursue this,
expands evening athletic options to track/field/football/etc without requiring
students to travel great distances to practice, or compete with scare local resources
to accommodate evening hours.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Carole Sheridan
1555 25th Ave, SF, CA. 94122
cweir1359@yahoo.com
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO RELEASES GUIDELINES FOR RETAIL BUSINESSES TO OPERATE

STOREFRONT PICKUP AND DELIVERY
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 9:53:03 AM
Attachments: 05.14.20 Retail Pickup Guidelines.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2020 at 5:58 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO RELEASES GUIDELINES FOR
RETAIL BUSINESSES TO OPERATE STOREFRONT PICKUP AND DELIVERY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, May 14, 2020
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO RELEASES GUIDELINES FOR RETAIL
BUSINESSES TO OPERATE STOREFRONT PICKUP AND

DELIVERY
As long as COVID-19 indicators in San Francisco continue to demonstrate progress on

slowing the spread of the virus, retail businesses will be able to operate for storefront pickup
and delivery starting on Monday, May 18.

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax
today announced the next step in the City’s measured plan to safely reopen San Francisco by
releasing guidelines for businesses in the city that are eligible for curbside or storefront
pickup. As long as San Francisco continues making progress on reducing the spread of
COVID-19, the City will amend the Stay Home Order that was issued on April 29th to allow
most retail businesses to resume operations with storefront pickup as soon as 10:00 a.m. on
Monday, May 18th.
 
Today, the City issued guidelines for retail businesses, as well as associated manufacturers and
warehouses. The guidelines are available online at SF.gov/curbside. Before a business can
open, they must prepare, post, implement, and distribute a social distancing protocol for each

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:dempress@sfgov.org
https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2020-04/2020.04.29%20FINAL%20%28signed%29%20Health%20Officer%20Order%20C19-07c-%20Shelter%20in%20Place.pdf
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/files/Summary-of-Operating-Conditions-for-Curbside-Retail-051420.pdf
https://sf.gov/curbside
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, May 14, 2020 
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
SAN FRANCISCO RELEASES GUIDELINES FOR RETAIL 
BUSINESSES TO OPERATE STOREFRONT PICKUP AND 


DELIVERY 
As long as COVID-19 indicators in San Francisco continue to demonstrate progress on slowing 


the spread of the virus, retail businesses will be able to operate for storefront pickup and 
delivery starting on Monday, May 18. 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax today 
announced the next step in the City’s measured plan to safely reopen San Francisco by releasing 
guidelines for businesses in the city that are eligible for curbside or storefront pickup. As long as 
San Francisco continues making progress on reducing the spread of COVID-19, the City will 
amend the Stay Home Order that was issued on April 29th to allow most retail businesses to 
resume operations with storefront pickup as soon as 10:00 a.m. on Monday, May 18th. 
 
Today, the City issued guidelines for retail businesses, as well as associated manufacturers and 
warehouses. The guidelines are available online at SF.gov/curbside. Before a business can open, 
they must prepare, post, implement, and distribute a social distancing protocol for each of their 
facilities, and a written health and safety plan that addresses all applicable best practices that are 
detailed in the relevant Health Officer directives. 
 
The Department of Public Health is working closely with the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development and the Economic Recovery Task Force to develop best practices for facilitating 
safe pickups at retail businesses. The City is also partnering with business stakeholders to 
distribute the guidelines to businesses in multiple languages. Businesses can call 311 or the 
Small Business hotline at (415) 554-6134 for more information. 
 
“Allowing retail to operate storefront pickup is a great step for our small businesses, which have 
been struggling since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic,” said Mayor Breed. 
“Businesses that will be allowed to open next week won’t be able to operate like they used to but 
this hopefully offers a measure of support. We will be monitoring our key COVID-19 indicators 
carefully, and will be ready to quickly make any adjustments as needed to respond to a spike in 
cases, or an increase in hospitalizations.” 
 
“This is a meaningful step on the gradual path to the new normal,” said Dr. Colfax. “As we take 
these hopeful steps, we will continue to balance them alongside protecting community health. 
We will keep a close eye on the data, so that we can move forward, or pause, or increase 
restrictions, depending on the spread of the virus in the community.” 
 



mailto:dempress@sfgov.org

https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2020-04/2020.04.29%20FINAL%20%28signed%29%20Health%20Officer%20Order%20C19-07c-%20Shelter%20in%20Place.pdf

https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/files/Summary-of-Operating-Conditions-for-Curbside-Retail-051420.pdf

https://sf.gov/curbside
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Key requirements of the current Health Order remain in place, including requirements to stay 
home except for essential needs and certain permitted activities, including outdoor businesses 
and activities. Additionally, San Franciscans must continue to follow social distance 
requirements and wear face coverings when waiting in line for pickup or inside of businesses. 
 
Under the amended Health Order, any retail store in San Francisco that faces the street will be 
able to operate under the following conditions: 


• Storefront, curbside, or outside pickup only. Customers may not enter the store. 
• No more than 10 personnel may be on site in the retail facility at any time. Smaller stores 


may need to limit personnel to fewer than 10, to allow for required social distancing. 
• Stores must have access to an adjacent curbside adjacent sidewalk, street, alley, or 


parking lot for pickup by customers using any form of permitted travel. The pickup area 
must not block pedestrians, or cause pedestrian or vehicle congestion. 


• Retail stores in an enclosed indoor shopping center may not reopen at this time, except to 
the extent that the store has a separate entrance to an exterior sidewalk. 


 
In addition to retail stores, certain manufacturers, warehouses, and logistical businesses will be 
allowed to open. Businesses that manufacture the goods sold at retail stores covered above and 
have no more than 50 personnel on site in the facility at any time will be allowed to operate. 
Businesses that provide warehousing and logistical support to the retail stores covered above and 
have no more than 50 personnel on site in the facility at any time will also be allowed to operate. 
They will also need to abide by State guidelines for safety during this pandemic. 
 
Businesses can request that the street parking outside the entrance to their store be converted to a 
temporary loading zone to help encourage physical distancing and reduce crowding. That 
application information is available online, along with the guidelines for retail businesses. 
 
This announcement builds on the April 29th extension of the Stay Home Order, which allows 
additional businesses, including construction and outdoor businesses, to resume safely, with 
health and safety precautions in place. The type and frequency of contact between people is 
relatively low when done outdoors as curbside pickup. Businesses that involve outdoor 
interactions carry a lower risk of transmission than most indoor businesses, and curbside pickup 
at these stores should result in only a relatively modest increase in the number of people moving 
about and entering facilities. 
 
However, the coronavirus pandemic is still ongoing. San Francisco communities will be dealing 
with it for a long time to come. The City expects outbreaks to continue, especially among 
vulnerable populations. That is why the City is building strong systems to protect our 
communities into the future. DPH will monitor new cases, hospitalizations and the health care 
system’s capacity to handle a surge of patients. DPH will also continue to watch the indicators 
with regard to sufficient testing, contact tracing, and personal protective equipment. The City 
will continue to work with community and business leaders to accomplish careful, measured 
progress and move forward to further reopening. 
 



https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeWQ6EUJ3Pxu_11Y_8Rm4gi5NRLqx9L9StFpSR9CTWgskI2wA/viewform?vc=0&c=0&w=1
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of their facilities, and a written health and safety plan that addresses all applicable best
practices that are detailed in the relevant Health Officer directives.
 
The Department of Public Health is working closely with the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development and the Economic Recovery Task Force to develop best practices for
facilitating safe pickups at retail businesses. The City is also partnering with business
stakeholders to distribute the guidelines to businesses in multiple languages. Businesses can
call 311 or the Small Business hotline at (415) 554-6134 for more information.
 
“Allowing retail to operate storefront pickup is a great step for our small businesses, which
have been struggling since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic,” said Mayor Breed.
“Businesses that will be allowed to open next week won’t be able to operate like they used to
but this hopefully offers a measure of support. We will be monitoring our key COVID-19
indicators carefully, and will be ready to quickly make any adjustments as needed to respond
to a spike in cases, or an increase in hospitalizations.”
 
“This is a meaningful step on the gradual path to the new normal,” said Dr. Colfax. “As we
take these hopeful steps, we will continue to balance them alongside protecting community
health. We will keep a close eye on the data, so that we can move forward, or pause, or
increase restrictions, depending on the spread of the virus in the community.”
 
Key requirements of the current Health Order remain in place, including requirements to stay
home except for essential needs and certain permitted activities, including outdoor businesses
and activities. Additionally, San Franciscans must continue to follow social distance
requirements and wear face coverings when waiting in line for pickup or inside of businesses.
 
Under the amended Health Order, any retail store in San Francisco that faces the street will be
able to operate under the following conditions:

Storefront, curbside, or outside pickup only. Customers may not enter the store.
No more than 10 personnel may be on site in the retail facility at any time. Smaller
stores may need to limit personnel to fewer than 10, to allow for required social
distancing.
Stores must have access to an adjacent curbside adjacent sidewalk, street, alley, or
parking lot for pickup by customers using any form of permitted travel. The pickup area
must not block pedestrians, or cause pedestrian or vehicle congestion.
Retail stores in an enclosed indoor shopping center may not reopen at this time, except
to the extent that the store has a separate entrance to an exterior sidewalk.

 
In addition to retail stores, certain manufacturers, warehouses, and logistical businesses will be
allowed to open. Businesses that manufacture the goods sold at retail stores covered above and
have no more than 50 personnel on site in the facility at any time will be allowed to operate.
Businesses that provide warehousing and logistical support to the retail stores covered above
and have no more than 50 personnel on site in the facility at any time will also be allowed to
operate. They will also need to abide by State guidelines for safety during this pandemic.
 
Businesses can request that the street parking outside the entrance to their store be converted
to a temporary loading zone to help encourage physical distancing and reduce crowding. That
application information is available online, along with the guidelines for retail businesses.
 
This announcement builds on the April 29th extension of the Stay Home Order, which allows

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeWQ6EUJ3Pxu_11Y_8Rm4gi5NRLqx9L9StFpSR9CTWgskI2wA/viewform?vc=0&c=0&w=1


additional businesses, including construction and outdoor businesses, to resume safely, with
health and safety precautions in place. The type and frequency of contact between people is
relatively low when done outdoors as curbside pickup. Businesses that involve outdoor
interactions carry a lower risk of transmission than most indoor businesses, and curbside
pickup at these stores should result in only a relatively modest increase in the number of
people moving about and entering facilities.
 
However, the coronavirus pandemic is still ongoing. San Francisco communities will be
dealing with it for a long time to come. The City expects outbreaks to continue, especially
among vulnerable populations. That is why the City is building strong systems to protect our
communities into the future. DPH will monitor new cases, hospitalizations and the health care
system’s capacity to handle a surge of patients. DPH will also continue to watch the indicators
with regard to sufficient testing, contact tracing, and personal protective equipment. The City
will continue to work with community and business leaders to accomplish careful, measured
progress and move forward to further reopening.
 

###
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sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Winslow, David (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent

(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Subject: FW: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 8:55:00 AM
Attachments: Comments.docx

IMG_5873.pdf

 
 
 
Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 
REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.
 
 

From: rose feng <rose_ye_feng@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 8:55 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
 

 

Dear Mr. or Ms.,
 
This e-mail is regarding public hearing for 1222 Funston Ave project, Record Number: 2018-015239DRP. Attached
please see my comments and a picture of the properties located in 1218 Funston Ave and 1222 Funston Ave. I am
also writing to let you know that I will attend the public hearing on Thursday, May 28, 2020.
 
Thank You!
Rose
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Objection to the plan:



· Per plan simulation, all the big houses in our neighborhood are shown, but our house at 1218 Funston Ave is not shown. The plan simulation does not explicitly show the impact of the new construction on our home at 1218 Funston Ave.



· After the new house is built, our home will be sitting at the end of a dark tunnel. The new house will severely block sunlight to our home and our front yard/lawn. Plants and grass in our front yard will not receive ample sunlight for growth.



· The houses located in 1218 Funston Ave and 1222 Funston Ave are two old historical twin houses.  They were built in 1908, with over 110 years of history. They are the last surviving houses with that kind of historical appearance on Funston Ave.



· With the new four-story single-family house sitting in the front, the charming view of the 110-year-old twin home will be lost forever.



· After the construction, the last green open space on the block is going to be reduced by half. It is probable that the remaining half on our property will not stay green due to the blocking of sunlight by the new construction. This is not good for preserving green space in our neighborhood.










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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Light at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2020 2:33:14 PM

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

From: Regina Jacobson <regie_j@hotmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2020 at 1:56 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Light at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 14, 2020

 

President Joel Koppel

and Honorable Commissioners

San Francisco Planning Commission

San Francisco City Hall

 

VIA EMAIL
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mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
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mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


 

Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

 

Dear Commissioners:

 

My name is Regina Jacobson. I am an immigration attorney working and living in
San Francisco. I am San Francisco Law School Alumni. I've lived in the Sunset
District for 21 years. I've built successful business in San Francisco. My husband
and I are raising a family of three children in the Sunset District.

 

I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law.

 

There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice. It is imperative for S.I. children to build strong
sport's skills are many of the students would enter prestigious colleges on athletic
scholarships.

 

St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.

 

Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.

 

Sincerely,



 

Regina Jacobson

Attorney at Law

109 Geary Street 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94108

tel. 415-765-0443

fax 415-276-8947

skype: reginajacobson

 



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

From: Kathy Howard
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Fung, Frank (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions

Secretary; Kathrin Moore; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Subject: Public Comment - today"s hearing - had problem with connection. PLEASE ENTER COMMENTS INTO THE PUBLIC

RECORD.
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2020 1:43:31 PM

Please enter the following into the public record:
I support the proposal to direct the Planning Department to review the current state legislation
regarding housing, both the individual bills currently in process and the large omnibus legislation
that we are told to expect later this month. This legislation will have an enormous impact on our City
and should be reviewed and evaluated to learn what that impact will be. It is unfortunate that the
state legislature is using the opportunity afforded to them by the coronavirus and the state of
emergency to push forward an agenda that should first have widespread public dissemination and
careful analysis. So, it seems that San Francisco will have to do that.
Thank you for your consideration.
Katherine Howard
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