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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326 Irving Street 2019-016969DRM
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:11:01 PM
Attachments: 4326 Irving Street 2019-016969DRM.pdf

 
 
 
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: Ben Libbey <ben@yesinmybackyard.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:01 PM
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326 Irving Street 2019-016969DRM
 

 

5/28/2020
 
San Francisco Planning Commission
1 Dr Carlton Goodlett Pl
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; David.Weissglass@sfgov.org;  
Via Email
 
Re: 4326 Irving Street
2019-016969DRM
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
YIMBY  Law  submits  this  letter  to  inform  you  that  the  Planning  Commission  has  an  obligation  to  abide  by  all
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YIMBY Law 


1260 Mission St 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


hello@yimbylaw.org  


 


5/28/2020 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1 Dr Carlton Goodlett Pl 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; David.Weissglass@sfgov.org;   


Via Email 
 
Re:  4326 Irving Street 


2019-016969DRM 
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 
 
YIMBY Law submits this letter to inform you that the Planning Commission has an obligation                             
to abide by all relevant state housing laws when evaluating the above captioned proposal,                           
including the Housing Accountability Act (HAA).  
 
California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities 
from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the locality’s zoning 
ordinance or general plan at the time the application was deemed complete, unless the locality 
can make findings that the proposed housing development would be a threat to public health 
and safety. The most relevant section is copied below: 


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


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


 


The applicant proposes to add a fourth floor addition to the existing building to allow for                               
additional bedrooms within the existing units. This is all in addition to five ADUs already                             
approved for the site. 
 
The above captioned proposal is zoning compliant and general plan compliant, therefore, your                         
local agency must approve the application, or else make findings to the effect that the                             
proposed project would have an adverse impact on public health and safety, as described                           
above.  
 
In particular, the proposed unit layouts are entirely compliant with all zoning and general plan                             
requirements. Absent an objective standard precluding the development of the units with the                         
proposed unit layout the Planning Department or Planning Commission may not require the                         
applicant to reduce the number or size of the bedrooms. This is not a matter that is up to the                                       
discretion of the Commission or Department staff. 
 
Yimby Law is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation, whose mission is to increase the accessibility                           
and affordability of housing in California. 
 
I am signing this letter both in my capacity as the Executive Director of YIMBY Law, and as a                                     
resident of California who is affected by the shortage of housing in our state.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Sonja Trauss 
Executive Director 
YIMBY Law 
 


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







relevant  state housing  laws when evaluating  the  above captioned proposal,  including  the Housing Accountability
Act (HAA). 
 
California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities from denying housing
development projects that are compliant with the locality’s zoning ordinance or general plan at the time the
application was deemed complete, unless the locality can make findings that the proposed housing development
would be a threat to public health and safety. The most relevant section is copied below:

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

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

 

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

 

. . .
 

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

The applicant proposes to add a fourth floor addition to the existing building to allow for additional bedrooms within
the existing units. This is all in addition to five ADUs already approved for the site.
 
The above captioned proposal  is zoning compliant and general plan compliant,  therefore, your  local agency must
approve the application, or else make findings to the effect that the proposed project would have an adverse impact
on public health and safety, as described above. 
 
In particular, the proposed unit layouts are entirely compliant with all zoning and general plan requirements. Absent
an  objective  standard  precluding  the  development  of  the  units  with  the  proposed  unit  layout  the  Planning
Department or Planning Commission may not require the applicant to reduce the number or size of the bedrooms.
This is not a matter that is up to the discretion of the Commission or Department staff.
 
Yimby Law is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation, whose mission is to increase the accessibility and affordability of
housing in California.
 
I am signing this letter both in my capacity as the Executive Director of YIMBY Law, and as a resident of California
who is affected by the shortage of housing in our state. 



 
Sincerely,
 

Sonja Trauss
Executive Director
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: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 10 So. Van Ness
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:08:42 PM

 
 
 
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: Tim Paulson <tim@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 11:31 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Teresa.imperial@sfgov.org; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan
(CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Larry Jr. <Larryjr@ualocal38.org>; John Doherty <jdoherty@ibew6.org>; Vince Courtney
<vcourtney@ncdcl.org>; Danny Campbell <DannyC@smw104.org>; Hernandez Ramon
<ramonliuna261@gmail.com>; Tony Rodriquez <rod@sprinklerfitters483.org>; Sandra Duarte
<sandra@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>;
bweeks@ullico.com; Ron Miller <rmiller@laocbuildingtrades.org>
Subject: 10 So. Van Ness
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
This is a follow up for the record that the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council is
now officially opposed to the 10 So. Van Ness project. The Crescent Heights folks have recently
made it clear to the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council and its workers in San
Francisco that they are not committed to workforce standards, construction training programs, and
good health care and retirement plans.
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The financing for this land was purchased years ago with retirement funding (ULLICO) from union
pension programs but the developer has now decided that they will not commit to San Francisco and
Workforce sustainability standards for the construction of this site. This is unacceptable to us and
the City should be outraged.
 
Sincerely,
 
Tim Paulson
Secretary-Treasurer
San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council
1188 Franklin Street, Suite 203
San Francisco, California  94109
tim@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org
415-716-6383 (m)
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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: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments on Balboa Reservoir Plan
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:06:39 PM

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

From: Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 12:04 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent
(CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comments on Balboa Reservoir Plan
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
The Balboa Reservoir Plan is before you today.
 
There’s a lot to like about the project - 1100 housing units, half of it permanently affordable and
some of it reserved for educators, and new and improved public open spaces.
 
The project description before you calls for up to 450 non-accessory parking spaces in a new garage
on the site. These would be in addition to the accessory residential parking spaces proposed by the
developer.
 
450 new non-residential parking spaces a bad idea. Those non-accessory parking spaces in the
proposed structure will generate hundreds of daily auto trips, which will make walking and cycling
on Ocean Avenue more dangerous than it already is. Many transit lines use Ocean and Geneva
Avenues, and those additional auto trips will increase transit delays. 
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City College is a short walking distance to Ocean Avenue transit and Balboa Park Station. However
neither the project nor City College have proposed a robust Transportation Demand Management
program to encourage more walking, cycling and transit. We ask that you adopt the alternative,
evaluated in the EIR, that replaces the proposed garage with more housing. Housing is an urgent
need in our city, and this is a good spot for it – a healthy location convenient to frequent transit,
shopping, schools, services and so on. We also ask that you ask that the developer and the college
do more to support residents, students, and faculty using sustainable modes of transportation for
the benefit of all.
 
Best,
 
Tom
 
Tom Radulovich
Executive Director
Livable City & Sunday Streets
301 8th Street, Suite 235
San Francisco CA 94103
415 344-0489
www.livablecity.org
tom@livablecity.org
 

http://www.livablecity.org/


 
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); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods in Anza Vista Neighborhood
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 11:18:06 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: Kim Moore <kim.gonzalez.moore@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 11:13 AM
To: "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods in Anza Vista Neighborhood
 

 

By means of this email, I would like to provide my 100%% support of the proposed Whole Foods
permit request to become the next and sorely needed tenant at the City Mall in our neighborhood.
 
I have been a resident, and a mother of 2,in this neighborhood for over 10 years and am
incredibly excited to have this new addition to our community.   Whole Foods is a highly respected
operation (not to mention delicious offerings) and I know they will make a great partner-- not to
mention add important and much needed jobs.
 
This space has been open far too long in the mall.   Whole Foods couldnt come any faster.   
 
Please bring our neighborhood some much needed good news, good food and good business
partners.
 
Thanks
Kim Moore
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191 Anzavista Avenue
San Francisco, CA
415 614 1324
 



 
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: May, Christopher (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods in Anza Vista
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 11:17:44 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: Rachel Scherr <rachelerinscherr@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 11:10 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin
(CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)"
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods in Anza Vista
 

 

Dear SF Planning Commission,
As homeowners in Anza Vista, we are in HUGE support of Whole Foods in the Mall. In addition to
providing walkable grocery options for those who are unable to drive, it will also create 200 jobs and
is a perfect fit for that open space. While we have a nearby Trader Joe's, the parking lot is always full
and this will have 117 parking spots. We love Whole Foods and the other locations in the city are
always packed and very difficult to get parking.
Thank you for your consideration!
Best,
Rachel

--
*********************************************
Rachel E. Scherr, PhD

Assistant Research Scientist

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


Department of Nutrition

Director of the Center for Nutrition in Schools

3149 Meyer Hall
UC Davis
(530) 752-3817
http://cns.ucdavis.edu
********************************************
 
 

http://cns.ucdavis.edu/


 
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 98 Franklin Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 11:17:11 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: Leslie Adams <lesliea@frenchamericansf.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 11:10 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: I Support 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 Dr. Leslie Adams. I am a resident of San Francisco and a
faculty member of the French American International School. I have been a teacher,
and currently Director of Student Activities for 43 years at the school.

My tenure at the same school is due in large part to being a member of a diverse
community that brings together people from many backgrounds. The school
community of students, families, teachers, and staff come together in a place where
international ideas are shared and a plethora of cultures are embraced. It is an
exciting, vibrant, and growing community.

98 Franklin Project is a development that will allow the French American and
International community to grow. It is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income
development that will allow us to continue our partnership in San Francisco well into
the future. The partnership of International with the area will add housing,
neighborhood improvement, and a more welcome atmosphere in an ever transitioning

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


Hayes Valley. Positive and productive use of space will also contribute to the safety of
the area as dormant space and property brings negative aspects to an area.

The French American International School is committed to the Hayes Valley
community by building a facility that will bring together children, their families, and
teaching professionals into the area. The French American International School has
deep ties to the city and the area in particular as shown by the Oak Street campus.
The 98 Franklin project would continue the tradition of having a world-class
international school community occupying a landmark building in Hayes Valley.

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

Thank you for your time,

Leslie

Dr. Leslie D. Adams

--
Dr. Leslie D. Adams
Director of Student Activities/Vie Scolaire
+1 415-558-2095
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: 2019-019985CUA Correspondence Addressed to Commission Post Packet Completion
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 11:16:37 AM
Attachments: 2019-019985CUA Public Correspondence day of hearing (ID 1184981).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: "Chandler, Mathew (CPC)" <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 10:43 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 2019-019985CUA Correspondence Addressed to Commission Post Packet
Completion
 
I have received the additional correspondence addressed to the Commission. The staff presentation
for this item will summarize all correspondence received to-date.
 
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 27, 2020 5:17 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2019-019985CUA Correspondence Addressed to Commission Post Packet Completion
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.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/
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: Joel Koppel
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:15:32 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Joel Koppel 
1447 19th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122 



mailto:kylfong@pacbell.net

mailto:Mathew.Chandler@sfgov.org





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


From: Andres Esparza
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:09:23 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Andres Esparza 
65 Buena Vista Terrace
San Francisco, CA 94117 



mailto:andresparza@yahoo.com

mailto:Mathew.Chandler@sfgov.org





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


From: Kurt Duecker
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:05:23 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Kurt Duecker 
2 Rosewood Dr
San Francisco, CA 94127 



mailto:kurtduecker@sbcglobal.net

mailto:Mathew.Chandler@sfgov.org





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


From: Carol Huang
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 7:15:19 PM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Carol Huang 
183 Cook St
San Francisco, CA 94118 



mailto:cnhuang888@sbcglobal.net

mailto:Mathew.Chandler@sfgov.org





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


From: hugh osborne
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:01:59 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


hugh osborne 
1667 Haight St
San Francisco, CA 94117 



mailto:hpo678@gmail.com

mailto:Mathew.Chandler@sfgov.org





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


From: Louisa Lam
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:22:57 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Louisa Lam 
1686 27th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122 



mailto:ll1262@att.com

mailto:Mathew.Chandler@sfgov.org
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I have attached the correspondence I have received that is addressed to the Planning Commission.
The staff report summarizes all correspondence received before it was completed, and the staff
presentation will summarize all correspondence received to-date.
 
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.
 

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/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa General Plan Amendment - Confidential
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 11:15:20 AM
Attachments: 01450933.DOCX

Balboa General Plan Amendment Compare Redline.docx
Balboa General Plan Ordinance.pdf
Balboa General Plan Compare Redline.pdf

Commissioners,
Attached are amendments to the GPA.
 
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: "Malamut, John (CAT)" <John.Malamut@sfcityatty.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 11:06 AM
To: "Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)" <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Cc: "KAPLA, ROBB (CAT)" <Robb.Kapla@sfcityatty.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa General Plan Amendment - Confidential
 
Attached is the updated Balboa General Plan amendment (the numbered word document) and a
comparison redline version. I also put them in PDF format if that is a more helpful way to transmit
them to the Commission.  I guess the first step would be to make these available to Jonas to
distribute, so I am adding him on this email.
 
John D. Malamut
Deputy City Attorney
Office of City Attorney Dennis Herrera
(415) 554-4622 Direct
www.sfcityattorney.org
Find us on: Facebook Twitter Instagram
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:SeungYen.Hong@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
file:////c/www.sfcityattorney.org
https://www.facebook.com/sfcityattorney/
https://twitter.com/SFCityAttorney
https://www.instagram.com/sfcityattorney/
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[General Plan Amendments – Balboa Reservoir Project] 
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Planning Commission

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS		Page 12

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, 

the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the design of housing for families with children, adopting findings 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 making public necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 340.



	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.Do NOT delete this NOTE: area.





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



Section 1. Environmental Findings.

(a)  On _____________, 2020, in Motion No _____________, the Planning Commission certified as adequate and complete the Balboa Reservoir Project Final Environmental Impact Report (Planning Case No. _____________) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and Administrative Code Chapter 31.  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and is incorporated herein by reference.  

(b)  On that same date, in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Findings”) related to the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”).  The Board adopts these CEQA Findings as its own.  Said Motion and the CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and are incorporated herein by reference. 

 (c)  This ordinance is companion legislation to other ordinances relating to the Project, including Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments and a Development Agreement. The companion ordinances are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos. _____________ and _____________, respectively.



Section 2.  General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings. 

(a)  Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan.

(b)  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 the 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.

(c)  After a duly noticed public hearing on _____________, 2020 in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan (“Plan Amendments”).  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________ and incorporated herein by reference.

///

(d)  On _____________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _____________, adopted findings regarding the City’s General Plan, the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and Planning Code Section 340.  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)  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 Plan Amendments, then the Plan Amendments shall be deemed approved. 

(f)  The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed for amendment by this ordinance, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.  The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own.

(g)  The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.  _____________ will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.  The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own.



Section 3.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, as follows:

The Plan Area

* * * *

•	Balboa Reservoir is located on the west side of Frida Kahlo WayPhelan Avenue. It is bounded by Riordan High School and the Westwood Park residential neighborhoods to the north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is divided into two basins. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns the Westnorth Basinbasin, while CCSF owns the Eastsouth Basinbasin. Should the SFPUC decide that the West Basin is not needed for water storage, it can be transferred to a different ownership to facilitate the development of the site.

* * * *

Map 2: (Plan Subareas), Remove the horizontal dotted line across “Balboa Reservoir Subarea” and remove the labels “PUC Portion” and “City College Portion.”   

* * * *

OBJECTIVE 1.4 

Develop the reservoirs in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole. 

The Balboa Reservoir site represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco. The Reservoirreservoir, which has never been used for water storage purposes contained water, is approximately 1725 acres in size, and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.  After a multi-year year outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose a group of developers  as partners This Plan encourages the owners of this site to develop the reservoirReservoir in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the region as a whole, through mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenities.

* * * *

Map 3: (Land Use Districts), Retitle the map “Generalized Land Use Districts” and consolidate all RH and RM Districts into a Residential District and all NCT Districts into a Neighborhood Commercial District. Change Public (P) designation of the Balboa Reservoir project site to Residential/Balboa Reservoir Special Use District. 

* * * *

POLICY 1.4.2

Develop the Westwest Basinbasin of the Reservoir to provide the greatest benefit toof the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The development of the West Basin should include mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenitiesIf the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site should recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through the creation of a community open spaces, andnew public street and pedestrian connections. If the PUC does move ahead to use the west basin for water storage, it should provide a roof structure on top of the new water tank, to allow the development of a community park or open space

* * * *

Map 4 (Bicycle Improvements & Transit Preferential Streets): Update map to show new bike network as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines,” which may be amended from time to time, and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

* * * *

Policy 2.4.4

The City should coordinate with the City College of San Francisco to create new sustainable transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff 

The development of the Reservoir site provides an opportunity to coordinate transportation goals with the City College community. The development project should consider improving pedestrian access to the City College through the project site. The City also should coordinate with City College on bike facilities and related amenities, and developing an appropriate parking and transportation demand management strategy.

* * * *

POLICY 3.4.3 

Explore the potential for merchants and their employees to park in the reservoir. 

City College currently offers hundreds of parking spaces every day at the reservoir for $1 a day. There is a large number of surplus spaces that could be used to accommodate longer-term parking by merchants and their employees; freeing up more curbside spaces for customers. Though both City College and the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) have plans for using the reservoir in the future, they are unlikely to move forward for several years. In the meantime, the merchants association should explore whether City College would offer a monthly permit to local merchants and their employees. In addition, City College and the PUC should explore creating a pedestrian pathway that would connect the reservoir parking directly to Ocean Avenue.

* * * *

OBJECTIVE 4.4 

CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR. 

The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.  The site presents an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will Developing housing on this site would help fill this void in two ways. First, housing here would add more people to the area, ; enlivening the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services.  This site also willSecond, new housing development would fill the void between the commercial district and the surrounding neighborhoods, enticing residents to walk to the commercial district and use alternative modes of transportation

* * * *

///

POLICY 4.4.1

Develop housing on the West Basinbasin if it is not needed for water storage. 

If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable housinghsouing should be considered a high priority per Policy 4.5.1. In 2014, the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission identified the Balboa Reservoir site as one of the sites slated for San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the City's pressing housing needs. After a multi-year public outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose a development team as a partner to develop the Balboa Reservoir site. Given the size and location of the Reservoir site, any project at this site should be a mixed-income housing neighborhood with public open space and community amenities.

*  * * *

POLICY 5.1.1 

Create a variety of new public open spaces.

* * * *

A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan LoopUnity Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. In particular, the Balboa Reservoir project should create an approximately 2-acre central park, an approximately 1-acre open space parallel with Ocean Avenue at its gateway, and several plazas and paseos. See the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines document, as may be amended from time to time, for detailed concept designs for these opens spaces.

Design Guidelines for threefour key open spaces are articulated below.

* * * *

Design Guidelines for the Open Space on the Balboa Reservoir 

1. Develop a combination of active and passive recreational facilities that would serve residents of the neighborhood as well as others. 

2. Provide a well-defined eastern entrance to the open space to provide access from Phelan Avenue through the proposed new campus on the east basin of the reservoir. The entrance should provide a visual terminus for the east to west axis leading through the new development on the eastern half of the reservoir to City College’s main building atop the hill. The entrance should have a special landscaping treatment. 

3. Develop clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with the streets of adjoining neighborhoods. Create trails, small open spaces or plazas to form useful transitions and opportunities for connection between destination points. Stairs and ramps should connect the open space atop the west basin to Ocean Avenue via an extension of Brighton Avenue. A proposed neighborhood green within the Brighton Avenue right-of-way would become the primary gateway into the park from Ocean Avenue and the neighborhoods to the south. 

4. Provide a visual buffer between the park and the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. 

5. Pay careful attention to the design of edges between the open space and surrounding neighborhoods as well as Riordon High School. It is important to provide access into the park from the surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent homes. Trees and shrubs should be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. Entrances to the park should align with existing streets for direct pedestrian access and to extend clear views into the park from public streets.

* * * *

///

///

POLICY 5.1.3 

Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street system 

The plan calls to extend streets in the plan area, enhancing the existing grid system. Extensions of the street grid for new development can serve as a means for linking open space to neighborhoods.  The development of the Reservoir should extend the existing street grid, including Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and San Ramon Way, to link the site with open spaces, as well as to improve access to the commercial district and transit stops. Brighton Avenue and San Ramon Way should be designed as paseos and a segment of Lee Avenue extension shall include protected bicycle lanes. The southern end of the Reservoir site shall remain under PUC ownership and be designed as open space that links the site to Unity Plaza.The creation of a path to the open space parcel on the reservoir should be explored when extending Brighton Avenue. The Lee Avenue extension should link the street with the proposed Phelan Loop plaza.

* * * * 

Map 5: (Open Space Improvements), Revise the open space designation on the Balboa Reservoir as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of the Planning Code” and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

* * * *

Map 6: (Height Districts) Remove the “40-X” designation of the Balboa Reservoir and update the map with a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.



Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element (“Existing & Proposed Open Space”), as follows:

Revise proposed open space depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.” 



Section 5. The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the amendments set forth in Sections 3 and 4 above.



Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as follows:

	* * * *

I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES

	* * * *

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.

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.

	* * * *

Issue 3:

Equal Housing Opportunities

Objective 4

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. 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.

	* * * *

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 7.  Effective and Operative Dates.  (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)  Section 6 of this ordinance, which amends the General Plans Housing Element, is not intended to conflict with the ordinance amending the Market and Octavia Area Plan, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________.  Accordingly, Section 6 shall be inoperative if at the time of the effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is in effect, and Section 6 shall remain inoperative so long as the ordinance in File No. _____________ remains in effect.  If, at any time after the effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is not in effect, then Section 6 of this ordinance shall become operative.  



Section 8.  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 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 

///

[bookmark: _GoBack]///

the official title of the ordinance.   





APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney









By:	/s/ John D. Malamut

	JOHN D. MALAMUT

	Deputy City Attorney
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Planning Commission

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS		Page 2

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, 

the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the desgindesign of housing for families with children, adopting findings 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 making public necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 340.



	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.Do NOT delete this NOTE: area.





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



Section 1. Environmental Findings.

(a)  On _____________, 2020, in Motion No _____________, the Planning Commission certified as adequate and complete the Balboa Reservoir Project Final Environmental Impact Report (Planning Case No. _____________) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and Administrative Code Chapter 31.  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and is incorporated herein by reference.  

(b)  On that same date, in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Findings”) related to the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”).  The Board adopts these CEQA Findings as its own.  Said Motion and the CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and are incorporated herein by reference. 

 (c)  This ordinance is companion legislation to other ordinances relating to the Project, including Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments and a Development Agreement. The companion ordinances are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos. _____________ and _____________, respectively.



Section 2.  General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings. 

(a)  Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan.

(b)  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 the 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.

(c)  After a duly noticed public hearing on _____________, 2020 in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan (“Plan Amendments”).  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________ and incorporated herein by reference.

///

(d)  On _____________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _____________, adopted findings regarding the City’s General Plan, the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and Planning Code Section 340.  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)  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 Plan Amendments, then the Plan Amendments shall be deemed approved. 

(f)  The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed for amendment by this ordinance, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.  The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own.

(g)  The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.  _____________ will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.  The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own.



Section 3.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Balboa Park Station Area Plan, as follows:

The Plan Area

****

* * * *

•	Balboa Reservoir is located on the west side of Frida Kahlo WayPhelan Avenue. It is bounded by Riordan High School and the Westwood Park residential neighborhoods to the north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is divided into two basins. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns the Westnorth Basinbasin, while CCSF owns the Eastsouth Basinbasin. Should the SFPUC decide that the West Basin is not needed for water storage, it can be transferred to a different ownership to facilitate the development of the site.

****

* * * *

Map 2: (Plan Subareas), Remove the horizontal dotted line across “Balboa Reservoir Subarea” and remove the labels “PUC Portion” and “City College Portion.”   

****

* * * *

OBJECTIVE 1.4 

Develop the reservoirs in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and the region as a whole. 

The Balboa Reservoir site, which has never been used for water storage purposes, represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco. The reservoirReservoirReservoirreservoir, which has never been used for water storage purposes contained water, is approximately 1725 acres in size, and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.This Plan encourages the owners of this site-  After a multi-year year outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose a group of developers  as partners This Plan encourages the owners of this site to develop the reservoirReservoir in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the region as a whole, through mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenities.

****

* * * *

Map 3: (Land Use Districts), Retitle the map “Generalized Land Use Districts” and consolidate all RH and RM Districts into a Residential District and all NCT Districts into a Neighborhood Commercial District. Change Public (P) designation of the Balboa Reservoir project site to Residential/Balboa Reservoir Special Use District. 

****

* * * *

POLICY 1.4.2

Develop the Westwest Basinbasin of the Reservoir to provide the greatest benefit oftoof the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The development of the West Basin should include mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenities IfamenitiesIf the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the sitetosite to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site should recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through the creation of a community open spaces, andnew public street and pedestrian connections. If the PUC does move ahead to use the west basin for water storage, it should provide a roof structure on top of the new water tank, to allow the development of a community park or open space

****

* * * *

Map 4 (Bicycle Improvements & Transit Preferential Streets): Update map to show new bike network as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines,” which may be amended from time to time, and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

****

* * * *

Policy 2.4.4

The City should coordinate with the City College of San Francisco to create new sustainable transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff 

The development of the Reservoir site provides an opportunity to coordinate transportation goals with the City College community. The development project should consider improving pedestrian access to the City College through the project site. The City also should coordinate with City College on bike facilities and related amenities, and developing an appropriate parking and transportation demand management strategy.



****

* * * *

POLICY 3.4.3 

Explore the potential for merchants and their employees to park in the reservoir. 

City College currently offers hundreds of parking spaces every day at the reservoir for $1 a day. There is a large number of surplus spaces that could be used to accommodate longer-term parking by merchants and their employees; freeing up more curbside spaces for customers. Though both City College and the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) have plans for using the reservoir in the future, they are unlikely to move forward for several years. In the meantime, the merchants association should explore whether City College would offer a monthly permit to local merchants and their employees. In addition, City College and the PUC should explore creating a pedestrian pathway that would connect the reservoir parking directly to Ocean Avenue.

****

* * * *

OBJECTIVE 4.4 

CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR. 

The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.  The site presents an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will Developing housing on this site would help fill this void in two ways. First, housing here would The site presents an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will add more people to the area, ; enlivening the commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services and will. Second.  This site also willSecond, new housing development would fill the void between the commercial district and the surrounding neighborhoods, enticing residents to walk to the commercial district and use alternative modes of transportation

****

* * * *

///

POLICY 4.4.1

Develop housing on the West basinBasinBasinbasin if it is not needed for water storage. 

If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable hsouinghousinghousinghsouing should be considered a high priority per Policy 4.5.1. In 2014, the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission identified the Balboa Reservoir site as one of the sites slated for San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the City's pressing housing needs. After a multi-year public outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose a development team as a partner to develop the Balboa Reservoir site. Given the size and location of the Reservoir site, any project at this site should be a mixed-income housing neighborhood with public open space and community amenities.

****

*  * * *

POLICY 5.1.1 

Create a variety of new public open spaces.

****

* * * *

A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan LoopUnity Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton Avenue, the Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. In particular, the Balboa Reservoir project should create an approximately 2-acre central park, an approximately 1-acre open space parallel with Ocean Avenue at its gateway, and several plazas and paseos. See the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines document, as may be amended from time to time, for detailed concept designs for these opens spaces.

Design Guidelines for fourthreefour key open spaces are articulated below.

* * * *

Design Guidelines for the Open Space on the Balboa Reservoir 

1. Develop a combination of active and passive recreational facilities that would serve residents of the neighborhood as well as others. 

2. Provide a well-defined eastern entrance to the open space to provide access from Phelan Avenue through the proposed new campus on the east basin of the reservoir. The entrance should provide a visual terminus for the east to west axis leading through the new development on the eastern half of the reservoir to City College’s main building atop the hill. The entrance should have a special landscaping treatment. 

3. Develop clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with the streets of adjoining neighborhoods. Create trails, small open spaces or plazas to form useful transitions and opportunities for connection between destination points. Stairs and ramps should connect the open space atop the west basin to Ocean Avenue via an extension of Brighton Avenue. A proposed neighborhood green within the Brighton Avenue right-of-way would become the primary gateway into the park from Ocean Avenue and the neighborhoods to the south. 

4. Provide a visual buffer between the park and the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. 

5. Pay careful attention to the design of edges between the open space and surrounding neighborhoods as well as Riordon High School. It is important to provide access into the park from the surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent homes. Trees and shrubs should be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. Entrances to the park should align with existing streets for direct pedestrian access and to extend clear views into the park from public streets.

****

* * * *

///

///

POLICY 5.1.3 



Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street system 

The plan calls to extend streets in the plan area, enhancing the existing grid system. Extensions of the street grid for new development can serve as a means for linking open space to neighborhoods.  The development of the Reservoir should extend the existing street grid, including Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and San Ramon Way, to link the site with open spaces, as well as to improve access to the commercial district and transit stops. Brighton Avenue and San Ramon Way should be designed as paseos and a segment of Lee Avenue extension shall include protected bicycle lanes. The southern end of the Reservoir site shall remain under PUC ownership and be designed as open space that links the site to Unity Plaza. The creation of a path to the open space parcel on the reservoir should be explored when extending Brighton Avenue. The Lee Avenue extension should link the street with the proposed Phelan Loop plaza.

****

* * * * 

Map 5: (Open Space Improvements), Revise the open space designation on the Balboa Reservoir as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.XX88 of the Planning Code” and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines.

****

* * * *

Map 6: (Height Districts) Remove the “40-X” designation of the Balboa Reservoir and update the map with a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.XX88 of the Planning Code.



Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element (“Existing & Proposed Open Space”), as follows:

///

Revise proposed open space depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.XX88 of the Planning Code.” 



Section 5. The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the amendments set forth in Sections 23 and 34 above.



Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as follows:



*  *  * 	* * * *

I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES

*  *  *  *



	* * * *

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.



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.

*  *  *  *



	* * * *

Issue 3:

Equal Housing Opportunities



Objective 4

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. 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.

*  *  *  *



	* * * *

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 7.  Effective Date.and Operative Dates.  (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)  Section 6 of this ordinance, which amends the General Plans Housing Element, is not intended to conflict with the ordinance amending the Market and Octavia Area Plan, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________.  Accordingly, Section 6 shall be inoperative if at the time of the effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is in effect, and Section 6 shall remain inoperative so long as the ordinance in File No. _____________ remains in effect.  If, at any time after the effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is not in effect, then Section 6 of this ordinance shall become operative.  



Section 8.  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 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.   

///

///

the official title of the ordinance.   





APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney









By:		/s/ John D. Malamut

	JOHN D. MALAMUT

	Deputy City Attorney
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[General Plan Amendments – Balboa Reservoir Project]  
 
 


Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan,  


the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa 


Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the design of housing 


for families with children, adopting findings 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 making public necessity, convenience, 


and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 340. 
 
 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 Findings. 


(a)  On _____________, 2020, in Motion No _____________, the Planning 


Commission certified as adequate and complete the Balboa Reservoir Project Final 


Environmental Impact Report (Planning Case No. _____________) in accordance with the 


California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et 


seq.) and Administrative Code Chapter 31.  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board 


of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and is incorporated herein by reference.   


(b)  On that same date, in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission 


adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Findings”) related to 
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the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”).  The Board adopts these CEQA Findings as its own.  


Said Motion and the CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 


File No. ____________ and are incorporated herein by reference.  


 (c)  This ordinance is companion legislation to other ordinances relating to the Project, 


including Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments and a Development Agreement. The 


companion ordinances are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos. 


_____________ and _____________, respectively. 


 


Section 2.  General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings.  


(a)  Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall 


periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed 


amendments to the General Plan. 


(b)  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 the 


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. 


(c)  After a duly noticed public hearing on _____________, 2020 in Motion No. 


_____________, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan (“Plan 


Amendments”).  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 


_____________ and incorporated herein by reference. 


/// 
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(d)  On _____________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _____________, 


adopted findings regarding the City’s General Plan, the eight priority policies of Planning Code 


Section 101.1, and Planning Code Section 340.  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)  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 Plan Amendments, then the Plan 


Amendments shall be deemed approved.  


(f)  The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in 


conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed for amendment by this ordinance, and the 


eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning 


Commission Resolution No. _____________.  The Board hereby adopts these Planning 


Commission findings as its own. 


(g)  The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 


Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the 


Board in File No.  _____________ will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general 


welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.  


The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own. 


 


Section 3.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Balboa Park Station 


Area Plan, as follows: 


The Plan Area 


* * * * 


• Balboa Reservoir is located on the west side of Frida Kahlo WayPhelan Avenue. It 


is bounded by Riordan High School and the Westwood Park residential neighborhoods to the 
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north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is 


divided into two basins. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns the 


Westnorth Basinbasin, while CCSF owns the Eastsouth Basinbasin. Should the SFPUC decide that 


the West Basin is not needed for water storage, it can be transferred to a different ownership to 


facilitate the development of the site. 


* * * * 


Map 2: (Plan Subareas), Remove the horizontal dotted line across “Balboa Reservoir 


Subarea” and remove the labels “PUC Portion” and “City College Portion.”    


* * * * 


OBJECTIVE 1.4  


Develop the reservoirs in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and 


the region as a whole.  


The Balboa Reservoir site represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in 


San Francisco. The Reservoirreservoir, which has never been used for water storage purposes 


contained water, is approximately 1725 acres in size, and currently forms an unpleasant void in 


the neighborhood.  After a multi-year year outreach, visioning, and selection process, the City chose 


a group of developers  as partners This Plan encourages the owners of this site to develop the 


reservoirReservoir in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the 


region as a whole, through mixed-income housing, public open space and community amenities. 


* * * * 


Map 3: (Land Use Districts), Retitle the map “Generalized Land Use Districts” and 


consolidate all RH and RM Districts into a Residential District and all NCT Districts into a 


Neighborhood Commercial District. Change Public (P) designation of the Balboa Reservoir 


project site to Residential/Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.  


* * * * 
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POLICY 1.4.2 


Develop the Westwest Basinbasin of the Reservoir to provide the greatest benefit toof the 


city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods.  


The development of the West Basin should include mixed-income housing, public open space 


and community amenitiesIf the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, 


it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the 


site to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the site should 


recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through the creation 


of a community open spaces, andnew public street and pedestrian connections. If the PUC does 


move ahead to use the west basin for water storage, it should provide a roof structure on top of the new 


water tank, to allow the development of a community park or open space 


* * * * 


Map 4 (Bicycle Improvements & Transit Preferential Streets): Update map to show new 


bike network as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines,” which 


may be amended from time to time, and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project 


site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines. 


* * * * 


Policy 2.4.4 


The City should coordinate with the City College of San Francisco to create new sustainable 


transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff  


The development of the Reservoir site provides an opportunity to coordinate transportation 


goals with the City College community. The development project should consider improving pedestrian 


access to the City College through the project site. The City also should coordinate with City College 


on bike facilities and related amenities, and developing an appropriate parking and transportation 


demand management strategy. 
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* * * * 


POLICY 3.4.3  


Explore the potential for merchants and their employees to park in the reservoir.  


City College currently offers hundreds of parking spaces every day at the reservoir for $1 a day. 


There is a large number of surplus spaces that could be used to accommodate longer-term parking by 


merchants and their employees; freeing up more curbside spaces for customers. Though both City 


College and the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) have plans for using the reservoir in the future, 


they are unlikely to move forward for several years. In the meantime, the merchants association should 


explore whether City College would offer a monthly permit to local merchants and their employees. In 


addition, City College and the PUC should explore creating a pedestrian pathway that would connect 


the reservoir parking directly to Ocean Avenue. 


* * * * 


OBJECTIVE 4.4  


CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON 


THE RESERVOIR.  


The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in 


San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.  The site presents 


an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will Developing housing on this site would help fill this 


void in two ways. First, housing here would add more people to the area, ; enlivening the 


commercial district and increasing ridership levels on the nearby public transportation 


services.  This site also willSecond, new housing development would fill the void between the 


commercial district and the surrounding neighborhoods, enticing residents to walk to the 


commercial district and use alternative modes of transportation 


* * * * 


/// 
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POLICY 4.4.1 


Develop housing on the West Basinbasin if it is not needed for water storage.  


If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should 


consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address 


the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable housinghsouing should be considered a high 


priority per Policy 4.5.1. In 2014, the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, and the San 


Francisco Public Utilities Commission identified the Balboa Reservoir site as one of the sites slated for 


San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to address the 


City's pressing housing needs. After a multi-year public outreach, visioning, and selection process, the 


City chose a development team as a partner to develop the Balboa Reservoir site. Given the size and 


location of the Reservoir site, any project at this site should be a mixed-income housing neighborhood 


with public open space and community amenities. 


*  * * * 


POLICY 5.1.1  


Create a variety of new public open spaces. 


* * * * 


A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan LoopUnity 


Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton 


Avenue, the Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. In particular, 


the Balboa Reservoir project should create an approximately 2-acre central park, an approximately 1-


acre open space parallel with Ocean Avenue at its gateway, and several plazas and paseos. See the 


Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines document, as may be amended from time to time, 


for detailed concept designs for these opens spaces. 


Design Guidelines for threefour key open spaces are articulated below. 


* * * * 
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Design Guidelines for the Open Space on the Balboa Reservoir  


1. Develop a combination of active and passive recreational facilities that would serve residents 


of the neighborhood as well as others.  


2. Provide a well-defined eastern entrance to the open space to provide access from Phelan 


Avenue through the proposed new campus on the east basin of the reservoir. The entrance should 


provide a visual terminus for the east to west axis leading through the new development on the eastern 


half of the reservoir to City College’s main building atop the hill. The entrance should have a special 


landscaping treatment.  


3. Develop clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with 


the streets of adjoining neighborhoods. Create trails, small open spaces or plazas to form useful 


transitions and opportunities for connection between destination points. Stairs and ramps should 


connect the open space atop the west basin to Ocean Avenue via an extension of Brighton Avenue. A 


proposed neighborhood green within the Brighton Avenue right-of-way would become the primary 


gateway into the park from Ocean Avenue and the neighborhoods to the south.  


4. Provide a visual buffer between the park and the houses that abut the reservoir site to the 


west.  


5. Pay careful attention to the design of edges between the open space and surrounding 


neighborhoods as well as Riordon High School. It is important to provide access into the park from the 


surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent homes. Trees and shrubs should 


be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. Entrances to 


the park should align with existing streets for direct pedestrian access and to extend clear views into 


the park from public streets. 


* * * * 


/// 


/// 
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POLICY 5.1.3  


Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street 


system  


The plan calls to extend streets in the plan area, enhancing the existing grid system. 


Extensions of the street grid for new development can serve as a means for linking open 


space to neighborhoods.  The development of the Reservoir should extend the existing street grid, 


including Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and San Ramon Way, to link the site with open spaces, as well 


as to improve access to the commercial district and transit stops. Brighton Avenue and San Ramon Way 


should be designed as paseos and a segment of Lee Avenue extension shall include protected bicycle 


lanes. The southern end of the Reservoir site shall remain under PUC ownership and be designed as 


open space that links the site to Unity Plaza.The creation of a path to the open space parcel on the 


reservoir should be explored when extending Brighton Avenue. The Lee Avenue extension should link 


the street with the proposed Phelan Loop plaza. 


* * * *  


Map 5: (Open Space Improvements), Revise the open space designation on the 


Balboa Reservoir as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of 


the Planning Code” and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and 


language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines. 


* * * * 


Map 6: (Height Districts) Remove the “40-X” designation of the Balboa Reservoir and 


update the map with a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that 


states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.88 of the Planning Code. 


 


Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 3 of the Recreation 


and Open Space Element (“Existing & Proposed Open Space”), as follows: 
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Revise proposed open space depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, 


Section 249.88 of the Planning Code.”  


 


Section 5. The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the 


amendments set forth in Sections 3 and 4 above. 


 


Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as 


follows: 


 * * * * 


I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 


 * * * * 


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. 


/// 


/// 
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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. 


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. 


 * * * * 


Issue 3: 


Equal Housing Opportunities 


Objective 4 


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 







 
 


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 


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. 


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. 


/// 
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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. 


 * * * * 


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. 


 * * * * 
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POLICY 4.78 


Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially 


affordable housing. 


 * * * * 


 


Section 7.  Effective and Operative Dates.  (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)  Section 6 of this ordinance, which amends the General Plans Housing Element, is 


not intended to conflict with the ordinance amending the Market and Octavia Area Plan, a 


copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________.  


Accordingly, Section 6 shall be inoperative if at the time of the effective date of this ordinance, 


the ordinance in File No. _____________ is in effect, and Section 6 shall remain inoperative 


so long as the ordinance in File No. _____________ remains in effect.  If, at any time after the 


effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is not in effect, then 


Section 6 of this ordinance shall become operative.   


 


Section 8.  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 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  


/// 


/// 
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the official title of the ordinance.    


 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
By: /s/ John D. Malamut 
 JOHN D. MALAMUT 
 Deputy City Attorney 
 
 n:\legana\as2020\2000401\01450933.docx 
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[General Plan Amendments – Balboa Reservoir Project]  
 
 


Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Balboa Park Station Area Plan,  


the Recreation and Open Space Element, and the Land Use Index, to reflect the Balboa 


Reservoir Project; amending the Housing Element in regard to the desgindesign of 


housing for families with children, adopting findings 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 making public 


necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings under Planning Code, Section 


340. 
 
 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 Findings. 


(a)  On _____________, 2020, in Motion No _____________, the Planning 


Commission certified as adequate and complete the Balboa Reservoir Project Final 


Environmental Impact Report (Planning Case No. _____________) in accordance with the 


California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et 


seq.) and Administrative Code Chapter 31.  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board 


of Supervisors in File No. ____________ and is incorporated herein by reference.   
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(b)  On that same date, in Motion No. _____________, the Planning Commission 


adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Findings”) related to 


the Balboa Reservoir Project (“Project”).  The Board adopts these CEQA Findings as its own.  


Said Motion and the CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 


File No. ____________ and are incorporated herein by reference.  


 (c)  This ordinance is companion legislation to other ordinances relating to the Project, 


including Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments and a Development Agreement. The 


companion ordinances are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos. 


_____________ and _____________, respectively. 


 


Section 2.  General Plan and Planning Code Section 340 Findings.  


(a)  Section 4.105 of the Charter provides that the Planning Commission shall 


periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or rejection, proposed 


amendments to the General Plan. 


(b)  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 the 


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. 


(c)  After a duly noticed public hearing on _____________, 2020 in Motion No. 


_____________, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the General Plan (“Plan 
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Amendments”).  Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 


_____________ and incorporated herein by reference. 


/// 


(d)  On _____________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _____________, 


adopted findings regarding the City’s General Plan, the eight priority policies of Planning Code 


Section 101.1, and Planning Code Section 340.  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)  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 Plan Amendments, then the Plan 


Amendments shall be deemed approved.  


(f)  The Board of Supervisors finds that the Plan Amendments are, on balance, in 


conformity with the General Plan, as it is proposed for amendment by this ordinance, and the 


eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning 


Commission Resolution No. _____________.  The Board hereby adopts these Planning 


Commission findings as its own. 


(g)  The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 


Plan Amendments set forth in this ordinance and in documents on file with the Clerk of the 


Board in File No.  _____________ will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general 


welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________.  


The Board hereby adopts these Planning Commission findings as its own. 


 


Section 3.  The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Balboa Park Station 


Area Plan, as follows: 


The Plan Area 
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**** 


* * * * 


• Balboa Reservoir is located on the west side of Frida Kahlo WayPhelan Avenue. It 


is bounded by Riordan High School and the Westwood Park residential neighborhoods to the 


north, and the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District to the south. The reservoir is 


divided into two basins. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns the 


Westnorth Basinbasin, while CCSF owns the Eastsouth Basinbasin. Should the SFPUC decide that 


the West Basin is not needed for water storage, it can be transferred to a different ownership to 


facilitate the development of the site. 


**** 


* * * * 


Map 2: (Plan Subareas), Remove the horizontal dotted line across “Balboa Reservoir 


Subarea” and remove the labels “PUC Portion” and “City College Portion.”    


**** 


* * * * 


OBJECTIVE 1.4  


Develop the reservoirs in a manner that will best benefit the neighborhood, the city, and 


the region as a whole.  


The Balboa Reservoir site, which has never been used for water storage purposes, 


represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in San Francisco. The 


reservoirReservoirReservoirreservoir, which has never been used for water storage purposes 


contained water, is approximately 1725 acres in size, and currently forms an unpleasant void in 


the neighborhood.This Plan encourages the owners of this site-  After a multi-year year outreach, 


visioning, and selection process, the City chose a group of developers  as partners This Plan 


encourages the owners of this site to develop the reservoirReservoir in a manner that will best 
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benefit the neighborhood, the city, and even the region as a whole, through mixed-income 


housing, public open space and community amenities. 


**** 


* * * * 


Map 3: (Land Use Districts), Retitle the map “Generalized Land Use Districts” and 


consolidate all RH and RM Districts into a Residential District and all NCT Districts into a 


Neighborhood Commercial District. Change Public (P) designation of the Balboa Reservoir 


project site to Residential/Balboa Reservoir Special Use District.  


**** 


* * * * 


POLICY 1.4.2 


Develop the Westwest Basinbasin of the Reservoir to provide the greatest benefit oftoof 


the city as a whole as well as for the surrounding neighborhoods.  


The development of the West Basin should include mixed-income housing, public open space 


and community amenities IfamenitiesIf the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for 


water storage, it should consider facilitating the development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood 


on part of the sitetosite to address the city-wide demand for housing. The development on the 


site should recognize the opportunity to knit the surrounding neighborhoods together through 


the creation of a community open spaces, andnew public street and pedestrian connections. If 


the PUC does move ahead to use the west basin for water storage, it should provide a roof structure on 


top of the new water tank, to allow the development of a community park or open space 


**** 


* * * * 


Map 4 (Bicycle Improvements & Transit Preferential Streets): Update map to show new 


bike network as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines,” which 
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may be amended from time to time, and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project 


site and language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines. 


**** 


* * * * 


Policy 2.4.4 


The City should coordinate with the City College of San Francisco to create new sustainable 


transportation opportunities for City College students, faculty, and staff  


The development of the Reservoir site provides an opportunity to coordinate transportation 


goals with the City College community. The development project should consider improving pedestrian 


access to the City College through the project site. The City also should coordinate with City College 


on bike facilities and related amenities, and developing an appropriate parking and transportation 


demand management strategy. 


 


**** 


* * * * 


POLICY 3.4.3  


Explore the potential for merchants and their employees to park in the reservoir.  


City College currently offers hundreds of parking spaces every day at the reservoir for $1 a day. 


There is a large number of surplus spaces that could be used to accommodate longer-term parking by 


merchants and their employees; freeing up more curbside spaces for customers. Though both City 


College and the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) have plans for using the reservoir in the future, 


they are unlikely to move forward for several years. In the meantime, the merchants association should 


explore whether City College would offer a monthly permit to local merchants and their employees. In 


addition, City College and the PUC should explore creating a pedestrian pathway that would connect 


the reservoir parking directly to Ocean Avenue. 
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**** 


* * * * 


OBJECTIVE 4.4  


CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON 


THE RESERVOIR.  


The Balboa Reservoir represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped sites in 


San Francisco and currently forms an unpleasant void in the neighborhood.  The site presents 


an opportunity for mixed-income housing that will Developing housing on this site would help fill this 


void in two ways. First, housing here would The site presents an opportunity for mixed-income housing 


that will add more people to the area, ; enlivening the commercial district and increasing 


ridership levels on the nearby public transportation services and will. Second.  This site also 


willSecond, new housing development would fill the void between the commercial district and the 


surrounding neighborhoods, enticing residents to walk to the commercial district and use 


alternative modes of transportation 


**** 


* * * * 


/// 


POLICY 4.4.1 


Develop housing on the West basinBasinBasinbasin if it is not needed for water storage.  


If the PUC should decide that the west basin is not needed for water storage, it should 


consider development of a mixed-use residential neighborhood on part of the site to address 


the city-wide demand for housing. Affordable hsouinghousinghousinghsouing should be 


considered a high priority per Policy 4.5.1. In 2014, the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, 


and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission identified the Balboa Reservoir site as one of the 


sites slated for San Francisco's Public Land for Housing Program, which utilizes City-owned land to 
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address the City's pressing housing needs. After a multi-year public outreach, visioning, and selection 


process, the City chose a development team as a partner to develop the Balboa Reservoir site. Given 


the size and location of the Reservoir site, any project at this site should be a mixed-income housing 


neighborhood with public open space and community amenities. 


**** 


*  * * * 


POLICY 5.1.1  


Create a variety of new public open spaces. 


**** 


* * * * 


A number of open spaces are proposed in the plan area, including the Phelan LoopUnity 


Plaza, the Geneva Plaza, open space associated with the proposed freeway deck, Brighton 


Avenue, the Library playground, and the proposed Balboa Reservoir open space. In particular, 


the Balboa Reservoir project should create an approximately 2-acre central park, an approximately 1-


acre open space parallel with Ocean Avenue at its gateway, and several plazas and paseos. See the 


Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines document, as may be amended from time to time, 


for detailed concept designs for these opens spaces. 


Design Guidelines for fourthreefour key open spaces are articulated below. 


* * * * 


Design Guidelines for the Open Space on the Balboa Reservoir  


1. Develop a combination of active and passive recreational facilities that would serve residents 


of the neighborhood as well as others.  


2. Provide a well-defined eastern entrance to the open space to provide access from Phelan 


Avenue through the proposed new campus on the east basin of the reservoir. The entrance should 


provide a visual terminus for the east to west axis leading through the new development on the eastern 
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half of the reservoir to City College’s main building atop the hill. The entrance should have a special 


landscaping treatment.  


3. Develop clearly marked access gates, pedestrian pathways, and visual site lines aligned with 


the streets of adjoining neighborhoods. Create trails, small open spaces or plazas to form useful 


transitions and opportunities for connection between destination points. Stairs and ramps should 


connect the open space atop the west basin to Ocean Avenue via an extension of Brighton Avenue. A 


proposed neighborhood green within the Brighton Avenue right-of-way would become the primary 


gateway into the park from Ocean Avenue and the neighborhoods to the south.  


4. Provide a visual buffer between the park and the houses that abut the reservoir site to the 


west.  


5. Pay careful attention to the design of edges between the open space and surrounding 


neighborhoods as well as Riordon High School. It is important to provide access into the park from the 


surrounding neighborhoods while respecting the privacy of adjacent homes. Trees and shrubs should 


be planted to provide a buffer between the houses that abut the reservoir site to the west. Entrances to 


the park should align with existing streets for direct pedestrian access and to extend clear views into 


the park from public streets. 


**** 


* * * * 


/// 


/// 


POLICY 5.1.3  


 


Ensure that new open spaces are linked to and serve as an extension of the street 


system  


Formatted: No widow/orphan control







 
 


Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 10 


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 


The plan calls to extend streets in the plan area, enhancing the existing grid system. 


Extensions of the street grid for new development can serve as a means for linking open 


space to neighborhoods.  The development of the Reservoir should extend the existing street grid, 


including Brighton Avenue, Lee Avenue, and San Ramon Way, to link the site with open spaces, as well 


as to improve access to the commercial district and transit stops. Brighton Avenue and San Ramon Way 


should be designed as paseos and a segment of Lee Avenue extension shall include protected bicycle 


lanes. The southern end of the Reservoir site shall remain under PUC ownership and be designed as 


open space that links the site to Unity Plaza. The creation of a path to the open space parcel on the 


reservoir should be explored when extending Brighton Avenue. The Lee Avenue extension should link 


the street with the proposed Phelan Loop plaza. 


**** 


* * * *  


Map 5: (Open Space Improvements), Revise the open space designation on the 


Balboa Reservoir as depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.XX88 


of the Planning Code” and add a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and 


language that states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Design Standards and Guidelines. 


**** 


* * * * 


Map 6: (Height Districts) Remove the “40-X” designation of the Balboa Reservoir and 


update the map with a boundary around the Balboa Reservoir project site and language that 


states: Refer to the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, Section 249.XX88 of the Planning Code. 


 


Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 3 of the Recreation 


and Open Space Element (“Existing & Proposed Open Space”), as follows: 


/// 
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Revise proposed open space depicted in the “Balboa Reservoir Special Use District, 


Section 249.XX88 of the Planning Code.”  


 


Section 5. The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the 


amendments set forth in Sections 23 and 34 above. 


 


Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as 


follows: 


 


*  *  *  * * * * 


I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 


*  *  *  * 


 


 * * * * 


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. 
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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. 


 


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. 
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POLICY 4.78 


Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially affordable 


housing. 


*  *  *  * 


 


 * * * * 


Issue 3: 


Equal Housing Opportunities 


 


Objective 4 


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. 
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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. 


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 
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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. 


*  *  *  * 


 


 * * * * 


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. 
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*  *  *  * 


 


 * * * * 


POLICY 4.78 


Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially 


affordable housing. 


*  *  *  * * * * 


 


Section 7.  Effective Date.and Operative Dates.  (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)  Section 6 of this ordinance, which amends the General Plans Housing Element, is 


not intended to conflict with the ordinance amending the Market and Octavia Area Plan, a 


copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____________.  


Accordingly, Section 6 shall be inoperative if at the time of the effective date of this ordinance, 


the ordinance in File No. _____________ is in effect, and Section 6 shall remain inoperative 


so long as the ordinance in File No. _____________ remains in effect.  If, at any time after the 


effective date of this ordinance, the ordinance in File No. _____________ is not in effect, then 


Section 6 of this ordinance shall become operative.   


 


Section 8.  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 General 


Plan 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.    


/// 


/// 


the official title of the ordinance.    


 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
By:  /s/ John D. Malamut 
 JOHN D. MALAMUT 
 Deputy City Attorney 
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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: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 10:28:24 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: Jane Natoli <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "wafoli@gmail.com" <wafoli@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 10:16 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@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>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing
on Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the
1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional
Use authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden
on the people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:diego.sanchez@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses
on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of
community-focused response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay
for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each
month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset
periods without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both
of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit
for small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who
want to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should
welcome them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want
to help us, and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to
approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Jane Natoli 
wafoli@gmail.com 
759 6th Ave Apt 7 
San Francisco, California 94118-3848

 



 
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); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 10:27:04 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: John Ripley <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "john.ripley+actionnetwork@gmail.com" <john.ripley+actionnetwork@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 10:14 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@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>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing
on Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the
1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional
Use authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden
on the people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:diego.sanchez@sfgov.org
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The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses
on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of
community-focused response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay
for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each
month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset
periods without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both
of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit
for small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who
want to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should
welcome them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want
to help us, and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to
approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

John Ripley 
john.ripley+actionnetwork@gmail.com 
530 Ellsworth St 
San Francisco, California 94110

 



 
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); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: SUPPORT 2675 Geary Boulevard - City Center Whole Foods
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 10:26:27 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
 
 

From: Stacey Daraio <stacedaraio@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 10:07 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin
(CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)"
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: SUPPORT 2675 Geary Boulevard - City Center Whole Foods
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I am writing to express my SUPPORT for Whole Foods at the City Center. I am a resident of Anza
Vista and the new Whole Foods has many benefits:

NEW JOBS, NEW JOBS, NEW JOBS- at a critical juncture in our economy, this project and store
will create new jobs for San Franciscans. Not only for the employees of Whole Foods, but the
many employees that will be involved in the construction of the store.
UNION TRADE LABOR - this is a large job and will involve union trade labor.
WHOLE FOODS COMPANY - a good company that supports charitable giving in the community
and supports its workers.
NEIGHBORHOOD NEED - we have many elders, the location of the store will allow our elders
to walk to the store.
PERSONAL - Trader Joe's and Whole Foods offer a different selection of food items. I regularly
shop at both stores - they are not in competition with each other.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


Please consider the many benefits of Whole Foods at the City Center.
 
Respectfully,
 
Stacey Daraio
-----
Privilege is when you think something is not a problem because it's not a 
problem for you personally. Rob Brezny
 
Stacey Daraio, CTF
she/her/hers
mobile: 415-987-0467 



 
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: May, Christopher (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods in my neighborhood
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:59:02 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
 
 

From: Kari Lee <karilee14@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 9:56 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin
(CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)"
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Whole Foods in my neighborhood
 

 

Hi Commissioners, 
 
I live a few blocks from the Mall on Geary and Masonic Blvd.  I am in full
support of Whole Foods coming into the neighborhood.  I have lived in this area
for over 20 years and I have seen big stores such as Mervyn's and Best Buy
come and go out of this space.  It has been vacant for several years.  Whole
foods would be a great addition and provide a good tenant that hopefully will
survive over a longer period of time.  It will provide jobs and economic recovery
for the city.  This space has been vacant for too long and this has impacted the
other smaller businesses in this mall. 
 
Please approve the Whole Foods project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
--
Kari Lee
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415-225-7332



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:58:23 AM
Attachments: AMENDED MOTION - 1117 Irving - 2019-020831CUA (ID 1176537).pdf

AMENDED MOTION_UPDATED - 1240 09th Avenue - 2020-000200CUA (ID 1177047).pdf

Typo corrections.
 
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: "Wilborn, Katherine (CPC)" <katherine.wilborn@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 9:56 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)" <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
Hi Jonas,

I just received a call from Commissioner Diamond who identified a typo (1240 09th) and language
that needed to be clarified (1117 Irving) under the “Findings” section of both 1117 Irving and 1240

09th Avenue.
 
I’ve made the edits and have attached the (2) new amended motions, with Track Changes shown.
I’ve also added these to the I:Drive “edits” folder for today’s hearing.
 
Thanks,
Katie
 
Katie B. Wilborn
Planner | Preservation
Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org
 
 
Please note: I am telecommuting and can only be reached by email at this time. Thank
you.
 
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

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
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Planning Commission Draft Motion
HEARING DATE: MAY 28, 2020


Record No.: 2019-020831CUA
Project Address: 1117 IRVING STREET
Zoning: Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD)


40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 1767/001
Project Sponsor: Ling Deng


1117 Irving Street
San Francisco, CA  94122


Property Owner: Mark Dames
Redwood City, CA 94062


Staff Contact: Katherine Wilborn – (415) 575-9114
Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org


ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 303, 703.4, AND 730 TO
AUTHORIZE A MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT USE AT AN EXISTING CHAIR/FOOT MASSAGE
SERVICE AT 1117 IRVING STREET, LOT 001 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 1767, WITH THE INNER
SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (NCD) ZONING AND DISTRICT AND A
40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.


PREAMBLE
On December 5, 2019, Ling Deng of U-Feet Massage (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application No.
2019-020831CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”)
for Conditional Use Authorization to convert an existing chair/foot massage service into a Massage
Establishment (hereinafter “Project”) at 1117 Irving Street, Block 1767, Lot 001 (hereinafter “Project Site”).


The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.


On May 28, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization Application No.
2019-020831CUA.


The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2019-
020831CUA is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.


The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.
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RECORD NO. 2019-020831CUA
1117 IRVING STREET


MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in
Application No. 2019-020831CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion,
based on the following findings:


FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:


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


2. Project Description.  The Project includes the conversion of an existing chair/foot massage service
into a Massage Establishment use (d.b.a. “U-Feet”) at the ground floor of a two-story, residential-
over-commercial building located within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District. U-
Feet Massage currently operates as a chair- and foot-massage establishment in the location
proposed. The Project would allow U-Feet Massage to expand its massage services for its clientele
and continue its operations, in good standing, as a local business. The proposed Massage
Establishment would occupy the existing, approximately 600 square foot ground floor space. No
exterior alterations are proposed.


3. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project site is located on the southwest corner of Irving and
12th Avenue (with a lot area of approximately 2,060 square feet), with approximately 85-ft of
frontage along Irving Street and 25-ft of frontage along 12th Avenue, which contains a two-story
structure with three commercial storefronts and one residential unit. U-Feet Massage is the
western-most storefront of the three commercial spaces at the ground floor of the Project site.


4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The Project Site is located within the Inner Sunset
NCD Zoning District. The immediate context is mixed in character with two-to-three-story
residential, commercial, and institutional uses to provide convenient goods and services to local
Inner Sunset residents, as well as comparison shopping goods and services to a larger market area
and users of Golden Gate Park.


5. Public Outreach and Comments.  To date, the Department has not received any public comment
on the Project.


6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:


A. Use. A Massage Establishment use is defined under Planning Code Section 102 and the Health
Code Section 29.5, as a type of Retail Sales and Service activity where more than one individual
administers Massage for compensation, excluding those locations where Massage is provided
only on an outcall basis or accessory to a principal use. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 730,
Massage Establishment uses with the Inner NCD Zoning District require Conditional Use
Authorization. Planning Code Section 303 provides consideration for the Planning
Commission to consider when authorizing Conditional Uses, Section 303(n) provides
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RECORD NO. 2019-020831CUA
1117 IRVING STREET


additional criteria for Massage Establishment’s Conditional Uses, and section 703.4 provides
consideration for Massage Establishments within Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCD)
Zoning Districts.


The proposed project is a request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow the change of use of an
existing Chair/Foot Massage, defined under the Planning Code as a Retail Sales and Service Use where
the only massage service provided is chair or foot massage, such service is visible to the public, and
customers are fully clothed at all times to a Massage Establishment Use with accessory personal service
use with approximately 600 square feet of floor area located on the ground floor space of the existisng
two-story commercial and residential building.


B. Retail Sales and Services Use within the Inner Sunset NCD Zoning District. Section 730 of
the Planning Code generally permits “retail sales and services uses”, as defined under
Planning Code Section 102, on the first story, to encourage the neighborhood’s character of
being a neighborhood-serving commercial corridor.


The Project would allow a Retail Sales and Service use, which Massage Establishment is conditionally
encompassed within, to operate at the ground floor of a two-story, residential-over-commercial building.


C. Hours of Operation. Planning Code Section 730 states that the permitted hours of operation
for a commercial use are 6:00am – 2:00am.


The current hours of operation for U-Feet Massage are Monday – Thursday, 11:30am-10:00pm; and
Friday – Sunday, 11:00am-10:00pm. U-Feet Massage is within the principally permitted hours of
operation and intend to keep these hours of operation if Conditional Use Authorization is granted.


D. Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.  Section 145.1 of the Planning Code
requires that within NC Districts space for active uses shall be provided within the first 25 feet
of building depth on the ground floor and 15 feet on floors above from any facade facing a
street at least 30 feet in width.  In addition, the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing
non-residential active uses and lobbies shall be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent
sidewalk at the principal entrance to these spaces.  Frontages with active uses that must be
fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street
frontage at the ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building. The use of dark
or mirrored glass shall not count towards the required transparent area. Any decorative
railings or grillwork, other than wire mesh, which is placed in front of or behind ground floor
windows, shall be at least 75 percent open to perpendicular view. Rolling or sliding security
gates shall consist of open grillwork rather than solid material, so as to provide visual interest
to pedestrians when the gates are closed, and to permit light to pass through mostly
unobstructed. Gates, when both open and folded or rolled as well as the gate mechanism, shall
be recessed within, or laid flush with, the building facade.


The subject commercial space has approximately 25-feet of frontage on Irving Street with approximately
10-feet devoted to the entrance or window.  The windows are to remain clear and unobstructed.  There
are no changes proposed to the commercial frontage.
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RECORD NO. 2019-020831CUA
1117 IRVING STREET


E. Use Size. Planning Code Section 730 principally permits non-residential uses up to 2,499
square feet. Uses 2,500 square feet or larger require Conditional Use Authorization.


The Project proposes no changes to the existing 600 square foot commercial space, which is principally
permitted.


F. Signage. Any proposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of the Planning
Department and must comply with Article 6 of the Planning Code.


The Project does not propose any signage at this time. If signage is to be proposed in the future, it shall
be in accordance with Article 6 Sign regulations and maintain the 75% storefront transparency
requirement.


7. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning
Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization.  On
balance, the project complies with said criteria in that:


A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.


The size of the proposed use is to remain as-is existing, which is in keeping with other storefronts on the
block face.  The Project will not impact traffic or parking in the District, as the Massage Establishment
is expected to serve only a moderate number of customers, and there being sufficient on-street parking
available along both northern and southern sides of Irving Street.


B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project that
could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area,
in that:


(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;


The height and bulk of the existing building will remain the same and will not alter the existing
appearance or character of the project vicinity.  The proposed work will not affect the building
envelope.


(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;
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The Planning Code does not require off-street parking, although on-street parking is provided along
the block face, It is unlikely that the Massage Establishment use will generate significant vehicular
trips citywide.


(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust
and odor;


The proposed use will not generate significant noise, glare, dust, or odor.


(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;


The proposed Massage Establishment shall not alter the site’s landscaping, open space or lighting
Windows shall remain transparent and unobstructed, as outlined in Planning Code Section 145. No
new signage is proposed.


C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and
will not adversely affect the General Plan.


The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.


D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.


The proposed project is consistent with the stated purposed of the Inner Sunset NCD District in that
the intended use is commercial in nature, and shall support the continued operation of a small, non-
Formula Retail business. The expanded use (from chair/foot massage) will provide a compatible,
convenient service for the immediate neighborhoods during principally permitted hours.


8. Planning Code Section 303(n). Planning Code Section 303(n) establishments additional criteria for
the Planning Commissions to consider when reviewing applications of Conditional Use
Authorizations for a Massage Establishment use.


A. Whether the applicant has obtained, and maintains in good standing, a permit for a Massage
Establishment form the department of Public Health pursuant to Section 29.10 of the San
Francisco Health Code.


The Project Sponsor currently has a foot/chair massage permit that is in good standing with the
Department of Public Health. The Conditions of Approval in Exhibit A will help ensure tat the applicant
maintains the Massage Establishment Permit in good standing with the Department of Public Healthy.
Failure to do so may result in this Conditional Use Authorization being revoked by the Planning
Commission.







Draft Motion
May 28, 2020


6


RECORD NO. 2019-020831CUA
1117 IRVING STREET


B. Whether the use’s façade is transparent and open to the public. Permanent transparency and
openness are preferable. Elements that lend openness and transparency to a faced include:


(1) An Active Frontage of at least 25 feet in length where 75% of that length is devoted to
entrances to commercially used space or windows at the pedestrian eye-level.


The proposed Massage Establishment will maintain its existing location on the ground floor of
the subject building and shall ensure its compliance with transparency requirements. No
exterior changes are proposed to the existing façade, windows, or storefront entrance.


(2) Windows that use clear, un-tinted glass, except for decorative and architectural accent.


The existing door and windows, which give visibility into the Massage Establishment, will
remain clear, un-tinted, and unobscured.


(3) Any decorative railings or grille work other than wire mesh which place in front of or
behind such windows should be at least 75 percent open to perpendicular view and
no more than six feet in height above grade.


The existing commercial frontage does not have railing, grille work, or security bars on its
entry, nor are any proposed.


C. Whether use includes pedestrian-oriented lighting. Well-lit establishment where lighting is
installed and maintained along all public rights-of-way adjacent to the building with massage
use during the post-sunset hours of the massage use are encouraged.


There is existing street lighting at the corner of Irving Street and 12th Avenue, which provides adequate
pedestrian-oriented lighting on the subject building.


D. Whether the use is reasonably oriented to facilitate public access. Barriers that make entrance
to the use more difficult than to an average service-provider in the area are to be strongly
discourages. These include (but are not limited to) foyers equipped with double doors that can
be opened only from the inside and security cameras.


The such barriers are existing or proposed in the applicant’s plans or application. Access will be open
and unobstructed, and all doors will remain open during the hours of operation.


9. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan:


COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
Objectives and Policies


OBJECTIVE 1:
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MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.


Policy 1.1
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot
be mitigated.


Policy 1.2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance standards.


Policy 1.3:
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.


The proposed Massage Establishment use would provide a service to the neighborhood and will provide
resident employment opportunities to those in the community. The Conditions of Approval will ensure that
the use meets minimum, reasonable performance standards. Further, the Project Site is located within the
Inner Sunset NCD Zoning District that is part of a heavily trafficked area and is thus consistent with
activities allowed in the commercial land use plan.


OBJECTIVE 2:
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.


Policy 2.1:
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
City.


The Project will allow an existing chair/foot massage service to become a Massage Establishment commercial
use; whereas, encouraging the viability and retention of  an existing commercial business, while maintaining
a diverse economic base in the area.


OBJECTIVE 3:
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS,
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.


Policy 3.4:
Assist newly emerging economic activities.


The Project will allow the establishment of a new Massage Establishment use that would employ six new
independent contractors, which will enhance the diverse economic base of the City.


NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE
Objectives and Policies
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OBJECTIVE 6:
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.


Policy 6.1:
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in
the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity among
the districts.


Policy 6.3:
Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood commercial
districts. Strike a balance between the preservation of existing affordable housing and needed
expansion of commercial activity.


The Project promotes diversity in the types of goods and services available in the neighborhood commercial
district. There are currently no other Massage Establishment within Subject Property nor any other
permitted Massage Establishments within the Inner Sunset NCD Zoning District.
The Project will promote the District to achieve optimal diversity in the types of goods and services available
in the neighborhood, provided there is currently no other Massage Establishment within Subject Property
nor any other permitted Massage Establishments within the Inner Sunset NCD Zoning District.


10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of
permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in
that:


A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.


The Project is not anticipated to significantly affect the existing mix of neighborhood-serving retail uses
and would provide future opportunities for resident employment. The Project would retain the current
mix of neighborhood-serving commercial uses by providing a new Massage Establishment use, which
expands upon the existing foot/chair massage service. The Project will continue to provide desirable
services and will continue to provide employment opportunities to those in the community.


B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.


The Project is not anticipated to adversely affect the character or diversity of the neighborhood. There are
no changes proposed to the façade or building exterior.


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,


The Project would not have any adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.
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D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.


The Project Site is well-served by nearby public transportation options. The Project is located within
walking distance of (3) Muni bus lines (6-Haight/Parnassus; 7-Haight/Noriega; 44-O’Shaughnessy),
and (1) Muni streetcar line (N-Judah).  The Project also provides metered street parking and sufficient
on-street bicycle parking.


E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.


The Project will not displace or adversely affect any service sector or industrial businesses as the Project
will occupy its existing commercial space.


F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.


The Project will not adversely affect the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake. The Project will
comply with the requirements of the San Francisco Building Code.


G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.


The Project is not located within a historic building or district, nor will the Project adversely impact the
City’s stock of such historic buildings or districts.


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.


The Project will have no negative effect on existing parks and open spaces, and will not adversely affect
their access to sunlight, or vistas.


11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.


12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use would promote the health,
safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Authorization Application No. 2019-020831CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, submitted November 5, 2019, and stamped
“EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.


The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.


APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use
Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion.  The effective
date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR
the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors.  For further
information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton
B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.


Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000
that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in 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.


If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.


I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 28, 2020.


Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary


AYES:


NAYS:


ABSENT:


ADOPTED: May 28, 2020
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION
This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. U-Feet Massage)
located at 1117 Irving Street, Block 1767, and 001 pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 303, 703.4, and 730,
within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, submitted November 5, 2019, and stamped
“EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2019-020831CUA and subject to conditions of approval
reviewed and approved by the Commission on May 28, 2020  under Motion No. XXXXXX.  This
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project
Sponsor, business, or operator.


RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on May 28, 2020 under Motion No. XXXXXX.


PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use
authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.


SEVERABILITY
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.


CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new
Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting


PERFORMANCE
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from


the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period
has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application
for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should
the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the
Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the
Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the
public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of
the Authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking
the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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DESIGN – COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE
6. Signage. If signage is proposed, a sign permit is required and will be reviewed for compliance


with Article 6 of the Planning Code.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org


MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT
7. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in


this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section
176 or Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other
city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


8. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion.  The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information
about compliance.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


9. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


OPERATION
10. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and


all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with
the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works,
415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org


11. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety but shall in no case be directed
so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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12. Massage Establishments. All massage establishments shall comply with the following standard
massage use operation standards.


A. The entry to the massage treatment room shall remain directly visible from the public
right-of-way. If any additional doors are required under the Building Code for emergency
egress purposes, such door shall be labeled “for emergency use only” and shall have an
audible alarm that will go off when the door is opened.


B. All interior alterations shall be reviewed by the Planning Department to verify compliance
with these conditions.


C. No locks shall be allowed on any interior door of the business except that a lock for privacy
may be permitted on the bathroom door.


D. Any blinds or curtains located behind the storefront windows must be kept open during
business hours to allow for visibility into the tenant space from the street. No obstructions
shall be located in front of any of the storefront windows that would prevent such
visibility.


E. The front door to the business must be open during business hours. The use of buzzers or
a security camera is not permitted.


F. The massage establishment shall comply with the hours of operation outlined in
Ordinance 140-09, approved on July 2, 2009. This Ordinance amended the Health Code to
limit the hours of permitted operation for massage establishments from 7:00 am to 10:00
pm.


G. All persons engaged in performing massage shall be licensed for that purpose by the State
of California and the licenses shall be prominently displayed on walls of the business.


H. The Planning Commission may revoke this Conditional Use authorization if the
Department of Public Health revokes the health permit for massage.


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


13. Hours of Operation. The subject establishment is limited to the following hours of operation:
Principally Permitted hours of operation within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial
District, pursuant to Planning Code Section 730, is 6:00am-2:00am.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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Project Address: 1240 09th Avenue
Zoning: Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District


40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 1742/029
Project Sponsor: Gwyneth Borden


1198 South Van Ness, no. 40615
San Francisco, CA 94110


Property Owner: Boris Nemchenok
San Francisco, CA 94122


Staff Contact: Katherine Wilborn – (415) 575-9114
Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org


ADOPTING FININGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODES SECTION 303 AND 730 TO LEGALIZE
AND ESTABLISH AN OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREA AT THE REAR OF AN EXISTING FULL-
SERVICE RESTAURANT (D.B.A “FIORELLA”) AT THE SECOND STORY OF A TWO-STORY
COMMERCIAL BUILDING WITHIN THE INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT (NCD) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.


PREAMBLE
On January 7th, 2020, Gwyneth J. Borden of Ground Floor Experiences, LLC (hereinafter "Project Sponsor")
filed Application No. 2020-000200CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department
(hereinafter “Department”) for a Conditional Use Authorization to legalize an existing second-story rear
patio as an Outdoor Activity Area (hereinafter “Project”) at 1240 09th Avenue, Block 1742, Lot 029
hereinafter “Project Site”).


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.


On May 28, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization, Application
No. 2020-000200CUA.


The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2014-
000601ENX is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.
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The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.


MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in
Application No. 2020-000200CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion,
based on the following findings:


FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:


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


2. Project Description.  The Project seeks to legalize an existing 1240 sq. ft. second-story, rear patio
as an Outdoor Activity Area (for seating and service) to be used by the existing Full-Service
Restaurant (d.b.a. “Fiorella”).


3. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project is located on an approximately 3,000 sq. ft. lot
within the midblock of 9th Avenue between Lincoln Way and Irving. The Project Site contains a
single structure with full lot coverage. “Fiorella”, a local, Full-Service Restaurant use, occupies the
entire commercial building. The former Full-Service Restaurant, Park Chow, who constructed the
unpermitted rear patio, vacated the premises in January of 2018.


4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The Project Site is located within the Inner Sunset
Neighborhood Commercial District and the immediate context is mixed in character with
residential, commercial, and automotive uses. The neighborhood includes two-to-three-story
development, with a predominant pattern of residential-over-commercial throughout the district.


5. Public Outreach and Comments.  The Department has not received any correspondence regarding
the proposed project.


6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:


A. Use. Planning Code Section 730 states that a Conditional Use Authorization is required for an
Outdoor Activity Area, as defined by Planning Code Section 102.


The Project Sponsor seeks to legalize an existing Outdoor Activity Area at the Full-Service Restaurant
(d.b.a. Fiorella), per Planning Code 730, that was previously enjoyed by the former tenant, Park Chow.
The Outdoor Activity included with this proposal is outdoor seating in an open-air deck at the second
story within the rear yard area. Evening hours in the outside area would be restricted to 10:00pm Sunday
through Thursday and 11:00pm on Friday and Saturday, to mitigate neighbors’ concerns about potential
noise.
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B. Hours of Operation. Planning Code Section 730 permits hours of operation from 11p.m. to 2
a.m.


The project’s hours of operation are within the principally permitted hours of operation and shall be as
follows: Monday through Thursday 11:00am – 10:00pm; Friday 11:00am – 11:00pm; Saturday 10:00am
– 11:00pm; and Sunday 10:00am – 10:00pm. The Outdoor Activity Area shall have the same operational
hours as the Full-Service Restaurant, since this space acts as a main dining space for Fiorella.


C. Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.  Section 145.1 of the Planning Code
requires that within NC Districts space for active uses shall be provided within the first 25 feet
of building depth in the ground floor and 15 feet on floors above from any facade facing a
street at least 30 feet in width.  In addition, the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing
non-residential active uses and lobbies shall be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent
sidewalk at the principal entrance to these spaces.  Frontages with active uses that must be
fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street
frontage at the ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building. The use of dark
or mirrored glass shall not count towards the required transparent area. Any decorative
railings or grillwork, other than wire mesh, which is placed in front of or behind ground floor
windows, shall be at least 75 percent open to perpendicular view. Rolling or sliding security
gates shall consist of open grillwork rather than solid material, so as to provide visual interest
to pedestrians when the gates are closed, and to permit light to pass through mostly
unobstructed. Gates, when both open and folded or rolled as well as the gate mechanism, shall
be recessed within, or laid flush with, the building facade.


The subject commercial space has approximately 25-feet of frontage on 9th Avenue with approximately
20 feet devoted to either the restaurant entrance or window space.  The windows are clear and
unobstructed.  There are no changes proposed to the commercial frontage.


7. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning
Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization.  On
balance, the project complies with said criteria in that:


A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.


There is no proposed changes to the existing restaurant. The legalization of the existing Outdoor Activity
Area will not impact traffic or parking in the District because it is not an intensification of what is
existing.  This will complement the mix of goods and services currently available in the district and
contribute to the economic vitality of the neighborhood by removing a vacant storefront.


B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project that
could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area,
in that:
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(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;


The height and bulk of the existing building will remain the same and will not alter the existing
appearance or character of the project vicinity.  The proposed work will not affect the building
envelope, yet the inclusion of outside seating will alter the use of the property.


(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;


The Planning Code does not require parking or loading for a 1,952 square-foot full-service restaurant.
The proposed use is designed to meet the needs of the immediate neighborhood and should not
generate significant amounts of vehicular trips from the immediate neighborhood or citywide.


(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust
and odor;


The proposed use is subject to the standard conditions of approval for full-service restaurants and
outlined in Exhibit A.


(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;


The proposed legalization of the Outdoor Activity Area does not require any additional tenant
improvements at this time.


C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and
will not adversely affect the General Plan.


The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.


D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.


The proposed project is consistent with the stated purposed of the Inner Sunset Neighborhood
Commercial District in that the Outdoor Activity Area ensures the viability of an existing local
business, will provide a compatible convenience service for the immediately surrounding neighborhoods,
and legalizes an amenity that was utilized by the previous restaurant tenant for years.


8. Non-Residential Use Size in NC District Findings. In addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) of
this Code, the Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met:


A. The intensity of activity in the district is not such that allowing the larger use will be likely to
foreclose the location of other needed neighborhood-serving uses in the area.
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The Project seeks to legalize an existing amenity that was enjoyed by the immediate community when
the previous tenant, Park Chow, occupied the structure from 1998 until 2018.


B. The proposed use will serve the neighborhood, in whole or in significant part, and the nature
of the use requires a larger size in order to function.


The legalization of the Outdoor Activity Area will increase the use but does not propose any expansion
of the existing structure’s square footage or envelope.


C. The building in which the use is to be located is designed in discrete elements which respect
the scale of development in the district.


The Project does not propose any change to the existing structure and therefore, will not have any
additional impact to the neighborhood’s context and building scale.


9. Planning Code Section 145.2 establishes additional findings for the Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for an Outdoor Activity Area. On balance, the project complies with these
criteria in that:


A.  The nature of the activity operated in the outdoor activity area is compatible with
surrounding uses;


The Outdoor Activity Area proposed is accessory to the principal restaurant use, being located on
the same lot on the roof of the subject property.  Food and beverage service activities are integral to
the definition of Outdoor Activity Area and do not constitute a principal use because the principal
use at the ground floor is in fact a restaurant.  The Outdoor Activity Area as proposed is incidental
and subordinate to the principal uses of restaurant and bar.


Fiorella Sunset is a necessary and desirable use as it will reactivate a former restaurant space that
has been dark since January 2018, again offering an affordable comfort food restaurant in the Inner
Sunset, featuring many of the same menu items adored by Park Chow fans including pizzas and
pastas. Park Chow was renowned for its upstairs outdoor dining deck and often was featured on
lists of best places for outdoor dining. Fiorella Sunset seeks to legalize the upstairs Outdoor Activity
(dining use) to return this amenity known to the neighborhood for more than 20 years.


B. The operation and design of the outdoor activity area does not significantly disturb the
privacy or affect the livability of adjoining or surrounding residences;
Fiorella Sunset is located within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD),
where Restaurant and Outdoor Activity uses are permitted -- either principally or conditionally.
Fiorella Sunset will occupy the same footprint of the previous restaurant operating in this location,
creating no material change to the size or intensity of activity at the site.  Additionally, the new
restaurant use will comply with updated health, environmental, and building codes, so the new
restaurant use will be an improvement in the health, safety, convenience and general welfare of those
nearby.
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The height and bulk of the existing building will remain the same and will not alter the existing
appearance or character of the project vicinity.  The proposed work will not affect the building
envelope, yet the inclusion of outside seating will alter the use of the property. Since 1998, the
principal use of the space has been as a restaurant.  The use of the roof deck although not legally
authorized at the time will have no additional impact to traffic, parking and loading patterns by
granting the legalization of the accessory Outdoor Activity Area on the roof.


The majority of the block consists of mixed and commercial ground floor uses, being compatible with
surrounding uses.


C. The hours of operation of the activity operated in the outdoor activity area are limited so
that the activity does not disrupt the viability of surrounding uses.


The hours of operation fall within the principally permitted of the district, with the Outdoor Activity
Area open no later than 11:00pm on any given day (whereas 2:00am is principally permitted on nay
day within the district). Additionally, the privacy of the adjacent residences is not impacted by the
Outdoor Activity as there are existing walls and an awning that makes the space appear enclosed.
These treatments will not be removed; the awning with be finished with a new fabric.


10. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan:


OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.


Policy 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.


Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.


Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.


Policy 11.4:
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.


Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.


Policy 11.8
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Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.


OBJECTIVE 12:
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION.


Policy 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements such as open space, childcare, and
neighborhood services, when developing new housing units.


URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies


OBJECTIVE 1:
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.


Policy 1.3
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.


Policy 1.7
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts and promote connections between districts.


NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE
Objectives and Policies


OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT.


Policy 1.2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance
standards.


Policy 1.3:
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.


OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT.


Policy 1.2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance
standards.
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Policy 1.3:
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.


OBJECTIVE 2:
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL


Policy 2.1:
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
City.


OBJECTIVE 6:
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.


Policy 6.1:
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services
in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity
among the districts.


EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS
Eating and drinking establishments include bars, sit-down restaurants, fast food restaurants, self-
service restaurants, and take-out food. Associated uses, which can serve similar functions and
create similar land use impacts, include ice cream stores, bakeries and cookie stores. Guidelines
for eating and drinking establishments are needed to achieve the following purposes:


· Regulate the distribution and proliferation of eating and drinking establishments,
especially in districts experiencing increased commercial activity;


· Control nuisances associated with their proliferation;
· Preserve storefronts for other types of local-serving businesses; and
· Maintain a balanced mix of commercial goods and services.
· The regulation of eating and drinking establishments should consider the following:
· Balance of retail sales and services;
· Current inventory and composition of eating and drinking establishments;
· Total occupied commercial linear frontage, relative to the total district frontage;
· Uses on surrounding properties;
· Available parking facilities, both existing and proposed;
· Existing traffic and parking congestion; and
· Potential impacts on the surrounding community.


The proposed Outdoor Activity Area seeks to legalize an existing, open-air deck at the second story of a
permitted Full-Service Restaurant, located at the rear of the three-story commercial building. The project
does not diminish, reduce, or otherwise impact the residential development on the project site or within the
immediate area. The property does not contain any residential units and the project does not propose any.
The proposed project will support the existing Restaurant use and is consistent with the intentions of the
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Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District. The project would not impact existing storefronts, nor
impact the mix of commercial goods and services. The Project is also in proximity to ample public
transportation, and the legalization of the existing Outdoor Activity Area will not impact existing traffic
patterns, nor is the to the project anticipated to generate significant traffic to the area. The effect on the
surrounding community would be minimal due to the location the patio relative to the surrounding uses and
the limited hours of operation (never exceeding 11:00pm). On balance, the Project is consistent with the
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.


11. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of
permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project complies with said policies in
that:


A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.


The project site contains one neighborhood-serving retail use which will be enhanced by the legalization
of the Outdoor Activity Area and may provide expanded patronage to the business, Fiorella.


B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.


The project site does not possess any existing housing. The proposal will provide an outdoor space for
the restaurant patrons within the Inner Sunset neighborhood. For this reason, the Project would protect
and preserve the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood and will not adversely affect the
area’s housing stock.


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,


The Project does not currently possess any existing affordable housing.


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.


The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options.  The Project is located along a Muni
line (N-Judah), and is within walking distance several other Muni bus lines in the area.


E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.


The Project does not currently contain office space nor does it proposed to include commercial office
development.


F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.
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The Project will be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the Building Code.  This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to withstand an
earthquake.


G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.


Currently, the Project Site does not contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings.


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.


The Project does not propose any development, nor does the Project Site abut to any parks or public open
spaces. As such, the project would not impact the sunlight and/or vistas of these areas.


12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.


13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Authorization Application No. 2020-000200CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated January 3, 2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”,
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.


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.


APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use
Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion.  The effective
date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR
the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors.  For further
information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton
B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.


APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329/309
Large/Downtown Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of
this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed
(after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the
Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1660
Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103.


APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329/309
Large/Downtown Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of
this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed
(after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the
Board of Appeals. Any appeal shall be made to the Board of Appeals, unless an associated entitlement is
appealed to the Board of Supervisors, in which case the appeal of this Motion shall also be made to the
Board of Supervisors (see Charter Section 4.135). For further information, please contact the Board of
Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103, or the Board of Supervisors
at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.


Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000
that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in 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.


If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
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Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.


I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 28, 2020.


Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary


AYES:


NAYS:


ABSENT:


ADOPTED: May 28, 2020
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION
This authorization is for a conditional use to allow an Outdoor Activity Area located at the rear of an
existing Restaurant (d.b.a. Fiorella) at 1240 09th Avenue, Block 1742 and Lot 029, pursuant to Planning Code
Section(s) 730 and 303 within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated January 3, 2020,
and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2020-00200CUA and subject to conditions
of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on May 28, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX.  This
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project
Sponsor, business, or operator.


RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on May 28, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX.


PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use
authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.


SEVERABILITY
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.


CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new
Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting


PERFORMANCE
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from


the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period
has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application
for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should
the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the
Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the
Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the
public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of
the Authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking
the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT
6. Complaint Monitoring. One year after the receipt of Conditional Use Authorization and


issuance of the Building Permit Application, the Planning Department shall assess the subject
property's complaints on file. The Department shall issue a memo to the Planning Commissioners
stating whether any noise complaints have been filed during the 12-months following
Conditional Use Authorization. If such noise complaints have been received and the subject
property does not comply with the applicable provisions of City Codes and the Conditions set
forth in this Motion, the Conditional Use Authorization may be subject to additional review
and/or revocation by the Planning Commission.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


6.7. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section
176 or Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other
city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


7.8. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org


OPERATION
9. Noise Control. The premises shall not have amplified music and operated so that


incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of the
building and fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in
the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. Vibrations shall also be contained within the
enclosed structure. In the event there is excessive noise at the subject property, exceeding
the decibel levels described in the San Francisco Control Ordinance, the Conditional Use
Authorization may be subject to revocation.
For information about compliance with the fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air
conditioning, restaurant ventilation systems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise
levels, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at (415) 252-3800,
www.sfdph.org
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8.10. Hours of Operation. The subject Outdoor Activity Area is limited to the following hours
of operation:  Sunday through Thursday from 10:00a.m. to 10:00p.m. and Friday through Saturday
10:00a.m. to 11:00pm.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org







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: Wilborn, Katherine (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:14 AM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) <Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
The project sponsor did provide feedback yesterday saying she was fine, so long as an edit was made
to one of the condition’s language.  I wanted to confirm that the final wording / edit was as she
intended.
 
She’s responded and said the edits are as discussed (see attached email).
 
Also attached is the amended motion with the track changes shown.
I’ve added this updated motion to the “Edits” folder for todays hearing in the I:Drive.
 
Let me know if I need to provide anything else.
Thanks!
Katie  
 
Katie B. Wilborn
Planner | Preservation
Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org
 
 
Please note: I am telecommuting and can only be reached by email at this time. Thank
you.
 
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.
 

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:08 AM
To: Wilborn, Katherine (CPC) <katherine.wilborn@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
Just the updated motion…Elizabeth forwarded me a an email that seemed to indicate Sponsor was
ok with edits.
 

https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
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https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
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https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
 

From: "Wilborn, Katherine (CPC)" <katherine.wilborn@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 9:07 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
Thanks Jonas; will do. Does the entire packet need to be updated or can I just provide the track
changes on the standalone Draft Motion?
Let me know.
I’m waiting on final confirmation from the project sponsor and then I will provide whichever is
needed (the full packet with updated motion or just the updated motion).
Thanks,
 
Katie B. Wilborn
Planner | Preservation
Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org
 
 
Please note: I am telecommuting and can only be reached by email at this time. Thank
you.
 
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.
 

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:48 AM
To: Wilborn, Katherine (CPC) <katherine.wilborn@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
Thank you Katie. Please provide us with a track changes version so Commissioners are able to
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discern exactly what was added and what was omitted.
 
And, please confirm project sponsor is amenable to the new conditions.
 
Once I receive the redlined version. I will forward to the CPC.
 
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: "Wilborn, Katherine (CPC)" <katherine.wilborn@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 8:24 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>, "Ionin,
Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)"
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>, "Son, Chanbory (CPC)" <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)" <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
The amended motion is attached; the only changes are the addition of the following (2) Condition
of Approvals on pg.15 of the document: Condition of Approval #6 (Complaint Monitoring) and
Condition of Approval #9 (Nosie Control)
I added this amended motion to the I:Drive folder (I:\Commissions\CPC Packets\20200528\Edits) for
today’s hearing.
 
Please let me know how this is to be distributed prior to the hearing today and if I need to do
anything further.
 
Thank you,
Katie
 
Katie B. Wilborn
Planner | Preservation
Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org
 
 
Please note: I am telecommuting and can only be reached by email at this time. Thank
you.
 
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
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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: Wilborn, Katherine (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 7:53 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) <Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Consent Calendar Item 9: 1240 9th Avenue
 
Good morning!

I am amending the motion for 1240 09th Avenue – 2020-00020CUA, per Commissioner Fung’s
request (see attached email) for today’s consent Commission calendar.
Is there a Commissioner email list that I can send this to, or what is the protocol for distributing an
amended motion at this time?
(Apologies, I have never amended a motion prior to the hearing).
Please let me know what the protocol is.
Thank you!
Katie
 
 
Katie B. Wilborn
Planner | Preservation
Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org
 
 
Please note: I am telecommuting and can only be reached by email at this time. Thank
you.
 
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.
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods at City Center Mall on Masonic
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:27:32 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: Barbara Clemans <bec56stan@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:25 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods at City Center Mall on Masonic
 

 

 
Prior to this Pandemic, many stores and restaurants in this City had shuttered their shops.
This shrinking of  the local economy has increased over the years.
 
Please allow an “essential service” such as food availability from Whole Foods to provide us with
needed
Supplies from a accessible location at City  Center Mall.
Do not allow special interests and lobbyists to sway your decisions but listen to your citizens (such as
me,a senior) who need easy access to fresh food.
 
 
To say nothing of JOBS JOBS JOBS!!!!
Barbara Clemans
Sent from Mail for Windows 1
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Bay Area Council Support Letter for the Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:27:10 AM
Attachments: Bay Area Council_Balboa Reservoir_Support.pdf

 
 
 
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: Abbie Tuning <ATuning@bayareacouncil.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:25 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Xiomara Cisneros <xcisneros@bayareacouncil.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>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: Bay Area Council Support Letter for the Balboa Reservoir Project
 

 

Good morning Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter from the Bay Area Council in support of the proposed Balboa
Reservoir Project.
 
Thank you,
 

Abbie Tuning | Housing Policy Intern | BAYAREA COUNCIL

th

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964



	


	


 
 
 
May 27, 2020 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA, 94103 
 
RE: Balboa Reservoir 
 
Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners, 
 
California is experiencing an unprecedented housing shortage that, without significant 
intervention, will devastate our cities and communities. The California Department of Housing 
and Community Development estimates that the state needs to build 180,000 new units of 
housing annually by 2025 to meet projected population growth - over 100,000 more units than 
our current pace.  According to Next 10’s Missing the Mark: Examining the Shortcomings of 
California's Housing Goals, San Francisco is far behind in most of their RHNA (Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation) targets. In fact, the report estimates the County will not meet its 
very low income target until 2030, low income by 2025, and moderate income levels until 2045.  
 
This shortage is degrading the quality of life for all of San Francisco, pushing out long-time 
residents and future generations alike. The Balboa Reservoir proposal is an opportunity to 
fulfill the Balboa Park Station Area Plan goals to create new residences and public amenities in 
a thriving neighborhood. As you are aware, there is a significant need for additional housing in 
San Francisco, especially at affordable and workforce levels. For this and the following 
reasons, the Bay Area Council strongly supports this proposed housing development: 


• New and Affordable Housing – This project will add approximately 1,100 new family-
sized housing units, of which half will be permanently affordable. Buildings in The first 
phase of the development will target those earning extremely low to moderate incomes, 
30% - 120% AMI. Furthermore, approximately 150 homes will be dedicated to City 
College of San Francisco faculty and staff, demonstrating the project sponsors’ 
commitment to their partners.  
 
 
 
 







	


	


 
• Transit Accessibility – A robust transportation demand management plan will include 


ways to ensure seamless transit and mobility options, including improved connections to 
BART/MUNI and I-280 from Phelan/Ocean; coordinating neighborhood transportation 
improvements with SFMTA and City agencies; and public parking or use by City College 
students and faculty, Ocean Ave. shoppers, and the general public. 
 


• Childcare and Community Spaces – A new childcare center will offer up to 100 
spaces at a range of incomes for children from the surrounding community and from 
families who move into the new family housing. In addition, the proposal includes a new 
centrally-located, 2-acre park accessible for all community members and over 4 acres of 
publicly-accessible open space including recreation areas and pedestrian ways. 
 


• Robust Community Engagement – The sponsors have spent over three years 
collaborating with the community on this project in order to deliver a project that is 
reflective of the values and desires of a multitude of stakeholders. In fact, many 
elements the sponsors incorporated in the final proposal were a result of engagement 
prior to the sponsors being awarded the project. This demonstrates a genuine 
willingness of the sponsors to not only listen but make real the vision of the community.  
 


The Council applauds the project sponsors for introducing this well-planned project with ample 
community benefits. BRIDGE Housing, Avalon Bay, Mission Housing and Habitat for Humanity 
are well-respected homebuilders in the region, and have demonstrated a strong commitment 
to engage, work with, and respond to the community. We urge you to welcome these homes 
into your community and help provide housing for current and future generations in the Balboa 
neighborhood. Please let us know if you have any questions.  


 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Matt Regan 
Senior Vice President 
Bay Area Council 







353 Sacramento Street, 10  Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111

atuning@bayareacouncil.org | www.bayareacouncil.org | twitter: @bayareacouncil
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:24:04 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: Sidharth Kapur <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 11:45 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Sidharth Kapur 
sidharthkapur1@gmail.com 
San Francisco, California 94612 
San Francisco, California 94612
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:23:48 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: Dana Beuschel <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 11:52 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Dana Beuschel 
dana.beuschel@gmail.com 
825 Post St #301 
San Francisco, California 94109
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:23:22 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: Jordon Wing <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 12:17 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Jordon Wing 
jordonwii@gmail.com 
711 Capp Street, 6 
San Francisco, California 94110

 

mailto:jordonwii@gmail.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:23:04 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: Aakash Japi <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 12:23 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Aakash Japi 
aakashjapi@gmail.com 
711 Capp St, #6 
San Francisco, California 94110
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:22:25 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: Andrew Li <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 12:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Andrew Li 
andrewli94555@gmail.com 
301 Mission St 
San Francisco, California 94105
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:22:05 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: Marty Cerles <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 12:51 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Marty Cerles 
martycerles@gmail.com 
2890 California Street 305 
San Francisco , California 94115
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: A Resolution to Acquire the Balboa Reservoir Property for City College of San Francisco Presented by the

Defend City College Alliance (DCCA)*
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:21:39 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: Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:00 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: A Resolution to Acquire the Balboa Reservoir Property for City College of San Francisco
Presented by the Defend City College Alliance (DCCA)*
 

 

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Nicky T. <nrtrasvina@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, May 27, 2020, 16:52
Subject: A Resolution to Acquire the Balboa Reservoir Property for City College of San Francisco
Presented by the Defend City College Alliance (DCCA)*
To: <madelinenmueller@gmail.com>
Cc: Tomasita Medal <tomasitamedal@gmail.com>
 

Greetings! I am writing in support of the Resolution to  Acquire the Balboa Reservoir Property for
City College of San Francisco Presented by the Defend City College Alliance. CCSF, especially in the
time of a pandemic that is not going away, ought to be seeking innovative ways to expand classes
and students support, in transfer, Voc Ed, ESL, enrichment courses and more. This crisis only
amplifies the need for the resources and richness offered in this unique place we call CCSF. To allow
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the Reservoir to be transferred to a private corporation and allow the sacrifice of what the voters
approved in two elections is wrong on some many levels. It will be a great loss to the community if
City College and the community members it serves cannot determine the use of this land. I speak as
a Native San Franciscan with many family members  who embarked on the higher ed track through
City College. I speak as a former CCSF faculty member who taught hundreds of students the
legendary LRN 50 study skills class that embedded in them skills and confidence not achieved in their
earlier education. I speak as a retired CSU academic advisor who knows the time and money saved
by thousands of low-income students that freed them from acquiring the burden of unnecessary
student debt  I speak as scholarship reader who knows the emotional toll students tolerate when
higher education feels unattainable even for the high achievers. I speak to you as an advocate for
Dreamers who feel threatened as more and more of the classes and services offered continue to
dwindle. And I also speak to you as an essential worker and advocate for San Francisco's senior
population who thrive in the CCSF courses they depend on for lifelong learning and social
connecting. And we cannot neglect the Prop A measure (twice) to uphold the amazing
Performing Arts Center that will display our Diego Rivera mural and Olmec sculptured head. Please
do interfere with those developments.  Thank you for your hard work and continue your amazing
work on behalf of the residents of San Francisco who consider City College of San Francisco the real
Golden Gate to education, advancement, and autonomy.  
Sincerely, 
Nicky Trasvina
Retired SFSU Academic Advisor     



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:20:59 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: Laura Lee Frey <enzybio@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:55 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
 

 

Dear Commissioners,  
 
The Planning Commission meeting on May 28 will be addressing the Balboa Reservoir Project.  Please note that
many participants of the BRCAC meetings are very dissatisfied with the plan as currently proposed.  One big reason
is that this is public land, and the development will have a direct impact on City College - some problems are being
glossed over and not solved.  A major issue is replacement student parking.  It was stated that the City Planning
Department itself had said that the parking needed to have a defined solution, an MOU, before plan approval, .. and
this is not the case; there is no defined solution.  Also, the planners are acting as if the loss of the upper parking area
to the PAC building is a new problem and that it shouldn't be their responsibility … but the upper parking was
always known to be planned to be reduced.  The loss of parking for City College in the lower parking area will have
a negative impact on the school.  This problem needs to be resolved BEFORE proceeding forward.
 
There are two other large concerns that should be resolved BEFORE proceeding.  I do not feel secure that the
affordable housing will be FOREVER affordable housing.  If public land is being used for affordable housing, it is
imperative that this (part of) the land will NEVER become private property.  Secondly, the fire-fighting
infrastructure is not sufficient for the proposed downtown-density housing project; the Balboa Reservoir area has a
low-density compatible fire-fighting infrastructure.
 
And lastly, please note that the plan as stated does NOT comply with the parameters hammered out in the BRCAC
meetings.  Since height /density) goes from highest at the east, tapering down to 30' at the west, ... by raising the
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height limit on the east from 65' (parameters) to 77,' the subsequent tapering creates an increase in height(/density)
across the whole development.
 
I request that you please withhold approval of the plan until these crucial problems are resolved.
 
Sincerely,
 
Laura Frey
enzybio@sbcglobal.net

mailto:enzybio@sbcglobal.net


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods-City Center
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:18:44 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: Paula Spooner <spoonerpaula@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 1:04 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; jomnas.ionin@sfgov.org;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; taylor@lh-pa.com;
bbacharach@acadiarealty.com; ducha931@aol.com; jimgrossman@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Whole Foods-City Center
 

 

 
Hello SF Planning Commission Officials,

 

I am a renter at 95 Fortuna Avenue in San Francisco and I want to strongly support the

Whole Foods application to locate a store in my neighborhood. Whole Foods is planning on

occupying a vacant building in the City Center Shopping Center which would be a real plus for

our area and the City of SF. Vacant retail buildings are a problem for the local area as they are

for the whole of SF. SF voters recently approved a measure that taxes landlords that fail to fill

their vacant storefronts. Here we have a vacant building left by Best Buy that Whole Foods

wants to occupy. I can't believe there would be any opposition to this plan. In fact, I believe the
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City of SF should be giving Whole Foods a tax incentive to fill this empty building. The City

gets increased tax income, 200 new jobs for its residents, and a responsible and much needed

tenant supplying food for residents.

 

There is a Whole Foods Market at Franklin and California Streets but its parking is terrible as

there are few slots and on Sundays, its almost impossible to park . As I understand it, a Church

owns this lands and leases the property to Whole Foods and required Whole Foods to reserve a

number of their parking spaces for church members on Sundays. This location is not work well

for the residents of our neighborhood  Also their is a Trader Joe's at Masonic and Geary but

parking here is also terrible. Trader Joe's tells me this particular store is their busiest store in the

country.

 

Our neighborhood strongly recommends your approval for Whole Foods to occupy the vacant

building at City Center Shopping Center.

Thank you.
 
Very best,
 
Paula Spooner
415-298-3878



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item Planning Commission Meeting Item 18 2018-007883 Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:18:21 AM
Attachments: Planning Commission 5-28-2020.pdf

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.

-----Original Message-----
From: r and k <woloso1@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 1:18 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Poling,
Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>; Lutenski, Leigh (ECN) <leigh.lutenski@sfgov.org>;
suengyen.hong@sfgov.org
Subject: Item Planning Commission Meeting Item 18 2018-007883 Balboa Reservoir Project

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

I am writing to comment on the Balboa Reservoir Project before the Planning Commission May 28, 2020.  I have
also included some thoughts on transportation improvements that may be beyond the scope of this review but feel
they are important to be a part of the record:
A.    Overall Project and Density:  I applaud the design of this greenhouse neutral development.  I started this
process in December 2014 with the opinion, based on previous plans presented by developers over the years, that
even 500 units were too many for this space casting the dissenting vote as the Vice-Chair of the Community
Advisory Committee on the Principles and Parameters in support of my neighbors and my neighborhood, Westwood
Park.

However, consistent with my activities in the broader neighborhood and in recognition of the changing economic
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and housing situations, I believe that a well-designed project with density and 50% low income housing will benefit
our broader community and neighborhoods, City College and the City.

Our communities desperately need many of the amenities that are a part of the development design including parks
and open space, housing for teachers, students and families, community space and a gateway to City College and
public transportation.

This project will also bring much needed year-round foot traffic to the Ocean Avenue Retail District.

B.    Bicycle and pedestrian access at San Ramon Paseo are essential:

1)    To provide safe entry parallel to Ocean Avenue into the new development and the amenities specifically parks,
childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy access to City College and the Muni transit center on Frida
Kahlo Way.

2)    To allow Westwood Park residents and other neighbors direct and easy access to the same amenities that will be
available in the new development.

3)    To fully and seamlessly integrate this new neighborhood into the general community.

C.    Multi-Generational Accessibility:  Creating peaceful spaces where people can gather and watch kids play, get
together to have a conversation or just sit and read should be incorporated into housing designed with benches,
lighting, stoops with accessible ramps and community “nooks.”

D.    Community Gateway:  The concept that the Unity Plaza Design Committee had was that the Plaza would be a
gateway and to that end joining the Plaza to this new community via the PUC access area is very important and it
seems to me to be achievable.

E.    Hazards:  In addition to the comments and recommendations regarding designs, building materials and colors
that take into consideration our general environment which includes strong ocean winds, fog, humidity that
encourages mold, I would also like to point out the grime from heavy street traffic and pigeons. The area along
Ocean Avenue has had a history of flooding and recommend that wherever possible permeable pavers or like
materials be incorporated in the design and building materials.

F.    Community Advisory Committee: Finally, I wish to thank the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory
Committee for their due diligence in making this such an effective forum and support the continuation of this
Committee in monitoring the project as it moves to the next steps.

G.    Comment on Transportation, Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and other Needed Improvements:

Transportation:  1) Underground the K; 2) Increase frequency (decrease headway) of bus and streetcar lines serving
City College; 3) Create the K and T as independent lines with the K based at Metro and T based at Metro East; 4)
Re-route the T to link to Balboa Park station from the Sunnydale terminus; and 5) creating an independent localized
shuttle line.

Pedestrian and Bicycle:  1) Remove berm from the Wellness Center to Frida Kahlo Way to widen the road, create a
bicycle lane, wider pedestrian walkway and smooth freeway egress; 2) Create pedestrian only all way crossing
times; 3) Utilize Paseo San Ramon as safe entry parallel to Ocean Avenue into the new development and the
amenities specifically parks, childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy access to City College and the
Muni transit center on Frida Kahlo Way.

By way of reference, I am a resident of Westwood Park (42+ years) and active in the community. I am currently a
member of the Ocean Avenue Association Street Life and Business Improvement Committees, the OMI Cultural
Participation Project, and other organizations supporting the Ocean Avenue/Ingleside neighborhoods, Arts and
Culture District and retail corridor. I am a former member of the Westwood Park Association Board of Directors
(President 2009-2016), and Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Board (Vice Chair 2015-2016) and member of
the Mercy Housing and Unity Plaza Design Committees.



Sincerely,

Kate Favetti



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: URGENT Please postpone Balboa Reservoir materials
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:17:54 AM
Attachments: 223.pdf

 
 
 
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: Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 1:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron
(CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>
Subject: URGENT Please postpone Balboa Reservoir materials
 

 

Dear Commission Secretary,
Can you please confirm that the to items intended to be attached were indeed received?
 
Dear Commissioners,
I forwarded this to you yesterday along with attachments.
Please forgive me if this message is redundant but it appears that the items attached to the original
email we’re somehow detached upon sending.
 
Sincerely, 
Christine Hanson
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                                                                   ACTION ITEM 
 
AMENDED – JULY 28, 2016 
 
 
DATE:              July 28, 2016                                           PRESENTERS: Trustees John Rizzo,  
                                                                                                     Brigitte Davila, Alex Randolph 
  
SUBJECT:       Resolution on the Development of the Balboa Reservoir Property 
 
ITEM NO.          160728-XI-223 
  
WHEREAS: The property now known as the “Balboa Reservoir” is occupied by City College of 
San Francisco (CCSF), is known as part of the “West Campus” and is dedicated to the public 
good; and 
 
WHEREAS: From 1946 to 1956 City College operated student housing for veterans along with 
many other full campus facilities on the site now proposed for housing by the City; and 
 
WHEREAS: Planning for the long anticipated and voter-approved Performing Arts and 
Education Center (PAEC) has resumed at CCSF; and 
 
WHEREAS: The PAEC would not only serve CCSF’s mission, but also the residents of San 
Francisco, by filling a need for small performance spaces that are in short supply, and therefore 
help revitalize San Francisco’s arts community, particularly in an area of San Francisco not well 
served by art and performance spaces; and 
 
WHEREAS: Changes to traffic flow on Phelan Avenue by the City and County of San Francisco 
(the City) in recent years have made traffic worse and slowed Muni buses that our students and 
staff depend on; and 
 
WHEREAS: The City has proposed to build on the western portion of the Balboa Reservoir a 
housing development of mixed affordable and market-rate units; and 
 
WHEREAS: The Balboa Reservoir has been the site of existing city college parking for 60 
years. Furthermore, the site of the proposed development is currently used by CCSF for the 
parking of up to 1,000 students and employees, and is often filled to capacity; and 
 







WHEREAS: In its presentation to the Board of Trustees and in its materials posted online, one 
of the options the City has proposed includes the creation of new streets through the CCSF 
owned parking lot; and 
 
WHEREAS: CCSF is the central educational, economic and cultural focus of the neighborhood 
where the Balboa Reservoir property is situated; 
 
WHEREAS: CCSF’s interests cannot be secondary and must be taken into account in 
coordination with City efforts regarding the planned development on the “Balboa Reservoir”; and 
 
WHEREAS: The development of the publicly owned Balboa Reservoir represents a valuable 
public resource that will provide a unique opportunity for the City to serve the public good, 
provide badly needed-affordable housing and support the mission of CCSF to provide 
accessible, quality education to all; therefore be it 
 
RESOLVED: That the City College Board of Trustees submit the following priorities for the 
continued discussion with the city regarding the proposed “Balboa Reservoir” development: 
 
1. CCSF cannot grant the city a roadway between the Multi-Use Building and the planned PAEC 
 


o The Board of Trustees may exchange one or more roadway accesses/ easements 
through CCSF owned property only if the City reimburses CCSF with other land in the 
reservoir or a monetary payment 


 
2. The City’s Balboa Reservoir project should be at least 50% permanent affordable housing 
with a preference for dedicated faculty and staff housing. 
 


o The Board of Trustees acknowledges that significant engagement by CCSF staff and 
administrators is required to create dedicated housing for faculty, staff and, if possible, 
student dormitories. 
 


3. In order to avoid the loss of enrollment from students who must commute by car and loss of 
parking for audience members of performances at the PAEC, City College of San Francisco 
requires important mitigation measures to offset the loss of existing parking with the following: 


 
o A flexible* parking structure that includes electric car charging stations, bicycle 
parking, share car parking to accommodate overflow parking and performances at the 
PAC,  
*(flexible parking structures accommodate transitions from parking alone to a range of 
other uses as parking ratios decline with further mixed-use development and increased 
use of shared parking  and public transit.), and 
 
o A comprehensive transit study, with input from CCSF. As well as and transit 
alternatives, including MUNI / BART Passes for all students and residents of any 
housing structure built on the Balboa Reservoir property, and  
 
o Car and bike sharing options for residents, neighbors, and members of the CCSF 
community 


 
4. The City shall prioritize including open, accessible common space throughout the 
development to be used as parks, gardens, playgrounds or other types of open space that will 
enhance the CCSF community and neighborhood. The City must recognize that the open 







campus of CCSF is designated as a park and any development must be consistent with this 
designation and the master plan. 
 
5. The City, in coordination with the CCSF master plan, must make improvements to Ocean Ave 
and Phelan Ave to accommodate increased traffic flow, to ensure timely transit of the Muni 
buses and streetcars, and to improve pedestrian safety 
 
6. The City, in coordination with the CCSF master plan, must place a new crosswalk on Ocean 
Avenue near the exit from the Balboa BART station, which is used by thousands of CCSF 
students, staff and faculty every day, 
 
In addition, the City must undertake measures to overall increase pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety. 
 
7. CCSF Administration shall work with the City to explore locating the new Child Development 
Center onsite at any Balboa Reservoir development to provide high quality child care for 
residents, students, faculty, and staff 
 
8. That the City College of San Francisco – Capital Projects Planning Committee (CCSF-
CPPC), which is comprised of all City College stakeholders and is in the best position to review 
the Balboa Reservoir Development in concert with CCSF Master Planning (now in progress) 
and the Balboa BART Station Parameters. This committee shall, in coordination with the PGC 
and the Balboa Reservoir CAC, provide regular feedback and input to the Board of Trustees for 
further discussion and action, if necessary. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Board of Trustees directs the Chancellor to 
communicate these priorities to the City and instruct the Administration to ensure that CCSF’s 
interest are acknowledged and recognized in accordance with the primary stated goals of 
CCSF’s Vision and Mission statements: to continue “to provide an accessible, affordable, 
and high quality education to all students”.  as we continue our discussion with the City to 
create a housing development that benefits the whole community without harming CCSF’s 
mission. 
 







On Friday, May 22, 2020, Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Commissioners,
 
Please delay the hearings on items related to the Balboa Reservoir
schedule for May 28, 2020.
 
The City and Balboa Reservoir agreements with CCSF regarding
parking, transit and roadway access through City College are
nonexistent. 
 
Despite advertising a robust conversation with CCSF, the
conversations leading to projection adaptations have only been held
between City agencies and select administrators and CCSF
consultants who have failed to represent the interests of City College.
 
On July 28, 2016 the CCSF Board of Trustees passed a resolution
directing talks about the Reservoir to go through the stakeholder
Facilities Commission. This has not happened.
 
Last Wednesday, the CCSF Academic Senate passed a resolution
regarding basic safety concerns regarding unresolved negotiations
about a public road that SFPUC and the developer wish to reroute
through City College property. At this point the safety of students
should NOT be in question!
 
PLEASE! 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. 
 
Sincerely,
Christine Hanson

mailto:chrissibhanson@gmail.com


The Academic Senate and Board resolutions are attached to this
email.



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:17:27 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: Ira Kaplan <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:03 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Ira Kaplan 
iradkaplan@gmail.com 
745 Pine Street Apt 3 
San Francisco, California 94108

 

mailto:iradkaplan@gmail.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:17:12 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: Matthew Castillon <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:11 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Matthew Castillon 
mcastillon10@gmail.com 
760 Geary St #505 
San Francisco, California 94109
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883--Public Record Retention; Communication Using Official Channels and

Devices
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:16:07 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: Rita M EVANS <rita.evans@berkeley.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:18 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: SNA-BRC@googlegroups.com
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883--Public Record Retention; Communication Using
Official Channels and Devices
 

 

Planning Commission,
 
On the agenda for the May 28, 2020 Planning Commission meeting are several items related to the
Balboa Reservoir Project. The hearing will be held remotely. I raised the following issue during the
public comment period of the April meeting and have received no response. 
 
The Commission is being asked to take several actions tomorrow regarding this very valuable 17-acre
piece of public property. 
 
Since mid-March, city employees have been conducting official city business off-premises due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Many, if not all, have used personal devices during that time. 
 
It is critically important that all government employees strictly observe all information security and
records retention requirements so that messages about key governmental functions are preserved,
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retrievable, and subject to review just as on-premises correspondence now is. 
 
What assurance can the commission provide that all official business communications related to this
matter have taken place over approved channels, channels that allow for messages to be easily
archived and reviewed? Is all electronic communication and information sharing being transacted
through official government email accounts and using only government-issued communication
devices?
 
There must be a publicly accessible record of any and all discussions by city employees related to
this project or the entire approval process will be fundamentally flawed. The Planning Commission
should not take any action on this project without assurance that all required public records
requirements are being adhered to and the pandemic is not being used as an excuse to ignore these
legal safeguards.
 
Rita Evans
--
Rita Evans
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose the privatization of Balboa Reservoir for unaffordable housing
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:15:42 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: AT&T Yahoo Mail <xgtel@prodigy.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Vicki Legion
<vlegion@sfsu.edu>
Cc: alexrandolph <alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; John Rizzo <jrizzo@sprintmail.com>; Shanell Williams
<williams.shanell@gmail.com>; tselby <tselby@ccsf.edu>; Ivy Lee <ivylee@ccsf.edu>; Brigitte Davila
<bdavila@ccsf.edu>; Tom Temprano <info@tomtemprano.com>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha
(BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Brown,
Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Haney,
Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Chris Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com>; Wynd Kaufmyn
<wendypalestine@gmail.com>; Jean Barish <jeanbbarish@hotmail.com>; Madeline Mueller
<madelinenmueller@gmail.com>; Leslie Simon <simscha@sbcglobal.net>; Vicki Legiongmail
<activistsf@gmail.com>; Barbara Knox <bknox@ccsf.edu>; Holly Stevens
<hollyestevens@gmail.com>; Christina Yanuaria <cyanuaria@ccsf.edu>; Kathryn Frei
<frylet@yahoo.com>; Aj <ajahjah@att.net>; Yvonne Webb <yvonnewebb@comcast.net>; Tehmina
Khan <teatime4pm@gmail.com>; John Avalos <johnavalos11@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Oppose the privatization of Balboa Reservoir for unaffordable housing
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sources.

 

Vicki and All,
 
I concur that public lands should serve the educational and housing needs of all the people, especially those who
have the greatest need for both life-changing educational opportunities and affordable housing. Elected officials
should always be on the side of the good people who pay their dues in so many ways and so much more often than
they reap the benefits. How many of our elected officials can conceive of a more rational, humane and responsible
way of serving the people than by making sure that the Balboa Reservoir will continue to serve the educational
needs of City College and at the same time will be the site of only100% affordable housing units? How can you
oppose the simple, principled and uncompromising determination that housing built on public lands must be 100%
affordable? We need access to quality education and affordable housing--not solutions by oligarchs in construction
who get an "A" in public relations and an "F" in social responsibility as they enrich themselves at public expense
and expect gratitude for gentrifying our city.  Join us in legislative chambers, the classrooms and the streets as we
chant: ACCESSIBLE AND AFFORDABLE EDUCATION AND HOUSING--NOT PUBLIC SUPPORT OF
GENTRIFICATION!
 
Sincerely and in solidarity,
Rodger Scott
 
On Wednesday, May 27, 2020, 12:43:04 PM PDT, Vicki Legion <vlegion@sfsu.edu> wrote:
 
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
San Francisco already has 33,000 vacant market rate housing units, along with a deep affordable housing crisis that
we all know too well.   The AvalonBay proposal for the Balboa Reservoir is being sold as a solution to the housing
crisis under “trickle down” logic being pushed by developers, as though “build build build” would somehow bring
housing prices down through the invisible hand of the market! How well has this theory worked out in the Mission
or in the rest of San Francisco?
 
The devil is always in the details. It is remarkable that the developers can say with a straight face that units for a
one-person household making $129,000 a year is “affordable” housing.  
ernercenter.berkeley.edu › CR_Final_2.3.19.pdf
 

In fact, this development would only accelerate the gentrification of the south side of San Francisco by raising rent
in surrounding neighborhoods, bringing us more of the gentrification we already see at Avalon’s 1200 Ocean
building near Whole Foods. 
 
Moreover, this huge development would be a body blow to enrollment at City College—an issue of great concern
across the city and the Bay Area, NOT only in District 7.  Before the accreditation crisis, when City College was at
full enrollment, both upper and lower parking lots would be jammed and turn over several times per day.   Now that
one third of young people have been laid off, we can look forward to a surge in college-going.  This is not the time
to make it much more difficult to access City College as a commuter school, given that no transit plan is really in
place.
 
We know that there are considerable political pressures on yourselves as individuals to bow to the interests of the
real estate industry and to “be a good team player” in the sell-off of irreplaceable public assets.   We urge you
instead to act as a custodian of the public good.  At a bare minimum, this process must be slowed down.  
 
The land should remain forever in public hands, to benefit education access to City College, and as the site for a
modest truly affordable housing development that could be administered just like 1100 Ocean, 100% truly
affordable housing administered by Mercy Housing, and in public hands forever. 
 

http://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/CR_Final_2.3.19.pdf


Thank you for taking a principled position against the private development of Balboa Reservoir.   
 
   



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:14:52 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: Debbie Ly <lydebbie23@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:35 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <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>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Cc: Michael Thomas <mthomas@siprep.org>; Sandy Yib <yingyib@yahoo.com>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 



Dear Commissioners:
 
My name Debbie Ly and I am an alumni from St. Ignatuis Class of 2018. I’ve lived in the
Sunset District of San Francisco for 20 years. 
 
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
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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, 
 
Debbie Ly
1334 44th Avenue, San Francisco, CA
lydebbie23@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883 - Unaddressed Traffic and Transportation Issues
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:14:24 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: Rita M EVANS <rita.evans@berkeley.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:39 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: SNA-BRC@googlegroups.com
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883 - Unaddressed Traffic and Transportation Issues
 

 

Planning Commission,
 
Throughout the public input process, residents living near the proposed Balboa Reservoir
development have repeatedly asked the city and developer to address the huge impact the addition
of 1100 housing units will have on traffic, transit, parking for CCSF, and related transportation issues
such as air quality.
 
In response to numerous documented issues in the FEIR, our objections were summarily dismissed.
Almost no mitigation is offered to what the FEIR itself acknowledges are significant impacts. The
Planning Commission should withhold approval until these issues are addressed:
 
Traffic delay affecting transit operations and air quality -- The Response to Comments played fast
and loose with data showing significant transit delay as a result of the project by simply dropping the
table with the offending data from the final Report. Unfortunately, not documenting the delay
doesn't make it disappear.
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Before this project is approved, the city must implement changes such as removing parking from
Frida Kahlo to allow for transit-only lanes and better, safer bicycle lanes and committing to frequent,
regular maintenance and updating of the traffic signal system on Frida Kahlo and Ocean Avenue,
including transit signal coordination. 
 
Transit frequency and reliability - Success of the BR project depends on new residents using public
transit, not private vehicles, whether their own or TNCs. Safe, frequent, reliable service is necessary
to draw new residents. While transit is an unknown proposition in our pandemic world, we can be
sure the current crowded vehicles, long wait times with groups at bus stops, and extremely slow
operating speeds will repel new residents, not attract them. 

The Planning Commission cannot in good faith approve a huge project that depends on new
residents taking public transportation as a fundamental feature of its transportation demand
management in our pandemic and post-pandemic world when public transit is so unlikely to attract
new riders. 
 
Rita Evans
Judson Avenue
 
--
Rita Evans
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883 -- Planning for Pandemics
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:14:07 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: Rita M EVANS <rita.evans@berkeley.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:56 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: SNA-BRC@googlegroups.com
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883 -- Planning for Pandemics
 

 

Planning Commission,
 
You are being asked to vote on a number of approvals related to the Balboa Reservoir project at the
May 28, 2020 meeting of the commission.  This is the essence of planning--taking our new
conditions into account while the parameters and final outcome of a project are still up for
discussion and redesign.
 
In light of what we are experiencing during the current pandemic, we must immediately incorporate
pandemic-related considerations into planning for all major projects such as the Balboa Reservoir
development. This is a rare opportunity for planning to be proactive in the face of a new challenge
since design is still underway and changes to incorporate our new reality are still financially
feasible and operationally doable. Here are two specific areas in need of reconsideration:
 
1) All street, sidewalk and open space design should conform to the guidance released May 21,
2020, by the National Association of City Transportation Officials in "Streets for Pandemic Response
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and Recovery,"  
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/NACTO_Streets-for-Pandemic-Response-and-
Recovery_2020-05-21.pdf 
 
2) All traffic studies also must be reconsidered now that transit ridership is so uncertain. No one
knows if former riders will return and no one can count on new residents taking transit. Success of
the project's Transportation Demand Management plan is contingent upon new residents using
public transit and now that assumption is open to challenge.
 
Rita Evans
Judson Avenue 
 
--
Rita Evans
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:13:45 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: Theo Gordon <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 2:59 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Theo Gordon 
theodore.a.gordon@gmail.com 
1495 Golden Gate Ave 
San Francisco, California 94115
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose Balboa Reservoir gentrification project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:13:26 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: Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 3:00 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; John Rizzo
<jrizzo@sprintmail.com>; Shanell Williams <williams.shanell@gmail.com>; tselby
<tselby@ccsf.edu>; Ivy Lee <ivylee@ccsf.edu>; Brigitte Davila <bdavila@ccsf.edu>; Tom Temprano
<info@tomtemprano.com>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; alexrandolph
<alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>
Cc: Ana Fisher <amfisher800@gmail.com>; Allan Fisher <afisher800@gmail.com>; Mark Fisher
<mf71939@yahoo.com>
Subject: Oppose Balboa Reservoir gentrification project
 

 

Public lands should serve the educational and housing needs of all the people, especially those who have the greatest
need for both life-changing educational opportunities and affordable housing. 
 
Elected officials should always be on the side of the good people who pay their dues in so many ways and so much
more often than they reap the benefits. How many of our elected officials can conceive of a more rational, humane
and responsible way of serving the people than by making sure that the Balboa Reservoir will continue to serve the
educational needs of City College and at the same time will be the site of only100% affordable housing units? How
can you oppose the simple, principled and uncompromising determination that housing built on public lands must be
100% affordable? 
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We need access to quality education and affordable housing--not solutions by oligarchs in construction who get an
"A" in public relations and an "F" in social responsibility as they enrich themselves at public expense and expect
gratitude for gentrifying our city.  Join us in legislative chambers, the classrooms and the streets as we chant:
ACCESSIBLE AND AFFORDABLE EDUCATION AND HOUSING--NOT PUBLIC SUPPORT OF
GENTRIFICATION!
 
Sincerely,
 
Allan and Ana Fisher
 
 
--
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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:13:04 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: Robert Feinbaum <bobf@att.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 3:28 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; milicentr.johnson@sfgov.org;
arron.starr@sfgov.org; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@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>; asha.safai@sfgov.org; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; shaman.walton@sfgov.org; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; dgonzales@ccsf.edu; swilliams <swilliams@ccsf.edu>;
ttemprano@ccsf.edu; bdavila@ccsf.edu; ivylee@ccsf.edu; alexrudolph@ccsf.edu; jrizzo@ccsf.edu;
tselby <tselby@ccsf.edu>; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
 

 

SaveMUNI
Re: Balboa Reservoir Project
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San Francisco Planning Department

Case No. 2019-007883ENV

I am writing on behalf of SaveMUNI, a grassroots transportation advocacy organization, regarding the
Balboa Reservoir Project. This Project will add up to 1,500 units of housing on the Balboa Reservoir,
across the street from City College of San Francisco, and will significantly impact CCSF and the
surrounding neighborhoods. For the reasons set forth below, SaveMUNI urges the Planning Commission
to defer consideration of this project until parking and transportation issues are resolved.

 

There will not be adequate public transit to meet the increased demand resulting from the influx of new
residents and the removal of parking. At this time, SF MTA has no specific plans to accommodate this
increased demand. They have recently described transit improvements as “aspirational,” and “sketchy.”
However, the Final Environmental Impact Report has found that public transit delays in the area would
have “significant unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance.”

 

Thousands of students who drive to CCSF from throughout the City and surrounding towns rely on the
parking lot on the lower reservoir. This Project will remove most of this parking, making it very difficult for
students to attend classes and for faculty and staff to get to work. The EIR does not adequately address
income and transportation equity.  Otherwise, the EIR would have evaluated the historical reasons for
thousands of students, faculty, and staff who have driven to CCSF for decades.  This is especially critical
for so many who live in transit deserts in low-income neighborhoods where transit is slow and unreliable,
and who are also working and caring for their families.

 

An increase in population and a decrease in public parking will also significantly impact traffic congestion
in the area. The Final Environmental Impact Report found that passenger and freight loading zones
adjoining the project could create “potentially hazardous conditions.” The EIR concluded that this is
another “significant unavoidable environmental impact” that cannot be mitigated to a level of
insignificance.”

 

To meet the need for improved public transit, there have been numerous requests for a shuttle between
the Balboa Park BART Station, City College and the surrounding neighborhood. This could encourage the
use of transit, reduce traffic congestion and decrease parking demand. Plans for a shuttle, however, have
been eliminated, further exacerbating traffic and congestion problems.

 

SaveMUNI hopes you will defer project approval until there are adequate mitigations for these transit,
transportation and parking problems

 

Sincerely,

Robert Feinbaum

President, SaveMUNI



Submitted: May 26, 2020
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Our endorsement for Saint Ignatius High School Field Lights
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:12:41 AM
Attachments: Letter For SI Lights .pdf

 
 
 
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: William Q <allsmiles2407@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:11 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <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: Our endorsement for Saint Ignatius High School Field Lights
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners and  Supervisor Gordon Mar,
 
I am enclosing my letter of strong support for the installation of Saint Ignatius Field lights.  I believe
this will bring community engagement that will benefit the Sunset District. 
 
 
Cheers,
Drs. Charlene &  William Quach
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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https://sfplanning.org/node/1964



Date		May	27th,	2020	
	
President	Joel	Koppel	
and	Honorable	Commissioners	
San	Francisco	Planning	Commission	
San	Francisco	City	Hall	
	
VIA	EMAIL	
 
Re: Our neighborhood support for Lights at St. Ignatius Field 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Over the past thirty years, I have lived in the Sunset and participated in numerous community 
activities within the neighborhood. I have been very impressed with how Saint Ignatius High 
School serves its students as well as kids all around the SF community during the school year 
and in the summer. Proudly, we are now a part of SI parents’ community with two children in 
SI.   
 
My husband, William, and I are writing to advocate for approval for lights at St. Ignatius Collge 
Prep. High School Field.  
 
When I walk by the fields during the fall and winter, I notice there are always fun activities for 
students and local youth with adult supervision. Recent studies by the Academy of Pediatrics 
indicated that starting school later in the morning leads to better health and school performance.  
 
Having enough lights in the field provides a safer environment and better clarity for student-
athletes and youth participants if school hours change to a later start or during Friday night 
community games.    
 
We hope that allowing SI to add lights in their field will promote even better community 
engagement for many years to come. 
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field, and thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Charlene & Dr. William Quach 
2347 35th ave 
SF CA 94116 
 
Allsmiles2407@gmail.com 
	
	
	
	 	







--
IMPORTANT NOTICE:

This message may contain confidential information. If you have received this e-mail in error, do not use, copy or
distribute it. Do not open any attachments. Delete it immediately from your system and notify the sender promptly
by e-mail that you have done so.



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Resolution
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:12:16 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: Madeline Mueller <madelinenmueller@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:57 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; rodney.fong@sfgov.org; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Balboa Reservoir Resolution
 

 

From Madeline mueller
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Steven Brown <sbfloral@aol.com>
Date: Wed, May 27, 2020, 15:41
Subject: 
To: madelinenmueller@gmail.com <madelinenmueller@gmail.com>
 

A Resolution to Acquire the Balboa Reservoir Property for City College of San Francisco
Presented by the Defend City College Alliance (DCCA)*

See endorsements:
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:00854deb-a83a-4395-9b07-763c6b658af5

 
PREAMBLE

The overwhelming support for the recent Prop A ($ 845 million facilities Bond for CCSF) shows San Francisco voters desire the development and growth of City College. The Balboa Reservoir is a critical
element for CCSF use. The plan to privatize it in order to build some 1100 housing units mostly at market rate contradicts and undermines the public interest. The members of DCCA therefore recommend
the following resolution. (Support materials for each whereas and resolve are in the links below)

 
RESOLUTION

1 WHEREAS, Proposition A, an $845 million Facilities bond measure for new and renovated buildings at City College of San Francisco, also included the authority to acquire land, and
 
2 WHEREAS, the voter elected Trustees of City College of San Francisco are responsible to the citizens of San Francisco for the protection of the institution, its students and employees from the effects of
political intrusion including any encroaching privatization of a public college, and
 
3 WHEREAS, the Voters of San Francisco previously defeated two proposals for private housing development in the Balboa Reservoir (Proposition B in 1987 and L in 1988) and
 
4 WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (PUC) signed an agreement in 1991 turning over half of its reservoir property to CCSF and promising air rights over the other half which was
considered to be required for needed future water safety for San Francisco, and
 
5 WHEREAS, the San Francisco Labor Council (SFLC) and the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) have endorsed City College's plans for use of the full Balboa Reservoir property and
presented resolutions to the San Francisco PUC and the City College Board of Trustees to prevent private development on the site, and
 
6 WHEREAS, the BOT has passed and later tabled resolutions to seek to secure the lower Balboa Reservoir in order to continue its 75 year use by CCSF for student access and needs which could
include housing, and
 
7 WHEREAS, the Faculty Union (AFT 2121) passed a resolution that asked San Francisco PUC to transfer the reservoir property (public property) to City College of San Francisco, and urged the Board of
Trustees and administration to advocate vigorously for the interests of the college and for the principle of public land for the public good, and
 
8 WHEREAS, the City College Participatory Governance Council (PGC), composed of appointed college representatives from administration, classified staff, faculty and students passed a resolution to
recommend to then Chancellor Susan Lamb to ask the Board of Trustees to formally request that the PUC transfer ownership of the lower Balboa Reservoir parcel to CCSF, and
 
9 WHEREAS, City College has leased the Reservoir property continuously since 1946 and is the only entity that has made any improvement to the property, and
 
10 WHEREAS, real estate law and lease agreements require the PUC to allow City College of San Francisco right of first refusal to purchase the reservoir property, to wit,
“The right of the first refusal lease clause or addendum is legally-binding and gives City College the right to purchase the Balboa property if it goes up on the market. This means that if the PUC landlord
decides to list the property for sale, they will have to accept the tenant’s reasonable offer if the tenant decides to make one”, and
 
11 WHEREAS, plans for privatizing the Balboa Reservoir land represents a willful contradiction and private undermining of the public interest as indicated by the support of Prop A, and evidence shows
that building 1100 mostly market rate homes on the Balboa Reservoir site will make the San Francisco affordable housing crisis worse, and
 
12 WHEREAS, the Reservoir developers have not had valid feedback from appropriate and fully legal college representatives, but have continued their planning and promoting as though they have, and
 
13 WHEREAS, the environmental impact report on the private  Balboa Reservoir Project identified three significant damaging environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated: construction noise, air
pollution, and transportation problems  that will go on for as long as a decade or more causing  health and safety issues for neighbors, children, students, district employees, and disrupt classroom
effectiveness for both Riordan High School and CCSF, and
 
14 WHEREAS, the developers assured citizens that they would provide adequate parking and transit for City College students and this has not been provided for in their latest plans, therefore
 
BE IT RESOLVED, that the Defend City College Alliance (DCCA) urges the Board of Trustees to initiate negotiations towards acquiring the Balboa Reservoir property from the Public Utilities Commission
for City College of San Francisco to allow facility development, open public space (events, student shows, practice) employee and possibly student housing, state required parking, all critical elements for
CCSF student success!
 
Respectfully Submitted,
Steven Brown and Madeline Mueller representing DCCA
 
*Defend City College Alliance is a group of CCSF faculty, students, staff, alumni, and community members who have organized for many years to help support the continued success of all City College
students.
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Support Materials/Links
 

Supports Preamble and Whereas #1
Prop A language
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https://www.google.com/search?client=firefox-b-1-d&sxsrf=ALeKk02fufhRC4noZTl4UIWe6t43pw4DvQ:1590264553589&q=acquiring&spell=1&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjAw8KO5crpAhVQGDQIHZHHAZ0QkeECKAB6BAgOECY


https://voterguide.sfelections.org/en/city-college-job-training-repair-and-earthquake-safety-measure
Acquire land highlighted here
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:6aba6164-cc38-40bb-9edf-b9cd1c86143f
 

Support for Whereas #2
Trustees Duties-League of Community College Trustees Manual
https://www.ccleague.org/sites/default/files/trustees-resources/trusthdbk2018_final_.pdf
Code of Ethics-City College Board Policies
http://www.ccsf.edu/Policy/Manuals/1/bp1_18.pdf
Powers and duties of the board-City College Board Policies
http://www.ccsf.edu/Policy/Manuals/1/bp1_02.pdf
Conflict of interest-City College Board Policies
http://www.ccsf.edu/BOT/Board_Policies/1/BP1_19.pdf
 

Support for Whereas #3
Detailed history including previous propositions
https://sunnysidehistory.org/2018/04/08/ballot-battles-and-campus-claims-the-history-of-the-balboa-reservoir-1983-1991/
 

Support for Whereas #4
https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=10177
Land exchange
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:48faabdc-55d9-426a-afa5-287f3d57c52b
The history of the reservoir
https://sunnysidehistory.org/2018/04/08/ballot-battles-and-campus-claims-the-history-of-the-balboa-reservoir-1983-1991/
Water study link
https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=466
Support for Whereas #5
Public land must stay in public hands
https://sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=14386
Coalition for San Francisco neighborhoods resolution
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:dc4afdca-67ae-4a78-9dc9-7f9a35c2e4a7
 

Support for Whereas #6
July 28, 2016 BOT Resolution  Item No. 160728-XI-223, Item approved
http://www.ccsf.edu/BOT/2016/July/28/223.pdf
 
Support for Whereas #7
https://www.aft2121.org/wp-content/uploads/BalboaReservoir-Reso-AFT2121.pdf
 

Support for Whereas #8
Resolution passed April 7, 2016. This is a link to the agenda:
http://www.ccsf.edu/PGC/2016/April_7/PGC%20agenda%20draft%204-7-16revised.pdf
Here is a link to it in the PGC archives: 
http://www.ccsf.edu/PGC/2016/April_7/Resolution%20in%20support%20of%20request%20for%20Balboa%20Reservoir%20land%20from%20SF%20Public%20Utilities%20Commission%20to%20CCSF.pdf
There's also audio of the meeting that day in the PGC archives.
 

Support for Whereas #9 and #10
2009 California Government Code - Section 54220-54232 : Article 8. Surplus Land
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&division=2.&title=5.&part=1.&chapter=5.&article=8.
 

Support for Whereas #11
https://sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=14386
Evidence showing building more Market rate housing makes crisis worse.
 

Latest data shows you can’t bring prices down by building more housing.
https://48hills.org/2019/01/yimby-agenda-fail/
.

SF keeps losing affordable housing
https://48hills.org/2018/12/sf-loses-affordable-housing/
.
A new housing ‘compact’ looks a lot like a developer’s dream
https://48hills.org/2018/12/a-new-housing-compact-looks-a-lot-like-a-developers-dream/
.
A great critique of the YIMBY mantra, “Build. Build. Build.”
https://www.salon.com/2018/11/ 04/despite-thorough-debunking- neoliberal-housing-politics-pr evail-in-the-bay-area/
.
Five Reasons Why San Francisco Must Not Give Up Public Land for Market-Rate Development
https://truthout.org/articles/chasing-unicorns-5-reasons-why-san-francisco-is-delusional-giving-up-public-land-for-market-rate-development/
.
Why Market Rate Housing Makes the Crisis Worse
https://48hills.org/2015/06/why-market-rate-housing-makes-the-crisis-worse/
 

Supports Whereas # 12
Facilities committee minutes that show lack of input from the College-there is also a recording of the meeting
https://www.ccsf.edu/dam/Organizational_Assets/Department/CPPC/2016-0921/CPPC%20Meeting%20Minutes%202016.0921_approved.pdf
 

Supports Whereas #13 and #14
"Parking is a state requirement for public institutions of Higher Learning"
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/title5regs.asp
 
Parking requirement-Education Code - EDC § 67301
http://aft1493.org/wp-content/uploads/accjc_gone_wild_v17_7-8-13.pdf the ball rolling
TDM Plan
https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/brcac_comments_TDM-042720.pdf
https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/balboareservoir_CAC_Presentation-021317_FINAL.pdf  TDM Study
 

"and this plan has many flaws,  ..."the realistic parking demand of City College greatly exceeds the 220 spaces referenced by the developer, who relies on the wrong Table in the Fehr & Peers TDM, fails
to consider the construction of the PAEC, fails to consider the correct growth rate adopted by CCSF itself, and does not take into consideration that neither CCSF nor the Developer have made binding
financial commitments to adopt any suggested TDM procedures. In addition, no plans have been made with respect to the almost total loss of parking for students, faculty and staff of CCSF during the
almost 7 year construction period." Michael Ahrens
 

The realistic parking demand of City College
https://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/public-sites/balboareservoir/brcac_comments_TDM-042720.pdf

Supports the Resolve
How to Kill a City: Defund Education – what city college could do
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1l8g_sALddPuFc_krJI4z_9BNy1CNo7w0Q3a9ISH3WSg/edit?ts=5ec83ce9#slide=id.g8744434824_0_30
 
Compare Ideas - City College has a better plan
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:27bceed6-e924-4c71-8bf8-baaea4d63a2c
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In Support of Whole Foods at City Center
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:09:56 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: Erica Perng <ecperng@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:01 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: In Support of Whole Foods at City Center
 

 

Hi,
 
By way of introduction, my name is Erica Perng and I live in Anza Vista. I wanted to write to show my
support for the Whole Foods that is slated to go into the City Center space ahead of the Conditional
Use Permit hearing tomorrow, Thursday, May 28. 
 
I think one of the lessons the COVID-19 pandemic has taught us is just how important and essential
access to grocery stores are. Having Whole Foods in our neighborhood will be a boon to the local
community and economy. It is a well-documented fact that grocery stores strengthen the
economic health of the surrounding neighborhood and act as anchors that attract other retail
stores. Moreover, grocery stores provide extensive job opportunities. With a diverse demographic
in the neighboring areas beyond Anza Vista, such as the Western Addition, NOPA and Lower Pac
Heights, the introduction of a grocery store such as Whole Foods can only have positive
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ramifications.   
 
In a time when the economy is uncertain, bringing a well-established grocery store to the area will
strengthen the area and support its residents. The former Best Buy space has remained empty for
nearly 3 years now despite the SF economy booming. And now, as we enter a recession, if Whole
Foods doesn't fill that space, that part of City Center will remain empty, abandoned, and run-down
for the foreseeable future. 
 
While it is true that Target within the City Center complex offers groceries, the selection is very
limited. And to be sure, Trader Joe's is just a stone's throw away, but that Trader Joe's is notorious
for being a madhouse. Just take a look at the line of cars waiting to get into the parking lot on a
Sunday afternoon, and add to that the number of folks who travel to Trader Joe's on foot, and in
these COVID-19 times mandating social distancing resulting in longer lines, it is clear that there is
dearth of access to essential grocery businesses in the area. 
 
Whole Foods will only serve to revive the dated City Center, just as the Target did in 2013, and
hopefully bring back an energy and boost in activity post-COVID that we all miss dearly and very
much need.
 
Sincerely,
Erica Perng 
 
 
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:09:26 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: Barbara Skurman <bskurman@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:14 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods
 

 

I live in Anza Vista and have the following reasons for wanting Whole Foods as a tenant in the City
Mall:
1. I am a senior citizen and would be able walk to Whole Foods.
2. Whole Foods sells healthy and organic foods.
3. Whole Foods would have ample parking.
4. Whole Foods would provide jobs for many people.

Please go ahead and approve Whole Foods as a tenant!

Thank you.
Barbara Skurman
16 Saint Joseph’s Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94115

Barbara Skurman

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
x-apple-data-detectors://0/1
x-apple-data-detectors://0/1


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: ATTN: 2020-00909DRP
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:09:02 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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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: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:29 PM
To: Robyn Sue Fisher <robyn@smittenicecream.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: ATTN: 2020-00909DRP
 
Hi Robyn,
 
Thank you for getting in touch. I apologize for not contacting you directly. I was out of the country
when you sent your letter, and then when I returned, the Mayor’s original Shelter in Place Order was
in effect. The Planning Department was closed at that time, and remains closed now, so I have been
unable to check my mail since March 5. One of my colleagues who had to go into the office let me
know that you sent a letter and sent me a scanned copy, but that letter had no electronic contact
information. Without an office phone available to me, I didn’t know how to get in touch with you to
address your concerns, so I want to thank you for reaching out now.
 
When I got your letter, I immediately asked my colleague who handles mailings for 311
Neighborhood Notifications whether your address was included in our mailing list for this project.
She confirmed that it was, and that our mailing vendor sent the notification to you. Sometimes,
these notifications get lost in the mail, are delivered to the incorrect address by the carrier, or are
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returned to sender. The Zoning Administrator has ruled in the past (and again for this particular
project) that the Department does not need to re-notice projects when a neighbor does not receive
mailed notice, provided that we and our vendor sent that notice to the address in question. This is
why applicants are also required to post a printed notice at the subject property.
 
Likewise, the Zoning Administrator has also ruled that the Planning Code does not require the
Department to provide the business name for a Change of Use permit; rather, the Department is
only obligated to notice the Change of Use itself. The Zoning Administrator concluded that providing
the name of the proposed business on a 311 notice is a courtesy, and an incorrect name is not
grounds for re-noticing the permit.
 
When the DR Requestors notified me of the discrepancy between the business names, I requested
updated applications and affidavits, and researched the proposed business to determine whether it
could be considered Formula Retail (retail entities with 11 or more permanent locations and a
uniform array of merchandise) which would require additional review. Matcha N’ More does not
appear to qualify as Formula Retail, as its only other brick-and-mortar location closed last year.
 
I also wanted to address your concerns regarding the Mission Area Plan’s objectives and policies
related to supporting a diverse economic community. The Planning Department is required to
review applications for Changes of Use within the Mission Area Plan to ensure that the land use itself
– and not necessarily the products on offer at a particular retailer – are compatible with a diverse
economic base. In this case, Matcha N’ More falls under the Retail Sales and Service land use
category as a Limited Restaurant. A Limited Restaurant is a food service retailer that does not serve
alcohol, and the Department has determined that this is a compatible land use within the Mission
Area Plan’s diverse array of businesses.
 
I am happy to talk with you in more depth about these issues; please let me know and we can set up
a call or converse over email.
 
Thank you again for getting in touch.
 
Best,
Monica
 
Please note that due to the Shelter in Place order, I will be working remotely. Email is the best
way to reach me during this time. See below for more information.
 
Monica Giacomucci
Preservation Planner, Southeast Quadrant, Current Planning Division
Direct: 415-575-8714 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

 
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.
 

From: Robyn Sue Fisher <robyn@smittenicecream.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 3:28 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Giacomucci, Monica (CPC)
<Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org>
Subject: ATTN: 2020-00909DRP
 

 

To Whom It May Concern,
 
Please see the attached letter to the SF Planning Commission regarding 3591 20th Street San
Francisco.
 
The community and I would greatly appreciate your careful review of this letter in consideration of
next steps.
 
With appreciation,
Robyn Sue Fisher
Founder of Smitten Ice Cream
 
 
 
_______________________
 

Robyn Sue Fisher
Dreamer, T inkerer,  Ice Cream Re-Thinker
 
Founder & Chief Brrr i s ta  |  Smitten Ice Cream
m:  917.620.2580
e:  robyn@smittenicecream.com
w:  www.smittenicecream.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support housing at Balboa Park
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:07:24 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: Kevin Burke <kevin@burke.dev> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 5:41 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support housing at Balboa Park
 

 

The only reason to reject this proposal is if you were going to instruct the city to come back with a
proposal to build 4x as many homes on the lot. Honestly the density per acre is disappointing - it
would be fitting for a new TOD proposal for a suburb, not for the second densest city in the country.
 
That said, if that is out of the question you should vote yes on this proposal. This is one of the city's
best sites for adding additional housing, it is far better to have housing in this space than a parking
lot and it will help keep low and middle income San Franciscans in San Francisco, and help mitigate
the impacts of climate change by shortening commutes.
 
Kevin
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: UFCW Letter on 2019-004110CUA
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:06:34 AM
Attachments: UFCW5 Whole Foods Letter Mr. May.pdf

 
 
 
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: Jim Araby <jaraby@ufcw5.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 6:21 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: UFCW Letter on 2019-004110CUA
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff
 
Please see attached letter for 2019-004110CUA.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you
 
Jim Araby
UFCW 5
Strategic Campaigns Director
[510] 599-0488
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John Nunes
President


Jack Landes
Secretary - Treasurer


Main Office: 
United Food & Commercial
Workers Union, Local 5
28870 Mission Blvd.
Hayward, CA 94544
(510) 889-0870
Fax: (510) 889-6415
Toll Free: (877) 655-FIVE
www.ufcw5.org


240 South Market Street
San Jose, CA 95113-2382
(408) 998-0428
Fax: (408) 971-8355


208 Miller Avenue
So. San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 871-5730
Fax: (650) 871-3590


4121 Alhambra Ave.
Martinez, CA 94553
(925) 228-8800
Fax: (925) 228-8355


1145 North Main St.
Salinas, CA 93906
(831) 757-3094
Fax: (831) 757-9115


323 Geary Street, Room 709
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 693-0143
Fax: (415) 693-9352


85 Galli Drive, Suite H
Novato, CA 94949
(415) 883-6833
Fax: (415) 883-1043


840 E Street, Suite 8
Eureka, CA 95501
(707) 442-1751
Fax: (707) 442-9572


May 28, 2020


Christopher May, Planner
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103


RE: 2675 Geary Blvd – 2019-004110CUA 


To Mr. May:


I am writing on behalf of UFCW Local 5 which proudly represents “30,000” members in 
the Bay Area. 


We have strong concerns about the proposed Amazon Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd and 
are opposed to the Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed Conditional Use 
Authorization (CUA) to permit a Formula Retail use unless the applicant agrees to a project 
labor agreement with the San Francisco Building and Construction trades and once 
completed there should be a there a card-check neutrality agreement with the United Food 
and Commercial Workers (UFCW) for the operation of the store.


The City Center falls within the city’s Formula Retail Ordinance, designed to limit the 
number of national chain stores in an effort to protect San Francisco’s many small, locally 
owned businesses. There are 496 Amazon Whole Food stores nationwide. 


Requiring organizing rights as a Condition of Approval at the proposed Amazon Whole 
Foods will prioritize protecting the rights, health and safety of the estimated 200 employees. 
It will also protect existing union jobs in the city’s other retail stores. Amazon’s Whole 
Foods and warehouses have been deemed “essential workers” because of the coronavirus 
pandemic. Many workers in the grocery industry are risking infection every day to provide 
food to our communities, and workers at Whole Foods in San Francisco have already 
contracted this virus.  


Workers at non-union Amazon warehouses and Whole Foods stores have had to resort to 
sick outs and strikes to raise awareness of Amazon’s unwillingness to protect them during 
this crisis, we should not allow this to happen in a city like San Francisco. Following the 
protest, Amazon has taken steps to enforce rules about mass emails across the company. 
Additionally, Amazon has terminated at least six employees involved in worker protests. 
Amazon also ended its temporary policy of unlimited, unpaid time off on April 30th. 
Unionizing the Amazon Whole Foods in San Francisco will prevent this type of employer 
backlash. 


 







San Francisco has an opportunity to lead the nation by taking a proactive stand on behalf 
of the hardworking employees of Amazon Whole Foods stores. Requiring Amazon to 
build its store with union workers and to allow the employees the right to choose a union 
without repercussion fits with The City’s Progressive values. This is particularly 
important given the pandemic and the fact that San Francisco is one of the most 
expensive cities in the U.S. Amazon is the most valuable public company in the world 
and is run by the richest man in the world, CEO Jeff Bezos. Not one of Amazon’s Whole 
Foods in the State of California are unionized. It is time to change that with the proposed 
store at The City Center in San Francisco. Thank you for your consideration. 


In Unity,


Jim Araby
UFCW 5, Director of Strategic Campaigns 
[c] (510-599-0488, jaraby@ufcw5.org


Cc: San Francisco Planning Commission
       Supervisor Stefani 
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter from 12 residents in support of the Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:05:46 AM
Attachments: Letter to Planning Commission in Support of Balboa Reservoir May 27 2020.pdf
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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: Anthony Singer <ASinger@habitatgsf.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 6:33 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter from 12 residents in support of the Balboa Reservoir Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel,
 
Letter in support of the Balboa Reservoir Project
 
Please find attached a letter in support of the Balboa Reservoir project which comes before the
commission on May 28, 2020. This letter is from 12 San Francisco residents: Annie De Lancie,
Jacqueline Mauro, Abby Green, Genna Yarkin, Max Barab, Xue wen Hu, Stephanie Noble, Brian
Coyne, Samantha Ganser, Tommy Lam, Logan Williams and Diana Pulete. The residents appended
their name to this letter via a form located at HabitatGSF.org/Balboa.
 
Thanks and regards,
 
Anthony
 
Anthony Singer
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The aforementioned San Francisco residents appended their names to this letter via a form located at HabitatGSF.org/Balboa 
This document has been submitted to the planning commission by Habitat for Humanity Greater San Francisco on the senders behalf 


 


Annie De Lancie   Jacqueline Mauro  Genna Yarkin   Abby Green 
638 34th Avenue  658 Duncan Street  50 California St #250  701 Fell Street 
San Francisco CA 94121  San Francisco CA 94131  San Francisco CA 94111  San Francisco CA 94117 
annie@delancie.org  jacqualine.amauro@gmail.com genna.yarkin@hklaw.com abbylgreen@gmail.com 
 
Max Barab   Xue wen Hu   Stephanie Noble  Brian Coyne  
4112 17th Street Apt A  20 Nibbi Court   800 Indiana Street  967A Shotwell Street 
San Francisco CA 94114  San Francisco CA 94134  San Francisco CA 94107  San Francisco CA 94110 
max.barab@gmail.com  ivyhu2227@gmail.com  snoble91@yahoo.com  bkcoyne@gmail.com 
 
Samantha Ganser  Tommy Lam   Logan Williams   Diana Pulete 
783 5th Avenue   221 Missouri Street  1600 Larking Street #1  9 Hahn Street 
San Francisco CA 94118  San Francisco CA 94107  San Francisco CA 94109  San Francisco CA 94134 
sganser@habitatgsf.org  tommyusa@126.com  lgnwilliams@gmail.com 
 
 
May 27, 2020 
 
Dear Commission President Koppel, 
 
Letter to San Francisco Planning Commission in Support of the Balboa Reservoir Project 
 
I am a resident of San Francisco and would like to register my support for the Balboa Reservoir project. 
 
This is a rare opportunity for hundreds of families to secure an affordable place to live in our increasingly 
unaffordable city. Making sure our essential workers are able to stay in San Francisco and continue to be part of 
the fabric of our community is more important than ever. Balboa Reservoir will be a huge help. 
 
The inclusion of a childcare center on the site and the addition of public spaces for that everyone can use is also 
very welcome. I appreciate that great pains have been taken to keep these homes closely integrated with the wider 
neighborhood - this is a development where everyone will be included. 
 
Placing these homes on the site of the CCSF overflow parking lot is a good use of public land. The City has 
proceeded wisely in assembling the mix of housing on the site and maximizing the number of affordable homes. 
 
I strongly encourage the Commission to endorse this project. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this submission. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Annie De Lancie Jacqueline Mauro Genna Yarkin  Max Barab  
 


Xue wen Hu  Abby Green  Samantha Ganser Tommy Lam   
 


Logan Williams  Diana Pulete  Stephanie Noble Brian Coyne 
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Habitat for Humanity Greater San Francisco
500 Washington Street, Suite 250, San Francisco, CA 94111
(415) 278-1843
 
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:05:14 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: Mike Matza <mikematza@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 6:35 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; milicent.johnson@sfgiv.org;
jona.ionin@sfgov.org; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

 
May 27, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Mike Matza.  I have lived in San Francisco all my life and currently live in the Parkside at
2263 25th Ave, which has been my home since 1984.
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I attended St. Ignatius High School when it was located on Stanyan Street, graduating in 1968.  I have
maintained my connection to the school for over 50 years as a member of the Alumni Association
and as a parent: my son, Patrick, graduated from St. Ignatius in 2002.
 
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.
 
Later school start dates will cause some after school outdoor activities to extend into the early
evening.  These activities will require outdoor lighting, especially in the Fall and Winter months.
 
I live near Lincoln High School, which, like St. Ignatius and every other California high school, will be
affected by the change to later school hours.  Myself and my neighbors near Lincoln will no doubt
need to accommodate future changes at Lincoln High School similar to those proposed by St.
Ignatius and for much the same reasons.
 
All San Francisco high schools, public and private, will need to support having after school outdoor
activities starting later and extending into the early evening hours.  They all will want to do this on
campus as much as possible, as there is a severe shortage of nearby athletic fields, and they will be
reluctant to force students to extend an already later day by traveling to an off campus location.  
 
The current St. Ignatius lights project may be just the first of more to follow as San Francisco high
schools adjust to conforming their activities to later school hours.  While neighbors should be
included in the planning and have input, these projects do not need to be Zero Sum.
 
Newer lighting technologies now allow for better light focusing and less spill over.  Other mitigating
factors like trees and additional landscaping can be included in some projects.  The project at the
Beach Chalet soccer field is one recent successful example.    
 
St. Ignatius teaches to the whole person, while encouraging service to others.  After school athletic
team activities provide essential shared experiences working to achieve common goals and provide
incomparable lifelong lessons.  Spectators to athletic events, family and students, develop a sense of
valuable community and fellow feeling. It is the same for all other high schools in San Francisco.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Mike Matza
2263 25th Ave, San Francisco, CA 94116
mikematza@yahoo.com
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:04:51 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: Daniel Horn <danielroberthorn@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 7:08 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
<seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
 

 

To:

City of San Francisco Planning Commission

Re:

Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

 
My name is Daniel Horn and I live in the Balboa Park neighborhood. I have been participating in the
community planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development
proposal being reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 28, 2020.

I think that this project is so important for the city and our neighborhood. Not only will it increase
the San Francisco’s housing supply, but it will also help the neighborhood around Ocean Avenue
continue to be a thriving district of San Francisco. It is so important to build housing in transit rich
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areas such as where the Balboa Reservoir is located in order to lessen resident’s reliance on cars.
The inclusion of 550 affordable homes for people earning between 30% and 120% area median
income (AMI) will help insure that our neighborhood remains diverse and accessible to people of all
income levels. I also welcome the addition of new green space with the project’s planned two acre
park.
 
I fully support the Balboa Reservoir housing development project, and I hope that The
Planning Commission approves the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District Design Standards and
Guidelines (DSG) during tomorrow’s meeting.

Sincerely,
Daniel Horn 
8 Keystone Way, 2A
San Francisco, CA 94127
(415) 254-6211



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:04:27 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: Mike Kopicko <mkopicko@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 7:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
<seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
 

 

To:       City of San Francisco Planning Commission
Re:      Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
My name is Mike Kopicko and I live in the Mount Davidson Manor neighborhood, located just down
Ocean Avenue from the Balboa Reservoir project. I have been participating in the community
planning process for the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development proposal
being reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 28, 2020.
I enthusiastically chose this neighborhood to buy a condo with my husband in September 2017
because of the diversity, relative affordability, plethora of neighborhood businesses, proximity to
public transit and potential that the neighborhood has. We have enjoyed these neighborhood
features since we moved here and know that these will only improve further by opening the
neighborhood to further density through housing development.  I am very pleased that the
development team has listened to neighbors and modified plans to meet the needs of the
neighborhood.  
I am certain you will hear from neighbors who will say that the neighborhood is too full already, that
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we can’t accommodate more people / cars, that businesses would be overwhelmed, that they don’t
want this (or any) development in their back yards. Others may say that it should only move forward
if it includes 100% affordable housing. While I’m sure you hear these arguments for every
development that comes before you, as a neighbor to this project, I’m very excited to support the
evolved plans that are being considered today. 
 
I’m so excited that 50% 9f these proposed homes have been earmarked as affordable homes for
people earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI), which will help maintain the
character and diversity that makes this neighborhood so wonderful. I’m also eagerly awaiting a new
2 acre community park which this neighborhood currently lacks. I mentioned this neighborhood’s
proximity to transit, which, with easy access to BART and the Muni Metro, makes it super easy for
people to get anywhere they need to go very easily without a car. The contribution to Transportation
Sustainability Fees will improve Ocean Avenue for this development and the entire neighborhood to
improve reliability and reduce delays among the transit lines. Finally, I’m most excited for the
businesses (and new businesses these new residents would attract) along Ocean Avenue. This
neighborhood’s businesses will truly benefit from more density and the neighborhood will benefit
from businesses who can fill in existing empty storefronts along Ocean Avenue with services that are
sorely needed but missing from the neighborhood today.
 
I appreciate the opportunity to share my views and my enthusiastic support of this project.
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mike Kopicko
8 Keystone Way Apt 2A
San Francisco, CA 94127
 
   



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:04:03 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: Jeffrey Hirsch <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 7:52 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
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authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Jeffrey Hirsch 
instant_favorite@yahoo.com 
648 Waller St 2 
San Francisco, California 94117
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:03:34 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: Connor Skelly <connor.skelly@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 7:54 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
<seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

My name is Connor Skelly and I’m a homeowner nearby the proposed Balboa Reservoir project. I’m a
former SFUSD teacher and I now work at a nonprofit. I have been participating in the community
planning process and am writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the
Planning Commission on May 28, 2020.

Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, I support the City’s efforts to
provide new housing opportunities for San Franciscans, especially when the new homes are built in
places with good transportation access and existing services.  The best combination would be new
affordable housing for families located near family-friendly amenities, like playgrounds, parks, and
child care centers. I’m thrilled that the project will be 50% affordable housing, and excited about all
the new amenities like the child care center. My family has two children under 2, with hopefully a
few more on the way. We hope to use this Child Care Center once it is built.

Honestly, my biggest disappointment about the project is that there is only 1,100 new homes
instead of the over 2,000 originally proposed!

Please approve this plan and allow for more neighbors to move into our community.

With gratitude for your service to the city,
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Connor Skelly



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for St. Ignatius Field Light
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:03:15 AM
Attachments: Support Letter for St. Ignatius Field Lights.pages

 
 
 
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: art howard <ahsp5@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 8:25 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <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: Support for St. Ignatius Field Light
 

 

05/25/2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name in Art Howard, a San Francisco Sunset native resident and graduate of the class of 1983 from Saint
Ignatius High School. I have lived in the Sunset most of my life and since 2005 I live on 47th Ave and Quintara, 7
blocks away from the football field. 
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I grew up on 48th Ave between Kirkham and Lawton in front of the SF Ice Rink that was torn down in 1991. I
know what it is like to live next to a night time facility for for family and youth in the Sunset. I believe that
facilities like this make the neighborhood safer and more vibrant for all. The Sunset used to be a neighborhood
of youth activities and slowly over the years they have eroded away. I feel that anything to bring youth together
day or night needs to be encouraged in our neighborhood.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval for lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more options for later
school start time as required by new CA State Law signed by Governor Newsom.
 
Research studies by the American Academy of Pediatrics have confirmed starting school later in the morning
leads to better overall health and school performance.  This will be the new normal for most California
schools.The lights will allow for practices in the Winter when the sun goes down at 5:00 p.m.
 
Another key benefit of the field lights will be allowing kids a safe option to participate in community building
Friday night athletic games.  These will be on the campus with supervision by faculty, parents and school
security to make sure the kids are in a safe and organized event.
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,
 
Art Howard 
2131 47th Ave 
SF, CA 
94116
ahsp5@yahoo.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods @ the City Center
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:02:45 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.

-----Original Message-----
From: Richard Naidus <rmnaidus@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 8:56 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan
(CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; frank.fund@sfgov.org
Subject: Whole Foods @ the City Center

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

I support the opening of a Whole Foods store at the City Center.  As a resident of the Anza Vista neighborhood I
view this as a positive addition to local shopping options and one that I can walk to as a senior.  It will provide
significantly different food buying options compared to other local merchants.
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:02:19 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: Andrew Noble <nobleaw@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 9:09 PM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
 

 

Hello Commission,
 
I am a homeowner residing at 420 Miramar Avenue in the Westwood Park neighborhood.  I write in support of the
pending application to develop the Balboa reservoir/parking lot.  The existing parking lot is an eyesore.  The
neighborhood will benefit from this project as it will connect open spaces with the neighborhood, and will also add
additional residents to continue the progress we've seen on Ocean Avenue in recent years.  My wife and I look
forward to more foot traffic and customers at the Ocean Avenue businesses.  As a Westwood Park resident, I ask
you to support the Balboa reservoir project.  
 
Andrew Noble
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In support of Whole Foods at City Center Mall
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:01:54 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.

-----Original Message-----
From: Barry Nicholson <bnicholson55@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 10:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Cc: kristinandbarry@gmail.com
Subject: In support of Whole Foods at City Center Mall

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

For you consideration,

I write on behalf of my wife and I in support of the proposed opening of the Whole Foods store at City Center Mall. 
I have been a resident of Anza Vista for five years, my wife for two year since we were married.

I support the Whole Foods for several reasons.  First, we need a grocery store in our neighborhood that is walkable,
especially for seniors.  The Trader Joe’s is further away and requires Crossing a busy intersection and parking there
is nearly impossible.  Also, I don’t know the exact number but expect the Whole Foods to bring in several hundred
jobs to the city.  Whole Foods would also be a perfect compliment to the neighborhood as it would bring high end
grocery/food services and allow for convenient Amazon pickups and drop offs.  The Whole Foods would also
expect to raise property values for nearby homes which would increase property taxes for the city.

Please do not miss the chance to add a valued partner in the continued development of the Anza Vista neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Kristin & Barry Nicholson
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32 Terra Vista #1, San Francisco CA 94115 bnicholson55@gmail.com
(415) 828-3880

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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:01:15 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: Stuart Rosenthal <stuartames@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 11:18 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: 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>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883
 

 

 
Dear Commission,
 
As a 30+ year resident of the Sunnyside Neighborhood I strongly object to the proposed
Balboa Reservoir Project 2018-007883 for the following reasons:
 
The loss of more than 17 acres of publicly owned land  to private hands at a "give-away"
valuation of  $11,000,000.
 
The enormous impact to adjacent neighborhoods including but not limited to
1. the loss of City College student/staff parking
2. air and noise pollution due to construction traffic during and after the course of
construction activities
3. loss of neighborhood charter with excessive building heights out of proportion with any
existing structures
4. subsequent traffic delays which will severely affect Muni transit operations.
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In addition, there must be a publicly accessible record of any and all discussions by city
employees related to this project or the entire approval process will be
fundamentally flawed.
The Planning Commission should not take any action on this project without assurance that
all required public records requirements are being adhered to and the pandemic is not
being used as an excuse to ignore these legal safeguards.

--
Stuart Rosenthal (Sunnyside Neighborhood Association President 1990-1993)
304 Gennessee St.
San Francisco, CA 94112
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Items 17. 18c. 18d.
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:00:41 AM
Attachments: image001.png

 
 
 
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: Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:36 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; 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>; 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
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Items 17. 18c. 18d.
 

 

Balboa Reservoir Items 
17 EIR certification
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18c Planning code amendments
18d Special Use District
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
The SEIR lists the North Street extension to Frida Kahlo at Cloud Circle as Variant 4. The SEIR states
analysis is not required for this option which would result in a temporary or permanent road that
bisects existing City College parking on the East side of the reservoir. It compares the new location
for the intersection as comparable to the present location. The Design Standards and Guidelines for
the Balboa Reservoir SUD however projects this as the future plan for North Street. 
 
That new intersection would be located where numerous pedestrians come together on the East
side of Frida Kahlo to cross the street in a group at the beginning and end of college classes.  There
are also 21 spaces of motorcycle parking on the Southeast side of the intersection which the SEIR did
not consider. The Fehr and Peers TDM data indicated the motorcycle parking was near or at capacity
during peak times in morning and evening. 
 
There are no pedestrian counts for this new intersection. There are pedestrian counts for the two
existing intersections on Frida Kahlo in the SEIR C1 TDM Memorandum. The City College Facilities
Master Plan makes reference to the point just east of where Cloud Circle meets Frida Kahlo: “Science
Drive is a minor one-way northbound roadway. Pedestrian and vehicle conflicts are present as some
drivers and pedestrians do not anticipate traffic at the intersections with Cloud Circle.” The diagram
below shows this coming together of two roads in the shape of a V where they meet at Frida Kahlo
and notes "issues" here.
 
The information about the North Street is difficult to find. All but one of the diagrams in the SEIR
shows the configuration of North Street as it exists now and the diagram showing the extension is
not searchable in the document as North Street. The Response to Comments document shows no
public comments on Variant 4 however when it a change in North Street was discussed at a CCSF
Board Facilities meeting it was disturbing enough to prompt the Academic Senate to issue a
resolution on the subject. Unfortunately the public comment period on the SEIR is closed but for you
Commissioners it is still possible for you to prompt more analysis of this possible intersection
change. 
 
Please, this is a safety issue and needs to be addressed before cars and trucks drive through a City
College parking lot at speed. 
 
Sincerely,
Christine Hanson



 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Response to Comments unaddressed safety concern
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 9:00:18 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: Christine Hanson <chrissibhanson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:59 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; 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>; 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
Subject: Response to Comments unaddressed safety concern
 

 

Item 17, Balboa Reservoir EIR certification
Dear Commissioners,
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On page 4.I-5 of the Response to Comments document, Garry Bieringer raised concern about the
proximity of the play structure at the North end of Unity Plaza to the added through traffic
estimated at 50 yards distance to fast moving traffic when Lee Avenue is extended to Ocean Avenue.
Mr. Bieringer said “there’s no way we can have children climbing on that structure with all the trucks
whizzing by so closely.”  
 
The RTC response ignored Mr. Bieringer’s concern about the vehicular speed that will be added
when Lee Avenue becomes an extension to the Reservoir Development. The RTC compared the play
structure’s proximity first to busses at the existing Muni City College Loop—whose speed limit
presumably would not exceed 1 or 2 mph with a professional driver behind the wheel maneuvering
in that small space. The RTC pointed out that Whole Foods delivery vehicles already use the dead
end to unload. Deliver trucks, driven again by professional drivers positioning their trucks by a small
loading dock would not be driving fast.
 
What the RTC did not do was evaluation of the vehicular speed that will occur when the dead end
becomes a through way and cars pass to and from Ocean Avenue on 3 lanes of traffic—2 lanes
moving North/South and a dedicated South left turn lane. Traffic trying to make the left turn at the
stop light will not be traveling 1 or 2 mph. 
 
The RTC response regarding location of the play structure which it did indeed confirm is situated
approximately 50 yards away from Lee Avenue was to minimize this by comparing it to the
playground at Minnie and Ward Lovey Center which the RTC said was located no more than 35’ from
traffic.
 
The RTC failed to note that the fenced playground at Minnie and Ward Lovey Community Center sits
at least 20 feet lower than the street closest which is Montana, not Capitol child would need to
either climb a retaining wall and then crawl through a hillside of bushes to get to the street, or
traverse a multi a level ADA ramp, or climb a steep staircase to reach the street. The distance to
Capitol Avenue is greater and has a fenced picnic area as buffer. Here are photos of the playground
at Minnie and Ward Lovey Community Center. 



The play structure Mr. Bieringer raised concern about is on the same level as the Lee Avenue
extension. There is a walking lane, the length of the apartment building which is a straight shot to
Lee Avenue. A child with a head start could easily reach Lee Avenue where drivers, after having
traversed the backup on Ocean Avenue or waited their turn to make a left turn onto Ocean may
indeed drive too fast.
 
The comment made by Mr. Bieringer was unaddressed. This was an opportunity for staff to explain
traffic calming strategies for the new street but apparently none exist. The hazard potential to
children of speeding cars on the Lee Avenue extension is not addressed. 
 
Sincerely,
Christine Hanson
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods Planning Commission AnzaVista
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:59:38 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: Monica Clemens <clemensmonica@ymail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:56 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods Planning Commission AnzaVista
 

 

Hi,
 
I have lived on AnzaVista since 1960.  I remember SEARS very clearly, and have very good memories
of SEARS as a wholesome place to shop.  All I ask is that the commission get clear on traffic
management, such as Whole Foods delivery trucks, customers and employees that barrel around
O’Farrell and everywhere.  
 
Possibly put up 1950-1960s modern gates, to stop WF and Target traffic meandering.  Blinker
crosswalks by the school, of course!  And, an overhead walkway for Geary.
 
Thank you!
 
Thank you!
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Monica
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:58:44 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: Tomasita Medál <tomasitamedal@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:46 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Tomasita Medál
<tomasitamedal@gmail.com>
Cc: Father John Jimenez <jojimenez4@yahoo.com>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
 

 

Good afternoon, members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
During your meeting of May 28, 2020, at items 17 through 18f, you will be asked to
approve an EIR, various planning code amendments and variances, changes to the
San Francisco General Plan, Zoning Map amendments, Design Standards and
Guidelines, establish a special use district, and Adoption of Findings:a  Statement of
Overriding Considerations. First, this is very premature.  The Development Agreement
is full of pages that are completely blank, to be filled in later!!! There is no
Memorandum of Understanding with City College, and most egregious of all, the
Environmental Impact Report does not consider the deadly impact this
project would have on City College.  This is land that the college had counted on
to be the college parking lot once the Performing Arts Education Center (now called
Diego Rivera Theater) and the Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts, and
Technology building are built. This is land that the College has considered part of its
West Campus for decades.  If you fill this 17.6 acre parcel with 1,100 - 1,550 units of
housing, you will completely fill the lot that the college was counting on for parking
for its students. Thousands of students will be shut out of a chance to drastically
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better their lives by learning a profession or a trade. From experience, we can attest
to the stunningly high caliber of the faculty at City College.
 
The Development Agreement pegs the selling price at $11 million.  The voters of San
Francisco just awarded $845 million to City College.  Sell the land to City College for
its continued benefit.  Do not approve the Balboa Reservoir Project. Below is a
rendering of what the project would look like. Where would the 30,000 students of
City College park to access their education, their ladder out of poverty? The other
illustration is of what if the land is instead sold to City College, later, after
construction of the Diego Rivera Theater and STEAM Building is complete, the land
could be used for 2/3 solar-paneled parking lot; and 1/3 of the lot, up to 600 units of
100% affordable housing for faculty, staff, and students.
 
Below are two renderings. One is of what is proposed today. Privatization of land that
belongs to the people of San Francisco for private developers' obscene profits. 
Although the project is billed as 50% affordable, which means 50% luxury market-
rate, in fact it is all market rate housing.  When I asked at a public meeting what was
their criteria for affordable housing, they said a single person making $139,000 per
year. That is certainly not affordable to the thousands of people making minimum
wage in San Francisco who also desperately need housing.  Building market rate
housing will not solve the affordable housing problem in San Francisco.  Building
100% affordable housing will help to alleviate the affordable shortage.
 
The doubling of the height limits and the doubling of the density in the project, and
the downsizing of the green space required from 50% to 11%, immensely lowers the
quality of life envisioned by the community when it developed the Balboa Park Station
Plan in 2009. At the last minute, the developers added heights to all of their proposed
housing, even along the west edge.  Tricky. Sneaky.
 
This project reminds us of the settlers who came in to California, to the paradise that
was California.  First the Spanish priests and soldiers, who killed, tortured, raped and
made slaves of the indigenous Californians, making them eat out of troughs, starving
them and not letting them leave the mission compounds.  Next, after the discovery of
gold, the invasion of the yankee settlers who hunted down the remaining indigenous
Californians, and sold their scalps for a dollar apiece.  They saw land that they
wanted; they killed its inhabitants and took the land and have occupied it ever since. 
This is exactly what the developers are doing.  One of them said to me, "We having
been eyeing this large, flat parcel for decades". Their sense of entitlement to the
taking is obscene. Do not participate in this betrayal of the interests of the present
and future generations of San Franciscans who will need access to City College to
better their lives, and with that, better the quality of life for everyone in San
Francisco. Do not approve these proposals before you today.



 
Tomasita Medál
tomasitamedal@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: Delandsf@gmail.com; Fung, Frank (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods Planning Commission AnzaVista
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:57:45 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: Monica Clemens <clemensmonica@ymail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 8:55 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin
(CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods Planning Commission AnzaVista
 

 

Hi,
 
I have lived on AnzaVista since 1960.  I remember SEARS very clearly, and have very good memories
of SEARS as a wholesome place to shop.  All I ask is that the commission get clear on traffic
management, such as Whole Foods delivery trucks, customers and employees that barrel around
O’Farrell and everywhere.  
 
Possibly put up 1950-1960s modern gates, to stop WF and Target traffic meandering.  Blinker
crosswalks by the school, of course!  And, an overhead walkway for Geary.
 
Thank you!
 
Thank you!
Monica
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Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:56:40 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: Sue Blankman <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:40 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Help Small Businesses with Principal Permitting
 

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning
Department's recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st
story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all
know of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is,
businesses were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use
authorization hearing is nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the
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people who help make San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

The Planning Department has proposed the right solution: principally permit a set of uses on
the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their recommendation
that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a approval within a
couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of community-focused
response San Franciscans deserve.

Supervisor Peskin's competing proposal doesn't fix the problem. His bill says that CUA
applicants would receive a hearing within 90 days. This is not good enough. It is not okay for
a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend $10,000 or more on rent for each month
that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge higher prices to offset periods
without revenue, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often, both of these
things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's bill would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a benefit for
small businesses. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people who want
to open a gym or laundromat.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. The community-centric approach is to help our neighbors when they want to help us,
and that's what principal permitting would accomplish. I respectfully ask you to approve the
recommendations put forward by the Planning Department.

Sue Blankman 
skigirlsf@yahoo.com 
1726 Grove Street #5 
San Francisco, California 94117
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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 is good for San Francisco
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:56:30 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: Hannah Denmark <hannahatl@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 5:10 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Thor Denmark <thor.denmark@gmail.com>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: 98 Franklin is good for San Francisco
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I want to let you know I support the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My
husband Thor (cc-ed) and I are San Francisco residents since 1999, and we've been
members of the International High School community for 1 year.

Though we're relatively new to IHS, we happily sing its praises all over the place.
International High School brings together people from around the world and from
many different communities right here in the Bay Area. The community practically
hums with the exchange of ideas and experiences. The students learn all along that
they can engage and give back to their worlds, both close by and far away. The
importance of serving the wider community is evident in the plans for 98 Franklin. The
building will serve the International High School beautifully, yes. It also includes
infrastructure that will help with some of the big issues facing San Francisco.

The new building design for 98 Franklin incorporates mixed-use, mixed-income, place
making, transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the
future.
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Great cities are great because of the pedestrian experience. And San Francisco is
still at work on Vision Zero: eliminating pedestrian and bike fatalities. 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 provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs. The
units are a short walk from major transit lines, reducing the need for cars, reducing traffic
congestion and air pollution. 

And the community is good as its word. 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. Hannah Denmark

 



 
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); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:56:15 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: Barbara Skurman <bskurman@comcast.net>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 5:14 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Whole Foods
 

 

I live in Anza Vista and have the following reasons for wanting Whole Foods as a tenant in the City
Mall:
1. I am a senior citizen and would be able walk to Whole Foods.
2. Whole Foods sells healthy and organic foods.
3. Whole Foods would have ample parking.
4. Whole Foods would provide jobs for many people.

Please go ahead and approve Whole Foods as a tenant!

Thank you.
Barbara Skurman
16 Saint Joseph’s Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94115

Barbara Skurman
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2019-019985CUA Correspondence Addressed to Commission Post Packet Completion
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:56:00 AM
Attachments: Correspondence to Commission 2019-019985CUA.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: "Chandler, Mathew (CPC)" <mathew.chandler@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 5:17 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2019-019985CUA Correspondence Addressed to Commission Post Packet Completion
 
I have attached the correspondence I have received that is addressed to the Planning Commission.
The staff report summarizes all correspondence received before it was completed, and the staff
presentation will summarize all correspondence received to-date.
 
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: Benjamin Golombek
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 9:34:52 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Benjamin Golombek 
1427 21st Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.


From: Robert Mullen
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 9:17:26 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Robert Mullen 
2744 Fulton St
San Francisco, CA 94118 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.


From: Ken McNeely
To: Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: Support the new wireless communications facility
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 9:16:08 AM


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am writing today in support of AT&T’s proposed cell site that will improving wireless
network infrastructure at Kezar Stadium in Golden Gate Park. 


This proposed site will provide an extremely valuable service to those who live, travel, and do
business in the area. It will give people the ability to call for emergency services in the event
of an accident, to engage with employees or clients outside of the office, and allow people to
communicate with family members. 


This is also important for the safety of our residents. As a critical tool for first responders in
emergency situations, public safety is improved by the power of mobile communications as
critical tool for first responders in emergency situations. When nearly 80 percent of 911 calls
are made from wireless phones, no call is more important than one that can save a life. 


I ask for your support.


Sincerely, 


Ken McNeely 
2800 Pacific Ave
San Francisco, CA 94115 
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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 98 Franklin St. Project
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:54:51 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: Laurie Poston <lkposton@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 5:27 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 98 Franklin St. Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,
I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin St. development. My
name is Laurie Poston. I’m a 30-year San Francisco resident and the parent of two daughters
who were born and raised in San Francisco. We’ve been a member of the French American
and International High School community for 16 years. Presently I am on the Board of
Trustees.
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. I can attest
to the school’s strength--its mission and vision delivered via a rigorous education—has created
a cohort of young adults who are passionate about social justice, art, science,
multiculturalism, the environment—all aspects of our own vibrant urban community.
98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-oriented
development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. The project proposes:

80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs.
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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. 
Located in the Hub District – the 98 Franklin St. 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
St. development. Thank you. 
Regards,
 
Laurie Poston



 
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 project at 98 Franklin
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:49:58 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: Eric Foerg <ericfoerg@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 10:00 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Caitlin Bair <caitlin.bair@gmail.com>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "dean.preston@sfgov.com" <dean.preston@sfgov.com>
Subject: French American International School project at 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 Eric Foerg, and I’m the parent of Leo Foerg, who will soon
enter first grade at French American International School.

Leo started at French American in PK4 and is already becoming fluent in French,
although his mother (Caitlin Bair, included here) and I don't speak French.  We intend
for Leo's 1 year old brother, Luka, to start PK3 at French American in a few years. We
fully anticipate having a third child, who will later join Leo and Luka at French
American.

Leo has been thriving during shelter in place, due to the wonderful online instruction
from the teachers at French American. Despite hearing no French from his family,
Leo continues to grow as a French speaker, simply with an hour a day of Google
Meet. Leo's ongoing weekly lessons in drawing from French American's after school
instructor (Comic Animation) has led to great progress with art. This has been
supplemented by daily craft projects guided by French American's after school
instructors.
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Leo has further thrived during shelter in place, due to the ongoing friendship of his
diverse French American classmates. One set of his friend's parents developed
computer programs for classmates to meet together for online playdates and for
classmates to meet online for supervised recesses with French American after school
instructors. As a result, Leo has several online playdates this week from French
American classmates, along with organized recesses involving topics such as puzzles
and PlayDoh.

One positive to shelter in place has been going 2.5 months without putting a child in a
carseat. We would like to avoid car commutes to school and back in the future. We
rent a house in the Richmond district, but we wish to buy a home near French
American in the coming years. Aside from walking to school, the other major benefit
of living in Hayes Valley would be to live in a more urban, vibrant environment than
the suburban feeling Richmond district. While many families are fleeing San
Francisco, we want to become more of a part of it. The French American International
School project at 98 Franklin would help us reach those dreams.

As I mentioned, we are presently renters in the Richmond district. Our relatives in
Indiana, Missouri, and Florida think we are crazy for prioritizing a bilingual education
over owning a home right now. They also think ill of us for not bolting to some posh,
spacious suburb.  French American is among the top reasons that we would never
abandon San Francisco. We value our children being immersed in an internationally
focused education over material comforts. We want our children to grow up in a
dynamic environment. We want our family to be part of San Francisco's solutions to a
brighter future.

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

Eric Foerg



 
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: Balboa Reservoir Housing
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:48:24 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: "Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)" <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 8:03 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Housing
 
Could you forward this email to the commissioners? Thank you.
 
Seung-Yen
 

From: robert muehlbauer <rmuehlbauer@live.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:00 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Housing
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
My name is Robert Muehlbauer. I am writing in support of the Balboa Reservoir housing proposal
that you are reviewing today (No. 2018007883DVA). I am the former vice-chair of the Balboa
Reservoir CAC and also served as Chair of the Balboa Park Station CAC, so I am familiar with many of
the issues and opportunities at these two sites that are both part of the Balboa Park Station Area
Plan.
 
San Francisco needs the housing. My two daughters are being squeezed out of the City for lack of
reasonably priced housing. I currently have a boarder living at my home, a friend of my daughter,
who is in the same boat as my own children. I see first hand what they are up against.

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


I realize that the number of units recommended at the reservoir exceed the Area Plan's original
plan. 
 
For those who say the build out of Balboa Reservoir will permanently alter their single-family home
character in the neighborhood I can only say that, yes, the neighborhood will change. There is no
way that 1,100 units on 17 acres will ever look and feel single-family in nature  and trying to mitigate
it into that is a waste of time.
 
What can be done, and for the most part, what has been designed, is a new neighborhood. The
placement of open space, massing of buildings, and inter-connectivity with adjacent streets is
exceptional. It looks like a place one will want to walk through, not around it.
 
Access to public transit, no, access to enhanced public transit,  will be key to this project's long term
success. It may be key to residents just leaving their car at home along with the disrupting impact of
their cars on local streets. This project needs to be the catalyst for enhancing the pedestrian
experience to and from Balboa Park Station. It is not at the moment. Take a look yourselves at the
poor condition of the sidewalk area - heaves and drops of the sidewalk squares, overhanging
landscaping that forces walkers into the street, and poor lighting - it hasn't really been touched
since, really? 1965?
 
Although the Balboa Reservoir housing has design guidelines - an abstract notion - this is so far the
extent to which the public has seen the proposed buildings. Great massing is no guarantee for
excellent design. It is certainly critical, but cheap materials, lack of quality pavers and paving in the
infrastructure can cause defeat in the clutches of victory. I do earnestly recommend that the local
community see a more thorough final design prior to commencement of construction so that what
we will experience in the years to come is truly a new neighborhood that seemlessly fits into and
enhances Ocean Avenue and the Ingleside.
 
Thank you,
Robert Muehlbauer
 
Sent from Outlook Mobile

https://aka.ms/blhgte


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Long Time Hayes Valley Resident Supports the 98 Franklin Development
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:34:13 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 5/27/20, 11:22 AM, "Karen M. Schmid, CFA" <karen@moirai.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 Karen
Schmid.  I have been a resident of Hayes Valley for over twenty-five years. I am the proud parent of Rhys Schmid,
grade 8, at the French American International School.  We have been a member of the French American and
International High School community for ten years.
   
    I have seen many changes in Hayes Valley during my twenty-five years as a resident.  Over the years, Hayes
Valley has benefitted from bold changes such as the removal of the Central Freeway and the subsequent
development of Octavia Boulevard and Patricia’s Green, changing what had been a high crime, drug infested area
below the elevated freeway into a vibrant, pedestrian friendly community. 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. In addition to a new home for the International High School, the project will provide more than
affordable housing units which San Francisco so desperately needs all within close proximity to mass transit.
   
    I urge you to vote in favor of the 98 Franklin Street development.
   
    Thank you,
   
    Karen M. Schmid
   
   
    Karen M. Schmid, CFA
    Founder & Principal
    Moirai Wealth Management LLC
    722 Montgomery Street, Suite 202
    San Francisco, CA 94111
    (415)981-1541
    karen@moirai.com
   

mailto:jonas.ionin@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: UCSF Toland Hall Murals
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:33:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png

UCSF Toland Hall Murals Statement and FAQ.pdf
UCSF Letter to GSA re Zakheim Murals.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: "Alden, Amiee A" <Amiee.Alden@ucsf.edu>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 12:13 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: UCSF Toland Hall Murals
 

 

Hi Jonas,
UCSF is preparing to demolish the oldest building on our Parnassus campus, UC Hall, which was built
in 1917 and no longer meets current seismic standards.  We plan to replace it with a state-of-the-art
Research and Administration Building.
 
The demolition of UC Hall will involve the likely destruction of murals in the Toland Hall auditorium,
known as the “History of Medicine in California” murals, which were commissioned by the WPA in
the 1930’s.  The nature of the murals, painted as frescoes on a curved wall, make it unlikely that we
can move them safely, and at an affordable cost.  We will instead preserve them as a 3-D virtual
exhibit in our library.  Please see the attached Statement, FAQ, and letter to the federal General
Services Administration for more information.
 
As you know, UCSF is a state agency, and generally not subject to the City’s planning process. 
However, we would like to inform our key City stakeholders like the Historic Preservation
Commission.  Could you advise me on how to best do this?  We are not seeking a hearing – perhaps
forwarding this info to the chair is sufficient?
 
Amiee Alden, MPP

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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UCSF to Pursue Digital Preservation of Historic 


Toland Hall Murals 


UC San Francisco has determined that attempting to preserve and relocate the “History of 


Medicine” murals located in the century-old, seismically unfit UC Hall is unlikely to succeed and 


poses a significant risk of damaging or destroying the already fragile murals. Instead, the 


University intends to pursue a digital preservation strategy to make the historic artwork available 


for viewing by the public in perpetuity through high-resolution 3D imaging and is developing a 


virtual-reality interpretive exhibit to be hosted by the UCSF Library. UCSF is taking steps to 


address the future of the murals now, as UC Hall is scheduled to be demolished to make way for a 


new facility that meets California’s current seismic codes. 


UCSF commissioned two San Francisco-based historical preservation firms to conduct separate 


detailed studies of the feasibility of physically preserving the 10-panel fresco. These studies found 


that the murals are highly fragile and in some places water-damaged, making it likely that 


attempted relocation would cause irreparable damage to the integrity of entire work of art. UCSF 


estimates the cost of such an attempt would be at least $8 million with little guarantee of success. 


The murals, located in the Toland Hall lecture room in UC Hall, depict the history of medicine in 


California, and were commissioned as part of a New Deal-era art program. The late Polish-born 


San Francisco muralist Bernard Zakheim painted the murals between 1935 and 1938 using a 


fresco technique, which required the murals to be painted directly onto wet plaster. The technique 


resulted in murals that became a part of the walls when the plaster dried.  


The difficulty and expense of removing the murals without damaging them is in part due to the 


permanence of fresco technique, as well as several other factors: the murals’ large size, the 


curved shape of the walls on which they are painted, wear and tear sustained over the decades, in 


addition to ground movements and the aging of the building. 


Based on these factors, UCSF has decided not to use public funds to restore and relocate the 


already damaged murals, especially at a time when the UC system faces financial challenges in 


the wake of COVID-19. As an alternative, the University intends to preserve the murals through 


three-dimensional digital recording that would be made available online and through a planned 


interpretive virtual reality exhibit on campus to be maintained by the UCSF Library’s Archives and 


Special Collections department alongside related historical materials preserved for scholarly use. 


Before moving forward, UCSF is engaging the artist’s family to determine whether they would like 


to make arrangements to attempt to remove and take possession of the murals at their own 







expense.  UCSF also has informed various stakeholders of its plans, including historical 


preservationist groups; community groups; neighbors; and UCSF faculty, staff, learners and 


alumni, as well as the U.S. General Services Administration, which inventories artworks created 


under the WPA.   


 


FAQ 


What is the Toland Hall “History of Medicine” mural? 


The “History of Medicine” murals were painted by Polish-born San Francisco muralist Bernard 


Zakheim between 1935 and 1938 on the walls of Toland Hall, a large lecture room in UC Hall, one 


of UCSF’s oldest buildings and the University’s first hospital.  


The murals were commissioned as part of the Works Progress Administration Federal Art Project 


and depict in 10 panels scenes of the history of science and medicine in California — including 


portrayals of traditional Native American medicine; scenes from Spanish, early American and Gold 


Rush California; and the founders of the UC Medical School.  


Why and when is UC Hall scheduled to be demolished? 


UC Hall was built in 1917 as UCSF’s first hospital and has been decommissioned for use because 


it is seismically unsound.  


UCSF had planned to renovate UC Hall, as described in its 2014 Long Range Development Plan 


(LRDP), but subsequent planning concluded that UC Hall is not a good candidate for renovation 


because a retrofitted UC Hall would not provide equivalent seismic performance, and would not 


support either a housing program or contemporary research programs as effectively as new 


purpose-built structures. Accordingly, the University now proposes to replace UC Hall as part of a 


broader plan to update its historic Parnassus Heights campus. Construction for a new state-of-the-


art research and academic building, which will replace UC Hall, is proposed to begin in 2022. 


Why isn’t UCSF moving the murals, an artwork with historical significance, to another 


location? 


UCSF commissioned two independent studies of how the murals could be moved from their 


current location. The comprehensive studies, conducted by the well-respected San Francisco-


based historical preservation firms Page & Turnbull and the Architectural Resources Group (ARG), 


produced detailed technical assessments of several approaches to physically preserving and 


relocating the murals. Based on these studies, UCSF has concluded that there would be a 


significant probability the already-fragile murals would be subject to serious damage in the 


process, which the University estimates would cost at least $8 million. 







UCSF’s leadership team decided that it could not allocate funding for the preservation of these 


already damaged murals, as its primary responsibility is to use its public funding to support 


UCSF’s academic health care mission. This responsibility has taken on greater significance at a 


time when UCSF and the UC system faces serious ongoing financial challenges as we manage 


the COVID-19 pandemic. 


How does UCSF plan to preserve the murals digitally? 


UCSF plans to preserve the murals through a high-resolution 3D digital visualization that can live 


on in perpetuity. The University is developing a virtual reality interpretive exhibit to be hosted on 


campus that would allow the public and scholars to explore the murals up close and learn more 


about their history. 


University Discretionary funds from the Office of the Chancellor have been set aside for this 


purpose. The UCSF Library Archives and Special Collections department will oversee this digital 


preservation strategy, with two overarching goals: to enable virtual public access to the visual 


record of the murals and to professionally document the current state of the murals for the future 


use of scholars and art conservationists. 


Has UCSF informed the family of the artist Bernard Zakheim? 


Yes. UCSF has reached out to Mr. Zakheim’s family to share the results of the studies we 


conducted, and to inquire whether the family would like to assume responsibility for attempting the 


removal and storage of the mural. 


Has UCSF reached out to historical preservationists, art enthusiasts or philanthropists to 


see if they are interested in raising funds to remove and replace the murals elsewhere? 


Yes. UCSF is reaching out to philanthropists and conservation groups, including the San 


Francisco Historic Preservation Commission, State Historic Preservation Office, and the San 


Francisco Heritage group. UCSF has also notified the U.S. General Services Administration 


(GSA), which inventories artworks created under the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
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 May 22, 2020 


VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY  


 


Fine Arts Program 


Office of the Chief Architect 


U.S. General Services Administration 


1800 F Street, NW 


Washington, DC 20405 


wpa@gsa.gov 


 


Re: Bernard Zakheim “History of Medicine in California” Murals located in UC 


Hall, University of California, San Francisco, Parnassus Heights Campus 


 


Dear Sir or Madam: 


This firm represents the University of California, San Francisco (“UCSF”), on whose 


behalf I am writing to inform the U.S. General Services Administration (“GSA”) of the potential 


demolition of artwork commissioned by the Works Progress Administration (“WPA”) as described 


in greater detail below. 


In order to revitalize its oldest and largest campus site, UCSF is proposing to implement a 


Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (“CPHP”), which is a conceptual, flexible plan to meet 


projected space needs for critical programs in research, patient care, and education at the UCSF 


Parnassus Heights campus site while improving upon the aesthetic and functional design of the 


campus environment.  Under the proposed CPHP, UCSF is planning to demolish UC Hall, which 


was built in 1917 and has been determined to be seismically unsafe pursuant to the University of 


California’s Seismic Safety Policy, in order to allow for construction of a new Research and 


Academic Building.  The new Research and Academic Building will provide approximately 


270,000 gsf of research, academic and educational space to replace obsolete wet lab space with a 


new state-of-the-art, flexible research building.  The demolition of UC Hall will involve the likely 


destruction of murals in the Toland Hall auditorium located in UC Hall, known as the “History of 


Medicine in California” murals.  Representative pictures of the “History of Medicine in California” 


murals are attached to this letter as Exhibit A. 


The “History of Medicine in California” murals at Toland Hall were painted by noted 


political activist and muralist Bernard Zakheim, a student of Diego Rivera, and his assistant Phyllis 


Wrightson over a four-year period between 1935 and 1938.  The ten-panel cycle of murals were 


commissioned by the WPA through the Federal Art Project and were completed in collaboration 


with renowned members of UCSF’s faculty to depict the history of medicine in California.  The 
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series of Zakheim murals are located within the single-story Toland Hall auditorium in UC Hall.  


In addition to being an example of artwork of the New Deal era in San Francisco, the Zakheim 


murals are notable due to their technical application.  The Zakheim murals were painted using the 


same traditional method of creating frescoes during the Italian Renaissance in which pigment is 


rapidly applied directly to wet plaster so that it becomes an integral part of the plaster, resulting in 


a chemical reaction that forms a surface of calcium carbonate on top of the pigment. 


Given the nature of frescoes and their vulnerability to cracking, as well as the physical 


condition of some of the Zakheim murals which have experienced significant water damage over 


the years, UCSF has determined that it will be extremely difficult to relocate the Zakheim murals 


without potentially causing serious damage to the artwork and destroying the integrity of the entire 


series.  In addition, due to the fact that most of the murals are curved (following the shape of the 


round Toland Hall auditorium), very large and heavy (weighing approximately 2,500 pounds 


each), and attached to the concrete walls, the cost of removal (without any guarantee of success) 


is prohibitive. 


Accordingly, UCSF has reviewed federal and state laws, regulations, and GSA policies and 


guidance for disposal of artwork and sculptures that were commissioned under the WPA.  The 


GSA is required to “follow the policies and guidance for disposal of artwork and sculptures 


developed by the GSA Office of the Chief Architect, Center for Design Excellence and the Arts, 


and the Bulletin dated March 26, 1934, entitled ‘Legal Title to Works Produced under the Public 


Works of Art Project.’”  41 C.F.R. §102-75.165.  Paragraph 1 of the Bulletin dated March 26, 


1934, states, “All works of art executed with the intent that they should occupy a particular place 


in some public building are to be treated as a part of that building.”  Pursuant to GSA’s 2019 legal 


fact sheet, “Legal Title to Art Work Produced Under the 1930s and 1940s New Deal 


Administration”1, 


[I]f the artwork is an integral part of the structure (site-specific 


murals, bas-reliefs and architectural ornamentation) GSA, on behalf 


of the United States, no longer maintains an ownership interest in 


the artwork, unless that ownership interest was preserved in the 


documents transferring custody of the artwork(s).  GSA does request 


that any institution that has acquired a structure that contains New 


Deal artwork that is an integral part of the structure, and is preparing 


to destroy that artwork, contact the GSA Fine Arts Program. 


The Regents of the University of California is the fee owner of UC Hall, and as 


demonstrated above, the Zakheim murals are site-specific and an integral part of the UC Hall 


structure.  Based on a search of UCSF’s records, we have not seen any evidence that any ownership 


interest to the Zakheim murals was preserved by GSA on behalf of the United States.  In 


accordance with GSA’s stated policies, UCSF is providing notice to GSA of UCSF’s intention to 


 
1 General Services Administration, “Legal Title to Art Work Produced Under the 1930s and 


1940s New Deal Administration” (2019), p. 11 


<https://www.gsa.gov/cdnstatic/legal_fact_sheet_final_I.pdf> (last accessed May 6, 2020). 
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demolish UC Hall, and potentially destroy the Zakheim murals contained therein.  Prior to any 


destruction of the Zakheim murals, UCSF intends to prepare documentation of the murals in 


accordance with Historic American Buildings Survey standards, as well as prepare high-resolution 


digital imaging for documentation purposes and potentially for use in an interpretive display at the 


Parnassus Heights campus site. 


UCSF is preparing to publish a draft Environmental Impact Report on the CPHP on June 


12, 2020, and plans to demolish UC Hall by the beginning of 2022.  Please contact the undersigned 


at (415) 955-5020 or at colson@lubinolson.com with any comments or questions.  We welcome 


GSA’s response and look forward to feedback from your office. 


 Sincerely, 


 


 


 


 


Charles R. Olson, Esq. 


 


 


cc: Brian Newman, Senior Associate Vice Chancellor, UCSF Real Estate / Vice President, 


 UCSF Health (brian.newman@ucsf.edu) 


 Greta Schnetzler, Chief Campus Counsel – Associate General Counsel 


 (gschnetzler@legal.ucsf.edu)  


 Kevin Beauchamp, Executive Director, Physical Planning (kevin.beauchamp@ucsf.edu)  


 Diane Wong, Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator (diane.wong@ucsf.edu) 
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From the UCSF Medical Alumni Magazine, Vol. 48, No. 2, Fall 2007: 


 


“This panel is a tribute to the achievements of the Hooper Foundation for Medical Research in 


the application of the biological sciences to the problems of medicine and public health.” 
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From the UCSF Medical Alumni Magazine, Vol. 48, No. 2, Fall 2007: 


 


“The Central episode of the panel [above] illustrates the problems that grew from the invasion 


of California by the bubonic plague in 1900.  Reflecting the sunburst pattern characteristic of the 


room, the focal point of this panel is on the rat in the bottom center, the source for the spread of 


the disease.  Seen around the body of the animal whose death proved the existence of the plague 


in San Francisco are city bacteriologist Wilfred Kellogg and others, who directed the campaign 


against the corrupt political forces that fought to suppress the acknowledgment of the presence 


of plague in the city.” 
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From the UCSF Medical Alumni Magazine, Vol. 48, No. 2, Fall 2007: 


 


“This panel is dedicated to the field of science as a whole – past, present and future.  The large 


wheel in the center symbolizes the early development of modern science, call into existence by 


the necessity of the trouble humans in the foreground.  The bearings upon which this wheel turns 


are engraved with the names of the men who laid the foundation for [future] scientific 


knowledge.” 







Director, Local and State Government Relations
 
University of California, San Francisco
3333 California Street, Suite 103 | San Francisco, CA 94118
Phone:  415-476-8433 | Mobile:  510-207-0628
Email:  amiee.alden@ucsf.edu
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item Planning Commission Meeting Item 18 2018-007883 Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:30:15 PM
Attachments: Planning Commission 5-28-2020.pdf

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

On 5/27/20, 1:18 PM, "r and k" <woloso1@yahoo.com> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    I am writing to comment on the Balboa Reservoir Project before the Planning Commission May 28, 2020.  I have
also included some thoughts on transportation improvements that may be beyond the scope of this review but feel
they are important to be a part of the record:
    A.    Overall Project and Density:  I applaud the design of this greenhouse neutral development.  I started this
process in December 2014 with the opinion, based on previous plans presented by developers over the years, that
even 500 units were too many for this space casting the dissenting vote as the Vice-Chair of the Community
Advisory Committee on the Principles and Parameters in support of my neighbors and my neighborhood, Westwood
Park.
   
    However, consistent with my activities in the broader neighborhood and in recognition of the changing economic
and housing situations, I believe that a well-designed project with density and 50% low income housing will benefit
our broader community and neighborhoods, City College and the City.
   
    Our communities desperately need many of the amenities that are a part of the development design including
parks and open space, housing for teachers, students and families, community space and a gateway to City College
and public transportation.
   
    This project will also bring much needed year-round foot traffic to the Ocean Avenue Retail District.
   
    B.    Bicycle and pedestrian access at San Ramon Paseo are essential:
   
    1)    To provide safe entry parallel to Ocean Avenue into the new development and the amenities specifically
parks, childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy access to City College and the Muni transit center on
Frida Kahlo Way.
   
    2)    To allow Westwood Park residents and other neighbors direct and easy access to the same amenities that will
be available in the new development.
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    3)    To fully and seamlessly integrate this new neighborhood into the general community.
   
    C.    Multi-Generational Accessibility:  Creating peaceful spaces where people can gather and watch kids play, get
together to have a conversation or just sit and read should be incorporated into housing designed with benches,
lighting, stoops with accessible ramps and community “nooks.”
   
    D.    Community Gateway:  The concept that the Unity Plaza Design Committee had was that the Plaza would be
a gateway and to that end joining the Plaza to this new community via the PUC access area is very important and it
seems to me to be achievable.
   
    E.    Hazards:  In addition to the comments and recommendations regarding designs, building materials and colors
that take into consideration our general environment which includes strong ocean winds, fog, humidity that
encourages mold, I would also like to point out the grime from heavy street traffic and pigeons. The area along
Ocean Avenue has had a history of flooding and recommend that wherever possible permeable pavers or like
materials be incorporated in the design and building materials.
   
    F.    Community Advisory Committee: Finally, I wish to thank the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory
Committee for their due diligence in making this such an effective forum and support the continuation of this
Committee in monitoring the project as it moves to the next steps.
   
    G.    Comment on Transportation, Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and other Needed Improvements:
   
    Transportation:  1) Underground the K; 2) Increase frequency (decrease headway) of bus and streetcar lines
serving City College; 3) Create the K and T as independent lines with the K based at Metro and T based at Metro
East; 4) Re-route the T to link to Balboa Park station from the Sunnydale terminus; and 5) creating an independent
localized shuttle line.
   
    Pedestrian and Bicycle:  1) Remove berm from the Wellness Center to Frida Kahlo Way to widen the road, create
a bicycle lane, wider pedestrian walkway and smooth freeway egress; 2) Create pedestrian only all way crossing
times; 3) Utilize Paseo San Ramon as safe entry parallel to Ocean Avenue into the new development and the
amenities specifically parks, childcare, walking trails and bike paths as well as easy access to City College and the
Muni transit center on Frida Kahlo Way.
   
    By way of reference, I am a resident of Westwood Park (42+ years) and active in the
    community. I am currently a member of the Ocean Avenue Association Street Life and
    Business Improvement Committees, the OMI Cultural Participation Project, and other organizations supporting
the Ocean Avenue/Ingleside neighborhoods, Arts and Culture District and retail corridor. I am a former member of
the Westwood Park Association Board of Directors (President 2009-2016), and Balboa Reservoir Community
Advisory Board (Vice Chair 2015-2016) and member of the Mercy Housing and Unity Plaza Design Committees.
   
    Sincerely,
   
    Kate Favetti
   



 
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 Support for the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:29:54 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: Erin Cronin <erinc@internationalsf.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 1:34 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: 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 Erin Cronin and I have lived in San Francisco since 2002 and I have worked in Hayes Valley at
the French American International School since 2003. During this time I have witnessed the positive
impact the school has had on students and on the Hayes Valley community.  I have watched over
1000 students graduate from the school - students who graduate from French American
International School are not only able to communicate across cultures, but they are kind and
empathetic people who want to make a difference in the world and their local communities. 
Additionally, while a private school education is out of reach for many San Francisco families, the
school is committed to providing financial assistance to make that dream a reality, and I have seen
first hand how this education has transformed the lives of students and their families. 

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 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 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,
Erin Cronin
 



 
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 approve the Hub/98 Franklin Project for the benefit of San Francisco
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:29:40 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: George Akel <gakel@pacbell.net>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 2:11 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: Please approve the Hub/98 Franklin Project for the benefit of San Francisco
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my full support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is George Akel.  I have lived in San Francisco for over the past 20+
years with my wife and children. My daughter is a junior at French American International
School and we have been a members of this vibrant and diverse school community for the
past 3 years.  

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, transit-orientated development
that will benefit San Francisco well into the future. Everyone is aware of San Francisco's
dire need of affordable housing. The proposed project will provide over 80 units in an ideal
location - close to services, employment and transit. The current site is greatly underutilized
as a surface parking lot and the proposed project will bring design improvements to the
public realm and pedestrian rights-of-way.

In addition, the project through its redevelopment will help address the Hayes Valley
neighborhood’s challenges with vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity with additional
residents, students, and business will serve as a natural deterrent to vandalism.

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

The school has a long, successful history of working with San Francisco and the Hayes
Valley communities and I hope this project would allow for a new chapter of collaboration. I
strongly encourage your support of French American International School and the 98
Franklin Street development for the benefit of San Francisco. 

Thank you for your consideration.

George Akel

 



 
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 Street Project
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:29:28 PM

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

From: Thomas Hunt <tmh209@icloud.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 2:26 PM
To: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "lcuadra@bergdavis.com" <lcuadra@bergdavis.com>,
"aaronl@frenchamericansf.org" <aaronl@frenchamericansf.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Street 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 isThomas Hunt.  I am a San Francisco resident and I’m the parent of
Amelie Hunt and have been a member of the French American and International High
School community for 10 years.  

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.

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 Streetdevelopment.

Thank you.

Thomas Hunt
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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: Deland Chan
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Our endorsement for Saint Ignatius High School Field Lights
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:28:12 PM
Attachments: Letter For SI Lights .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: William Q <allsmiles2407@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 4:10 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: re: Our endorsement for Saint Ignatius High School Field Lights
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners and  Supervisor Gordon Mar,
 
I am enclosing my letter of strong support for the installation of Saint Ignatius Field lights.  I believe
this will bring community engagement that will benefit the Sunset District. 
 
 
Cheers,
Drs. Charlene &  William Quach
 
--
IMPORTANT NOTICE:

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



Date		May	27th,	2020	
	
President	Joel	Koppel	
and	Honorable	Commissioners	
San	Francisco	Planning	Commission	
San	Francisco	City	Hall	
	
VIA	EMAIL	
 
Re: Our neighborhood support for Lights at St. Ignatius Field 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Over the past thirty years, I have lived in the Sunset and participated in numerous community 
activities within the neighborhood. I have been very impressed with how Saint Ignatius High 
School serves its students as well as kids all around the SF community during the school year 
and in the summer. Proudly, we are now a part of SI parents’ community with two children in 
SI.   
 
My husband, William, and I are writing to advocate for approval for lights at St. Ignatius Collge 
Prep. High School Field.  
 
When I walk by the fields during the fall and winter, I notice there are always fun activities for 
students and local youth with adult supervision. Recent studies by the Academy of Pediatrics 
indicated that starting school later in the morning leads to better health and school performance.  
 
Having enough lights in the field provides a safer environment and better clarity for student-
athletes and youth participants if school hours change to a later start or during Friday night 
community games.    
 
We hope that allowing SI to add lights in their field will promote even better community 
engagement for many years to come. 
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field, and thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Charlene & Dr. William Quach 
2347 35th ave 
SF CA 94116 
 
Allsmiles2407@gmail.com 
	
	
	
	 	







This message may contain confidential information. If you have received this e-mail in error, do not use, copy or
distribute it. Do not open any attachments. Delete it immediately from your system and notify the sender promptly
by e-mail that you have done so.



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

From: Jim Grossman
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; jomnas.ionin@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,

Milicent (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Taylor Jordan; Brian Bacharach (Consultant); Alfred
Sodini

Subject: Whole Foods Hearing for City Center Shopping Center at Geary and Masonic
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 11:18:03 AM

 

Hello SF Planning Commission Officials,

I am a homeowner at 975 Baker Street in San Francisco and I want to strongly support the

Whole Foods application to locate a store in my neighborhood. Whole Foods is planning on

occupying a vacant building in the City Center Shopping Center which would be a real plus for

our area and the City of SF. Vacant retail buildings are a problem for the local area as they are

for the whole of SF. SF voters recently approved a measure that taxes landlords that fail to fill

their vacant storefronts. Here we have a vacant building left by Best Buy that Whole Foods

wants to occupy. I can't believe there would be any opposition to this plan. In fact, I believe the

City of SF should be giving Whole Foods a tax incentive to fill this empty building. The City

gets increased tax income, 200 new jobs for its residents, and a responsible and much needed

tenant supplying food for residents.

There is a Whole Foods Market at Franklin and California Streets but its parking is terrible as

there are few slots and on Sundays, its almost impossible to park . As I understand it, a Church

owns this lands and leases the property to Whole Foods and required Whole Foods to reserve a

number of their parking spaces for church members on Sundays. This location is not work well

for the residents of our neighborhood  Also their is a Trader Joe's at Masonic and Geary but

parking here is also terrible. Trader Joe's tells me this particular store is their busiest store in the

country.

Our neighborhood strongly recommends your approval for Whole Foods to occupy the vacant

building at City Center Shopping Center.

Jim Grossman
975 Baker Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF parent in Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 10:14:31 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 5/26/20, 8:22 PM, "Jeanne Leinwand" <jeanneobi@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 hope that this email finds you well. I am contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin
Street development. My name is Jeanne Leinwand. I am a San Francisco resident and the parent of two children who
have been going to the French American International School for over 10 years.
   
    French American International 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, 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 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. Having spent lots of time in the Hayes Valley neighborhood over the years with my children,
I have seen how development in the Hayes Valley neighborhood has brought such positive change to the
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.
   
    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
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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,
   
    Jeanne Leinwand
   
   
   



 
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: SF and FAIS family support for the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 10:14:19 AM

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

From: Luca Mangini <lucamangini@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 at 9:49 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: SF and FAIS family support for the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am reaching out to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is
Luca Mangini. My wife and I have lived in San Francisco since 2002. We are proud parents of three
children ages 6, 3.5 and 3.5. Our eldest has attended French American International School for the
last three years and will start 1st grade at 150 Oak st in the Fall. She and her siblings will directly
benefit from this future development. 

The French American 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, 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

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

--
Luca Mangini



 
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"s support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 10:14:04 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: Meg Makalou <megmakalou@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 at 10:20 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: Our Family's 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 Meg Makalou and I live in SF's Castro district with my
family. I’m the parent of a 6 year old kindergartner and have been a member of the
French American and International High School community for two years.  

We have been so fortunate to be part of this very special school community and look
forward to supporting the school's development and support for SF's Hayes Valley
district

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.
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The project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs. Our current Covid crisis highlights the need for affordable housing in SF now
more than ever.

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.

Stay well!

The Makalou Family



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Deland Chan
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Saint Ignatius field lights
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 10:13:31 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: info <friscosunset@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 at 2:28 AM
To: "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>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Cc: "gordonmar@sfgov.org" <gordonmar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Saint Ignatius field lights
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
I graduated from Saint Ignatius and grew up in the Sunset District.   
Please give strong consideration to allowing Saint Ignatius to light up their athletic field.   Young men
and obviously not only need an academic and moral foundation, but a sports foundation as well. 
When I get together with my old friends it invariably involves playing basketball.  A habit we
established at Saint Ignatius.    
Saint Ignatius has been a good neighbor in the Sunset District for close half a century.   And will
continue to graduate fine citizens.   Please give them an opportunity to participate in sports.  To
learn to compete and become solid adults.  
 
Good luck with handling all the development going on in the city.   You have your hands full.  
Appreciate all your hard work.  
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Kind Regards,
 
Jim Foley
Saint Ignatius High School
Class of 1974
 



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

From: Major, Erica (BOS)
To: Public Lands for Public Good; 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)

Cc: ajahjah@att.net
Subject: RE: please be sure to complete the public record
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 9:44:06 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Confirming receipt.
 
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: Public Lands for Public Good <publiclandsforpublicgood@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 5:07 PM
To: 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>; Major, Erica
(BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>
Cc: ajahjah@att.net
Subject: please be sure to complete the public record
 

 

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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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; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); commissioners@sfwater.org; Lutenski,
Leigh (ECN)

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 10:25:05 PM
Attachments: PC Comment Letter JBB.docx

PC Comment Letter Supp JBB.docx

 
Attached for your consideration is a May 25, 2020 letter, and a supplemental May 26, 2020
letter regarding the Balboa Reservoir Project. 

I sent the May 25 letter yesterday. But I am having computer problems, and am sending it
again just in case you did not receive it. I appreciate your consideration of both of these
letters.

Sincerely,

Jean

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

Stay safe and be well
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JEAN B BARISH

711 27th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

jeanbbarish@hotmail.com          415-752-0185



May 25, 2020



San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479



Re:  Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV

        FSEIR Approval and Other Issues	



Dear Commissioners,



I am writing regarding a number of important decisions you will be making about the Balboa Reservoir Project, on the Agenda for your May 28, 2020 meeting.



You will be considering resolutions regarding the Final Subsequent Environmental Review; the Development Agreement; Design Standards Guidelines; General Plan Amendments; and, Planning Code Amendments.



[bookmark: _Hlk41130176]Before setting forth concerns about these issues, I wish to repeat my request, originally submitted to you on May 21, 2020 that you postpone making any decisions impacting the Project and remove all Balboa Reservoir Project decisions from the May 28 Agenda.



These decisions should be postponed until underlying agreements between the City and/or the developers and City College of San Francisco have been fully executed. According to a May 1, 2018, letter from Ken Rich, SF OEWD, there was supposed to be an MOU with CCSF covering issues of importance to CCSF, including parking and transportation, an “Academic Village,” and a Performing Arts Education Center. The letter said the completion of the MOU would precede Project decisions by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. This was confirmed by CCSF consultant Charmaine Curtis at a CCSF Board of Trustees meeting on October 30, 2018. To date an MOU has not been executed.



Further, according to the Draft Minutes of the April 9, 2020 meeting of the CCSF Board of Trustees Facilities Master Planning and Oversight Committee, CCSF and the City need to renegotiate an Easement Agreement permitting a roadway that will transect CCSF property and enable an extension of Lee Avenue. This Easement Agreement has not been completed. Several members of the CCSF Board of Trustees are concerned about the impact of this Easement on CCSF.







San Francisco Planning Commission

May 22, 2020

Page 2







The City and developers have consistently said they are collaborating and cooperating with CCSF to assure the Project will help meet CCSF’s goals. This commitment has not occurred. 



Unless and until the interests of CCSF have been fully vetted and satisfied, this Project should not move forward. The future of CCSF hangs in the balance.



Should the Commission disregard this request for postponement, I submit the following for your consideration.



General Comments



This Project should not be approved because it privatizes public land that has been used by City College of San Francisco for decades. This land should be owned by CCSF and used to meet the growing demand for education, vocational training and lifelong learning. CCSF is San Francisco’s educational treasure. Selling this public land to the highest bidder for a private housing development is unacceptable.



This Project should be not be approved because it does not meet the City’s pressing need for affordable housing, especially for lower-income residents. At best, only 50% of the units will be affordable, and many of these units will be available to people earning 120% of the City’s AMI. The City does not need more market rate housing. There is already more than enough in the pipeline. What is desperately needed is more affordable housing for lower-income and working-class households. 



This Project should not be approved because it will remove thousands of parking spaces that students who drive to CCSF from throughout the City depend on. Removal of this parking will make it impossible for students to attend classes, depriving them of the education they need and deserve. Analysis of the impact of this Project on parking is inadequate. An April 26, 2020,  memo to Leigh Lutenski, OEWD, detailing this parking issue is here: https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BPHPXE61935D/$file/Ahrens-Lutenski%20Memo%20Facilties%20Committee%20May%2014%202020.pdf 



This Project should not be approved because it does not provide adequate public transit, further exacerbating the impact of the loss of parking. SF MTA has stated several times that transit improvements are not firm, are merely “aspirational,” and “sketchy.” And so far there are no specific plans to improve and increase transit in this already congested area. Additionally, the Final SEIR states that the Project will create significant transportation impacts that cannot be mitigated. 





San Francisco Planning Commission
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This Project should not be approved because it is an oversized, dense housing development right across the street from City College of San Francisco, adjoining a neighborhood of single-family homes. It is out of scale with the surrounding community, 

and is shoehorning thousands of people into a few acres of land with very little open space. 



This Project should not be approved because it gentrifies one of the last working-class neighborhoods in San Francisco, which will drive out families who are the backbone of the City, the hard working men and women we all depend on to drive our buses, repair our streets, and teach our children.



This Project should not be approved because the Final SEIR has identified three significant environmental impacts, construction noise, air quality, and transportation, that cannot be mitigated.





[bookmark: _Hlk41130580]Project Approval Concerns



CEQA Review



The Commission is being asked to Certify the Final Subsequent Environmental Report and Adopt Findings and a Statement of Overriding Consideration. For the following reasons, I respectfully object to the Certification and Approval of this FSEIR.

I respectfully Object to a number of the Findings:

- The land is not underutilized. It is currently used for parking, enabling student access to City College. It is also used for other City College and public events. Additionally, should it be purchased by City College, it would be an ideal site for City College buildings, especially important during a time when City College anticipates considerable growth.

- The Balboa Area Plan Final EIR, which is superior to this Plan EIR, called for a much smaller development of 500 units at this site, with a proposed height limit of 40 feet. This project is much bigger and much taller. It does not conform to the Balboa Area Plan FEIR, approved several years ago.

- The public transportation in this area is not sufficient to meet the needs of the hundreds of additional residents who will be living in the Project and students who will not have parking. So far, there are no specific transit improvement plans or designs. 



San Francisco Planning Commission
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- Some of the units in this Project will be 78 feet tall. Buildings of this height are out of scale with the homes in the surrounding neighborhoods. Additionally, the population density of this Project acres is much greater than the density in the surrounding areas.

- Infrastructure improvements are only necessary because a development is planned for thousands of people. Should this land not be converted into a dense housing development, infrastructure needs would be reduced.

- The City and developer have failed to work with City College to address parking needs. Despite the fact that over 1,000 parking spaces will be needed,  the Project will provide no more than 450 public parking spaces available to the public. These spaces will be available to anyone, including but not limited to City College students/faculty/staff.



Further, for the following reasons I object to the Planning Commission’s rejection of Reduced Density Alternative as infeasible

- Increasing density just because it can be done is not a good enough reason to increase the size of the Project. Housing does not exist in a vacuum. And cramming a 1,100 unit Project onto a few acres, especially when it’s surrounded by single-family homes, is not appropriate even if it is doable.  

- Although the current plans call for only 50% affordable units, that does not have to be the maximum number of affordable units. With adequate funding, the project could be up to 100% affordable. Fifty-percent is not a magic number that must be applied everywhere. One hundred percent affordable developments have been built elsewhere, and they could be built here, too. 

- San Francisco does not need more market rate housing.  There are tens of thousands of market rate units in the pipeline, more than enough to satisfy the demand for years to come.  The only kind of housing needed in San Francisco is affordable housing.

- Once the development is built, transit needs will significantly increase, especially since a great deal of parking will be eliminated. But current transit is running at capacity, and plans for added transit are just speculative.

- The parking lot is not underused. And even if not always filled to capacity, it meets a critical need for students who rely on their cars to travel between school, one or more jobs, and their homes. 

I also object to the approval of the Statement of Overriding Considerations. The recitation of overriding considerations is merely a reiteration of the advantages of the oversized Project proposed by the Developer, and fails to consider all of the reasons 
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cited above why the Project should either be rejected, or, alternatively, a smaller project should be approved.  



Development Agreement and Design Standards and Guidelines



The Development Agreement and the Design Standards and Guidelines have significant flaws. 



According to Exhibit D, Section D, of the Development Agreement, 150 units of “Educator” housing will be built. This housing will be available to both CCSF and SFUSD staff and faculty. But this housing will not be available to students, even students with families. The Developers have said that student housing is a different kind of project they are not prepared to build. Yet not all students are the same. And if apartments will be available to faculty and staff, they should also be available to students, many of whom have economic needs greater than those of faculty and staff.  



Exhibit J of the Development Agreement, the Transportation Plan, also has several flaws:



- Transportation and parking decisions are based on a TDM prepared by the Developer. Yet despite the fact that this Project will significantly impact available parking for CCSF students/faculty/staff, this TDM does not include a parking analysis. CCSF had a parking analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers, which showed that the project could cause the loss of up to over one thousand parking spaces. Yet this CCSF report was not considered by the City or the Developer in developing a plan to mitigate parking loss.



- The developer has agreed to provide up to 450 units of public parking. But these spaces will not be dedicated to CCSF students/faculty/staff. They will be available to all non-residents. 



- Parking will be priced at market-rate. This will make it difficult or impossible for the working-class students who typify City College students to access the school, and attend classes…classes they need to enroll in a 4-year college, or acquire the vocational training that will enable them to enter the workforce with a good, well-paying job.



- There are no specific plans for increasing public transit in the area to accommodate increased transit needs due to significantly reduced parking and an increase in both student and residential population. Plans have been described as “aspirational,” and “sketchy.” 
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- Many CCSF students and faculty have stated they would like a shuttle from the Balboa Park Station BART station to the CCSF campus. This would facilitate the use of BART, which is a long walk from CCSF. There are no plans for the developers to provide a shuttle.



The Design Standards Guidelines are also problematic. In order to engage the surrounding community in the design process of this Development, the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Board was created, with representatives of all stakeholders participating.



Early in the process the BRCAC proposed Principles & Parameters for the Project.  Yet the final project design does not comply with the intent of many of these Parameters, most notably solutions to problems with traffic congestion, transit and parking.  The BRCAC expressed concern that the project  would displace parking utilized by City College students, and urged the developer to work with CCSF to identify transportation solutions and parking alternatives.. But that has not happened, and there is great concern that CCSF’s parking needs will not be met.



Additionally, the Project design is inconsistent with many of the core elements set forth in the BRCAC’s Parameters, including project size, density, and height.  In its mass and density, it is completely out of scale with the surrounding residential neighborhood. This is a very large  development for thousands of residents in a low-density neighborhood with a limited transportation system.

And most recently, in a May 14, 2020, letter from the Developer to the Planning Department, the Developer submitted a last minute Revised Project Description that will increase the height of a block of buildings from 35 to 48 feet. This design change will significantly alter the character of the Project, and was added as a last-minute change to plans with no regard for the concerns of surrounding residents. This bait-and-switch is unacceptable. The Design Standards Guidelines cannot be approved by the Planning Commission until there has been a full vetting by CCSF and community members of these new plans.

For the foregoing reasons, the Development Agreement and Design Standards and Guidelines should not approved.



[bookmark: _Hlk37326948]
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General Plan Amendments, Special Use District and other Zoning Changes

San Francisco’s General Plan is designed to guide the City’s evolution and growth. It comprises  general objectives and policies that guide public and private actions. The General Plan reflects community values and priorities through its public adoption process, ensuring both private development and public action conform to this vision. 

The zoning changes proposed for the Balboa Reservoir Project are inconsistent with the General Plan. They are not simple variances. Rather, they violate the very intention and purpose of the General Plan. Unless there are General Plan Amendments, therefore, the proposed zoning changes would constitute unpermitted spot zoning. 

Accordingly, to assure conformance with the General Plan and to avoid unpermitted spot zoning, you are considering General Plan Amendments. But these General Plan Amendments are merely spot zoning with a different name. 

Amending the General Plan is an exceptional and unusual action, and should not be made simply to allow conformance of an individual project. By approving General Plan Amendments to avoid unpermitted spot zoning, you are subordinating the City’s overarching planning policies to benefit one privately initiated project. Approving the General Plan Amendments is simply spot zoning by another name. 

Changes to the General Plan require an independent review by the Planning Commission with public comment, as a noticed agenda item. General Plan Amendments should not be a truncated action subordinated to planning approval of a specific proposed private project. In fact, Item 19 on the May 28 Agenda is an Informational Update regarding Amending the Housing Element of the General Plan. According to the Agenda, this process will take two years. This is compelling evidence that General Plan Amendments should not be done in haste.  

These proposed General Plan Amendments, therefore, should not be hastily approved on May 28 just to assure that rezoning of this one project conforms. 

Without approval of General Plan Amendments, the Resolution to Amend the Planning Code and Map to create a Special Use District should be deferred.



Conclusion

The future of City College of San Francisco hangs in the balance. The Balboa Reservoir Project, an oversized, largely market-rate development that will be built on land used by City College for years, will cause City College to shrink and become a shadow of its former self. The decline of City College will significantly impact thousands of people 
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throughout San Francisco: students who need a class to matriculate to a four-year college; students who need certification for a vocational training program; seniors for whom classes provide the physical and emotional support they need to stay healthy, vital, and engaged; and people of all ages who are taking non-credit classes to learn new skills, such as ESL, or who simply want to become more productive and fulfilled members of the community. 

In 2013, a Budget and Legislative Analyst evaluation estimated that City College’s value to the City was over $300 million by providing job training, skills training, jobs for 2400 faculty, administrators, and classified staff, market value of jobs attained by CCSF graduates, state and federal grants, low-cost higher education compared to for-profit two year programs. But it’s not just economic. It’s also about improving the quality of life of everyone in City by providing well educated and well trained San Franciscans, from home health aides to tech workers to engineers to artists and musicians.

Thank you for valuing CCSF and considering these issues.  

Sincerely,

Jean B Barish



Jean B Barish

jeanbbarish@hotmail.com

415-752-0185 


cc: 	San Francisco Board of Supervisors

	City College of San Francisco Board of Trustees

	San Francisco MTA Board of Directors

	San Francisco Planning Commission 

	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

	San Francisco Office of Workforce and Economic Development










JEAN B BARISH

711 27th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

jeanbbarish@hotmail.com          415-752-0185







May 26, 2020





San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479



Re:  Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV

        FSEIR Approval and Other Issues	



Dear Commissioners,



This is a supplement to the letter I sent on May 25, 2020 regarding the Balboa Reservoir Project. There are two additional issues I would like to address:



The Benefits of the Project do not Outweigh the Unavoidable Significant Impacts 



According to the Statement of Overriding Considerations (https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf, page 1234): “…There are significant benefits of the Project to support approval of the Project in spite of the unavoidable significant impacts…”



For the following reasons I respectfully disagree with this statement:



- The Project removes public land which has been part of the plans for the development and expansion of the City College of San Francisco campus for many years.



- The Project provides a very limited amount of housing for low-income residents. And all of the funding for below-market housing is not guaranteed.



- The Project removes more parking for students/faculty/staff than it is replacing. This parking is essential for students commuting throughout San Francisco. Removal of this parking jeopardizes enrollment and the viability of the City College.



- The Project does not provide increased open space. It removes over 17 acres of undeveloped land and produces about 4 acres of landscaped areas.
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The Proposed Price for the Sale of This Public Land is Unacceptably Low 



Page 21 of Attachment A of the proposed Motion Adopting Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf, page 1231) states:  "The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million."



This is about $640,000 per acre of prime San Francisco real estate. One acre is approximately 43,000 square feet. According to a casual perusal of the prices of lots in San Francisco, prices for about one tenth of an acre are over $1 million, or $10 million per acre. 



The proposed sale price of the Balboa Reservoir land to a private developer is unreasonably low. Eleven million dollars is a garage-sale price for the largest undeveloped parcel in San Francisco. For public land adjacent to City College of San Francisco, this unfair and unacceptable. 





In conclusion, this Project is a giveaway to a private developer that does not benefit City College, the neighborhood, or the City of San Francisco. CEQA Project Approval should not be granted, and the Development Agreement should not be approved.



Thank you for valuing CCSF and considering these issues.  

Sincerely,

Jean B Barish



Jean B Barish

jeanbbarish@hotmail.com

415-752-0185 


cc: 	San Francisco Board of Supervisors

	City College of San Francisco Board of Trustees

	San Francisco MTA Board of Directors

	San Francisco Planning Commission 

	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

	San Francisco Office of Workforce and Economic Development





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

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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Streamline Conditional Use Permits with Principal Permitting
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 10:01:31 PM

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning Department's
recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all know
of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is, businesses
were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors Budget &
Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use hearing is
nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the people who help make
San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

Supervisor Peskin's streamlining bill gives us a chance to reflect on our options. His bill
promises that neighborhood-serving businesses would receive a hearing within 90 days. This
is not good enough. It is not okay for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend
$10,000 on rent for each month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge
higher prices to offset these costs, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often,
both of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's proposal would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a clear benefit
for Conditional Use applicants. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people
who want to open an independent fitness studio, bakery, or laundromat.

The Planning Department has proposed a far more reasonable option: principally permit a set
of uses on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of response
San Francisco deserve.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. I respectfully ask you to approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning
Department.
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Joel Medina 
joelmedina81@gmail.com 
616 Page St 
San Francisco, California 94117



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

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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Streamline Conditional Use Permits with Principal Permitting
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:44:24 PM

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning Department's
recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st story.

Small business has been troubled even before COVID-19. Making it easier for businesses to
open or change their use will be a net benefit to our business corridors and to the city at large.
I don't think we should micro-manage what small businesses are allowed. This will help
businesses and neighborhoods survive and rebuild through COVID-19.

Michael Chen 
mychen10@yahoo.com 
1688 Pine St Unit W1004 
San Francisco, California 94109
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Streamline Conditional Use Permits with Principal Permitting
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:36:37 PM

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning Department's
recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all know
of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is, businesses
were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors Budget &
Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use hearing is
nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the people who help make
San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

Supervisor Peskin's streamlining bill gives us a chance to reflect on our options. His bill
promises that neighborhood-serving businesses would receive a hearing within 90 days. This
is not good enough. It is not okay for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend
$10,000 on rent for each month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge
higher prices to offset these costs, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often,
both of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's proposal would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a clear benefit
for Conditional Use applicants. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people
who want to open an independent fitness studio, bakery, or laundromat.

The Planning Department has proposed a far more reasonable option: principally permit a set
of uses on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of response
San Francisco deserve.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. I respectfully ask you to approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning
Department.
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Sara Ogilvie 
sara@ogilvie.us.com 
3009 Mission St Apt 210 
San Francisco, California 94110



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

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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Streamline Conditional Use Permits with Principal Permitting
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:27:44 PM

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning Department's
recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all know
of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is, businesses
were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors Budget &
Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use hearing is
nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the people who help make
San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

Supervisor Peskin's streamlining bill gives us a chance to reflect on our options. His bill
promises that neighborhood-serving businesses would receive a hearing within 90 days. This
is not good enough. It is not okay for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend
$10,000 on rent for each month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge
higher prices to offset these costs, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often,
both of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's proposal would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a clear benefit
for Conditional Use applicants. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people
who want to open an independent fitness studio, bakery, or laundromat.

The Planning Department has proposed a far more reasonable option: principally permit a set
of uses on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of response
San Francisco deserve.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. I respectfully ask you to approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning
Department.
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Charles Whitfield 
whitfield.cw@gmail.com 
1 St Francis Place 
San Francisco, California 94107



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

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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Streamline Conditional Use Permits with Principal Permitting
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:00:33 PM

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning Department's
recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all know
of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is, businesses
were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors Budget &
Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use hearing is
nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the people who help make
San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

Supervisor Peskin's streamlining bill gives us a chance to reflect on our options. His bill
promises that neighborhood-serving businesses would receive a hearing within 90 days. This
is not good enough. It is not okay for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend
$10,000 on rent for each month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge
higher prices to offset these costs, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often,
both of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's proposal would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a clear benefit
for Conditional Use applicants. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people
who want to open an independent fitness studio, bakery, or laundromat.

The Planning Department has proposed a far more reasonable option: principally permit a set
of uses on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of response
San Francisco deserve.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. I respectfully ask you to approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning
Department.
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Cliff Bargar 
cliff.bargar@gmail.com 
160 Connecticut St, Apt 10 
San Francisco, California 94107



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

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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Streamline Conditional Use Permits with Principal Permitting
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 7:59:18 PM

 

Planning Commission,

I am writing to you regarding Item 14 on the agenda for the Planning Commission hearing on
Thursday, May 28, 2020, case number 2020-003041PCA. I support the Planning Department's
recommendation to principally permit vital neighborhood businesses on the 1st story.

Small businesses in San Francisco and California are suffering due to COVID-19. We all know
of the cafés and other neighborhood institutions that have closed. The truth is, businesses
were in trouble even before this. A 2019 report from the Board of Supervisors Budget &
Legislative Analyst's Office shows that the average wait time for a Conditional Use hearing is
nearly ten months. These delays are an unacceptable burden on the people who help make
San Francisco the vibrant community that it is.

Supervisor Peskin's streamlining bill gives us a chance to reflect on our options. His bill
promises that neighborhood-serving businesses would receive a hearing within 90 days. This
is not good enough. It is not okay for a prospective restaurant owner or dentist to spend
$10,000 on rent for each month that they wait for a hearing. These businesses much charge
higher prices to offset these costs, or they must bring on investors who demand a profit. Often,
both of these things happen.

Worse still, Supervisor Peskin's proposal would allow neighborhood groups to push back their
Planning Commission hearing date by 60 days, with no oversight and with no justification.
Although San Franciscans have every right to be passionate about the businesses around
them, we need clear and predictable permitting rules. This rule would not create a clear benefit
for Conditional Use applicants. It is simply unfair to let public input create a hardship for people
who want to open an independent fitness studio, bakery, or laundromat.

The Planning Department has proposed a far more reasonable option: principally permit a set
of uses on the 1st floor which activate retail corridors. The Department writes in their
recommendation that this action would "allow small businesses to, in some cases, receive a
approval within a couple of hours instead of a couple of months." This is the kind of response
San Francisco deserve.

When a person wants to serve their neighborhood with a small business, we should welcome
them. I respectfully ask you to approve the recommendations put forward by the Planning
Department.
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Kenneth Russell 
krlist@gmail.com 
8400 Oceanview Ter Apt 414 
San Francisco, California 94132



 
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); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Hood,
Donna (PUC)

Cc: Public Lands for Public Good; ccsfheat@gmail.com; CCSF Collective; Joshua Sabatini; JK Dineen; Roland Li; Tim
Redmonds; Joe Fitzgerald Rodriguez

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Final SEIR: Not objective, not accurate
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 4:22:53 PM

 

Planning Commission, Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, PUC:

Certification requires that the EIR be "adequate,accurate, and objective."

The Final Supplemental EIR fails the requirements of being accurate, and
objective.

The two volumes of the Final Supplemental EIR look impressive if judged by 
heft and size.  However, heft and size do not equate to being accurate and
objective.  Quantity does not equal quality.

NOT OBJECTIVE
The Reservoir Project is sponsored by the Planning Department. 
Environmental Review has been performed by the Environmental Planning
Division of the same Planning Department sponsor.  Will the dog bite the hand
that feeds it?

The EIR is not objective.  The conclusions of the EIR are driven by the desired
outcome of facilitating the sponsor's (Planning Dept) Project.  Just as for the
Iraq War, the "facts" are fixed around the policy.  (See below for details)

The Response To Comments consisted entirely of figuring out ways to dismiss
unfavorable comments.  Comments were not evaluated on their merits, but on
how to dismiss them.  The AB900 records show that no independent
evaluation of comments were done.  The Environmental Planning Division
worked closely with the OEWD and Avalon Bay to craft appropriately
favorable Responses.

NOT ACCURATE
Driven by "facts" being needed to be fixed around the policy, "facts" are not
accurate.  Examples:

No significant impact on City College
Cherry-picking of 220 public parking spaces from the City College TDM
Study
Project will not contribute significantly to Transit Delay
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Cumulative Transit Delay will be significant only after City College's
Facilities Master Plan (which is a replacement program)
CEQA Findings estimates the 17.6 acre parcel's value at $11.2 million; 
while a comp shows a 0.3 acre parcel at 16th/Shotwell to be $10 million.
On a per-acre basis, the Reservoir  is a minuscule 1.9% of the 16th
Street parcel's value.  How accurate could that be?!

***********************************************************

The EIR concludes that there is no significant impact on City College. 
How plausible is that?!
The EIR concludes that there is no significant Transit Delay due to the
new Project.  It concludes that Cumulative Transit Delay will happen
only due to City College's future Facilities Master Plan, which consists of
replacement projects.  What the EIR does is reverse cause and effect.
The EIR uses tautological/circular argument in responding to comments
on the draft EIR.  The method used is: 

 EIR--"A"; 
Comment--not "A" due to xyz;  
Response To Comment--reiterate "A", without addressing xyz.

The Final EIR has replaced unfavorable data regarding Transit Delay
(see TR-4 Transit Delay critique, below)

TRANSIT DELAY

SUPPLEMENTAL EIR CONTRADICTS PROGRAM EIR's FINDING OF
SIGNIFICANT TRANSIT DELAY

The SEIR concludes that there will less-than-significant impact on
transit delay (Impact TR-4) from the Reservoir Project.  This
directly contradicts the Program EIR's conclusion:

"...ingress...from Lee Avenue [westbound right turn-only ingress to Lee
Extension] would result in significant adverse transportation impacts. As a
consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected from further consideration as part of
the Area Plan.  (FEIR, p.191)

4-MINUTE THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TRANSIT DELAY
IS AN UNSUPPORTED ASSERTION, LACKING SUBSTANTIAL
EVIDENCE

The Final SEIR uses a quantitative threshold of significance of 4-
minute Reservoir-related Transit Delay.  In other words, Transit
Delay is considered insignificant unless the Project contributes 4
minutes of delay to a MUNI line.  In the real world of MUNI
passengers and operators, a 4-minute delay in a short stretch near
the Reservoir is extremely significant.
The establishment of a quantitative threshold of significance is
required to be based on "substantial evidence."  The Final SEIR



claims that substantial evidence for the 4-minute threshold of
significance is contained in Planning Dept's "Transportation Impact
Assessment Guidelines."  Contrary to the claim of "substantial
evidence", the 4-minute significance criterion contained in the TIA
Guidelines is only an assertion, without any evidence whatsoever. 
The "substantial evidence" for the 4-minute delay significance
criterion consists of this one sentence:   "For individual Muni routes, if the
project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes, then it
might result in a significant impact."   This one sentence constitutes the
entirety of the claimed "substantial evidence" in the TIA
Guidelines.  This one sentence appears in the body of the TIA
Guidelines and in the Appendix I "Public Transit Memorandum." 
However, repetition of a one-sentence assertion does not
constitute "substantial evidence."
 
The 4-minutes late significance threshold only serves as a "Get
Out of Jail Free card" for the Project's real-world significant
contribution to Transit Delay.   

 REMOVAL OF UNFAVORABLE DATA IN FINAL SEIR 
The draft SEIR contained Transit Delay data that was found to be
unfavorable to the Project.

 Kittelson Associates (EIR Transportation Analysis
contractor) data from Table 3.B-18 "Transit Delay Analysis" 
was computed to show Reservoir-related delay of 1 minute
55 seconds for a 7-minute running time route segment--a
27.4% increase over the scheduled 7-minute running time
between two 43 Masonic scheduled timepoints.  Table 3.B-
18 was replaced in the Final SEIR to eliminate the
unfavorable Reservoir-related Transit Delay.
The draft SEIR assessed Transit Delay for Geneva Avenue
between City College Terminal and Balboa Park Station. 
This segment is travelled by the 8 Bayshore and the 43
Masonic.  The data for this segment has been eliminated and
Table 3.B-8 has been replaced.  The new Table 3.B-8
eliminates the 8 Bayshore from assessment entirely,
disappeared!  Once again, unfavorable data has been
eliminated from the Final SEIR.

INADEQUATE MITIGATION MEASURES
The Final SEIR contains three new Transit Delay Mitigation
Measures:  1) Signal timing modifications at Ocean/Brighton, 2)
Signal timing modifications at Ocean/Lee, 3) Boarding island for
southbound 43 at Frida Kahlo/Ocean.

These mitigation measures are "finger in the dyke" measures
that are incommensurate with the root problem.  The
fundamental unsolvable problem is the limited roadway
network surrounding the landlocked Project. That is why the
Balboa Park Area Final Program EIR had determined that a



Lee Extension ingress "would result in significant adverse
transportation impacts. As a consequence, Access Option #1 is rejected
from further consideration as part of the Area Plan."

The Final SEIR is not objective;  it is not accurate.  

The Final SEIR should not be judged on quantity.  It must be judged on
quality.

If based on quality, it does not deserve certification.

Please think independently and critically.  Don't just be a rubber stamp to
Staff.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 2:45:15 PM

 
 
 
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: Benjamin Schneider <benjaminmosesschneider@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 10:21 AM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,
 
I was born and raised in Ingleside Terraces, less than a mile from the Balboa Reservoir. For the past
two years, since graduating college, I've been living with my parents due to a lack of affordable
housing in our neighborhood or anywhere else in San Francisco. I've been eagerly following the
Balboa Reservoir planning process and am glad that it is getting close to the finish line. I hope that
you will make this round of approvals and bring this project one step closer to reality.
 
I'm especially excited that this project offers 550 units of affordable housing; right-sized units for
families, single people, and young people with roommates; a new childcare center; new bike paths;
and a new park. I believe this project will finally make the Ocean Avenue Corridor a transit-first
neighborhood, creating new funds and new political will for better non-car transportation options. 
 
My only criticism of the project is that I believe it could include even more homes. I hope it's still
possible to pursue the 1500 home option of this plan.
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Thank you,

Benjamin Schneider 
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SHARED SPACES PROGRAM TO SUPPORT

NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITY AND LOCAL BUSINESSES
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 12:57:31 PM
Attachments: 05.26.20 Shared Spaces Program.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: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 at 11:01 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SHARED
SPACES PROGRAM TO SUPPORT NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITY AND LOCAL
BUSINESSES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, May 26, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SHARED SPACES

PROGRAM TO SUPPORT NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITY AND
LOCAL BUSINESSES

Shared Spaces will enable more flexible use of sidewalks, streets, and other public spaces for
neighborhood businesses.

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the creation of the Shared
Spaces Program to support neighborhoods by providing additional public space to support
local business activities. The COVID-19 Economic Recovery Task Force developed the
Shared Spaces Program, which will allow neighborhood businesses to share a portion of the
public right-of-way, such as sidewalks, full or partial streets, or other nearby public spaces like
parks and plazas for restaurant pick-up and other neighborhood retail activity, as allowed by
San Francisco’s Public Health Order. Once restaurant dining is allowed under the Health
Order, the public right-of-way could be used for outdoor restaurant seating.
 
“We know businesses in San Francisco have been hit hard, and since the beginning of the
COVID-19 pandemic, we’ve been finding ways to support local retailers, restaurants, and
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SHARED SPACES 


PROGRAM TO SUPPORT NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITY AND 
LOCAL BUSINESSES  


Shared Spaces will enable more flexible use of sidewalks, streets, and other public spaces for 
neighborhood businesses. 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the creation of the Shared 
Spaces Program to support neighborhoods by providing additional public space to support local 
business activities. The COVID-19 Economic Recovery Task Force developed the Shared 
Spaces Program, which will allow neighborhood businesses to share a portion of the public right-
of-way, such as sidewalks, full or partial streets, or other nearby public spaces like parks and 
plazas for restaurant pick-up and other neighborhood retail activity, as allowed by 
San Francisco’s Public Health Order. Once restaurant dining is allowed under the Health Order, 
the public right-of-way could be used for outdoor restaurant seating. 
 
“We know businesses in San Francisco have been hit hard, and since the beginning of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, we’ve been finding ways to support local retailers, restaurants, and other 
small businesses,” said Mayor Breed. “Thanks to the work of our Economic Recovery Task 
Force, this new program is a creative solution that will give our businesses more space to operate 
safely, and shift some of our street and sidewalk space to protect the economic and physical 
health of our entire community.” 
 
The City remains focused on responding to the COVID-19 pandemic, while also actively 
planning for San Francisco’s recovery. Part of San Francisco’s recovery includes finding ways to 
safely reopen parts of the economy, including allowing curbside pickup at retail stores, and 
identifying other creative solutions to support businesses and their employees. Given that social 
distancing requirements will likely continue to apply until there is a vaccine for the virus, the 
Shared Spaces Program will support businesses by expanding their ability to operate into outdoor 
public spaces, providing additional space for required distancing among employees and 
customers. 
 
The program will allow individual businesses or local merchant associations to apply for a no-
cost, expedited permit to share the sidewalk or parking lane for business purposes. Examples 
include restaurant pick-up services, beverage sales, and general retail that are eligible to operate 
under the City’s Health Order. Once permitted by the Health Order, restaurants could set up 
tables and chairs outdoors for dine-in service. 
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“It’s an incredibly difficult time for businesses and their employees in San Francisco, and the 
Economic Recovery Task Force has been hard at work identifying solutions to help businesses 
and people get back on their feet,” said Assessor Carmen Chu. “The Shared Spaces program is 
one way we’re helping to create flexibility for local businesses so that they can reopen and keep 
their employees and customers safe.” 
 
The Economic Recovery Task Force is charged with guiding the City’s efforts to sustain and 
recover local businesses and employment, and mitigating the economic hardships of COVID-19 
that are affecting the most vulnerable San Franciscans. The Task Force’s work is supporting 
San Francisco organizations and individuals and is laying the groundwork for economic 
recovery. 
 
The program also includes the potential for broader repurposing of travel lanes or entire streets to 
support our neighborhood merchants and residents. Because these proposals would come with 
broader considerations such as impacts to Muni, these proposals will be considered on a case-by-
case basis.  
 
Business owners who are interested in participating in the Shared Spaces Program will be asked 
to self-manage basic requirements around personal safety and accessibility. Examples include 
ensuring a safe path of travel and accessibility in compliance with the ADA. Final details of the 
initiative and permit process will be complete by mid-June and program updates will be available 
on SF.gov. 
 
“Outdoor dining and shopping should be a centerpiece of our economic recovery this summer,” 
said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, who serves on the Task Force. “The past few months have 
been awful for most San Francisco small businesses, their employees and the neighborhoods that 
love them. The Shared Spaces program is a bright spot emerging out of a dark time. The City 
needs to move quickly to make these opportunities available to small businesses, and I will 
continue to work with merchants and the community to make this experiment a success in 
District 8 commercial corridors in Glen Park, on Church and 24th Streets, in the Mission and the 
Castro.” 
 
“Putting forward clear guidelines developed in tandem with health professionals and the small 
business and restaurant communities will be essential for this next phase of neighborhood 
recovery,” said Supervisor Aaron Peskin. “I also intend to use the Board’s legislative authority to 
waive additional fees that present unnecessary barriers to entry for small businesses on the 
brink.” 
 
“Our small business community was squeezed by layers of red tape even before the pandemic,” 
said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “Now more than ever, we need creative ideas that will support 
our neighborhood businesses and allow them to reopen as safely as possible. By providing room 
to maintain physical distance, Shared Spaces will help San Francisco rebuild our local economy 
where help is needed most—our merchant corridors.” 
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“We must do everything we can to support restauranteurs and small business owners whom have 
had to revamp their entire business operations due to the pandemic,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee 
Fewer. “By increasing access to public spaces such as sidewalks and parklets, we can help 
businesses become more resilient. Based on my office’s work with the Office of Small Business, 
merchants associations and other stakeholders, I am confident these measures will provide 
substantive relief to small businesses serving our neighborhoods at a time when it is most 
needed.” 
 
“Our COVID-19 response challenges us to reimagine and repurpose how we use our streets to 
either accommodate curbside pickup or room for social distancing” said SFMTA Director of 
Transportation, Jeffrey Tumlin. “We are thrilled to support Shared Spaces, a broader repurposing 
of travel lanes or entire streets to support our small business community.” 
 
“Making public space available to businesses is a key strategy that will help them reopen safely 
while mitigating some of the difficulty that is caused by diminished seating and capacity 
indoors,” said Rodney Fong, President and CEO San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. 
“This is a great use of our sidewalks, streets and public spaces that will help businesses recover, 
will save jobs, and will create a positive environment for San Franciscans to enjoy and support 
their favorite restaurants and shops.” 
 
“Shared Spaces will make our City more vibrant, and give small businesses a chance to rebuild, 
while helping everyone stay safe,” said Sharky Laguana, CEO and Founder of Bandago. “This is 
an exciting new chapter for San Francisco and I can’t wait to see it!” 
 
“We want to thank Mayor Breed and the City for making this happen,” said Laurie Thomas, 
Executive Director, Golden Gate Restaurant Association. “With social distancing and the 
reduced number of customers who will be able to dine in, the ability to expand seating to outside 
will help our eating and drinking establishments be able to survive financially. We are so excited 
to help bring life back to our city and especially to our neighborhoods.” 
 
“The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations welcomes collaboration between 
the City and the city’s restaurants and dining establishments in streamlining and expediting 
permit options to creatively expand opportunities to assist all businesses in their quest for 
recovery while maintaining safe social distancing,” said Maryo Mogannam, President of the 
San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations. 
 
 


### 







other small businesses,” said Mayor Breed. “Thanks to the work of our Economic Recovery
Task Force, this new program is a creative solution that will give our businesses more space to
operate safely, and shift some of our street and sidewalk space to protect the economic and
physical health of our entire community.”
 
The City remains focused on responding to the COVID-19 pandemic, while also actively
planning for San Francisco’s recovery. Part of San Francisco’s recovery includes finding ways
to safely reopen parts of the economy, including allowing curbside pickup at retail stores, and
identifying other creative solutions to support businesses and their employees. Given that
social distancing requirements will likely continue to apply until there is a vaccine for the
virus, the Shared Spaces Program will support businesses by expanding their ability to operate
into outdoor public spaces, providing additional space for required distancing among
employees and customers.
 
The program will allow individual businesses or local merchant associations to apply for a no-
cost, expedited permit to share the sidewalk or parking lane for business purposes. Examples
include restaurant pick-up services, beverage sales, and general retail that are eligible to
operate under the City’s Health Order. Once permitted by the Health Order, restaurants could
set up tables and chairs outdoors for dine-in service.
 
“It’s an incredibly difficult time for businesses and their employees in San Francisco, and the
Economic Recovery Task Force has been hard at work identifying solutions to help businesses
and people get back on their feet,” said Assessor Carmen Chu. “The Shared Spaces program is
one way we’re helping to create flexibility for local businesses so that they can reopen and
keep their employees and customers safe.”
 
The Economic Recovery Task Force is charged with guiding the City’s efforts to sustain and
recover local businesses and employment, and mitigating the economic hardships of COVID-
19 that are affecting the most vulnerable San Franciscans. The Task Force’s work is
supporting San Francisco organizations and individuals and is laying the groundwork for
economic recovery.
 
The program also includes the potential for broader repurposing of travel lanes or entire streets
to support our neighborhood merchants and residents. Because these proposals would come
with broader considerations such as impacts to Muni, these proposals will be considered on a
case-by-case basis.
 
Business owners who are interested in participating in the Shared Spaces Program will be
asked to self-manage basic requirements around personal safety and accessibility. Examples
include ensuring a safe path of travel and accessibility in compliance with the ADA. Final
details of the initiative and permit process will be complete by mid-June and program updates
will be available on SF.gov.
 
“Outdoor dining and shopping should be a centerpiece of our economic recovery this
summer,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, who serves on the Task Force. “The past few
months have been awful for most San Francisco small businesses, their employees and the
neighborhoods that love them. The Shared Spaces program is a bright spot emerging out of a
dark time. The City needs to move quickly to make these opportunities available to small
businesses, and I will continue to work with merchants and the community to make this
experiment a success in District 8 commercial corridors in Glen Park, on Church and 24th
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Streets, in the Mission and the Castro.”
 
“Putting forward clear guidelines developed in tandem with health professionals and the small
business and restaurant communities will be essential for this next phase of neighborhood
recovery,” said Supervisor Aaron Peskin. “I also intend to use the Board’s legislative authority
to waive additional fees that present unnecessary barriers to entry for small businesses on the
brink.”
 
“Our small business community was squeezed by layers of red tape even before the
pandemic,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “Now more than ever, we need creative ideas
that will support our neighborhood businesses and allow them to reopen as safely as possible.
By providing room to maintain physical distance, Shared Spaces will help San Francisco
rebuild our local economy where help is needed most—our merchant corridors.”
 
“We must do everything we can to support restauranteurs and small business owners whom
have had to revamp their entire business operations due to the pandemic,” said Supervisor
Sandra Lee Fewer. “By increasing access to public spaces such as sidewalks and parklets, we
can help businesses become more resilient. Based on my office’s work with the Office of
Small Business, merchants associations and other stakeholders, I am confident these measures
will provide substantive relief to small businesses serving our neighborhoods at a time when it
is most needed.”
 
“Our COVID-19 response challenges us to reimagine and repurpose how we use our streets to
either accommodate curbside pickup or room for social distancing” said SFMTA Director of
Transportation, Jeffrey Tumlin. “We are thrilled to support Shared Spaces, a broader
repurposing of travel lanes or entire streets to support our small business community.”
 
“Making public space available to businesses is a key strategy that will help them reopen
safely while mitigating some of the difficulty that is caused by diminished seating and
capacity indoors,” said Rodney Fong, President and CEO San Francisco Chamber of
Commerce.
 
“This is a great use of our sidewalks, streets and public spaces that will help businesses
recover, will save jobs, and will create a positive environment for San Franciscans to enjoy
and support their favorite restaurants and shops.”
 
“Shared Spaces will make our City more vibrant, and give small businesses a chance to
rebuild, while helping everyone stay safe,” said Sharky Laguana, CEO and Founder of
Bandago. “This is an exciting new chapter for San Francisco and I can’t wait to see it!”
 
“We want to thank Mayor Breed and the City for making this happen,” said Laurie Thomas,
Executive Director, Golden Gate Restaurant Association. “With social distancing and the
reduced number of customers who will be able to dine in, the ability to expand seating to
outside will help our eating and drinking establishments be able to survive financially. We are
so excited to help bring life back to our city and especially to our neighborhoods.”
 
“The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations welcomes collaboration
between the City and the city’s restaurants and dining establishments in streamlining and
expediting permit options to creatively expand opportunities to assist all businesses in their
quest for recovery while maintaining safe social distancing,” said Maryo Mogannam,



President of the San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations.
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Subject: FW: 98 Franklin is a Win On All Fronts
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:20:15 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
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From: Joshua Nossiter <joshua@nossiter.net>
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 at 11:40 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Cc: "aaronl@frenchamericansf.org" <aaronl@frenchamericansf.org>,
"lcuadra@bergdavis.com" <lcuadra@bergdavis.com>
Subject: 98 Franklin is a Win On All Fronts
 

 

Greetings,
I'm the Chair of the Board of Trustees of French American International and International
High School, a San Francisco resident for thirty-five years, and the father of two children
whose fond memories of attending K-12 at French American linger over a decade and a half
after graduating. I'm also a ten year veteran of SFDPH. Years of insight into the needs of our
city and our families leads me to conclude the following:
 
1.    Housing is the first priority in a long list of what the city most needs. We urgently require
affordable housing, market rate housing, and the increased tax base both provide to fund
supportive housing. Our 98 Franklin project contributes to all three. One consequence of
CCSF's response to the current pandemic is that EMS calls for people experiencing
homelessness have decreased dramatically ever since hundreds of homeless have been moved
to supportive shelter. Apart from quality of life improvements for the homeless and non-
homeless alike, that's a net financial gain for the city. But it can only be sustained with more
residents paying taxes.
2.    In the wake of the pandemic, restoration of CCSF's economy will depend in large measure
on local consumers spending on local businesses. Increasing the Hub's population with 98
Franklin will support business in Hayes Valley, Mid-Market, and beyond. 
3.    The future of San Francisco lies with its families. 98 Franklin allows French American to
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expand enrollment, increasing the numbers of local children receiving a first class
international education. With a projected enrollment of over 1,000 next school year, 75% of
whom are SF residents, a generous financial aid program, families who reflect the mosaic of
SF life, and a senior class with over one hundred and twenty acceptances to UC this year,
French American contributes materially to the economic and intellectual life of our city.
4.    San Francisco rightfully prides itself on the quality of its arts institutions, vital to the
lifeblood of the community. Many of the most important are in the immediate vicinity of 98
Franklin. They've have long been supported by French American's families and by shared
students. The opera, conservatory, ACT, symphony, ballet, and SF Jazz, like arts organizations
around the world, now face uncertain futures in the wake of the pandemic. Without a new
generation of local patrons, some of whom will take up residence at 98 Franklin, without
additional students shared among us, that future is more uncertain still.
 
One project. Big wins for the quality of life, the economy, the arts, and the very future of our
city. Thank you for your consideration and support.
Sincerely,
Josh Nossiter
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: Jackie Lagomarsino <jackie.lagomarsino@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 at 7:14 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 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 Jackie Lagomarsino.  I work in the Hayes Valley and I am
currently a member of the French American and International High School
community.

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, 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-
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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.

Jackie Lagomarsino
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We want to support the Hub/98 Franklin Project

		From

		Thierry de Lanauze

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Cc

		Preston, Dean (BOS); Alexander, Christy (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; dean.preston@sfgov.org; christy.alexander@sfgov.org
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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 Thierry de Lanauze and I'm a San Francisco resident leaving near Alamo square. I’m an Upper School Math teacher and a member of the French American and International High School community for 3 years 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






-- 



Thierry de Lanauze



Professeur de mathématiques / Math Teacher


Coordinateur mathématiques du parcours français / French Math coordinator



+1 415-558-2066


150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA


 









Our Support for French American International High School and the 98 Franklin Project

		From

		Charlie McCoy

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Cc

		Alexander, Christy (CPC); Preston, Dean (BOS)

		Recipients

		christy.alexander@sfgov.org; dean.preston@sfgov.org; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commisioners, 






We are writing in support of the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. We are Jeanette Traverso and Charlie McCoy. We live in San Francisco. We are the parents of Michael and Christopher McCoy, twin 18-year-olds who have just graduated from International High School. Our family has been part of the French American International School/International High School community for the past 14 years.






FAIS/IHS is San Francisco’s oldest and largest international school. Our community is comprised of a diverse group of students, families, and teachers. Together we try to develop a culture of compassion, tolerance, and integrity. We strive to mold our students into confident, caring people who will make the world a better place. We have seen our own children go through this amazing school, from pre-kindergarten to graduating high school seniors, and know first-hand what an exemplary and broad-based education they have received.





The proposed 98 Franklin development is an ideal project for the City and the Hayes Valley neighborhood. The project envisions 80-plus affordable housing units, which San Francisco desperately needs. The project proposes design improvements that will enhance pedestrian right-of-ways and streetscape aesthetics in the area, particularly along Oak and Lilly Streets. The project also should help address the neighborhood’s issues with vandalism, such as car break-ins (which we know about all too well.) Increased foot traffic, new residential and retail activity, and beautified streetscapes tend to be natural deterrents to petty crime. 






Our school has a history of collaborating with the local community on neighborhood issues. We have worked with our neighbors and the City to successfully develop several previously dormant properties that added security staff and boosted foot traffic and economic activity in the area. The 98 Franklin project presents a unique opportunity to create a world-class high school facility for French American International High School — a diverse and innovative institution whose ethos reflects the best of San Francisco values. The 98 Franklin project can become a new civic landmark, and will produce widespread economic and aesthetic benefits for Hayes Valley and the City at large.






We strongly encourage your support of French American International High School and the 98 Franklin development.






Sincerely,














Jeanette Traverso


415 264 9043


Charlie McCoy


415 298 4902
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Support for 98 Franklin- housing and International High School

		From

		Jana Klein

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Cc
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		Recipients

		christy.alexander@sfgov.org; dean.preston@sfgov.org; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



 	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,





We are contacting you to express our support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development. My name is Jana Klein.  My husband and I are San Francisco residents and we are the parents of Jackson  and Emily Seo and have been a member of the French American and International High School community for 14 years.  Our twin have been riding Muni to French American since they were 4. 





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, transit-orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. The project will provide many affordable housing units which San Francisco desperately needs.





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.





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





Jana Klein and Gregg Seo











Supporting the 98 Franklin development project in SF

		From

		Catherine Santos da Silva

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Cc

		Alexander, Christy (CPC); Preston, Dean (BOS)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; christy.alexander@sfgov.org; dean.preston@sfgov.org



 	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 Street development. 












My name is Catherine SANTOS DA SILVA, and I have been teaching in the French American International Upper School for the last 36 years. I was also a parent from 1981 until 1993 when my daughter graduated. Needless to say that I take to heart everything that concerns my school. Over the years I have seen the School grow.  Over two decades ago we moved from 220 Buchanan to 150 Oak street in order to better accommodate the needs of the school. Now is the time to make improvements again and I believe this project would benefit our entire school. Beyond the new High School, that would provide much needed housing in SF, 98 Franklin would allow for new facilities for our Middle and Lower Schools at 150 Oak Street. 












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.





 






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.





 





 





Catherine SANTOSDASILVA
French Teacher / Professeur de Français 



150 Oak Street | San Francisco, CA 94102 | USA


 








Strong Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project

		From

		Alison Chaput

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Cc

		Alexander, Christy (CPC); Preston, Dean (BOS)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; christy.alexander@sfgov.org; dean.preston@sfgov.org



 	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 Alison Chaput. I am a San Francisco resident and mother of four children. We 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. 





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,


Alison Chaput









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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir EIR Certification Hearing (5/28/2020)
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:40:19 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: Neighbors Against Flooding <stopfloodingit@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 1:09 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Certification Hearing (5/28/2020)
 

 

Dear Commissioners:

We are writing regarding the Balboa Reservoir EIR certification hearing scheduled for May 28, 2020, and
submit the following for your consideration:

Ingleside Terraces is at risk for flooding during moderate storm situations due to an inadequate sewer
system along Ocean Avenue.   The addition of 1000+ new units at the Balboa Reservoir Project will
knowingly put residents downstream at greater risks for flooding for the sake of additional housing. 

The recently published Responses to Comments on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
for the Balboa Reservoir Project, Comment UT-2: Stormwater and Sewer submitted in response to Public
Comments to Draft EIR report states:

"The proposed project could result in long-term changes in the volume of discharges to the City's
combined sewer system in the sub-basin due to new residents, employees, and visitors who could
increase the amount of wastewater generation (draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-112). The draft SEIR
Appendix B concludes on p. B-112 that all “wastewater discharges to the combined sewer system would
be treated at the Oceanside Treatment Plant in compliance with the Oceanside NPDES permit ...
because the stormwater and wastewater discharges from the project would not result in an increase in
the frequency of combined sewer discharges, the project's impacts related to changes in combined sewer
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discharges would be less than significant." 

“Could” is not reassuring and does not guarantee that additional flooding will not result.  We are shocked
that this is an acceptable response that misdirects the attention to the Oceanside Treatment Plant and
fails to address what will happen along Ocean Avenue.  In addition, the report goes on to state:

It further states that "The ratio of stormwater to sanitary sewage from the project site is substantially
greater than 8:1 during storm conditions.”
 

While the ratio of stormwater to sanitary sewage is 8 times greater, that 12.5% of added wastewater is
still too much when excursions are known to occur.   Videos and photos in the links below document just
what happens during brief and moderate storm situations like that which occurred on December 7, 2019:

Videos:

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Y-Ic7jjk6jpP57EwUQe-U-RJGWv0okm_?usp=sharing

Photos:

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1HyGfrTV4sgf_oMeb9xJsk1mz8A4YhxCv?usp=sharing

Sidewalks, streets, homes, and businesses are being contaminated with sewage and viruses, including
the Coronavirus, each time an excursion occurs.  In an article from Science Daily
(https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2020/05/200506133603.htm), it states that:

“Environmental biologists at the University of Stirling has warned that the potential spread of COVID-19
via sewage "must not be neglected" in the battle to protect human health.  The response to the global
pandemic has focused upon preventing person-to-person transmission, however, experts now believe the
virus could also be spread in wastewater.

Earlier this week, it emerged that analysis of sewage in the UK could provide important data on the
spread of COVID-19. However, Professor Richard Quilliam's new paper -- published May 6 -- now warns
that the sewerage system itself could pose a transmission risk.”

Is placing all of San Francisco at risk of added viral exposure for the sake of fast-tracking housing worth
it?  We ask that you do not allow the Balboa Reservoir construction project to move forward until
excursions and sewage overflows are resolved and the risks eliminated.  Please require that as a
condition for this development to proceed, the deficient sewer system along Ocean Avenue be replaced
and additional high capacity catch basins are installed.

Sincerely,

Ingleside Terraces Residents

Patricia Hechinger
Vanessa Quesada
Gina Buschiazzo
Jane Huey
Adrienne Sciutto
Irene Creps

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Y-Ic7jjk6jpP57EwUQe-U-RJGWv0okm_?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1HyGfrTV4sgf_oMeb9xJsk1mz8A4YhxCv?usp=sharing
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2020/05/200506133603.htm


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir EIR Certification Hearing (5/28/2020)
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:39:57 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: Neighbors Against Flooding <stopfloodingit@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 1:11 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir EIR Certification Hearing (5/28/2020)
 

 

Dear Commissioners:

We are writing regarding the Balboa Reservoir EIR certification hearing scheduled for May 28, 2020, and
submit the following for your consideration:

Ingleside Terraces is at risk for flooding during moderate storm situations due to an inadequate sewer
system along Ocean Avenue.   The addition of 1000+ new units at the Balboa Reservoir Project will
knowingly put residents downstream at greater risks for flooding for the sake of additional housing. 

The recently published Responses to Comments on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
for the Balboa Reservoir Project, Comment UT-2: Stormwater and Sewer submitted in response to Public
Comments to Draft EIR report states:

"The proposed project could result in long-term changes in the volume of discharges to the City's
combined sewer system in the sub-basin due to new residents, employees, and visitors who could
increase the amount of wastewater generation (draft SEIR Appendix B, p. B-112). The draft SEIR
Appendix B concludes on p. B-112 that all “wastewater discharges to the combined sewer system would
be treated at the Oceanside Treatment Plant in compliance with the Oceanside NPDES permit ...
because the stormwater and wastewater discharges from the project would not result in an increase in
the frequency of combined sewer discharges, the project's impacts related to changes in combined sewer
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discharges would be less than significant." 

“Could” is not reassuring and does not guarantee that additional flooding will not result.  We are shocked
that this is an acceptable response that misdirects the attention to the Oceanside Treatment Plant and
fails to address what will happen along Ocean Avenue.  In addition, the report goes on to state:

It further states that "The ratio of stormwater to sanitary sewage from the project site is substantially
greater than 8:1 during storm conditions.”
 

While the ratio of stormwater to sanitary sewage is 8 times greater, that 12.5% of added wastewater is
still too much when excursions are known to occur.   Videos and photos in the links below document just
what happens during brief and moderate storm situations like that which occurred on December 7, 2019:

Videos:

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Y-Ic7jjk6jpP57EwUQe-U-RJGWv0okm_?usp=sharing

Photos:

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1HyGfrTV4sgf_oMeb9xJsk1mz8A4YhxCv?usp=sharing

Sidewalks, streets, homes, and businesses are being contaminated with sewage and viruses, including
the Coronavirus, each time an excursion occurs.  In an article from Science Daily
(https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2020/05/200506133603.htm), it states that:

“Environmental biologists at the University of Stirling has warned that the potential spread of COVID-19
via sewage "must not be neglected" in the battle to protect human health.  The response to the global
pandemic has focused upon preventing person-to-person transmission, however, experts now believe the
virus could also be spread in wastewater.

Earlier this week, it emerged that analysis of sewage in the UK could provide important data on the
spread of COVID-19. However, Professor Richard Quilliam's new paper -- published May 6 -- now warns
that the sewerage system itself could pose a transmission risk.”

Is placing all of San Francisco at risk of added viral exposure for the sake of fast-tracking housing worth
it?  We ask that you do not allow the Balboa Reservoir construction project to move forward until
excursions and sewage overflows are resolved and the risks eliminated.  Please require that as a
condition for this development to proceed, the deficient sewer system along Ocean Avenue be replaced
and additional high capacity catch basins are installed.

Sincerely,

Ingleside Terraces Residents

Patricia Hechinger
Vanessa Quesada
Gina Buschiazzo
Jane Huey
Adrienne Sciutto
Irene Creps

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Y-Ic7jjk6jpP57EwUQe-U-RJGWv0okm_?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1HyGfrTV4sgf_oMeb9xJsk1mz8A4YhxCv?usp=sharing
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2020/05/200506133603.htm


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Chandler, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed ATT and Verizon Antennas on Kezar Towers
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:39:34 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: Sam Jackson <samjacksonsf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 2:08 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Proposed ATT and Verizon Antennas on Kezar Towers
 

 

This query focuses on items A-3 and F-16 on the following agenda for 5/28 meeting:
 
https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/agendas/2020-05/20200528_cal.pdf
 
Are these antennas and other wireless upgrades being positioned for an upcoming transition to 5G? 
And if so, how?
 
This question goes to both the Commission and to ATT and Verizon.
 
Thank you,
Sam
 
Sam Jackson
Cole Valley Resident
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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
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving st
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:37:51 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: Howard Ni <wf2611@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 3:39 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326-4336 Irving st
 

 

Re:4326-4336 Irving St (2919-016969DRMVAR)
 

To Whom It May Concern,
 
I feel that the proposed project is not beneficial to the current individuals living in the area. It is hard
enough for residents to find parking at this time. Parking will become even more difficult to find with
this proposed project. 
 
Best,
 
Howard Ni
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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
Cc: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project (Planning Commission agenda items 17-18f)
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:35:44 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: Christopher Pederson <chpederson@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 11:28 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project (Planning Commission agenda items 17-18f)
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
Given the urgency of the affordable housing crisis and the climate crisis, I urge you to approve the
Balboa Reservoir Project with the maximum amount of housing evaluated in the SEIR and to
eliminate the proposed public parking garage.
Maximize the Amount of Affordable Housing
Given the site’s location close to the Balboa Park BART station and multiple Muni routes, its
adjacency to City College, and its proximity to the Ocean Avenue neighborhood commercial district,
it is an ideal location for genuinely transit- and pedestrian-oriented housing. The severity of the
City’s affordable housing crisis and the magnitude of the earth’s climate crisis mandate that the City
maximize the amount of housing, especially affordable housing, on the site and minimize automobile
commuting to the area. As the SEIR’s Response to Comments acknowledges, including more housing
in the project would result in lower per capita driving and greenhouse gas emissions. (RTC pg. 4.F-
22.)
The Additional Housing Option evaluated in the SEIR allows the City to approve a total of 1550
residences on the site, 775 of which would be below-market rate units. The developer’s proposal to
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build only 1100 units (including 550 affordable units) on the site would fail to achieve the project’s
full potential. The Planning Commission should treat the developer’s proposal as the absolute
minimum amount of housing appropriate for the site. Indeed, any significant reduction in the
number of units below the developer’s proposal is likely to render the entire project infeasible,
depriving the City of sorely needed affordable housing. (See Economic Planning Systems,
Memorandum: Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B, May 12, 2020.)
Minimize Automobile Commuting by Eliminating Public Parking Garage
Consistent with the Additional Housing Option, the Commission should eliminate the proposed
public parking garage. Constructing a new public parking garage is irreconcilable with the City’s
Climate Action Strategy for 80% of all trips to be by sustainable modes by the year 2030. As the
SEIR’s Response to Comments admits, providing additional parking encourages more automobile
commuting and undermines the effectiveness of TDM programs. (RTC pp. 4.C-62-63, 4.H.63-64.)
Given that the Balboa Reservoir site currently functions merely as overflow parking for City College
and is mostly empty even when college is in session, there would be little reason to build a public
parking garage even if City College hadn’t committed to undertaking an aggressive TDM program to
reduce automobile commuting.  
The public parking garage would also be an end-run around project’s 1:2 residential parking ratio.
The public parking garage would be open to non-residents only during weekday daytime hours. The
rest of the time project residents could park there. That would defeat the intent of having a reduced
parking ratio for the residences.
The City’s Transit First policies and its climate change goals mandate minimizing automobile
commuting. As the City’s experience with managing parking in downtown demonstrates, the single
most effective mechanism for reducing automobile commuting is to reduce parking supply.
Alternatively, Shrink the Public Parking Garage and Prohibit Parking Discounts
If the Commission is bound and determined to allow a public parking garage despite the Transit First
mandates of the City Charter and the general plan, the Commission should dramatically reduce the
size of the garage. The record before the Commission includes no justification whatsoever for a
massive 450-space parking garage. According to parking surveys, the maximum parking shortfall that
might occur during the midday peak is 239 spaces. That assumes that changes to parking supply and
TDM measures will have absolutely no effect on automobile commuting, which would be a striking
deviation from the City’s experience elsewhere. Any public parking garage, therefore, should include
substantially fewer than 239 spaces in order to avoid undercutting efforts to minimize automobile
commuting.
The Commission should also revise the Development Agreement (Exhibit J, Transportation Plan) to
prohibit the developer from subsidizing commuter parking by offering monthly parking passes and
by allowing discounted rates for City College users. Planning Code sections 155(g) and 303(t)
expressly prohibits multi-day passes or discounts for new parking garages in downtown and mixed-
use districts precisely because they encourage automobile commuting. The Commission should
apply these prohibitions to any public parking garage at the Balboa Reservoir. All users of the parking
garage should be required to pay market rates on an hourly or (at most) a daily basis.
If the project ultimately includes a public parking garage, the TDM credits that the developer
receives for having a low residential parking ratio (see Development Agreement, Exhibit J-1, TDM
Plan, Strategy Pkg-4) should be reduced proportionately to the size of the public parking garage.
Prohibit Natural Gas
The Development Agreement allows the project to include natural gas service. Given the urgent



need for the City to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the Commission should prohibit any natural
gas connections to the project.
For these reasons, please approve the Additional Housing Option version of the Balboa Reservoir
Project as described in the SEIR. Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Christopher Pederson
District 7 resident



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Do NOT let a for-profit developer kill affordable housing, CCSF and cause gridlock
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:33:53 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: esleve@yahoo.com <esleve@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 12:21 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Do NOT let a for-profit developer kill affordable housing, CCSF and cause gridlock
 

 

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.

Rezoning the Balboa Reservoir is unacceptable for numerous reasons:
* it allows privatization of public land;
* it doubles the building height limit;
* it doubles the resident density limit and causes more gridlock traffic;
* it reduces the amount of public open space required from 50% to 11%
 
Privatizing a public parcel in San Francisco for majority market rate
housing is unconscionable. 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 environmental impact of the above is unacceptable.  Since the new buildings
with private developers went up on Ocean Ave., traffic has been gridlocked at most
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times.  
This would cause even further bottlenecking and gridlock, especially off the Freeway
through Frida Kahlo Way as well as along Ocean Ave,  
There is 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.
 
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,
 
Eve Tarquino
Westwood Park resident and retired CCSF faculty member
Faxon Ave, SF 94112



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 8:31:24 AM
Attachments: Letter from Zheming Feng.pdf

 
 
 
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: Rongrong Zheng <rongrong.zheng.usa@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 8:20 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
 

 

Dear Mr. or Mrs, 
 
This is Rong Rong Zheng, 80 years old, I am the owner of 1218 Funston Ave. Attached is a letter from
my husband, Zheming Feng, 89 years old, also owner of 1218 Funston Ave. In this letter, we
explained why we object to the project on 1222 Funston Ave. 
 
Thank you!
Rong Rong Zheng
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Christine Hanson
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: 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);
Dianna Gonzales; swilliams; Tom Temprano; Brigitte Davila; Ivy Lee; alexrandolph; John Rizzo; tselby;
studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu; Haney, Matt (BOS)

Subject: Item 18c Special Use District
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:08:13 PM
Attachments: CEQA view of North Rd.png

unevaluated North Rd plan.png

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
In item 18c., as part of the creation of a Special Use District, you are being asked to
“incorporate by reference a proposed “Design Standards and Guidelines” document for
the Balboa Reservoir Project that provides specificity on land use, open space, streets
and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage.” This document
includes 11 diagrams of changes to the North access road to the development. This North
access Road would add a left turn in a heavy pedestrian area where Cloud Circle meets
Frida Kahlo, and place a brand new 4 way intersection adjacent to motorcycle parking. It
has problematic issues for City College parking lot circulation, and it minimizes future
College building sites by moving City College projects directly adjacent to Riordan High.
 
The developer and the SFPUC have pushed the City College Board of Trustees for a
change to the North Access Road. No MOU exists between the school and the developers.
Outlined in the Design Guidelines, the developer details the creation of a brand new
intersection and road that was not a part of the CEQA study, which you are also being
asked to approve this Thursday May 28, 2020. 
 
There is no analysis in the SEIR of a North access road change. In the SEIR the impact
of the Lee Avenue extension however has been studied at length. Hopefully the City
College Board of Trustees will not allow the change, and hopefully they have the
authority to end this discussion, but it is not clear that the access road change has been
dropped from the plans. What is clear is that it does not show up in the EIR, but it is
included in the Design Standards and Guidelines submitted for the project. 
 
Below is Figure 2-12 Proposed Street Type Plan from the project SEIR showing the North
access road consistent with its present configuration. Below that is one of 11 diagrams
from the Design Standards and Guidelines, showing that the road has been moved South
to cross the City College parking lot.
 
Please, Commissioners, do not allow the creation of an intersection and a new road that
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cuts through a College parking lot at 25MPH without study under CEQA. Please clarify,
within your formal CEQA process, that no new streets and intersections can be produced
in relationship to the Balboa Reservoir project without proper study under CEQA.
 
A change to the North Access Road has not been studied and should not be allowed. 

Sincerely, 
Christine Hanson



 



 
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; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); commissioners@sfwater.org

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 9:33:41 PM
Attachments: Commission Comment Letter JBB.docx

 
San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

Attached is my letter regarding items for approval on the May 28, 2020 Planning
Commission Agenda.

Thank you for your consideration of these important issues.

Sincerely,

Jean B Barish

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

711 27th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

jeanbbarish@hotmail.com          415-752-0185



May 25, 2020



San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479



Re:  Balboa Reservoir Project, Case No. 2018-007883ENV

        FSEIR Approval and Other Issues	



Dear Commissioners,



I am writing regarding a number of important decisions you will be making about the Balboa Reservoir Project, on the Agenda for your May 28, 2020 meeting.



You will be considering resolutions regarding the Final Subsequent Environmental Review; the Development Agreement; Design Standards Guidelines; General Plan Amendments; and, Planning Code Amendments.



[bookmark: _Hlk41130176]Before setting forth concerns about these issues, I wish to repeat my request, originally submitted to you on May 21, 2020 that you postpone making any decisions impacting the Project and remove all Balboa Reservoir Project decisions from the May 28 Agenda.



These decisions should be postponed until underlying agreements between the City and/or the developers and City College of San Francisco have been fully executed. According to a May 1, 2018, letter from Ken Rich, SF OEWD, there was supposed to be an MOU with CCSF covering issues of importance to CCSF, including parking and transportation, an “Academic Village,” and a Performing Arts Education Center. The letter said the completion of the MOU would precede Project decisions by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. This was confirmed by CCSF consultant Charmaine Curtis at a CCSF Board of Trustees meeting on October 30, 2018. To datean MOU has not been executed.



Further, according to the Draft Minutes of the April 9, 2020 meeting of the CCSF Board of Trustees Facilities Master Planning and Oversight Committee, CCSF and the City need to renegotiate an Easement Agreement permitting a roadway that will transect CCSF property and enable an extension of Lee Avenue. This Easement Agreement has not been completed. Several members of the CCSF Board of Trustees are concerned about the impact of this Easement on CCSF.







San Francisco Planning Commission

May 22, 2020
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The City and developers have consistently said they are collaborating and cooperating with CCSF to assure the Project will help meet CCSF’s goals. This commitment has not occurred. 



Unless and until the interests of CCSF have been fully vetted and satisfied, this Project should not move forward. The future of CCSF hangs in the balance.



Should the Commission disregard this request for postponement, I submit the following for your consideration.



General Comments



This Project should not be approved because it privatizes public land that has been used by City College of San Francisco for decades. This land should be owned by CCSF and used to meet the growing demand for education, vocational training and lifelong learning. CCSF is San Francisco’s educational treasure. Selling this public land to the highest bidder for a private housing development is unacceptable.



This Project should be not be approved because it does not meet the City’s pressing need for affordable housing, especially for lower-income residents. At best, only 50% of the units will be affordable, and many of these units will be available to people earning 120% of the City’s AMI. The City does not need more market rate housing. There is already more than enough in the pipeline. What is desperately needed is more affordable housing for lower-income and working-class households. 



This Project should not be approved because it will remove thousands of parking spaces that students who drive to CCSF from throughout the City depend on. Removal of this parking will make it impossible for students to attend classes, depriving them of the education they need and deserve. Analysis of the impact of this Project on parking is inadequate. An April 26, 2020,  memo to Leigh Lutenski, OEWD, detailing this parking issue is here: https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/ccsf/Board.nsf/files/BPHPXE61935D/$file/Ahrens-Lutenski%20Memo%20Facilties%20Committee%20May%2014%202020.pdf 



This Project should not be approved because it does not provide adequate public transit, further exacerbating the impact of the loss of parking. SF MTA has stated several times that transit improvements are not firm, are merely “aspirational,” and “sketchy.” And so far there are no specific plans to improve and increase transit in this already congested area. Additionally, the Final SEIR states that the Project will create significant transportation impacts that cannot be mitigated. 
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This Project should not be approved because it is an oversized, dense housing development right across the street from City College of San Francisco, adjoining a neighborhood of single-family homes. It is out of scale with the surrounding community, 

and is shoehorning thousands of people into a few acres of land with very little open space. 



This Project should not be approved because it gentrifies one of the last working-class neighborhoods in San Francisco, which will drive out families who are the backbone of the City, the hard working men and women we all depend on to drive our buses, repair our streets, and teach our children.



This Project should not be approved because the Final SEIR has identified three significant environmental impacts, construction noise, air quality, and transportation, that cannot be mitigated.





[bookmark: _Hlk41130580]Project Approval Concerns



CEQA Review



The Commission is being asked to Certify the Final Subsequent Environmental Report and Adopt Findings and a Statement of Overriding Consideration. For the following reasons, I respectfully object to the Certification and Approval of this FSEIR.

I respectfully Object to a number of the Findings:

- The land is not underutilized. It is currently used for parking, enabling student access to City College. It is also used for other City College and public events. Additionally, should it be purchased by City College, it would be an ideal site for City College buildings, especially important during a time when City College anticipates considerable growth.

- The Balboa Area Plan Final EIR, which is superior to this Plan EIR, called for a much smaller development of 500 units at this site, with a proposed height limit of 40 feet. This project is much bigger and much taller. It does not conform to the Balboa Area Plan FEIR, approved several years ago.

- The public transportation in this area is not sufficient to meet the needs of the hundreds of additional residents who will be living in the Project and students who will not have parking. So far, there are no specific transit improvement plans or designs. 
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- Some of the units in this Project will be 78 feet tall. Buildings of this height are out of scale with the homes in the surrounding neighborhoods. Additionally, the population density of this Project acres is much greater than the density in the surrounding areas.

- Infrastructure improvements are only necessary because a development is planned for thousands of people. Should this land not be converted into a dense housing development, infrastructure needs would be reduced.

- The City and developer have failed to work with City College to address parking needs. Despite the fact that over 1,000 parking spaces will be needed,  the Project will provide no more than 450 public parking spaces available to the public. These spaces will be available to anyone, including but not limited to City College students/faculty/staff.



Further, for the following reasons I object to the Planning Commission’s rejection of Reduced Density Alternative as infeasible

- Increasing density just because it can be done is not a good enough reason to increase the size of the Project. Housing does not exist in a vacuum. And cramming a 1,100 unit Project onto a few acres, especially when it’s surrounded by single-family homes, is not appropriate even if it is doable.  

- Although the current plans call for only 50% affordable units, that does not have to be the maximum number of affordable units. With adequate funding, the project could be up to 100% affordable. Fifty-percent is not a magic number that must be applied everywhere. One hundred percent affordable developments have been built elsewhere, and they could be built here, too. 

- San Francisco does not need more market rate housing.  There are tens of thousands of market rate units in the pipeline, more than enough to satisfy the demand for years to come.  The only kind of housing needed in San Francisco is affordable housing.

- Once the development is built, transit needs will significantly increase, especially since a great deal of parking will be eliminated. But current transit is running at capacity, and plans for added transit are just speculative.

- The parking lot is not underused. And even if not always filled to capacity, it meets a critical need for students who rely on their cars to travel between school, one or more jobs, and their homes. 

I also object to the approval of the Statement of Overriding Considerations. The recitation of overriding considerations is merely a reiteration of the advantages of the oversized Project proposed by the Developer, and fails to consider all of the reasons 
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cited above why the Project should either be rejected, or, alternatively, a smaller project should be approved.  



Development Agreement and Design Standards and Guidelines



The Development Agreement and the Design Standards and Guidelines have significant flaws. 



According to Exhibit D, Section D, of the Development Agreement, 150 units of “Educator” housing will be built. This housing will be available to both CCSF and SFUSD staff and faculty. But this housing will not be available to students, even students with families. The Developers have said that student housing is a different kind of project they are not prepared to build. Yet not all students are the same. And if apartments will be available to faculty and staff, they should also be available to students, many of whom have economic needs greater than those of faculty and staff.  



Exhibit J of the Development Agreement, the Transportation Plan, also has several flaws:



- Transportation and parking decisions are based on a TDM prepared by the Developer. Yet despite the fact that this Project will significantly impact available parking for CCSF students/faculty/staff, this TDM does not include a parking analysis. CCSF had a parking analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers, which showed that the project could cause the loss of up to over one thousand parking spaces. Yet this CCSF report was not considered by the City or the Developer in developing a plan to mitigate parking loss.



- The developer has agreed to provide up to 450 units of public parking. But these spaces will not be dedicated to CCSF students/faculty/staff. They will be available to all non-residents. 



- Parking will be priced at market-rate. This will make it difficult or impossible for the working-class students who typify City College students to access the school, and attend classes…classes they need to enroll in a 4-year college, or acquire the vocational training that will enable them to enter the workforce with a good, well-paying job.



- There are no specific plans for increasing public transit in the area to accommodate increased transit needs due to significantly reduced parking and an increase in both student and residential population. Plans have been described as “aspirational,” and “sketchy.” 
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- Many CCSF students and faculty have stated they would like a shuttle from the Balboa Park Station BART station to the CCSF campus. This would facilitate the use of BART, which is a long walk from CCSF. There are no plans for the developers to provide a shuttle.



The Design Standards Guidelines are also problematic. In order to engage the surrounding community in the design process of this Development, the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Board was created, with representatives of all stakeholders participating.



Early in the process the BRCAC proposed Principles & Parameters for the Project.  Yet the final project design does not comply with the intent of many of these Parameters, most notably solutions to problems with traffic congestion, transit and parking.  The BRCAC expressed concern that the project  would displace parking utilized by City College students, and urged the developer to work with CCSF to identify transportation solutions and parking alternatives.. But that has not happened, and there is great concern that CCSF’s parking needs will not be met.



Additionally, the Project design is inconsistent with many of the core elements set forth in the BRCAC’s Parameters, including project size, density, and height.  In its mass and density, it is completely out of scale with the surrounding residential neighborhood. This is a very large  development for thousands of residents in a low-density neighborhood with a limited transportation system.

And most recently, in a May 14, 2020, letter from the Developer to the Planning Department, the Developer submitted a last minute Revised Project Description that will increase the height of a block of buildings from 35 to 48 feet. This design change will significantly alter the character of the Project, and was added as a last-minute change to plans with no regard for the concerns of surrounding residents. This bait-and-switch is unacceptable. The Design Standards Guidelines cannot be approved by the Planning Commission until there has been a full vetting by CCSF and community members of these new plans.

For the foregoing reasons, the Development Agreement and Design Standards and Guidelines should not approved.



[bookmark: _Hlk37326948]
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General Plan Amendments, Special Use District and other Zoning Changes

San Francisco’s General Plan is designed to guide the City’s evolution and growth. It comprises  general objectives and policies that guide public and private actions. The General Plan reflects community values and priorities through its public adoption process, ensuring both private development and public action conform to this vision. 

The zoning changes proposed for the Balboa Reservoir Project are inconsistent with the General Plan. They are not simple variances. Rather, they violate the very intention and purpose of the General Plan. Unless there are General Plan Amendments, therefore, the proposed zoning changes would constitute unpermitted spot zoning. 

Accordingly, to assure conformance with the General Plan and to avoid unpermitted spot zoning, you are considering General Plan Amendments. But these General Plan Amendments are merely spot zoning with a different name. 

Amending the General Plan is an exceptional and unusual action, and should not be made simply to allow conformance of an individual project. By approving General Plan Amendments to avoid unpermitted spot zoning, you are subordinating the City’s overarching planning policies to benefit one privately initiated project. Approving the General Plan Amendments is simply spot zoning by another name. 

Changes to the General Plan require an independent review by the Planning Commission with public comment, as a noticed agenda item. General Plan Amendments should not be a truncated action subordinated to planning approval of a specific proposed private project. In fact, Item 19 on the May 28 Agenda is an Informational Update regarding Amending the Housing Element of the General Plan. According to the Agenda, this process will take two years. This is compelling evidence that General Plan Amendments should not be done in haste.  

These proposed General Plan Amendments, therefore, should not be hastily approved on May 28 just to assure that rezoning of this one project conforms. 

Without approval of General Plan Amendments, the Resolution to Amend the Planning Code and Map to create a Special Use District should be deferred.



Conclusion

The future of City College of San Francisco hangs in the balance. The Balboa Reservoir Project, an oversized, largely market-rate development that will be built on land used by City College for years, will cause City College to shrink and become a shadow of its former self. The decline of City College will significantly impact thousands of people 

San Francisco Planning Commission

May 22, 2020

Page 8





throughout San Francisco: students who need a class to matriculate to a four-year college; students who need certification for a vocational training program; seniors for whom classes provide the physical and emotional support they need to stay healthy, vital, and engaged; and people of all ages who are taking non-credit classes to learn new skills, such as ESL, or who simply want to become more productive and fulfilled members of the community. 

In 2013, a Budget and Legislative Analyst evaluation estimated that City College’s value to the City was over $300 million by providing job training, skills training, jobs for 2400 faculty, administrators, and classified staff, market value of jobs attained by CCSF graduates, state and federal grants, low-cost higher education compared to for-profit two year programs. But it’s not just economic. It’s also about improving the quality of life of everyone in City by providing well educated and well trained San Franciscans, from home health aides to tech workers to engineers to artists and musicians.

Thank you for valuing CCSF and considering these issues.  

Sincerely,

Jean B Barish



Jean B Barish

jeanbbarish@hotmail.com

415-752-0185 


cc: 	San Francisco Board of Supervisors

	City College of San Francisco Board of Trustees

	San Francisco MTA Board of Directors

	San Francisco Planning Commission 

	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

	San Francisco Office of Workforce and Economic Development











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

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Preston, Dean (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Mar, Gordon (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (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: Balboa Reservoir Project: Do not let a for-profit developer kill CCSF
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 9:26:06 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission:

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

San Francisco voters overwhelmingly support City College, as their vote for the Prop A Bond ($845 million for
development and expansion) shows. The Balboa Reservoir is a critical element for CCSF use. While we all know
that affordable housing is needed, the needs of the college must be considered.

One such need is parking. Any development at the Balboa Reservoir must first ensure that adequate transit and
parking be put in place, to mitigate the loss of the parking lot. It is impossible for students with jobs elsewhere and
for teachers working at other sites to get to the campus in time for classes, with transit as it is, and also with
complications recently seen with the current Covid -19 crisis. We must allow for students and teachers who need to
use cars.

To privatize a public parcel in San Francisco for majority market rate housing is unconscionable. The only housing
that should be built on public land must be deeply affordable to long-time residents and educators.

We need a City government that fights for education and housing justice, not leaders and agencies that bow to real
estate interests. Please prioritize the needs for City College in any plans for the Balboa Reservoir site.

Sincerely,

Sharon Wilensky
homeowner, District 5
1355 12th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122

sharonwilensky@sonic.net
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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); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Major, Erica (BOS); Board of
Supervisors, (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Hood, Donna (PUC); Jon Winston;
sunnyside.balboa.reservoir; cgodinez; mikeahrens5; Peter Tham; jumpstreet1983; marktang.cac@gmail.com

Cc: Public Lands for Public Good; ccsfheat@gmail.com
Subject: Sale price of PUC Reservoir--a scandal
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 2:49:55 PM

 

Planning Commission, Land Use Committee (File 200422 & 200423), BOS, PUC:

A hidden treasure for the developers is contained in Attachment A, "CEQA
Findings" https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-
007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf  

The hidden treasure is the estimated price of the PUC Reservoir parcel 3180-190.

From page 21 of Attachment A (p. 1231 of the 2,256-page PDF):

"The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million."

In comparison a 0.3 acre lot at 16th/Shotwell is selling for $10 million.....while the 17.6 acre
PUC parcel is $11.2 million?!

The lot on 24th Street comes to $33.33 million/acre;  the Reservoir lot = a mere $ 0.64
million/acre.

The PUC lot's estimated price computes to only 1.9% of the 24th Street lot on a per acre
basis!
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Can you say Privatization Scam?!

Alvin Ja, District 7



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

From: Jennifer Heggie
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);

Diamond, Susan (CPC)
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Subject: Corrected: Balboa Reservoir--One Page of Problems/Issues
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 2:40:21 PM

 

Thank you in advance for considering the following one page of serious flaws in the Balboa
Reservoir Plan and Process. 

Flaws in the Balboa Reservoir Development Plan:

1.The Plan places much taller buildings within a residential area, inland from the multi-story,
but lower level Ocean Avenue commercial corridor. And the heights for additional non-
inhabited construction on top of the buildings can exceed, without limit, even the tallest
heights of 78 feet included in the plan. 

2. The compromise that was achieved with most, but not all BRCAC members is not being
met in this plan. The negotiated BRCAC maximum height of 65 feet is being disregarded.
Both the 65 ft negotiated compromise and this Plan's proposal for 78 ft are significantly higher
and more massive than anything that is on the actual commercial corridor nearby. The initial
Avalon/Bridge proposal made in response to the RFP appeared to meet the Principles and
Parameters, but that has since changed.

3. The significant adverse impacts identified in the EIR to transportation and noise cannot be
mitigated. And the adverse impacts to access to opportunity at educational institutions such as
City College were not studied.  

The process for community input has been flawed. Here are three ways:

1. The composition of the BRCAC was inadequate. The reservoir is surrounded on all sides by
residential and educational institutions. Two of the institutions that will be most adversely
impacted, according to the EIR, Riordan HS and Mercy Housing, had no voice on the BRCAC
at all. The representative selected by former Mayor Lee from Lick Wilmerding, located blocks
away, said she was not representing Riordan HS.

2. The Plan does not meet the negotiated Principles and Parameters agreed on by the majority
of the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee and that was part of the Request for
Proposal to developers. There was one BRCAC member who did not agree with the negotiated
BRCAC principles and parameters who requested a smaller development.

3. Supervisor Norman Yee, with the support of many neighbors, requested that a third
alternative plan be studied as well, one for 800 units. That's a number significantly higher than
the up to 500 number of units identified for the Balboa Reservoir space in the Balboa Park
Station Area Plan. The OEWD and Planning Department said that the proposal for 800 units
would be a subset of the other studies and therefore be incorporated in the EIR study.
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Was an identification of the EIR impacts of 800 units studied? No.

Does the option for 800 units appear anywhere in the EIR or in the Planning Commission
packet? No

Mitigations of EIR significant adverse impacts are inadequate:

The EIR has indicated that even with all mitigation measures in place, loud noise over the
period of construction will have significant adverse impacts, and transportation access will be
significantly adversely impacted during construction as well as long afterward during
operation. These impacts will be felt by residents and institutions. Transportation Demand
Management measures aren't adequately funded, and there is no SFMTA plan at this time. If
the additional housing option is chosen, air quality will join noise and transportation as
significantly adversely impacted. 

If you choose to approve the Balboa Reservoir project, please choose the least harmful 800
unit option. The development would still be more massive than any other development in the
area and include a large amount of affordable housing, but the serious adverse impacts to the
health and transportation of neighbors and childcare businesses and educational institutions
would be reduced. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely,

Jennifer Heggie

Sunnyside



 
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: Do NOT let a for-profit developer kill CCSF
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 12:46:04 PM

 

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.

I object to rezoning the Balboa Reservoir, which is unacceptable for numerous reasons:
    * allows privatization of public land;
    * doubles the building height limit;
    * doubles the resident density limit;
    * reduces the amount of public open space required from 50% to 11%

I object to the Balboa Reservoir Project going forward with unmitigated environmental
impacts. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) identified three significant
environmental impacts: construction noise, air, and transportation.

I 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.

Given that the biggest barrier to affordable housing construction is the price of land, to
privatize a public parcel in San Francisco for majority market rate housing is unconscionable.
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,
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Stardust Doherty
CCSF Alum
304 Winfield Street
San Francisco, CA 94110



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

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

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Property Proposed Housing Project
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 12:02:39 PM

 

To The SF Planning Commission:

The PUC section of the Balboa Reservoir property is public property that has been used to meet the needs of City
College of San Francisco students for many decades.  

There is an obvious housing crisis in the Bay Area.  However, public property like the PUC section of the Balboa
Reservoir should not be made available for the use of a private entity to enable it to make money in ways that do
not serve the public interest.  

The claim, and it is only a claim, that some units of affordable housing will be built on the Balboa site comes across
as a public relations stunt that insults one's intelligence.  Many of the proposed units being described as affordable
are only affordable for those with six figure incomes of around $120,000. Many people working in San Francisco
are paid San Francisco's minimum wage of $15.59 an hour which comes to less than $33,000/year for one working
full time for 52 weeks, an amount just slightly more than one-fourth of what is being characterized as an income
level needed to be able to live in what is being called an affordable unit. 

A key question you should answer is how would CCSF and Riordan High School students benefit from the proposed
Avalon housing project? I doubt that the best pr firm around could come up with any reason that does not reach
the heights of absurdity.  In addition, I doubt that you can provide a convincing reason of how such a transfer of
public property serves the interests of the overwhelming majority of residents in the surrounding neighborhood.  

Those residents, and those seeking an education will have to endure the noise and dust during construction that is
bound to interfere with one's education and the livability of the neighborhood. Additionally, during construction and
thereafter, an area already suffering from traffic congestion will have to deal with even more congestion.

The only rational decision you could make with regard to the PUC Balboa Reservoir property is to turn it over to
CCSF, a public and accessible educational facility,  for its continued use, and bring an end to even thinking about
this proposed private housing project.
   
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Rick Baum
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sources.

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

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Hood,
Donna (PUC); BRCAC (ECN)

Subject: Balboa Reservoir--False Advertising
Date: Sunday, May 24, 2020 7:49:49 PM
Attachments: FALSE ADVERTISING BAIT & SWITCH (2).pdf

 

Planning Commission, Land Use Committee (Files 200422 & 200423), BOS, PUC,
BRCAC:

Attached is a City College stakeholder presentation.
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BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT:
FALSE ADVERTISING


BAIT & SWITCH


Achieving Buy-In:
“Affordable Housing”
Affordable “In Perpetuity”







ACHIEVING BUY-IN:


For a PRIVATIZATION SCAM







50% AFFORDABLE!!


The sales pitch:
550 market-rate 


units will subsidize 
550 affordable 


units.







REALITY IS TURNED ON 
ITS HEAD


The reality is that public 
land (probably to be sold for 
cheap!) will be subsidizing 


550 market-rate units.


“Affordable housing” is a 
marketing ploy to facilitate 


privatization.
 







THE REALITY







OTHER PEOPLE’S 
(OUR!) MONEY


From the Development Agreement:


“Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability 
level of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt 


of City’s Affordable Funding Share.” 







AFFORDABLE “IN PERPETUITY”
The LIE from 
Principles & Parameters:


Principle #1: 
Build new housing for people 
at a range of income levels. 
Parameters: a. Make at least 50% of total housing units permanently affordable in 
perpetuity to low (up to 55% of Area Median Income (AMI)), moderate (up to 120% 
of AMI), and middle-income (up to 150% AMI) households, provided that this can be 
achieved while also ensuring project feasibility and providing the economic return to 
SFPUC ratepayers that is required by law…


1. Make at least 33% of total housing units permanently affordable in perpetuity 
to low or moderate-income households, consistent with Proposition K (2014). 







Development Agreement:  Affordable for 57 years


The TRUTH from Development Agreement:


“Affordability Restrictions. (a) Each Affordable Parcel will be 
subject to a recorded regulatory agreement approved by 
MOHCD to maintain affordability levels for the life of the 
Project or fifty-seven (57) years, whichever is longer, ...” 







WHY A HOUSING SHORTAGE?


Is it because of:


● Excessive bureaucracy and 
regulations?


● NIMBY resistance?


● Insufficient supply relative to 
demand?







MAIN REASON FOR HOUSING SHORTAGE


Housing has a:


● USE VALUE for people as shelter;
● VALUE AS A COMMODITY for trading


HOUSING CONSTRUCTION IS CAPITAL 
INTENSIVE


● Investment goes to where there is high 
Rate-of-Return on Investment
○ There is little or no profit in 


affordable housing







NOT SIMPLY SUPPLY & DEMAND


YIMBY’S SAY:  JUST BUILD MORE HOUSING!


This is simple-minded trickle-down economics.


What’s important is what they call “financial feasibility.”


Affordable housing is not financially feasible.  Affordable 
housing will not attract investment, simply because it is 


not profitable enough.











PRIVATIZATION: “PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP”
The Reservoir Project is an example of 
trickle-down economics.


Advantage accrues to the 1%, while crumbs 
(affordable units) fall to a mere handful of 
the multitudes of common people in need of 
basic shelter.


No matter how much profitable market-rate 
housing is built, the crumbs will be unable to 
satisfy the housing needs of the populace.


CRUMBS ARE NOT ENOUGH!







 
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); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Diamond,

Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Major, Erica (BOS); Clerk of the Board Alberto
Quintanilla; MTABoard; Boomer, Roberta (MTA); BRCAC (ECN); Jon Winston; sunnyside.balboa.reservoir;
jumpstreet1983; cgodinez; Peter Tham; marktang.cac@gmail.com; rmuehlbauer; mikeahrens5

Cc: Robert Feinbaum; Cat Carter; DPH - thea; SNA BRC
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Final EIR: Significance Threshold for Transit Delay
Date: Sunday, May 24, 2020 12:48:16 PM

 

Planning Commission, Land Use & Transportation Committee (File 200422, 200423),
SFCTA, SFMTA, BRCAC:

Planning Dept Staff contends that its 4-minute Threshold of Significance for Transit
Delay is supported by substantial evidence.  This contention is false.

The claimed "substantial evidence" consists of a one-sentence assertion in the
Planning Department's "Transportation Assessment Guideline" and in its Appendix I
"Public Transit Memorandum."  That one-sentence "substantial evidence", in its
entirety, consists of:

"For individual Muni routes, if the project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four
minutes, then it might result in a significant impact." 

4-MINUTE THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TRANSIT DELAY IS AN
UNSUPPORTED ASSERTION, LACKING SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

The Final SEIR uses a quantitative threshold of significance of 4-minute
Reservoir-related Transit Delay.  In other words, Transit Delay is
considered insignificant unless the Project contributes 4 minutes of delay
to a MUNI line.  In the real world of MUNI passengers and operators, a 4-
minute delay in a short stretch near the Reservoir is extremely significant.
The establishment of a quantitative threshold of significance is required to
be based on "substantial evidence."  The Final SEIR claims that
substantial evidence for the 4-minute threshold of significance is contained
in Planning Dept's "Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines." 
Contrary to the claim of "substantial evidence", the 4-minute significance
criterion contained in the TIA Guidelines is only an assertion, without any
evidence whatsoever.  The "substantial evidence" for the 4-minute delay
significance criterion consists of this one sentence:   "For individual Muni
routes, if the project would result in transit delay greater than or equal to four minutes, then
it might result in a significant impact."   This one sentence constitutes the entirety
of the claimed "substantial evidence" in the TIA Guidelines.  This one
sentence appears in the body of the TIA Guidelines and, again, in the
Appendix I "Public Transit Memorandum."  However, repetition of a one-
sentence assertion does not constitute "substantial evidence."
Planning Staff repeatedly cites the City Charter Section 8A.103 (c)1 as
justification for the Project's 4-minute threshold of significance.  8A.103
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(c)1 sets a lateness standard for MUNI at scheduled timepoints.  The
MUNI on-time performance criterion was not meant to allow the Reservoir
Project to add an additional 4-minute delay on top of the pre-existing
MUNI lateness standard.   Isn't this simple common sense that a project
that adds an additional 4-minute delay over and above pre-existing MUNI
delay would be significant?!
 
The 4-minutes late significance threshold only serves as a "Get Out of Jail
Free card" for the Project's real-world significant contribution to Transit
Delay. 

submitted by:
Alvin Ja,  District 7

  



From: Michael Ahrens
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Hong, Seung Yen (CPC); Lutenski, Leigh (ECN); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)

Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS)
Subject: May 28, 2020 Meeting- Balboa Reservoir: Comments of Westwood Park Association
Date: Saturday, May 23, 2020 4:03:44 PM
Attachments: Memo to Planning Commision re Balboa Reservior May 28th Hearing FINAL.PDF

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

To the San Francisco Planning Commission:

Attached please find the written comments of Westwood Park Association in connection with the May 28, 2020
Planning Commission meeting to consider the proposed development on the Balboa Reservoir.   We will
supplement these written comments with oral comments.

Thank you for your consideration.

Michael Ahrens,
President, Westwood Park Association
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Date:  May 23, 2020 
 
To:  San Francisco Planning Commission  
 
From:  Michael Ahrens, President, Westwood Park Association 
 
Subject: May 28th Hearing on Balboa Reservoir Project.   
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
This memorandum is submitted on behalf of the Westwood Park Association 
(“WPA”) by Michael Ahrens, president of the WPA.  The WPA represents 
the interests of the residents of the Westwood Park Community that was 
developed more than 100 years ago and directly adjoins the proposed Balboa 
Reservoir Project (“Project”). 
 
The WPA has previously provided comments on the scope of the 
Supplemental SEIR (“SEIR”) prepared for the Project, the Draft SEIR, the 
proposed General Plan amendments and Balboa Reservoir Special Use 
District (“SUD”) ordinance, and the Design Standards and Guidelines 
(“DSG”) for the Project.  As previously articulated, the WPA is concerned 
about the impacts of the Project on the Westwood Park neighborhood, other 
neighborhood near the Project Site and on San Francisco City College 
(“CCSF”). 
 
After reviewing the responses to comments (“RTC”) on the DSEIR, the draft 
Development Agreement (“DA”), and the revised Project Description, our 
concerns remain.  Our primary issues continue to be the Project’s impacts on 
the parking available for CCSF and the overall density of the Project.  We 
also have questions about the Project’s financing and overall feasibility. 
 
Our comments below apply to the Final SEIR (RTC and the DSEIR) and the 
Project related approvals before the Planning Commission (“Commission”) 
on May 28, 2020, including the DA, the SUD, the proposed General Plan 
amendments, the Design Standards and Guidelines (“DSG”) and the 
Proposed Project.    
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I. Final SEIR and Responses to Comments 
 
The WPA’s comment on the DSEIR included a comment regarding the 
conclusion that Alternative D is the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.”  
We noted that the EIR acknowledges that the combination of the reduced 
density alternative (Alternative B) and Alternative D “would result in less 
environmental impacts than the Project options and variants.”  We maintain 
that this combination would and should be identified as the environmentally 
superior alternative in the FSEIR.  The RTC does not explain why the 
combination of Alternatives B and D would not be the environmentally 
superior project based on environmental considerations except that it would 
not achieve the Developer’s objective.  WPA demands that FSEIR change 
this conclusion especially when the RTC noted that the DSEIR states that 
this combination of alternatives would indeed lessen the severity of 
significant environmental impacts.  Choosing Alternative D as the 
environmental superior alternative relies solely on that alternative meeting 
the project sponsor’s objectives, which should never be the criteria in 
determining the environmental superiority of an alternative.  To do so would 
be misleading and is contrary to CEQA’s goal of fostering informed 
decision-making.  We maintain that the combination of Alternative B and D 
would be the environmentally superior alternative and should be so 
identified. 
 
II. CCSF and Public Parking 
 
The Project proposes to remove all 1007 parking spaces that currently exist 
on the Lower Reservoir, most of which are predominately used by CCSF 
students, faculty and staff.  Fehr & Peers prepared a parking analysis for 
CCSF dated March 15, 2019 (the “CCSF Parking Study”), that is attached as 
Exhibit A.  That study concludes that with development of the Project, by 
2026 there would be an unserved parking demand of more than 1,000 cars at 
peak periods even with the incorporation of TDM strategies.  This deficit is 
substantially higher than the 239 spaces peak period shortfall discussed in 
the Final SEIR (See RTC, 4.C-62).  In addition, with Construction of the 
CCSF’s proposed Performance Arts and Education Center (“PAEC”) on the 
Upper Reservoir, the CCSF Parking Study projects a peak period shortfall of 
more than 1750 spaces. 
  
The 750 space public parking garage(s) in the SDEIR were to replace the 
lost parking spaces used by CCSF, as well as for use by members of the 
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public using the two new public parks, visitors to the Project residents, and 
for the Ocean Avenue merchants to free up the on-street parking for their 
customers.  Yet, the DA’s Project Description modified and reduced the 750 
parking spaces to 450, of which some will be shared spaces with the 
residents between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.  Additionally, the Planning Department 
prefers that no more than 220 parking spaces be included in this Project.   
 
The parking analysis prepared for the developers and used in the Final SEIR 
minimizes the peak parking demand, including the projected loss of existing 
parking due to the PAEC.  That parking analysis concludes that projected 
parking demand would only be accommodated by “available on-street 
parking spaces, reduced Balboa Reservoir and CCSF parking demand 
through planned TDM measures, and/or a shared parking agreement with the 
Balboa Reservoir project.”   
 
On May 1, 2018, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development sent a letter to Mark Rocha, Chancellor of CCSF outlining and 
summarizing their discussion on various topics and outlined including “an 
ongoing collaboration” with CCSF that would be memorialized in a 
Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) that would address parking and 
other issues.  The letter includes a timeline indicating that the MOU will be 
executed before the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors will 
review and approve the Project.  However, as of this date, there is no MOU 
on parking and other matters discussed in the May 1, 2018 letter between the 
developer, the City and CCSF, even though commitments were promised 
and expected before approval of the DA and the Project. 
 
While Exhibit J of the draft DA purports to address replacement parking for 
CCSF, it is totally inadequate and does not address the actual needs of 
CCSF.  The City and the developer do not know the actual number of 
parking spaces that will need to be provided and the actual amount will not 
be known until further study is undertaken and submitted to the City after 
construction starts, which puts the cart before the horse.  Only then after the 
City has all the necessary information can it impose a parking space 
requirement on the Project.  Thus, there is no guarantee that any replacement 
parking will be provided and certainly no assurance that the public parking 
will be adequate to meet the needs of CCSF.  In addition, there is no 
proposal or solution to the loss of all available public parking during the 
initial phase of construction (the excavation and grading of the entire lower 
reservoir area), which could last over a year.   
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Until CCSF, the City and the Developer agree on an MOU covering all the 
topics in the May 1, 2018 letter, which includes parking and other topics ( 
such as housing for CCSF staff and faculty), any consideration of and  action 
on the Certification of the Final SEIR, the Project approval actions and the 
Development Agreement will be premature and should be deferred.   
 
III. Public Land Is an Irreplaceable Public Asset And Should Be Used 


For Public Purposes. 
 
The Balboa Reservoir Project Site consisting of 17.6 acre is publically 
owned and is a portion of the original 28-acre Balboa Reservoir Site.  
Historically, when this City has sold its public land to private developers, the 
City is then forced to lease privately owned buildings or other facilities to 
house all or part of city agencies and functions.  For example, SFMTA 
leases land in the East Bay to train its new MUNI drivers.   
 
In the case of the Balboa Reservoir site, the City should examine the public 
uses that meets the City's current need as well as its future needs.  The voters 
of the City have declared as a matter of public policy, that surplus public 
land should be used for affordable housing, not market rate housing but 
affordable housing.  The City should examine the many possible public uses 
of the Balboa Reservoir site, and consider the City's current and projected 
public needs, in accordance with the intent of voters of the City. 
 
The Project site is also adjacent to the Ocean Campus of CCSF.  CCSF is a 
free post-secondary educational institution.  CCSF serves students who 
cannot pay the high tuition fees of State University, the City’s immigrant 
population who attend English as second language classes, computer classes 
need to achieve upward economic mobility, as well as the workforce 
attending classes before or after their work shifts to obtain a post-secondary 
degree and then to a state university.  With free tuition, CCSF anticipates 
that their student body will continue to grow, which will require additional 
facilities.  
 
The Project site can accommodate affordable housing and the future needs 
of CCSF, both of which are critical public needs, in lieu of enriching private 
developers.  A portion should be leased to a developer, as the City has done 
in the past, for development to construct 100% affordable rental housing and 
the remaining portion should be reserved for the future expansion of the 
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CCSF Ocean Campus.  At the end of the lease, the City will own the rental 
units and maintain control over the for-sale affordable housing units.   
 
The Project proposes to provide some “educator” housing, but not any 
housing for students as has been previously considered.  The DA’s 
Affordable Housing Program, (Exhibit D), provides that the 150 units 
dedicated to "Educator" housing will be for a household with at least one 
faculty or staff member.  While preference will be given to CCSF 
"educators," (faculty or staff), San Francisco Unified School District 
"educators" will also be eligible for this housing.  It is unclear who will 
finance the "Educator Housing", who will own the land and whether they 
will be rental or ownership units.  With respect to the student housing, we 
understand that there was discussion with the CCSF administration, but the 
non-profit developer decided it was not in their area of expertise, and they 
dropped the idea; therefore, there will be no student housing.     
 
IV. Other Issues Raised by the Development Agreement  
 
A. Section 12; Transfer or Assignment 
 
This section of the DA gives the developer the right to convey its interest in 
all or part of the Project site, and the rights and obligations under the DA to 
another developer.  Section 12.1.2 requires a transfer of the entire site to be 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director.  In addition, the Planning 
Director must also approve a transfer of the market rate housing parcels.  
Does this mean that the Planning Director has to approve every parcel for 
construction of the townhouse units that would be sold as vacant lots?   
 
The DA does not require Planning Director approval of the affordable 
housing parcels.  Because the affordable housing is a key component of the 
public benefits of the proposed Project and has different financing 
requirements, it is essential that the Planning Director and MOHCD should 
approve any transfer of the affordable housing sites to anyone other than the 
non-profit developers identified as part of the developer’s proposal. 
 
B. Exhibit O; Project Financing and Feasibility 
 
The DA includes Exhibit O, the “Financing Plan”, but it was not included in 
the DA available to the public.  Exhibit D, the “Affordable Housing 
Program” includes a section on the funding of the affordable housing portion 
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of the Project.  But without Exhibit O, the public will not be able to review 
comprehensively and contextually the financing of the different components 
of the Project, and the actual amount of funding that will be provided by the 
City to ensure all of the asserted public benefits would occur.  The City’s 
economic health depends on tourism, conferences, and small businesses, 
which have been virtually destroyed by the current pandemic.  This has 
resulted in the City’s current budget deficit, that will continue to grow until 
the City’s economy fully recovers which may be several years.  
 
In February 2018, a financial feasibility report was prepared for the Project, 
as required by the Administrative Code before the Planning Department 
could commence CEQA review of projects that require certain levels of City 
funding.  That report notes that one of the benefits to the City would be the 
money the City received from the sale of the Project site to the developer.  
As of this date, the Developer has not provided to the public any information 
regarding the sales price or the Purchase and Sale Agreement that will need 
to be approved before the Project can move forward.  Inasmuch as the 
February 2018 financial feasibility report is more than two years old, and 
with the pandemic shutting down the country for more than two months, and 
very slow reopening of the cities and states, it would be prudent to revisit the 
report’s conclusions.   
 
For the sake of full transparency, this Commission and the public should be 
provided detailed and complete financial information before selling a City’s 
irreplaceable asset - land.  The public and this Commission needs all the 
details regarding this proposed real estate transaction so that the 
Commission's recommendation to the Board of Supervisors will be based on 
necessary information prior to making an informed decision regarding the 
DA and the Project as a whole. 
 
V. Change in Allowable Heights 
 
The materials provided in advance of the May 28th, 2020 hearing explain 
that after the release of the RTC, the developer has revised the Project to 
increase the height limit of the easternmost 58 feet of Blocks TH1, TH2, and 
H from 35 feet to 48 feet.  It appears the DSG and the DA have also been 
revised to be consistent with this new height limit at the Developer's request.   
 
This is the first time the public was told about this last-minute change to the 
Project.  The draft DSG that were presented to the Balboa Reservoir CAC at 







 7 
 


its meeting on April 8th, 2020 did not include this additional height limit.  
Neither the City nor the developer has consulted, advised or asked the CAC 
nor any of the neighborhood organizations adjacent to the Project their 
opinion on this increase in height.  This revision involves the blocks closest 
to Westwood Park.  Will this increase the number of units in the Project, or 
in the blocks closest to Westwood Park?  Would this allow for more or 
larger affordable units, or just increase the profit for the developer?  Profits 
alone are not a reason for this last-minute height increase.  All the 
neighborhoods around the Project site needs to understand how this will 
affect them before the Planning Commission moves forward with 
considering the Project.  If there will be any increase in height, it should be 
limited to a maximum height of 40’ to provide the necessary height 
transition to the buildings on the east side of West Street.  
 
Recently, The Sunnyside Neighborhood Association (“SNA”) advised WPA 
that SNA has requested a reduction of the maximum height in the SUD for 
the Balboa Reservoir Site to 65 feet in the SUD, as stipulated in the 
Principles and Parameters and that the tallest buildings not be placed on the 
northern portion of the Site.  WPA fully supports SNA’s request for a height 
reduction.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.   
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Executive Summary
This plan outlines a strategy for City College of San Francisco (CCSF) to implement a suite of transportation 


demand management (TDM) measures and parking management strategies at its Ocean Campus, located 


in the Outer Mission neighborhood of San Francisco. As CCSF prepares its upcoming Ocean Campus 


Facilities Master Plan (FMP), begins construction on a new Performing Arts and Education Center (PAEC), 


and as housing development proceeds in the Balboa Reservoir, there will be changes in student enrollment, 


the number of employees on campus, and campus parking supply. These changes will necessitate proactive 


management of parking and transportation facilities, as growth in enrollment will likely lead to an increase 


in demand for travel to campus, while development in the Lower Reservoir and Upper Reservoir parking 


facilities will likely decrease available parking supply, absent construction of additional parking facilities. 


CCSF Facilities staff have set the following goals for this TDM plan: 


Maintain just and equitable access to a CCSF Education: While demand for driving to campus 


could potentially be addressed through market-rate parking, CCSF is concerned with the effects 


that such a program would have on lower income students, or those students who rely on a car 


due to their home location or need to get to a job. As such, strategies are included that help address 


these concerns while still working to reduce vehicle trips to campus. 


Manage demand for parking: Due to anticipated development by neighbors and pursuant to the 


FMP, parking will likely become less readily available at CCSF’s Ocean Campus. As such, managing 


parking demand will help maintain strong relationships with surrounding neighborhoods and help 


insure students can access educational facilities. Additionally, there are some secondary effects, 


which may include fewer individuals searching for on-campus parking as it becomes less readily 


available.  


Make progress towards sustainability goals: Under the CCSF Sustainability Plan, managing drive 


alone trips is a key aspect to reducing the Campus’s carbon footprint. As such, this plan proposes 


to reduce student and employee driving trips by approximately 20 percent and 10 percent, 


respectively. Further reductions in driving trips may be possible under an expanded TDM program, 


which could help CCSF meet more ambitious or updated climate change prevention goals. This 


document may also serve to help update the transportation portions of the CCSF Sustainability 


Plan, which was published in 2009.  


Create a TDM plan that is financially viable to implement: Finally, the cost of the program is 


one key constraint; as such, measures have been prioritized based on cost and ease of 


implementation, while other measures are identified but not recommended for short-term 


implementation.  
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Existing Transportation Conditions 
Based on 2018 travel survey results, the majority of both employees and students live within the City of 
San Francisco, with many living within three miles of CCSF. The majority of CCSF employees commute by 
driving alone, while the majority of students do not drive to campus (Figure E-1); relatedly, students must 
pay for parking on campus, while employees are provided free parking as a benefit to employment. The 
primary barrier named by employees and students in traveling to campus is one of time: they choose to 
drive because it is the fastest available commute option. Other concerns include the cost of 
transportation, particularly for students, and safety when connecting to BART or walking to existing 
parking facilities (Figures E-2 and E-3). Therefore, efforts to help reduce the number of people driving to 
CCSF would ideally help address concerns regarding the relative travel time for different modes, safety 
and connectivity, and the relative cost of different modes.  


Figure E-1: Mode of Travel by Population, 2018 Survey 
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Figure E-2: Employee Transportation Barriers and Concerns 


“Distance” includes both long walking distances to and from parking facilities or transit facilities, distance from home to CCSF, or 


general comfort and safety when walking or driving longer distances.  


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019 


Figure E-3: Student Transportation Barriers and Concerns 


“Distance” includes both long walking distances to and from parking facilities or transit facilities, distance from home to CCSF, or 


general comfort and safety when walking or driving longer distances.  


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019 


However, TDM strategies cannot typically reduce travel times for transit, walking, or bicycling relative to 


driving. Transit subsidies and adjusting parking pricing can both address the relative costs of individual 


mode choices, but can be expensive, unpopular or infeasible (as a result of State laws governing student 


parking rates). Furthermore, many employees commented to indicate that they placed a high value on their 


free parking benefit.  


TDM Strategies 


The resulting TDM strategies recommended for CCSF reflect both the ease and cost of implementation, as 


well as addressing certain key barriers related to travel choices, as discussed above. The list of strategies, 


which begins on page 24, is separated into five strategy types: 
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1. Maintain Equitable Access to a CCSF Education: Equity and access are key values to CCSF and its


mission. This objective suggests secondary strategies to support students with limited financial


resources.


2. Create a variety of affordable options to encourage use of transit: CCSF is in a transit-rich city;


however, additional support can help students and employees address key barriers such as long


walks, extended wait times, or high costs of transit passes.


3. Support Walking and Bicycling, especially for those living within three miles of campus: Many


students and employees live within bicycling distance of campus, but commute via car. These


strategies help promote walking and bicycling.


4. Advertise and Incentivize Sustainable Transportation: The barriers to changing transportation


behavior are high, so direct support and encouragement are key elements to the TDM Plan


5. Manage Existing Parking Supply: Through carefully adjusting pricing, revising the permit system,


and more stringent enforcement, CCSF can manage demand for parking spaces. Additional


measures to help shift driving behavior by faculty and staff may be necessary, including pricing


employee parking.


The overall TDM Plan is divided into two groups of measures: Core TDM Measures, which represent low 


and moderate cost options to help address parking and travel demand, and Additional TDM Measures, 


which represent higher cost options. The anticipated reduction to driving trips from the Core Measures is 


around 5 to 10 percent for employees and 15 to 20 percent for students; with additional measures, the 


estimated reduction increases to a 15 to 20 percent reduction for employees and a 25 to 30 percent 


reduction for students. 


Parking Analysis 


Parking demand associated with CCSF is anticipated to increase as college enrollment grows; current 


projections estimate a 25 percent increase in enrollment and FTEs by 2026. Table E-1 shows the baseline 


parking demand at both current enrollment levels, at future enrollment levels, and at future enrollment 


levels with the TDM Plan in place.   
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Table E-1:  Baseline Parking Demand and Supply 


Enrollment/ 
TDM Scenario 


Peak Day Parking 
Demand 


(First Week of 
Instruction) 


Non-Peak 
Demand 


(Typical Day in 
Semester) 


Supply 


Unserved Demand - 
Baseline 


Peak Day of First 
Week of Instruction 


Unserved Demand 
- Baseline


Typical Day in 
Semester 


2018 2,835 2,066 3,010 0 0 


2026 (25% 
growth) 
without TDM 


3,543 2,583 3,010 572 0 


2026, with 
core TDM 


3,010 2,194 3,010 39 0 


2026, with 
additional 
TDM 


2,294 1,672 3,010 0 
0 


In addition to changes in demand, the total supply of parking on campus is expected to change due to two 


projects: the construction of housing on the Lower Reservoir parking lot and the addition of a Performance 


and Education Center (PAEC) on the Upper Reservoir parking lot. Fehr & Peers provided supply and demand 


analysis for the following scenarios: 


• Scenario 0: Baseline Conditions (i.e., no changes to campus or Lower Reservoir; shown in Table E-


1)


• Scenario 1: Baseline Conditions + PAEC


• Scenario 2: Baseline Conditions + Balboa Reservoir Housing


• Scenario 3: Baseline Conditions + PAEC + Balboa Reservoir Housing


Results of the parking analysis by time of day are presented in Figure E-4, for both the peak time in the 


semester (during the first week of school) and during a more typical week. During the peak demand hour 


from 11:00 AM to 12:00 PM, the potential unserved parking demand with a TDM program in place ranges 


from zero spaces under Scenario 1 during a typical week, to more than 1,800 spaces under Scenario 3 during 


the first week of school.  
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Figure E-4: Projected Demand and Supply by Time of Day (25% Enrollment Increase + Core TDM 
Strategies) 


However, these projections do not take into account changes to parking demand as a result of reductions 


in supply, such as individuals choosing to change travel mode when parking becomes more difficult. Based 


on survey responses, we estimate that sixty percent of students and employees would change their travel 


patterns if parking were more difficult to find. When accounting for this shift, the shortfall of spaces under 


the most intensive scenario (with both the PAEC and the Balboa Reservoir Housing) is reduced to around 


400 spaces with implementation of a TDM plan.  


Next Steps 


Based on this analysis, CCSF administrative staff will need to address several key questions to determine 


how to address potential changes in parking demand and supply on campus over time. These questions 


include: 


What level of investment does CCSF want to make in providing affordable transportation 
alternatives? The Core TDM Strategies represent cost-effective means of reducing demand for parking and 


for driving alone to campus. However, the more effective strategies include higher costs, particularly if CCSF 


wishes to consider subsidizing transit.  
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How will CCSF balance parking demand with sustainability goals and minimizing the impact of 
vehicle trips? As noted above, the parking demand numbers presented here represent the latent demand 


for parking, or the number of people wishing to drive to campus and park during the peak hours all else 
being equal. The Core TDM Strategies represent cost-effective means of reducing demand for parking and 


for driving alone to campus. However, the more effective strategies include higher costs, particularly if CCSF 


wishes to consider subsidizing transit. Fehr & Peers recommends adopting and implementing the drive 


alone trip reduction targets provided in the Core TDM Measure list and assessing changes in travel and 


parking patterns over time as parking availability fluctuates during construction of the PAEC and Balboa 


Reservoir Housing Project. 


Is meeting parking demand a financial investment priority for the College? Constructing parking 


structures is a costly venture, and so this question goes hand-in-hand with the question of whether CCSF 


can accept some level of unmet parking demand. Feedback from employees indicates that they place a high 


value on the parking benefits provided to them; conversely, students were more likely to request investment 


in alternative transportation or in educational facilities rather than in parking.  


In considering these questions, Fehr & Peers recommends that CCSF adopt a phased approach to building 


new parking facilities, with the first phase reflecting unmet parking demand after implementation of Core 


TDM measures. CCSF should also incorporate a feedback loop for assessing parking demand over time 


including reviewing the effectiveness of TDM measures and any changes in travel and parking patterns. 


Based on feedback from those affected, as well as the trade-offs of constructing a parking structure, an 


informed decision can be made on whether and when to proceed with building additional parking. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
As City College of San Francisco (CCSF) prepares its upcoming Ocean Campus Facilities Master Plan (FMP), 


begins construction on a new Performing Arts and Education Center (PAEC), and as housing development 


proceeds in the Balboa Reservoir, there will be significant changes in student enrollment, the number of 


employees on campus, and campus parking supply. Growth in enrollment will likely lead to an increase in 


demand for travel to campus, while development in the Lower Reservoir and Upper Reservoir parking 


facilities will likely decrease available parking supply, absent construction of additional parking facilities. 


This document outlines current transportation and parking conditions at the CCSF Ocean Campus, located 


in the Balboa Park neighborhood of San Francisco, and analyzes how conditions may change in the future, 


and what steps CCSF can take to manage its parking and transportation facilities. It then presents a plan for 


both transportation demand management (TDM), as well as analysis of potential parking demand under a 


variety of future conditions. This plan is intended to lay out a strategy to proactively manage parking and 


transportation facilities, in both the near term and the long term.  


CCSF Facilities staff have set the following goals for this TDM plan: 


Reduce Demand for Parking: Due to anticipated development by neighbors and under the FMP, 


parking will likely become less readily available at CCSF’s Ocean Campus. As such, managing 


demand for this parking will help maintain strong relationships with surrounding neighborhoods, 


maintain current benefits provided to employees, and help insure students can access their 


educational facilities. 


Reduce Drive Alone Trips to Campus: Under the CCSF Sustainability Plan, managing drive alone 


trips is a key aspect to reducing the Campus’s carbon footprint. As such, this plan proposes to 


reduce student and employee driving trips by approximately 20 percent and 10 percent, 


respectively.  


Maintain just and equitable access to a CCSF Education: While demand for driving to campus 


could potentially be addressed through market-rate parking, CCSF is concerned with the effects 


that such a program would have on lower income students, or those students who rely on a car 


due to their home location. As such, strategies are included that help address these concerns while 


still working to reduce vehicle trips to campus. 


Create a Financially Sustainable Program: Finally, the cost of the program is one key constraint; as such, 


measures have been prioritized based on cost and ease of implementation, while other measures are 


identified but not recommended for short-term implementation. 
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This report begins by summarizing existing transportation conditions at CCSF Ocean Campus, discusses 


potential TDM measures that help meet CCSF’s goals, and estimates the potential effectiveness of that plan 


in reducing driving trips, as well as demand for parking on campus. A more detailed analysis of parking 


supply and demand is included in Chapter 4. Finally, recommendations regarding next steps for CCSF are 


presented, based on the analysis contained in this Plan. 
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Chapter 2. Existing Setting and 
Transportation Conditions 
CCSF is a public, two-year community college located the City of San Francisco. It operates across multiple 


campuses within San Francisco, and enrolled a total of 63,000 students in the 2017-2018 academic year. 


Many students attend classes on a part-time or non-credit basis; the number of “full-time equivalent” (FTE) 


students was around 22,000 in 2017-2018, with around 12,000 FTEs attending courses at Ocean Campus. 


CCSF employs a total of 2,200 employees, consisting primarily of part-time faculty and classified staff.  


2.1 Transportation Offerings 
Regional vehicular access is provided via Interstate 280 through the Ocean Avenue interchange. Local 


vehicular access is primarily provided via the Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way intersection. Ocean 


Campus currently provides around 3,000 parking spaces, available to employees free of charge, and to 


students at a cost of $5.00 per day, via purchase of a daily vending machine permit. Employees display a 


permit allowing them to park for free, and in restricted employee-only areas. Students can purchase a 


semester-long sticker indicating their status, or pay for parking each day they park, at a rate of $5 per day. 


Nearby transportation facilities include the Balboa Park BART Station (0.5 miles from the center of campus), 


the J-Church Muni Light Rail line on San Jose Avenue (0.5 miles from the center of campus), the M-Ocean 


View Muni Light Rail line on San Jose Avenue and Geneva Street, the K-Ingleside Muni Light Rail line on 


Ocean Avenue (0.25 miles from the center of campus), and Muni bus lines 8, 8BX, 29, 43, 49 and 91, which 


all operate on Ocean Avenue and stop on or near Frida Kahlo Way. Figure 1 illustrates the campus location 


and nearby transportation facilities.  
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2.2 Existing Transportation Policies 
CCSF currently administers several policies that affect how students and employees use the transportation 


facilities available at or near the campus; due to the current high supply of parking spaces, parking demand 


does not typically overflow into the neighborhood under current conditions, and employees and students 


both indicate that parking is easy to find. Even so, a substantial share of employees and students travel to 


the campus via public transportation.  


The primary transportation policies set by CCSF administration that influence mode choice to and from the 


campus are: 


• Free parking available to all employees: All faculty and categorized employees are provided free 


parking by CCSF; this benefit is included in the current labor contract.  


• Pre-tax commuter benefit withholding: Employees are provided the option to withhold a portion 


of their pay on a pre-tax basis for use on public transit. The extent to which this program is taken 


advantage of should be assessed. 


• Campus Police Escort Program: On request, campus police accompany employees and students 


to their parked vehicle or to public transit stops on campus. The extent to which this program is 


taken advantage of should be assessed. 


• CCSF Sustainability Plan: CCSF’s Sustainability Plan has set a goal of reducing drive-alone trips by 


15 to 20 percent, campus-wide. It includes suggestions for TDM measures that are included in this 


Plan, and reports on progress towards meeting the Plan’s vehicle trip reduction goals. 


2.3 Existing Parking Conditions  
Currently, parking is provided primarily through two surface lots immediately west of Frida Kahlo Way, and 


through a collection of surface lots and on-street parking spaces east of Friday Kahlo Way. Figure 2 
illustrates the parking facilities and designations. The surface lots west of Frida Kahlo Way are collectively 


referred to as the “Upper Reservoir” lot and “Lower Reservoir” lot. Additional parking, primarily for 


employees or other specific uses (such as bookstore parking, loading, or maintenance vehicle parking), is 


provided east of Frida Kahlo Way. Total parking supply across the campus is around 3,000 spaces and 


summarized in Table 1; spaces are roughly equally distributed between the lower reservoir, upper reservoir, 


and East of Frida Kahlo Way areas; however, as shown on Figure 2, parking lots closer to the campus center 


(i.e., Cloud Hall) are primarily reserved for employees. 
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Table 1:  Parking Supply, CCSF Ocean Campus 


Location 
Employee 


Permit 
Parking 


General 
Parking 


Motorcycle 
Parking ADA Parking Other Parking Total 


East of Frida 


Kahlo Way  
472 332 55 90 47 996 


Lower 


Reservoir 
0 987 0 20 0 1,007 


Upper 


Reservoir 
83 890 0 7 27 1,007 


Total 555 2,209 55 117 74 3,010 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; CCSF Facilities Department, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018 


“Other Parking” includes spaces reserved for Chancellor’s Office, Police Vehicles, Loading Zones, or other restricted uses. On-street 


parking within the campus is included in the counts for East of Frida Kahlo Way.  


Currently, the roughly 3,000 spaces available at CCSF provide adequate supply to meet demand throughout 


the year. However, demand does fluctuate widely from the beginning of the academic semester to the end 


of each semester; it also varies by time of day. Based on data collected in October 2017, April 2018, and 


May 2018, Figure 3 shows parking demand on a typical weekday1 is highest during the mid-day periods. 


The peak parking demand spans from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM, with the highest demand from 11:00 AM to 


12:00 PM. In addition, based on data collected in August 2018 during the first week of instruction, parking 


demand is substantially higher during that time; counts taken in August were on average 36 percent higher 


than those taken during May 2018. Figure 3 illustrates parking occupancy by time of day and school year 


by hour.    


Most areas east of Frida Kahlo Way and in the Upper Reservoir were well-utilized during both the first week 


of school and during a more typical week, however occupancy in the Lower Reservoir peaked at only 20 


percent of spaces occupied in May, compared to a peak of 82 percent occupancy at 11:00 AM during the 


first week of instruction. Data collected in May and August of 2018 are included as Appendix A.  


                                                      
1 Typical weekday is defined as a weekday after the first two weeks of instruction during the Fall or Spring Semester. 


This report uses counts collected in May 2018; counts were validated to occupancy during the 11AM hour at both 


the Lower Reservoir Lot and Upper Reservoir Lot during additional weeks in April and October; May counts were 


found to be typical (within 3 percent of October counts).  
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Figure 3: Parking Occupancy by Time of Day, First Week of Instruction vs. Typical Week 
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Two online surveys were conducted to determine how students and employees currently travel to CCSF: an 


employee survey was conducted in Summer 2018, with a student survey following in Fall 2018. The survey 
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and questions about why they choose to travel the way they do. Surveys were conducted using the online 


survey platform SurveyMonkey, and were promoted via email to all employees (for the employee survey) 


and all registered students at Ocean campus (for the student survey). As an incentive, a $5 gift card was 
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2.4.1 Mode of Travel 
Overall, CCSF employees have a drive alone mode share of around 66 percent; an additional 4 percent 


carpool to work. In comparison, only around a third of students drive alone and ten percent carpool, with a 


larger share of them using transit (approximately 50 percent). A modest share (<10 percent) of employees 


and students use other modes like walking and bicycling (~5 percent), taxi, or Lyft/Uber (~3 percent). These 


findings are shown in Figure 4. Full results of the employee and student surveys are attached as Appendix 
B and Appendix C, respectively.  


Figure 4: Mode of Travel by Population 


 


2.4.2 Home Location 
By mapping the home location of CCSF students and employees, as well as only those who drive or carpool, 


a few patterns emerge. The majority of both employees and students live within the City of San Francisco, 
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(within 3 miles) and drive to work. This likely reflects that transit service, while available, would take more 


time than driving. Additionally, responses to questions about why individuals drive indicate that many times 


the convenience of driving extends to other aspects of life: running errands, picking up or dropping off 


family members, etc; these issues are further discussed later in this report.  
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2.4.3 Transportation Concerns 
In addition to general demographic information, the survey asked about some of the most common 


transportation barriers faced by both employees and students. Generally, these barriers fall into four groups: 


travel time/commute time, cost, physical barriers such as long distances or safety concerns, and all other 


concerns (including family duties, students needing their car for work, etc). Figure 8 shows employee 


responses to questions about their primary concerns, while Figure 9 summarizes student responses to the 


same questions. 


Figure 8: Employee Transportation Barriers and Concerns 


 


Figure 9: Student Transportation Barriers and Concerns 


 


Generally, employees are very sensitive to the amount of time their commute takes, with nearly two-thirds 


of respondents listing it as their primary concern. In contrast, while students also indicated they were 


concerned with travel times, they were also very concerned with the cost of travel. This could include the 


cost of riding transit, parking, etc. Distance, safety, and other concerns such as trip chaining (making multiple 


stops during the commute) were also substantially important to both groups. Notably, concerns and barriers 


were similar for drivers and for all other responses, with non-drivers slightly more likely to be concerned 


with their commute cost than drivers.  
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The employee sensitivity to factors like commute travel time likely explains the high auto mode share, as 


shown in Figure 10. While most people who drive have a commute less than 30 minutes in length, 


individuals using transit are much more likely to have a longer commute, with eight percent of all employees 


spending more than one hour taking transit to work. While Figure 10 does not indicate whether individuals 


who currently drive or take transit would spend more or less time commuting while using another mode, it 


does reflect a pattern that corroborates one of the primary comments received via the survey: that for many 


employees and students, using transit would substantially increase their commute time. 


Figure 10: Employee Travel Time by Mode 


 


Finally, the survey provided a chance for respondents to list their general concerns and provide comments 


and input on travel options to and from campus. Full comments are included in Appendix B and Appendix 
C; however, six general themes arose, as summarized in Table 2. While several of these comments cannot 


be fully addressed through transportation demand management or parking management, others helped to 


inform the selection of strategies that may benefit the CCSF community. 
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Table 2:  Common Survey Comments 


Comment Theme Common Employee 
Response Common Student Response 


Within 
Scope of 


TDM Plan? 


Within Scope 
of Parking 


Plan? 


Parking Cost & 
Availability 


Very negative response to 


CCSF not providing free 


parking to employees 
Mostly concerned with 


affordability of parking No Yes 


Concern with Balboa 
Reservoir 
Development 


Generally driven by its effect 


on parking Generally driven by its effect 


on parking No Yes 


Concerns with safety Primarily surrounding journey 


to BART, especially when 


working late hours 
Primarily surrounding 


journey to BART Yes No 


Concerns with 
accessibility 


Concerns with transporting 


class materials and personal 


mobility Very few responses Yes Yes 


Travel time and 
convenience 


Major concern, and often 


listed as the primary reason 


for their mode choice 
Major concern, and often 


listed as the primary reason 


for their mode choice Partial No 


Escorting kids / 
additional stops Primarily named family duties Primarily named 


work/schedule issues No No 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; Employee and Student Travel Survey, 2018. 


2.5 Community Outreach Event 
In addition to the online survey, Fehr & Peers conducted an outreach event targeting students and 


employees on-campus. This event occurred in the Student Union on Thursday, November 29th 2018.3 


Students and employees passing by the outreach table were asked to share their thoughts on transportation 


issues they face, as well as CCSF, and indicate how they would prioritize transportation programs. This event 


reached around 200 individuals, most of them students.  


                                                      
3 While outreach was planned to occur in RAM Plaza, heavy rain on the day of the event lead to relocation to inside 


the Student Union.  
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Table 3 summarizes the transportation mode used by respondents, and the total number of responses for 


each mode; the mode of respondents to the outreach event was generally similar to the results of the 


student and employee surveys, although the share of individuals using transit was slightly higher. 


Table 3:  Outreach Results: How do you get to Campus? 


Mode Students Employees 


Drive Alone 44 26% 7 70% 


Carpool 8 5% 0 0% 


Transit 104 61% 3 30% 


Dropped off / Picked 
up 7 4% 0 0% 


Bike or Walk 7 4% 0 0% 


Total 171 100% 10 100% 


 Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 


Note: Dropped off / Picked up includes both personal vehicles and Uber / Lyft rides. 


Outreach Event, November 2018 
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Individuals who replied that they drove or carpooled to campus were then asked whether they would 


change the way they travel if parking became more difficult to find, such as if the supply were decreased. 


Around 60 percent of current drivers, or three in five, indicated they would change how they travel if parking 


were less readily available on campus (Table 4). This indicates that a reduction in parking supply at CCSF 


could potentially lead to fewer driving trips. While this question did not include an option for potentially 


choosing a different school, there may be some students whose enrollment at CCSF is contingent on ease 


of parking. However, as discussed below, student participants generally valued transit access and 


educational facilities above parking.  


Table 4:  Outreach Results: If Parking On Campus were More Difficult to Find, How Would 
you Travel? 


Mode Students Employees 


Continue to Drive or 
Carpool 


21 36% 3 38% 


Dropped off / Picked 
up  


5 9% 0 0% 


Transit 28 48% 5 63% 


Bike or Walk 4 7% 0 0% 


Total 58 100% 8 100% 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 


Note: Dropped off / Picked up includes both personal vehicles and Uber / Lyft rides. This question was posed only to individuals who 


responded that they drove or carpooled to campus. Not all participants answered at every board.  


To help inform how CCSF should allocate resources for transportation, respondents were asked how they 


would distribute funds across different potential programs. Participants were given five “dots”, each 


representing CCSF’s investment in a TDM and/or Parking program; they placed the dots however they 


thought the resources would best be allocated. Results, tallying the total number of “dots” in each category 


are shown in Table 5. Generally, students had the strongest levels of support for improved connections to 


BART and Muni (such as better access pathways, lighting, crosswalks, and improvements to bus stop 


facilities) and subsidizing transit passes. Employees were most interested in improving connections, but also 


providing safety improvements (such as enhanced lighting on key pathways, or adjusted signal phasing at 


Ocean Avenue and Frida Kahlo Way) and proactively managing parking, particularly during the busiest times 


of the year.  
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Table 5:  Outreach Results: How should CCSF Allocate Available Resources to 
Transportation? 


Mode Students Employees Total 


Improving connections to 


BART and MUNI 
236 29% 12 24% 248 29% 


Subsidized transit passes 


for all students 
218 27% 8 16% 226 27% 


Safety Improvements 118 15% 13 26% 131 15% 


Parking Management  115 14% 11 22% 126 15% 


More Bicycle infrastructure  56 7% 2 4% 58 7% 


Encourage carpooling 49 6% 1 2% 50 6% 


Other: Housing 6 1% 0 0% 6 1% 


Other: TNC 1 0% 2 4% 3 0% 


Other: More Parking 2 0% 0 0% 2 0% 


Other: Subsidized passes 


for employees 
0 0% 1 2% 1 0% 


Total 801 100% 50 100% 851 100% 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 


Note: Responses scoring more than 20 percent are shown in bold.  


Similarly, an additional question asked students to weigh in on a College-wide Muni pass program, such as 


that offered by San Francisco State University, which would provide a Muni “M” pass to all students meeting 


some enrollment threshold (likely full-time or half-time). This would be funded through a new student fee, 


which would apply to all students. 


Just over half of respondents indicated they would definitely like to have such a program, with 23 percent 


indicating they had no interest. The remainder of responses were primarily concerned with the effect of a 


student fee on a population that largely does not pay substantial fees or tuition; the cost of a semester 


Muni pass could, for instance, be more than the cost of a semester’s tuition for many students. Several 


students indicated they would participate only if the program included BART, or if it were made into an opt-


in program.  


Finally, to assess how important students felt transportation barriers and parking are relative to other 


potential facilities projects, such as educational and student space, participants were asked to indicate on a 


three-sided figure roughly how they would prioritize parking, free/subsidized transit, and improved 


educational and student space. An image of the final distribution is shown as Figure 11; generally, a plurality 


of students (38 percent) would rather see investment focused entirely on educational and student spaces 


on campus. However, just over half of respondents indicated that they would like some level of investment 
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in transit subsidies. In contrast, only 15 percent of students (and one-third of employees) indicated they 


wanted any portion of resources to be dedicated to providing parking at the school.  


Figure 11: How Should CCSF Allocate Its Resources? 


 


Respondents were asked where they felt the “balance” between these three priorities lies. Stickers placed in the middle indicate that 


the three are roughly equal, and those placed between two priorities along the edge indicate that the respondent believed those 


two priorities important, but not the third. Blue responses indicate faculty and staff.  


2.6 Summary of Findings 
Based on the online surveys and in-person outreach event, Fehr & Peers staff have summarized findings 


into the following themes: 


1. CCSF Relies on Public Transit: While most employees drive to work, a substantial number use 


BART or Muni to commute. Among students, half of trips to campus are made on transit. This occurs 


in spite of the distance from campus to BART, which many students and employees cited as a 


barrier; many comments also indicated that some respondents felt unsafe walking to the BART 


station.  


2. Time and Convenience are Key Drivers of Behavior: Among all populations, but particularly 


employees, the amount of time spent commuting is a key consideration in making travel choices. 


While CCSF cannot address the relative travel time on different modes of travel, it can help 


individuals plan a more seamless transit trip, or perhaps try walking or bicycling. Overcoming this 
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barrier is difficult, and will require proactive outreach and marketing. Even so, a substantial share of 


the population will likely continue to drive, even if parking becomes less readily available. 


3. Cost Matters, Especially to Students: Students indicated that the cost of traveling to and from 


classes was a major concern. This was shown in both direct survey responses, as well as in student 


reactions to potential programs to help subsidize the cost of transit. Because CCSF students are 


often drawn in by the tuition-free program, they may be even more cost sensitive than other 


populations.  


4. Many Drivers Live Near Campus: Among both employees and students, many drivers live within 


two to three miles of campus, and could potentially walk or bicycle to CCSF. While this option is 


not available to many people due to mobility or accessibility concerns, or because employees must 


carry materials, promoting bicycling and walking and creating a safe environment connecting 


campus to the surrounding neighborhoods could help accommodate more active travel. 


5. Transportation is Important, but Secondary to Education: While this plan focuses on improving 


transportation options, it is key to remember that while transportation is important to students, it 


is often secondary to their overall student experience. While commuting to and from campus may 


be difficult, or a source of stress, students generally indicated that they wanted to see balance 


between transportation investments and investments to facilities and the student experience. 


6. Parking is Important to Employees, but Students Value Transit Access: Employee responses 


generally placed a high value on parking as an employee benefit. However, while students also 


value the availability of parking, they were less concerned with future changes, and more willing to 


shift to other modes if parking were to become more difficult to find. In addition, because students 


are more price sensitive, changes to the cost of parking will likely lead them to change 


transportation mode at a higher rate than employees.  
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Chapter 3. TDM Plan, 
Implementation, and Mode Share 
Targets 
Using data gathered from the online survey, community outreach, and discussions with CCSF administrative 


staff, Fehr & Peers has compiled a list of potential TDM strategies that could help manage the number of 


students and employees driving alone to campus. Based on the themes identified above, strategies are 


grouped into the following objectives: 


1. Maintain Equitable Access to a CCSF Education: Equity and access are key values to CCSF and its 


mission. This objective suggests secondary strategies to support students with limited financial 


resources. 


2. Create a variety of affordable options to encourage use of transit: CCSF is in a transit-rich city; 


however, additional support can help students and employees address key barriers such as long 


walks, extended wait times, or high costs of transit passes. 


3. Support Walking and Bicycling, especially for those living within three miles of campus: Many 


students and employees live within bicycling distance of campus, but commute via car. These 


strategies help promote walking and bicycling. 


4. Advertise and Incentivize Sustainable Transportation: The barriers to changing transportation 


behavior are high, so direct support and encouragement are key elements to the TDM Plan 


5. Manage Existing Parking Supply: Through carefully adjusting pricing, revising the permit system, 


and more stringent enforcement, CCSF can manage demand for parking spaces. Additional 


measures to help shift driving behavior by faculty and staff may be necessary, including pricing 


employee parking. 


3.1 Transportation Strategies 
Individual strategies to help meet each objective have been further divided into two groups: Core TDM 


Measures, or measures that provide support at a low cost to CCSF, preserving resources for other projects; 


and additional TDM measures, which include options that are higher cost, but may be substantially more 


effective at reducing the number of vehicle trips to campus. Each measure also includes an estimate of its 


effectiveness, based on the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) publication 


Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. CAPCOA represents a review of research, and includes 
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data-backed strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated vehicle trips and greenhouse gas 


emissions.  


3.1.1 Core TDM Measures  
Core TDM measures include measures that have a low to moderate annual cost and meet at least two of 


the following criteria: 


• Address the key commute barriers named by students and staff, including cost, commute time, and 


safety/walking comfort.  


• Provide a quantifiable reduction in drive-alone trips to campus. 


• Assist drivers who live within walking or biking distance of CCSF to adopt walking, bicycling, or 


other active modes. 


• Support CCSF’s already high levels of transit use 


Table 6 summarizes the measures in the TDM plan, and categorizes them by their potential to reduce drive 


alone trips. Where applicable, potential mode share reductions are provided based on CAPCOA; other 


measures largely serve to support other measures, and may not have a quantifiable effect on travel behavior. 


In general, measures will be most effective if marketed to individuals who live near existing transit service, 


or who drive alone and live within a few blocks of campus. Through monitoring and ongoing adjustment 


to programs, a TDM Coordinator can identify how best to adapt each strategy to CCSF’s students and 


employees. 


Table 6:  Core TDM Measures 


Measure Detail Student Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Employee Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Maintain Equitable Access to a CCSF Education 


Revise permit system to 


reflect student need 


Provide a pathway for students with 


financial hardship to obtain a 


reduced cost parking pass, or to 


receive priority for a parking pass 


0% 0% 


Assist students in applying 


for Muni Lifeline passes or 


other low-income 


programs 


As part of the transportation 


coordinator position, assist students 


with application for Muni lifeline 


service and other subsidized transit 


pass programs  


2% 0% 
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Table 6:  Core TDM Measures 


Measure Detail Student Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Employee Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Create a Variety of Affordable Options to Encourage Use of Transit 


Install real-time transit 


information at key 


locations 


Provide real time information at the 


primary transit center on Frida Kahlo 


way, but also on screens in central 


buildings (Student Union, Cafeteria, 


etc) 


Supportive Supportive 


Improve connections with 


BART station by working 


with the City to address 


sidewalks, crosswalks, and 


other issues 


Primary focus should be around 


direct, safe, secure access to BART 


station and Muni bus stops, 


including enhanced lighting, 


shelters, etc. May require 


coordination with SFMTA. 


<1% <1% 


Support Walking and Bicycling 


Provide additional secure 


bicycle parking and 


lockers 


Provide additional covered bicycle 


parking or bike station on campus at 


location easily accessible from 


multiple locations, ideally not 


requiring a bike ride up a steep hill 


<1% <1% 


Provide bicycle repair 


stations at key Campus 


locations 


Provide bicycle repair at central 


location with heavy bicycle activity 
<1% <1% 


Improve signage and 


wayfinding, particularly for 


accessible pathways 


To help connect the campus with 


the surrounding streets, improve the 


most commonly used accessible 


pathways through campus, and 


maintain a pedestrian-first feel at 


common gateways to campus. Also 


include visible signage supporting 


bikeways. 


Supportive Supportive 


Provide additional 


improvements to the 


bicycle and pedestrian 


network on campus 


Provide bicycle lanes or marked 


bicycle pathways, and maintain high 


quality sidewalks and pathways 


through campus for pedestrians.  


1% 1% 
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Table 6:  Core TDM Measures 


Measure Detail Student Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Employee Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Advertise and Incentivize Sustainable Transportation 


Hire a dedicated on-site 


transportation coordinator 


and engage in proactive 


outreach to students and 


employees 


Hire, or provide existing FTE with 


authority to advertise, improve, and 


host events promoting sustainable 


transportation. Common marketing 


events may include bike/walk/roll 


days, issuing climate challenges to 


reduce drive alone trips, assisting 


individual students and employees 


with trip planning, and helping 


employees enroll in commute 


benefits.  


5% 5% 


Expand transportation 


resources on CCSF website 


Provide direct, easy-to-use links to 


transit schedules and fare 


information; advertise potential 


student discounts on transit; 


advertise supportive programs such 


as Guaranteed Ride Home and 


Campus Escort services. 


Supportive Supportive 


Provide transportation 


information to students 


when they enroll 


Upon enrollment each semester, 


either direct students to a 


transportation website, or provide 


opportunities for them to discuss 


transportation options with CCSF 


staff.  


Supportive Supportive 


Manage Existing Parking Supply 


Establish drop-off and 


pick-up zones 


By providing additional drop-off and 


pick-up zones, the school can 


facilitate vehicle trips that do not 


require parking supply. This 


measure works in conjunction with 


changes to parking permitting, 


supply, or cost. 


Supportive Supportive 


Create and advertise a 


carpool program 


Partially included in transportation 


outreach; provide dedicated 


platform or partner with platform to 


advertise carpooling opportunities, 


and perhaps allow for preferential 


carpool parking 


5% 


Included in “Hire 
dedicated on-site 


transportation 
coordinator” reduction. 


Less effective for 
employees due to free 


parking benefit.  
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Table 6:  Core TDM Measures 


Measure Detail Student Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Employee Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Adjust student parking 


prices 


 


Increase the cost of student parking 


as the parking supply decreases. 


This reduction assumes that daily 


parking costs to students would 


increase from $5 per day to $7 per 


day. 


5.5% N/A 


Revise permit system 


Consider a suite of potential 


changes to how parking permitting 


operates on campus, ranging from 


further restricting certain spaces for 


employees or students, providing 


priority permits based on student 


need or class schedules, or limiting 


the number of permits issued. This 


could potentially be a means of 


reducing student parking demand 


without necessarily increasing 


parking cost, but would require 


active management of the program  


Varies Varies 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; CAPCOA Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, 2010 


The total expected reduction in drive-alone trips from these core measures would be up to a 19 percent 
reduction in student drive alone trips, and up to an 8 percent reduction in employee drive alone trips. 


These totals are slightly lower than the simple addition of all measures, due to diminishing effectiveness as 


additional people shift to other modes; they also represent the high end of the range of expected reductions 


in drive alone trips. 


3.1.2 Additional TDM Measures to Consider 
The following TDM measures, summarized in Table 7, meet the criteria for the core measures, but would 


result in a higher cost to CCSF on an annual basis. The highest financial cost measures, however, also have 


high levels of support based on findings from outreach. For example, providing subsidized Muni passes is 


estimated to reduce student drive alone trips by up to 10 percent; however, it would cost up to $240 per 


student per semester. Eligibility requirements would need to be determined, likely based on the number of 


courses a student is enrolled in for the quarter. Implementation of a bulk transit pass program would require 


ongoing negotiations with SFMTA, as Muni currently does not have an option for bulk pass purchasing at 


a reduced cost to employers or institutions; other organizations who offer this benefit have engaged in 


one-on-one negotiations with SFMTA staff. 
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These measures also include subsidized memberships to two services: carshare, which allows employees 


access to a car for errands or quick trips during the day, and bikeshare or scootershare, which can help 


connect the campus to Balboa Park BART Station, as well as potentially encouraging students and 


employees who live near the campus to bicycle or scoot to CCSF. 


Finally, this set of measures includes charging a daily price for employee parking. While this measure is 


currently precluded under existing labor contracts, parking pricing is an effective way to manage parking 


supply in cases where there is significant unserved demand.  


Table 7:  Additional TDM Measures 


Measure Detail Student Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Employee Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Create a Variety of Affordable Options to Encourage Use of Transit 


Provide Student Muni Pass 


Program 


Provide Muni pass to all full-time 


students, via either subsidy or 


student fee 


10% 0% 


Provide Employee Muni 


Pass Program 


Provide Muni pass to all full-time 


employees via subsidy for transit 


benefits 


0% 10% 


Support Walking and Bicycling 


Provide bike share (or 


scooter share) 


membership to students 


& employees 


Provide bike or scooter share 


subsidies to students and 


employees, allowing them to use 


services such as LimeBike or 


scooters to help connect to public 


transit. This measure would be 


implemented at the time that such 


services are available at Ocean 


Campus. 


1% 1% 


Manage Existing Parking Supply 


Provide space for carshare 


vehicles and subsidize 


carshare for employees 


Allocate parking spaces on campus 


for ZipCar or similar services, and 


provide subsidized memberships to 


employees. These services allow for 


the ability to use a car for official 


business or errands, even if the 


employee did not drive to work that 


day. 


0% 1% 
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Table 7:  Additional TDM Measures 


Measure Detail Student Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Employee Drive Trip 
Reduction Potential 


Price employee parking 


appropriately 


Charge employees a daily fee to 


park on campus, in conjunction with 


implementation of additional 


transportation benefits and support. 


Consider providing promotional 


pricing for carpooling or off-peak 


parking. 


0% 5% 


Provide managed parking 


during peak demand 


periods 


Because parking demand peaks 


during the first week of instruction, 


provide valet parking at parking lots 


to help increase effective supply 


during peak times. Cost of parking 


should be adjusted accordingly 


during these times. 


Supportive Supportive 


Provide shuttle to BART 


during peak demand 


periods 


During the first week of each 


semester, when parking demand is 


highest, provide shuttle service from 


Balboa Park BART station to Cloud 


Drive to help reduce parking 


demand. 


Supportive / up to 5% 


during peak demand 


Supportive / up to 5% 


during peak demand 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; CAPCOA Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, 2010 


Incorporating these additional TDM strategies into the CCSF TDM Plan would increase the potential 


reduction in drive alone trips to up to a 27 percent reduction for students, and up to a 22 percent 
reduction for employees.  These totals are slightly lower than the simple addition of all measures, due to 


diminishing effectiveness as additional people shift to other modes; they also represent the high end of the 


range of expected reductions in drive alone trips. 


3.2 Mode Share Targets 
To establish mode share targets, we have assessed the reduction potential of both the core TDM measures 


and the additional measures using data from CAPCOA. As shown in Table 8, the TDM Plan could result in 


an average student vehicle mode share of 24 to 27 percent, and an employee vehicle mode share of 52 to 


61 percent. As such, this TDM Plan should set an initial (short-term) mode share target of 27 percent for 


students and 61 percent for employees. As enrollment is expected to increase and parking supply reduced 


due to proposed changes on campus (described in the next section), CCSF should aim to reach a more 


aggressive goal by completion of the Facilities Master Plan, of 25 percent vehicle mode share for students 


and 52 percent for employees.  
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Table 8:  Vehicle Mode Share Targets 


Mode 


Students Employees 


Core Measures Core + Additional Core Measures Core + Additional 


Existing Drive Alone Mode 
Share 


33% 66% 


Reduction due to TDM Plan 19% 27% 8% 22% 


Vehicle Mode Share Target  27% 24% 61% 52% 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 


Note: Vehicle mode share refers to drive alone and carpool users.  







 


CCSF Ocean Campus TDM Plan and Parking Analysis 


March 15, 2019 


 30 


Chapter 4. Parking Analysis 
While reducing the number of driving trips to campus would result in less vehicle congestion in local 


neighborhoods, fewer greenhouse gas emissions, and lower parking demand, one of the primary concerns 


voiced by CCSF employees, students, and leadership has been the management of parking supply and 


demand in light of expected campus development and operational changes. These changes include: 


• Construction of a Performing Arts and Entertainment Center (PAEC), removing up to 760 parking 


spaces in the Upper Reservoir parking area 


• Construction of the planned Balboa Reservoir Housing development at the Lower Reservoir parking 


area, removing 1,007 parking spaces 


• Enrollment increases of up to 25 percent  


• Implementation of the TDM Plan, as described in Chapter 3. 


These changes have been consolidated into three key scenarios analyzed below: 


• Scenario 0: Baseline Conditions (i.e., no changes to campus or Lower Reservoir) 


• Scenario 1: Baseline Conditions + PAEC 


• Scenario 2: Baseline Conditions + Balboa Reservoir Housing 


• Scenario 3: Baseline Conditions + PAEC + Balboa Reservoir Housing 


For each of these scenarios, parking was analyzed based on an enrollment growth of 25 percent, both with 


and without the core and additional TDM measures in place. Reduction in parking demand due to TDM 


measures assumed that reductions in the drive alone rate would correspond to similar reductions in parking 


rates. 


4.1 Parking Demand  
For this analysis, baseline parking demand was calculated using two data sources: employee and student 


survey data, and counts of parking occupancy during May 2018 (average weekday) and August 2018 (first 


week of school). Parking demand was calculated using survey data regarding mode of travel, number of 


days on campus per week, and arrival/departure times, to calculate the peak parking demand during the 


11:00 AM to 2:00 PM period. Counts of Full Time Equivalent (FTE) students and employees were then applied 


to the parking demand rates to reach an estimated peak parking demand, which was then validated to 


actual parking counts.  


Because the survey asks for a “typical” mode, and includes a long period of time for students to report peak 


period arrivals (11:00 AM to 2:00 PM), it likely overestimates the share of students parked on campus during 
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the peak period from 11:00 AM to 12:00 PM. As an example, students arriving at 1:00 PM would be included 


in the peak parking demand for 11:00 AM, due to the large reporting window. Table 9 shows results of this 


analysis, and a peak day parking demand of 0.15 spaces per FTE Student and 0.43 spaces per FTE 
Employee during the peak hour of the day. 


Table 9:  Calculating Parking Demand Rates, Peak Hour (11:00 AM – 12:00 PM) of Peak 
Day (Tuesday August 21, 2018) 


Mode Students Employees 


% Driving, Weighted by Days on 
Campus 


37% 66% 


% On Campus, 11:00 AM – 2:00 PM 68% 95% 


Average Vehicle Occupancy 1.22 1.08 


Parking Demand per FTE 0.21 0.58 


2018 FTEs at Ocean Campus 12,336 2,178 


Estimated Parking Demand 2,538 1,260 


Total Estimated Parking Demand 3,798 


Actual Parking Occupied, Peak 
Hour of Peak Day 


2,808 


Parking Adjustment Factor 0.74 


Final Peak Parking Demand per 
FTE 


.15 .43 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018; CCSF, 2018 


However, these rates were validated on the highest parking demand day of the year. Parking demand varies 


substantially throughout the year, as shown in Figure 3. An additional adjustment to account for variations 


between a peak day (during the first week of school) and a more “typical” day (late in the Spring semester) 


is shown in Table 10. The resulting peak hour parking demand rates based on late semester parking 


occupancy are 0.11 spaces per FTE student and 0.31 spaces per FTE employee.  
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Table 10:  Calculating Parking Demand Rates, Peak Hour (11:00 AM – 12:00 PM) of 
Typical Day (Monday May 14, 2018) 


Mode Students Employees 


Demand on Peak Day .15 .43 


Actual Parking Occupied, Peak 
Hour of Peak Day 


2,808 


Actual Parking Occupied, Peak 
Hour of Typical Day 


2,047 


Typical Day Adjustment Factor 0.734 


Typical Day Parking Demand per 
FTE 


0.11 0.31 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018 


Based on the parking demand rates calculated above, parking demand was estimated for the baseline and 


future enrollment scenarios without and with TDM. Table 11 summarizes the peak parking demand and 


non-peak parking demand, supply and unserved demand for the base scenario (no changes in parking 


supply). As shown, by 2026 the Baseline conditions would result in a shortfall of 572 parking spaces during 


the peak week of demand; however, there would be no shortfall during a typical day. If core TDM programs 


are provided, Baseline conditions would result in a shortfall of 39 spaces during the first week of instruction 


and no shortfall during a typical day.  


                                                      
4 Both employee and student parking demand were scaled down proportionately to provide a typical day demand. 


Employee parking demand is likely more stable throughout the academic year; however, this analysis provides a 


conservative / higher parking demand estimate than adjusting student parking alone.  
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Table 11:  Baseline Parking Demand and Supply 


Enrollment/ 
TDM Scenario 


Peak Day Parking 
Demand 


(First Week of 
Instruction) 


Non-Peak 
Demand 


(Typical Day in 
Semester) 


Supply 


Unserved Demand - 
Baseline 


Peak Day of First 
Week of Instruction 


Unserved Demand 
- Baseline


Typical Day in 
Semester 


2018 2,835 2,066 3,010 0 0 


2026 (25% 
growth) 
without TDM 


3,543 2,583 3,010 533 0 


2026, with 
core TDM 


3,010 2,194 3,010 0 0 


2026, with 
additional 
TDM 


2,245 1,636 3,010 0 
0 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018; CCSF Draft Facilities Master Plan, 2016 


4.1.1 Scenario 1: Parking Demand with PAEC 
Construction of the PAEC is anticipated to occur on the northern portion of the Upper Reservoir parking 


lot, and would result in removal of 760 existing parking spaces. However, the PAEC is not anticipated to 


generate new parking demand during the peak hour of 11:00 AM to 12:00 PM that is not otherwise 


accounted for by the student and employee populations; additional parking demand for performances 


would likely occur during the evening hours, when parking is much more readily available, as shown in 


Figure 3 above. 


Table 12:  Scenario 1 (Baseline + PAEC) Parking Demand and Supply 


 Enrollment/ 
TDM Scenario 


Peak Day Parking 
Demand 


(First Week of 
Instruction) 


Non-Peak 
Demand 


(Typical Day in 
Semester) 


Supply 


Unserved Demand - 
Baseline 


Peak Day of First 
Week of Instruction 


Unserved Demand 
- Baseline


Typical Day in 
Semester 


2018 2,835 2,094 2,250 585 0 


2026 (25% 
growth) 
without TDM 


3,543 2,617 2,250 1,293 367 


2026, with 
core TDM 


3,010 2,223 2,250 760 0 


2026, with 
additional 
TDM 


2,245 1,658 2,250 0 0 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018; CCSF Draft Facilities Master Plan, 2016 
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Table 12 summarizes the unserved parking demand under Scenario 1, with student growth and with either 


the core TDM Plan or with the Additional TDM Measures. As noted above, demand fluctuates widely 


throughout the year; however, to accommodate the peak demand at 11:00 AM, by 2026 the loss of parking 


resulting from construction of the PAEC would lead to a shortfall of 367 to 1,293 parking spaces during 


the 11:00 AM hour.  If core TDM programs were provided, demand would be accommodated during much 


of the year, with a shortfall of 760 spaces during the first week of school. 


4.1.2 Scenario 2: Parking Demand with Balboa 
Reservoir Housing Project 
Scenario 2 accounts for the Balboa Reservoir Housing Project, slated to add a new housing development to 


the land currently occupied by the Lower Reservoir parking lot. This would result in the reduction of CCSF 


parking supply by 1,007 spaces. This does not account for any future shared parking arrangements in 


conjunction with the Balboa Reservoir Housing project sponsors. 


Table 13 summarizes the unserved parking demand under Scenario 2, with student growth and with either 


the core TDM Plan or with the Additional TDM Measures. As noted above, demand fluctuates widely 


throughout the year; however, to accommodate the peak demand at 11:00 AM, by 2026 the removal of the 


Lower Reservoir parking facilities would lead to a shortfall of 614 to 1,540 parking spaces during the 11:00 


AM hour. If core TDM programs were provided, there would be unserved demand for around 220 to 1,007 
parking spaces during the peak hour. 


Table 13:  Scenario 2 (Baseline + Balboa Reservoir Housing) Parking Demand and Supply 


 Enrollment/ 
TDM Scenario 


Peak Day Parking 
Demand  


(First Week of 
Instruction) 


Non-Peak 
Demand 


(Typical Day in 
Semester) 


Supply 


Unserved Demand - 
Baseline 


Peak Day of First 
Week of Instruction 


Unserved Demand 
- Baseline 


Typical Day in 
Semester 


2018 2,835 2,094 2,003 832 91 


2026 (25% 
growth) 
without TDM 


3,543 2,617 2,003 1,540 614 


2026, with 
core TDM 


3,010 2,223 2,003 1,007 220 


2026, with 
additional 
TDM 


2,245 1,658 2,003 242 0 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018; CCSF Draft Facilities Master Plan, 2016 
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4.1.3 Scenario 3: Parking Demand with PAEC and 
Balboa Reservoir Housing Project 
Scenario 3 provides the combined parking demand analysis for a future scenario where the PAEC and Balboa 


Reservoir Housing Project are both constructed and active, leading to the removal of 1,767 parking spaces 


on campus. This does not account for any future shared parking between CCSF and the Balboa Reservoir 


housing project. 


Table 14 summarizes the unserved parking demand under Scenario 3, with enrollment growth and with 


either the Core TDM or additional TDM measures. As noted above, demand fluctuates widely throughout 


the year; however, to accommodate the peak demand at 11:00 AM, by 2026 this scenario would lead to a 


shortfall of 1,374 to 2,300 parking spaces during the 11:00 AM hour.  If core TDM programs were provided, 


there would be unserved demand for around 980 to 1,767 parking spaces during the peak hour. 


Table 14:  Scenario 3 (Baseline + PAEC + Balboa Reservoir Housing) Parking Demand and 
Supply 


Enrollment/ 
TDM Scenario 


Peak Day Parking 
Demand 


(First Week of 
Instruction) 


Non-Peak 
Demand 


(Typical Day in 
Semester) 


Supply 


Unserved Demand - 
Baseline 


Peak Day of First 
Week of Instruction 


Unserved Demand 
- Baseline


Typical Day in 
Semester 


2018 2,835 2,094 1,243 1,592 851 


2026 (25% 
growth) 
without TDM 


3,543 2,617 1,243 2,300 1,374 


2026, with 
core TDM 


3,010 2,223 1,243 1,767 980 


2026, with 
additional 
TDM 


2,245 1,658 1,243 1,002 415 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; IDAX Data Solutions, 2018; CCSF Draft Facilities Master Plan, 2016 


4.2 Effects of Limited Parking Supply on 
Daily Demand 
As discussed in Chapter 2.6, many students and employees indicated they might change their mode of 


travel to campus if they knew parking would be more difficult to find. Specifically, around 60 percent of 


both student and employee respondents indicated that they would carpool, use Lyft/Uber, walk, bike, or 


take transit if parking became more difficult.  
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Table 15 shows how many individuals would likely change mode on a daily basis, by applying this 60 


percent mode shift factor to the total unserved demand for parking among employees and students under 


the most intensive growth scenario, including both the PAEC and the Balboa Reservoir Housing Project 


proceeding.5 Based on this 60 percent shift in mode, daily unserved demand during the school year could 


be as few as 166 parking spaces, if all additional TDM measures are adopted, including charging for 


employee parking. Under a more typical TDM plan, the total unserved demand is expected to be around 


400 parking spaces.  


Table 15:  Scenario 3 Assuming Mode Shift (Baseline + PAEC + Balboa Reservoir Housing) 
Parking Demand and Supply 


Enrollment/ 
TDM 
Scenario  


Unserved 
Demand, 


Typical Day 


Employee 
Unserved 
Demand 


Student 
Unserved 
Demand 


Employees 
Shifting to 


Other Modes 


Students 
Shifting to 


Other Modes 


Predicted 
Unserved 
Demand 


2018 851 282 569 169 341 341 


2026 (25% 
growth) 
without 
TDM 


1,374 456 918 274 551 549 


2026, with 
core TDM 


980 354 626 212 376 392 


2026, with 
additional 
TDM 


415 156 259 94 155 166 


Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019 


4.3 Peak vs. Average Parking Demand 
As presented above, the individual scenarios result in potential unserved parking demand for hundreds of 


students and/or employees. However, the demand numbers presented are those for only the peak hour of 


demand, from 11:00 AM to 12:00 PM. As shown in Figure 12, under Scenario 3 supply would still be 


sufficient to meet demand before 9:00 AM and after 4:00 PM, even during the busiest weeks of school.  


Similarly, under Scenarios 1 and 2, implementation of a TDM program would lead to accommodating all 


estimated parking demand during most hours of the day, except for during the peak demand period at the 


                                                      
5 This analysis assumes that only 60 percent of unmet demand would shift; for instance, rather than reducing total 


parking demand by 60 percent for each scenario, only the portion of demand exceeding the projected supply was 


reduced.  
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start of the school year. This analysis does not incorporate the potential additional mode shift due to limited 


parking supply from Section 4.2. 


Figure 12: Projected Demand and Supply by Time of Day (25% Enrollment Increase + Core TDM 
Strategies) 


 


Interpreting the data another way, under each scenario the provided parking facilities would be expected 


to fill by a certain time of day. Under Scenario 1, parking would fill by 11:00 AM during a typical week, and 


between 9:00 AM and 10:00 AM during the first week of instruction. Under scenario 2, parking would fill by 


10AM during a typical week and by 9:00 AM during the first week of instruction. Finally, under scenario 3, 


parking would be expected to fill by 9:00 AM during a typical week, and by 8:00 AM during the first week 


of instruction. 


The large difference in expected parking demand across the school year results in the need to more 


proactively manage parking facilities during the first week of school. A variety of strategies, some of which 


are listed in the TDM plan, can help with this. They may include: 


• Advertising that parking will be in short supply during enrollment 


• Providing temporary valet services to increase capacity of parking facilities 


• Increasing the cost of parking for students during the first week of instruction 


• Providing shuttles to and from major transit stations to help reduce demand for driving 
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• Allowing for a larger share of enrollment and administrative tasks to be completed online, or at


other Centers


• Staggering availability of certain tasks for certain groups of students, such as orientation


4.4 Additional Factors Affecting Parking 
Demand 
The parking demand analysis presented above represents the latent, unserved demand that would be 


expected with an overall increase in enrollment. However, many factors other than the provision of TDM 


programs and enrollment can affect demand for parking. 


First, as indicated in Section 2.5, around two-thirds of outreach participants who drive to campus indicated 


they would change their behavior if parking were harder to find. While stated preference surveys such as 


this may slightly overestimate the behavioral change due to reduced parking supply, a significant number 


of individuals may very well shift to other modes of travel, or to drop-off based modes that do not involve 


a parking instance, if there was less parking on campus.  


Second, research on changes in travel behavior due to parking price is limited, and estimates for how 


changes in permit pricing would change student behavior are simply estimates. A higher parking price, in 


conjunction with lower parking supply, could potentially lead additional students to change their travel 


patterns. 


Finally, as overall development continues in San Francisco and the larger Bay Area, more students may be 


located proximate to high quality transit services. These macro-level changes in the Bay Area land use 


setting could result in overall changes in travel patterns that cannot be foreseen at this time. Similarly, the 


increase in prevalence of Lyft and Uber, which allow for auto mobility without needing parking, may help 


shift parking demand away from CCSF facilities. Use of these services in lieu of driving (and parking) a 


personal vehicle come with tradeoffs, namely additional vehicle trips and demand for curbspace or areas to 


pick-up and drop-off passengers.  
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Chapter 5. Conclusions and Next 
Steps 
In general, CCSF’s location in a transit-rich environment provides it with an advantage in shifting travel away 


from vehicles and in managing the related parking demand. However, as a mission-focused institution 


serving a wide variety of student types, any changes to campus access – including changes to parking and 


transportation – should be considered carefully in light of concerns regarding equity, mobility, and quality 


of the student experience. 


This study presents several options for TDM strategies, as well as the general finding that absent any other 


changes, there will be some unmet demand for parking following development of the PAEC and the Balboa 


Reservoir Housing Project. In order to proactively address this unmet demand, CCSF staff will need to answer 


a number of core questions. 


How will CCSF balance parking demand with sustainability goals and minimizing the impact of 
vehicle trips?  As noted above, the parking demand numbers presented here represent the latent demand 


for parking, or the number of people wishing to drive to campus and park during the peak hours all else 
being equal. The Core TDM Strategies represent cost-effective means of reducing demand for parking and 


for driving alone to campus. However, the more effective strategies include higher costs, particularly if CCSF 


wishes to consider subsidizing transit. Fehr & Peers recommends adopting and implementing the drive 


alone trip reduction targets provided in the Core TDM Measure list and assessing changes in travel and 


parking patterns over time as parking availability fluctuates during construction of the PAEC and Balboa 


Reservoir Housing Project. 


Table 16 summarizes the anticipated unmet parking demand for each scenario under the core TDM 


program, additional TDM program, and if some mode shift is assumed based on the reduction in parking 


supply. Generally, during typical school operations, there could be an unmet parking demand of between 


392 spaces and 980 spaces, depending on the level of investment in TDM, and potential mode shift changes. 


During the first week of school, when demand for parking is highest, there could potentially be an unmet 


parking demand of between 700 and 1,800 spaces, although additional TDM measures and scheduling 


adjustments in the first week of school may help reduce this shortfall. Parking demand at peak periods can 


be met via temporary solutions such as valet parking. 
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Table 16:  Summary of Unmet Parking Demand by Scenario 


 Scenario 
With Core TDM Programs With Additional TDM 


Programs 


With Core TDM Programs 
and Additional Mode Shift 


with Lower Parking 
Supply 


Peak Week Typical 
Week Peak Week Typical Week Peak Week Typical 


Week 


Scenario 1 - PAEC Only 760 0 0 0 304 0 


Scenario 2 - Balboa 
Reservoir Housing Only 


1,007 220 242 0 403 88 


Scenario 3 - PAEC + 
Balboa Reservoir 
Housing 


1,767 980 1,002 415 707 392 


 


Is meeting parking demand a financial investment priority for the College? Constructing parking 


structures is a costly venture, and so this question goes hand-in-hand with the question of whether CCSF 


can accept some level of unmet parking demand. Feedback from employees indicates that they place a high 


value on the parking benefits provided to them; conversely, students were more likely to request investment 


in alternative transportation or in educational facilities rather than in parking.  


In considering these questions, Fehr & Peers recommends that CCSF adopt a phased approach to building 


new parking facilities, with the first phase reflecting unmet parking demand after implementation of Core 


TDM measures. CCSF should also incorporate a feedback loop for assessing parking demand over time 


including reviewing the effectiveness of TDM measures and any changes in travel and parking patterns. 


Based on feedback from those affected, as well as the trade-offs of constructing a parking structure, an 


informed decision can be made on whether and when to proceed with building additional parking. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Alexander, Christy (CPC); Langlois, Lily (CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Witte, Matthew; Melinda Bihn; ajohn-baptiste;

Nick Josefowitz
Subject: 5/28 Item 15: SPUR endorses 98 Franklin
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 5:34:37 PM
Attachments: SPUR supports 98 Franklin.pdf

 

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Related California presented the 98 Franklin Street project to SPUR’s Project Review
Advisory Board at our October 17, 2019 meeting for review and consideration. The
SPUR Project Review Advisory Board finds this development proposal to be an
appropriate set of uses for this location and endorses the development of 98
Franklin by a partnership between Related California and the French American
International High School. 

98 Franklin is located in such an important, central location for San Francisco,
within The Hub portion of the Market Octavia Plan. This complex project makes good
use of the half-acre site, serving a 400-student school in addition to creating 345
apartment units and revitalizing an underutilized site currently used for car parking.
We are impressed with the building tower design and the close attention to ground
floor activity at the Oak and Franklin Street frontages. Further, we appreciate the
limited parking that is being provided, the elimination of a curb cut and the location of
loading, trash collection and bike storage below ground, reducing interference with
pedestrian and vehicular activity.

Please see attached endorsement letter from SPUR's Project Review Advisory Board.
Let me know if you have any questions.

Best,
Kristy Wang

-- 
Kristy Wang, LEED AP
Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
(415) 644-4884
(415) 425-8460 m
kwang@spur.org

SPUR | Facebook | Twitter | Join | Get Newsletters

mailto:kwang@spur.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Christy.Alexander@sfgov.org
mailto:lily.langlois@sfgov.org
mailto:rich.hillis@sfgov.org
mailto:Matthew.Witte@related.com
mailto:melindab@frenchamericansf.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user4ded8a69
mailto:njosefowitz@spur.org
mailto:kwang@spur.org
http://www.spur.org/
https://www.facebook.com/SPUR.Urbanist
https://twitter.com/SPUR_Urbanist
https://www.spur.org/join-renew-give/individual-membership
https://www.spur.org/join-renew-give/get-involved



 


 


April 30, 2020 
 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE: SPUR Endorsement of 98 Franklin Street 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners:  
 
Related California presented the 98 Franklin Street project to SPUR’s Project Review Advisory Board at 
our October 17, 2019 meeting for review and consideration. The SPUR Project Review Advisory Board 
finds this development proposal to be an appropriate set of uses for this location and endorses the 
development of 98 Franklin by a partnership between Related California and the French American 
International High School.  
 
SPUR is generally focused on policies, plans and codes rather than on individual projects. In order to 
make infill development easier, we prefer to help set good rules around zoning, fees, housing affordability, 
sustainability, etc.  However, on occasion, our Project Review Advisory Board will review and endorse 
development proposals of citywide or regional importance, evaluating their potential to enhance the 
vitality of the city and region according to the policy priorities and principles of good placemaking 
supported by SPUR.   
  
98 Franklin is a significant mixed-use, mixed-income development project planned for this infill site 
located at 57 Oak Street and 1576 Market Street in the Market Street Hub portion of the Market Octavia 
Plan. Currently an L-shaped vehicular parking lot, the proposed project will transform the site into a 31-
story residential tower over a 5-story podium building housing the French American International High 
School (FAIS). As proposed, the project will include up to 345 apartment units (25 percent of which will 
be affordable), school classrooms, offices and facilities, and 3,100 square feet of ground floor retail. The 
project represents an innovative approach to vertically integrate a mix of uses that will further enhance this 
important neighborhood at the intersection of Civic Center and Hayes Valley, and it enables a much-need 
expansion of FAIS’s urban campus.  
 
SPUR affirms that 98 Franklin: 
 


ü Is located at an appropriate location for development, near transit and infrastructure and not on 
a greenfield site. This site is located near the critical junction of Van Ness and Market Street, at 







 


 


the center of San Francisco, a block from a Muni station and future Van Ness BRT. It is located 
within the Market Octavia Plan, one of the city’s most successfully implemented area plans.   


ü Provides an appropriate mix of land uses of residential and retail, contributing to a diverse 
stock of housing, fostering economic development and providing amenities and services to the 
surrounding community. This complex project makes good use of the half-acre site, serving a 400-
student school in addition to creating 345 apartment units.  


ü Provides sufficient density at the site with a residential density of 632 units per acre, supporting 
adjacent transit and preventing underutilization of land, serving the future needs of Bay Area 
residents. It revitalizes an underutilized site currently used for car parking.  


ü Creates a good place for people and contributes to a walkable environment with active 
ground floor uses – building entries and a planned café – on the Oak Street and Franklin Street 
frontages. In addition, new street trees are planned as part of the project’s wind mitigation efforts. 
We appreciate the limited parking that is being provided, the elimination of a curb cut and the 
location of loading, trash collection and bike storage below ground, reducing interference with 
pedestrian and vehicular activity.  


 
The SPUR Project Review Advisory Board finds this development proposal to be an appropriate set 
of uses for this location and endorses the 98 Franklin project. Overall, we are impressed with the 
building tower design and the close attention to ground floor activity at the Oak and Franklin Street 
frontages. We are interested to see how the sliver of Market Street façade develops and would encourage 
the sponsor to use that opportunity to showcase public art or highlight the school’s identity on Market 
Street. Even if Market Street is not the front of the building and will not have an entry there, we think 
there is potential for that façade. Lastly, we have some concerns about street safety for youth crossing the 
intersection at Oak and Franklin since the new school facilities are diagonal from the main school campus 
at 150 Oak Street. We encourage the city to facilitate whatever changes (infrastructure, technology, light-
timing, etc.) might be needed to ensure the safety of people traveling through the neighborhood, 
particularly students.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us or Kristy Wang, SPUR’s Community Planning Policy Director, with 
any questions or clarifications.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charmaine Curtis   Diane Filippi 
Co-Chairs, SPUR Project Review Advisory Board  
 
cc: SPUR Board of Directors 







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

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

CPC-Commissions Secretary; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 5:04:55 PM

 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Rachel White, and I have owned a home in the Outer Sunset for the past 9 years. 
My son will start Kindergarten next year at Francis Scott Key school, and I look forward to him
growing up in this neighborhood.

I recently found out that St. Ignatius Field does not have lights to allow for evening sporting
events, etc.  As a student athlete myself growing up in Wisconsin, I have fond memories of
playing games under the lights with my whole community cheering us on.  I would love for the
students at St. Ignatius to have this same opportunity.
 
I’m writing in 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.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Rachel White
1630 44th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122
rachelnoack@hotmail.com

mailto:rachelnoack@hotmail.com
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:gordon.mar@sfgov.org


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 28, 2020
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 4:15:02 PM
Attachments: 20200528_cal.docx

20200528_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20200528.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2020.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for May 28, 2020.
 
Please join me in welcoming Commissioner Chan.
 
Enjoy the Memorial Day Weekend.
 
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
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, May 28, 2020

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: 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:                	Deland Chan, 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.	2017-002545DRP-03	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 16, 2020)

Note: On January 9, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 16, 2020 with directions by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On April 16, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 28, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020)



2.	2018-012576CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

1769 LOMBARD STREET – south side of Lombard Street between Laguna and Octavia Streets; Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0506 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 303, and 712 to authorize an Outdoor Activity Area in conjunction with a Kennel Use (d.b.a. “The Grateful Dog”) as well as a one-year review of Motion No. 20355, which authorized the Kennel Use, within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

Note: On March 5, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 23, 2020 for the sponsor to adhere to original conditions of approval by a vote of +6 -0. On April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 28, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 25, 2020)



3.	2019-021795CUA	(M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048)

650 FREDERICK STREET – northside between Arguello Boulevard and Stanyan Street (Kezar Stadium), Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 1264 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 211.2 and 303, to install a Verizon Wireless macro wireless telecommunications facility to increase wireless communications coverage within Golden Gate Park and the surrounding area. The Verizon Wireless project consists of fifteen (15) new Antennas, eighteen (18) new remote radio units, and two (2) Surge Suppressors on existing stadium light pole, and ancillary equipment including ground mounted equipment screened within a fence. The subject property is located within a P (Public), and OS Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed for Continuance to July 23, 2020)



4.	2018-015239DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1222 FUNSTON AVENUE – between Irving Street  and  Lincoln Way; 040 in Assessor’s Block 1738  (District 5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.1211.8001 to demolish an existing one-car garage at the front of the subject property and construct a new four story, single family residence within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Proposed for Continuance to July 23, 2020)



5.	2018-012442DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

436 TEHAMA STREET – between 5th and 6th Streets; 106 in Assessor’s Block 3732 (District 6) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0628.3202 to create 2 new dwelling units on the ground floor per ordinance 162-16 and eliminate two off-street parking spaces within a MUR (Mixed Use - Residential) 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Proposed for Continuance to July 23, 2020)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



6.	2019-020527CUA	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

[bookmark: _GoBack]2675 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the southeast corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1094 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 and 712 to establish a formula retail use (d.b.a. AT&T Mobility) within the vacant one-story building, recently constructed fronting onto the east side of Masonic Avenue within a NC-3 (Moderate-scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



7.	2019-004110CUA	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

2675 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the southeast corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1094 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1 and 712 to permit a Formula Retail use (d.b.a. Whole Foods Market) within a NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



8.	2019-020831CUA	(K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)

1117 IRVING STREET – located on the southwest corner of Irving Street and 12th Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1767 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 730, to convert an existing chair/foot massage use unto a Massage Establishment within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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



9.	2020-000200CUA	(K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114)

[bookmark: _Hlk39748047]1240 09TH AVENUE – located on the eastern side of 09th Avenue between Lincoln Way and Irving Street; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 1742 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 730, to convert an existing 2nd story, rear yard deck into an Outdoor Activity Area to service the existing restaurant (d.b.a. Fiorella) within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



10.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for May 14, 2020



11.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



12.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



14.	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

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020)



15a.	2016-014802ENV	 (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724) 

[bookmark: _Hlk10114188][bookmark: _Hlk34043882][bookmark: _Hlk34043817]98 FRANKLIN STREET – located on the east side of Franklin Street between Oak and Market Streets; Lots 008, 009, & 013 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request for Adoption of Findings and Adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the construction of a new 36-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height of up to 365 feet tall (396’8” inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 524,014 square feet, with approximately 379,003 gross square feet of residential use within a tower situated atop a 5-story podium containing approximately 84,815 gross square feet of institutional use (French American International School), and approximately 3,229 square feet of retail uses on the ground floor.  The Project also includes 306 Class 1 and 53 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 111 vehicle parking and 3 car share spaces provided for the residential and school uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 259 studio and one-bedroom units, 52 two-bedroom units, and 35 three-bedroom units totaling 345 dwelling units, with 20 percent of the total units (69 dwelling units) provided as affordable (Below Market Rate).  The subject property is located within a C-3-G Zoning District, Market and Van Ness Downtown Residential Special Use District and 120/365-R-2 Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings



15b.	2016-014802SHD	(C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)

98 FRANKLIN STREET – located on the east side of Franklin Street between Oak and Market Streets; Lots 008, 009, & 013 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request for Adoption of Shadow Findings Pursuant to Section 295 that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 98 Franklin Street will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of four (4) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Koshland Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Page & Laguna Mini Park; and the future 11th/Natoma park site). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the construction of a new 36-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height of up to 365 feet tall (396’8” inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 524,014 square feet, with approximately 379,003 gross square feet of residential use within a tower situated atop a 5-story podium containing approximately 84,815 gross square feet of institutional use (French American International School), and approximately 3,229 square feet of retail uses on the ground floor.  The Project also includes 306 Class 1 and 53 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 111 vehicle parking and 3 car share spaces provided for the residential and school uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 259 studio and one-bedroom units, 52 two-bedroom units, and 35 three-bedroom units totaling 345 dwelling units, with 20 percent of the total units (69 dwelling units) provided as affordable (Below Market Rate).  The subject property is located within a C-3-G Zoning District, Market and Van Ness Downtown Residential Special Use District and 120/365-R-2 Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings



15c.	2016-014802DNX	(C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)

98 FRANKLIN STREET – located on the east side of Franklin Street between Oak and Market Streets; Lots 008, 009, & 013 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – 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 awnings, canopies, and marquees (Section 136.1); usable open space for dwelling units (Section 135); dwelling unit exposure requirements (Section 140); reduction of ground-level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); minimum Dwelling Unit Mix requirements (Section 207.6); 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 the construction of a new 36-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height of up to 365 feet tall (396’8” inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 524,014 square feet, with approximately 379,003 gross square feet of residential use within a tower situated atop a 5-story podium containing approximately 84,815 gross square feet of institutional use (French American International School), and approximately 3,229 square feet of retail uses on the ground floor.  The Project also includes 306 Class 1 and 53 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 111 vehicle parking and 3 car share spaces provided for the residential and school uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 259 studio and one-bedroom units, 52 two-bedroom units, and 35 three-bedroom units totaling 345 dwelling units, with 20 percent of the total units (69 dwelling units) provided as affordable (Below Market Rate).  The subject property is located within a C-3-G Zoning District, Market and Van Ness Downtown Residential Special Use District and 120/365-R-2 Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



16.	2019-019985CUA	(M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048)

755 STANYAN STREET/670 KEZAR DRIVE – southside of Kezar Drive between Arguello Boulevard and Stanyan Street (Kezar Stadium), Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 1700 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 211.2 and 303, to install an AT&T Mobility macro wireless telecommunications facility to increase wireless communications coverage within Golden Gate Park and the surrounding area. The AT&T Mobility project consists of twelve (12) ATT panel Antennas, twenty-four (24) ATT remote radio heads on existing stadium light poles, and ancillary equipment including ground mounted equipment screened behind an iron fence. The subject property is located within the P (Public), and OS Height and Bulk Districts. 31.04(h)

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



G. 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.



17.	2018-007883ENV	(J. POLING: (415) 575-9072)

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – (Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190) – a 17.6-acre project site within the Balboa Park Station Plan Area – Certification of the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. The subsequent EIR evaluates two different options for the site’s residential density: (1) the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling units), proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC; and (2) the Additional Housing Option (1,550 dwelling units), proposed by the City. Overall, the proposed project would construct up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet of uses, including between approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gross square feet of residential space, approximately 10,000 gross square feet of community space, approximately 7,500 gross square feet of retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the Developer’s Proposed Option, and up to 650 residential parking spaces in the Additional Housing Option. The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s Proposed Option, and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option. 

Please Note: The public hearing on the draft subsequent EIR is closed. The public comment period for the draft subsequent EIR ended on September 23, 2019. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing; however, comments submitted may not be included in the Final Subsequent EIR. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Certify



18a.	2018-007883ENV	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

[bookmark: _Hlk40788269]BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Adoption of Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Balboa Reservoir Project which would rezone the entirety of the approximately 17.6-acre site and establish land use controls for the project site through the adoption of the proposed Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD) and incorporation of proposed Design Standards and Guidelines. The proposed project would develop the Balboa Reservoir site into a mixed-income residential neighborhood. The project would include approximately 1,100 dwelling units, approximately 10,000 gross square feet of community space, including a childcare facility, approximately 7,500 gross square feet of retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and up to 450 parking spaces for use by the general public. New buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet. The proposed project would also include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, and approximately 4 acres of open space. The subject site is currently within a P (Public) Zoning District and 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations



18b.	2018-007883GPA	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for General Plan Amendments. Ordinance introduced by the Planning Commission to amend (1) introduction text, Map 2, Objective 1.4, Map 3, Policy 1.4.2, Map 4, Policy 2.4.4, Policy 3.4.3, Objective 4.4, Policy 4.4.1, Policy 5.1.1, Policy 5.1.3, Map 5, and Map 6 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan to reflect the mixed-income residential neighborhood nature for the subject site; (2) Map 3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element; (3) the Land Use Index to reflect amendments to the maps described above in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Recreation and Open Space Element; and (4) the Housing Element to include a new policy to promote housing that is designed for families with children. On April 9, 2020, the Planning Commission recommended initiation of the General Plan Amendments, per Planning Commission Resolution No. 20679.     

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



18c.	2018-007883PCA	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Planning Code Amendments. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Yee to amend the Planning Code by establishing a Special Use District (SUD) for the Balboa Reservoir Project [Board File No. 200422]. The Balboa Reservoir SUD would modify specific Planning Code requirements related to permitted uses, building standards, off-street parking, dwelling unit exposure, open space, off-street loading, signage, and would establish review procedures for phase approvals and building permits for the Balboa Reservoir Project. The SUD would also incorporate by reference a proposed “Design Standards and Guidelines” document for the Balboa Reservoir Project that provides specificity on land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage. The subject site is currently within a P (Public) Zoning District and 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



18d.	2017-016313CWP	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Approval of the Balboa Reservoir Special Use District Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG), which outlines the development controls, standards, and guidelines specific to the Balboa Reservoir Project, which is located an approximately 17.6-acre site located generally north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190 (partial). The proposed DSG articulates a vision and goals for the character of the overall project, and provides specificity on aspects of land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, and signage. The subject site is currently within a P (Public) Zoning District and 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts.  

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve Design Standards and Guidelines



18e.	2018-007883MAP	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Zoning Map Amendments [Board File No. 200422] – Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Yee to amend: (1) Planning Code Zoning Map No. ZN12 by rezoning Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190, except for the 80-foot wide strip along the southern boundary containing SFPUC pipelines, from P (Public) to BR-MU (Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use District); (2) Planning Code Height and Bulk Map HT12 by designating Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190 (partial) from 40-X and 65-A to 48-X for Blocks TH1, TH2, and H; 78-X for the remainder of the site; (3) Planning Code Special Use District Map No. SU12 to create the new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District and assigning to it the Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190, except for the 80-foot wide strip along the southern boundary containing SFPUC pipelines. These Zoning Use District Map, Height and Bulk District Use Map, and Special Use District Map Amendments would support the Balboa Reservoir Project. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



18f.	2018-007883DVA	(S. HONG: (415) 575-9026)

BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of a Development Agreement. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Yee to approve a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the “Reservoir Community Partners, LLC” in association with the Balboa Reservoir Project [Board File No. 200423].  The proposed Development Agreement will address project phasing, development phase approval procedures, delivery of public realm improvements, and public benefits on topics to include affordable housing, workforce development, on-site childcare facility, transportation improvements, infrastructure improvements, and publicly accessible private open space improvements, and sustainability. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve



19.	2019-016230CWP	(K. HADDADAN: 415-575-9068)

HOUSING ELEMENT 2022 UPDATE – Informational Presentation – The Planning Department is launching a two-year process to update the Housing Element of the General Plan. The update is due late 2022 and will include an analysis of housing needs and updated policies to respond to those needs, centered in racial and social equity. The Housing Element Update will also ensure that San Francisco maintains sufficient development housing capacity for the number of households that will be allocated to San Francisco for the 2022-2030 cycle. The Planning Department is publicly launching the public outreach with a variety of tools including: a website, promotional video, and a digital participation platform, along with other outreach tools complying with the Shelter in Place Order.

[bookmark: _Hlk40855557]Preliminary Recommendation:  None – Informational 



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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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. 
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https://sfgovtv.org/planning
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San 
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act 
and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit 
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may 
inspect or copy. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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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

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Deland Chan, 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. 2017-002545DRP-03 (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 
in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal 
rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the 
existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase 
from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would 
include a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square 
feet on the first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of 
the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1 
(Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 16, 2020) 
Note: On January 9, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 16, 
2020 with directions by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On April 16, 2020, without 
hearing, continued to May 28, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020) 
 


2. 2018-012576CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 
1769 LOMBARD STREET – south side of Lombard Street between Laguna and Octavia 
Streets; Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0506 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 145.2, 303, and 712 to authorize an 
Outdoor Activity Area in conjunction with a Kennel Use (d.b.a. “The Grateful Dog”) as well 
as a one-year review of Motion No. 20355, which authorized the Kennel Use, within a NC-3 
(Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. The Project is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 
because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020) 
Note: On March 5, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 23, 
2020 for the sponsor to adhere to original conditions of approval by a vote of +6 -0. On 
April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 28, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 25, 2020) 
 



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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3. 2019-021795CUA (M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048) 
650 FREDERICK STREET – northside between Arguello Boulevard and Stanyan Street (Kezar 
Stadium), Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 1264 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 211.2 and 303, to install a Verizon 
Wireless macro wireless telecommunications facility to increase wireless communications 
coverage within Golden Gate Park and the surrounding area. The Verizon Wireless project 
consists of fifteen (15) new Antennas, eighteen (18) new remote radio units, and two (2) 
Surge Suppressors on existing stadium light pole, and ancillary equipment including 
ground mounted equipment screened within a fence. The subject property is located 
within a P (Public), and OS Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 23, 2020) 
 


4. 2018-015239DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
1222 FUNSTON AVENUE – between Irving Street  and  Lincoln Way; 040 in Assessor’s Block 
1738  (District 5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.1211.8001 to 
demolish an existing one-car garage at the front of the subject property and construct a 
new four story, single family residence within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Proposed for Continuance to July 23, 2020) 
 


5. 2018-012442DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
436 TEHAMA STREET – between 5th and 6th Streets; 106 in Assessor’s Block 3732 (District 6) 
– Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0628.3202 to create 2 new 
dwelling units on the ground floor per ordinance 162-16 and eliminate two off-street 
parking spaces within a MUR (Mixed Use - Residential) 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Proposed for Continuance to July 23, 2020) 
 


B. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
6. 2019-020527CUA (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


2675 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the southeast corner of Geary Boulevard and 
Masonic Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1094 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional 
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 and 712 to establish 
a formula retail use (d.b.a. AT&T Mobility) within the vacant one-story building, recently 
constructed fronting onto the east side of Masonic Avenue within a NC-3 (Moderate-scale 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
7. 2019-004110CUA (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


2675 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the southeast corner of Geary Boulevard and 
Masonic Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1094 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional 
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1 and 712 to permit a 
Formula Retail use (d.b.a. Whole Foods Market) within a NC-3 (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


8. 2019-020831CUA (K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114) 
1117 IRVING STREET – located on the southwest corner of Irving Street and 12th Avenue; 
Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1767 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 730, to convert an existing chair/foot 
massage use unto a Massage Establishment within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood 
Commercial District (NCD) 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 
 


9. 2020-000200CUA (K. WILBORN: (415) 575-9114) 
1240 09TH AVENUE – located on the eastern side of 09th Avenue between Lincoln Way and 
Irving Street; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 1742 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 730, to convert an existing 2nd 
story, rear yard deck into an Outdoor Activity Area to service the existing restaurant (d.b.a. 
Fiorella) within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


10. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for May 14, 2020 


 
11. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-004110CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-020831CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-000200CUA.pdf
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D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment 
may be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
14. 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020) 


 
15a. 2016-014802ENV  (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)  


98 FRANKLIN STREET – located on the east side of Franklin Street between Oak and Market 
Streets; Lots 008, 009, & 013 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request for Adoption of 
Findings and Adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the 
construction of a new 36-story mixed-use building reaching a roof height of up to 365 feet 
tall (396’8” inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project includes a 
total gross floor area of approximately 524,014 square feet, with approximately 379,003 
gross square feet of residential use within a tower situated atop a 5-story podium 
containing approximately 84,815 gross square feet of institutional use (French American 
International School), and approximately 3,229 square feet of retail uses on the ground 
floor.  The Project also includes 306 Class 1 and 53 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three 
below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 111 vehicle parking and 3 car share 
spaces provided for the residential and school uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-003041PCA.pdf
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259 studio and one-bedroom units, 52 two-bedroom units, and 35 three-bedroom units 
totaling 345 dwelling units, with 20 percent of the total units (69 dwelling units) provided 
as affordable (Below Market Rate).  The subject property is located within a C-3-G Zoning 
District, Market and Van Ness Downtown Residential Special Use District and 120/365-R-2 
Height and Bulk District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 
 


15b. 2016-014802SHD (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724) 
98 FRANKLIN STREET – located on the east side of Franklin Street between Oak and Market 
Streets; Lots 008, 009, & 013 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – Request for Adoption of 
Shadow Findings Pursuant to Section 295 that the new shadow cast by the proposed 
project at 98 Franklin Street will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of four (4) 
properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Koshland 
Community Park; Patricia’s Green; Page & Laguna Mini Park; and the future 11th/Natoma 
park site). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the construction of a new 36-story 
mixed-use building reaching a roof height of up to 365 feet tall (396’8” inclusive of rooftop 
screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of 
approximately 524,014 square feet, with approximately 379,003 gross square feet of 
residential use within a tower situated atop a 5-story podium containing approximately 
84,815 gross square feet of institutional use (French American International School), and 
approximately 3,229 square feet of retail uses on the ground floor.  The Project also 
includes 306 Class 1 and 53 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels 
that would accommodate up to 111 vehicle parking and 3 car share spaces provided for 
the residential and school uses.  The Project would contain a mix of 259 studio and one-
bedroom units, 52 two-bedroom units, and 35 three-bedroom units totaling 345 dwelling 
units, with 20 percent of the total units (69 dwelling units) provided as affordable (Below 
Market Rate).  The subject property is located within a C-3-G Zoning District, Market and 
Van Ness Downtown Residential Special Use District and 120/365-R-2 Height and Bulk 
District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 
 


15c. 2016-014802DNX (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724) 
98 FRANKLIN STREET – located on the east side of Franklin Street between Oak and Market 
Streets; Lots 008, 009, & 013 in Assessor’s Block 0836 (District 5) – 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 awnings, canopies, and marquees (Section 136.1); usable open space for dwelling units 
(Section 135); dwelling unit exposure requirements (Section 140); reduction of ground-
level wind currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148); minimum Dwelling Unit Mix requirements 
(Section 207.6); 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 the construction of a new 36-story mixed-use building reaching a roof 
height of up to 365 feet tall (396’8” inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical 
equipment).  The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately 524,014 square 
feet, with approximately 379,003 gross square feet of residential use within a tower 
situated atop a 5-story podium containing approximately 84,815 gross square feet of 
institutional use (French American International School), and approximately 3,229 square 
feet of retail uses on the ground floor.  The Project also includes 306 Class 1 and 53 Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces, and three below-grade levels that would accommodate up to 111 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-014802PRJ.pdf
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vehicle parking and 3 car share spaces provided for the residential and school uses.  The 
Project would contain a mix of 259 studio and one-bedroom units, 52 two-bedroom units, 
and 35 three-bedroom units totaling 345 dwelling units, with 20 percent of the total units 
(69 dwelling units) provided as affordable (Below Market Rate).  The subject property is 
located within a C-3-G Zoning District, Market and Van Ness Downtown Residential Special 
Use District and 120/365-R-2 Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


16. 2019-019985CUA (M. CHANDLER: (415) 575-9048) 
755 STANYAN STREET/670 KEZAR DRIVE – southside of Kezar Drive between Arguello 
Boulevard and Stanyan Street (Kezar Stadium), Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 1700 (District 5) 
– Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 211.2 
and 303, to install an AT&T Mobility macro wireless telecommunications facility to increase 
wireless communications coverage within Golden Gate Park and the surrounding area. The 
AT&T Mobility project consists of twelve (12) ATT panel Antennas, twenty-four (24) ATT 
remote radio heads on existing stadium light poles, and ancillary equipment including 
ground mounted equipment screened behind an iron fence. The subject property is 
located within the P (Public), and OS Height and Bulk Districts. 31.04(h) 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


G. 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. 
 
17. 2018-007883ENV (J. POLING: (415) 575-9072) 


BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – (Assessor’s Block 3180, Lot 190) – a 17.6-acre project site 
within the Balboa Park Station Plan Area – Certification of the Final Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report. The subsequent EIR evaluates two different options for the 
site’s residential density: (1) the Developer’s Proposed Option (1,100 dwelling units), 
proposed by Reservoir Community Partners LLC; and (2) the Additional Housing Option 
(1,550 dwelling units), proposed by the City. Overall, the proposed project would construct 
up to approximately 1.8 million gross square feet of uses, including between 
approximately 1.3 and 1.5 million gross square feet of residential space, approximately 
10,000 gross square feet of community space, approximately 7,500 gross square feet of 
retail, up to 550 residential parking spaces and 750 public parking spaces in the 
Developer’s Proposed Option, and up to 650 residential parking spaces in the Additional 
Housing Option. The buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet in the Developer’s 
Proposed Option, and from 25 to 88 feet in the Additional Housing Option.  
Please Note: The public hearing on the draft subsequent EIR is closed. The public comment 
period for the draft subsequent EIR ended on September 23, 2019. Public comment will be 
received when the item is called during the hearing; however, comments submitted may 
not be included in the Final Subsequent EIR.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Certify 
 


18a. 2018-007883ENV (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-019985CUA.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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Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s 
Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Adoption of Findings and Statement 
of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the 
Balboa Reservoir Project which would rezone the entirety of the approximately 17.6-acre 
site and establish land use controls for the project site through the adoption of the 
proposed Balboa Reservoir Special Use District (SUD) and incorporation of proposed 
Design Standards and Guidelines. The proposed project would develop the Balboa 
Reservoir site into a mixed-income residential neighborhood. The project would include 
approximately 1,100 dwelling units, approximately 10,000 gross square feet of community 
space, including a childcare facility, approximately 7,500 gross square feet of retail, up to 
550 residential parking spaces and up to 450 parking spaces for use by the general public. 
New buildings would range in height from 25 to 78 feet. The proposed project would also 
include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and 
infrastructure, and approximately 4 acres of open space. The subject site is currently within 
a P (Public) Zoning District and 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 


18b. 2018-007883GPA (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the 
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s 
Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for General Plan Amendments. 
Ordinance introduced by the Planning Commission to amend (1) introduction text, Map 2, 
Objective 1.4, Map 3, Policy 1.4.2, Map 4, Policy 2.4.4, Policy 3.4.3, Objective 4.4, Policy 
4.4.1, Policy 5.1.1, Policy 5.1.3, Map 5, and Map 6 of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan to 
reflect the mixed-income residential neighborhood nature for the subject site; (2) Map 3 of 
the Recreation and Open Space Element; (3) the Land Use Index to reflect amendments to 
the maps described above in the Balboa Park Station Area Plan and the Recreation and 
Open Space Element; and (4) the Housing Element to include a new policy to promote 
housing that is designed for families with children. On April 9, 2020, the Planning 
Commission recommended initiation of the General Plan Amendments, per Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 20679.      
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval 


 
18c. 2018-007883PCA (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 


BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the 
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s 
Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Planning Code Amendments. 
Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Yee to amend the Planning Code by establishing a 
Special Use District (SUD) for the Balboa Reservoir Project [Board File No. 200422]. The 
Balboa Reservoir SUD would modify specific Planning Code requirements related to 
permitted uses, building standards, off-street parking, dwelling unit exposure, open space, 
off-street loading, signage, and would establish review procedures for phase approvals 
and building permits for the Balboa Reservoir Project. The SUD would also incorporate by 
reference a proposed “Design Standards and Guidelines” document for the Balboa 
Reservoir Project that provides specificity on land use, open space, streets and 
streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, and signage. The subject site is 
currently within a P (Public) Zoning District and 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts.  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 
 


18d. 2017-016313CWP (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the 
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s 
Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Approval of the Balboa Reservoir 
Special Use District Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG), which outlines the 
development controls, standards, and guidelines specific to the Balboa Reservoir Project, 
which is located an approximately 17.6-acre site located generally north of the Ocean 
Avenue Neighborhood Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco 
Ocean Campus, east of the Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop 
Riordan High School, Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190 (partial). The proposed DSG 
articulates a vision and goals for the character of the overall project, and provides 
specificity on aspects of land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and 
loading, buildings, and signage. The subject site is currently within a P (Public) Zoning 
District and 40-X and 65-A Height and Bulk Districts.   
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve Design Standards and Guidelines 


 
18e. 2018-007883MAP (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 


BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the 
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s 
Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request for Zoning Map Amendments [Board File 
No. 200422] – Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Yee to amend: (1) Planning Code 
Zoning Map No. ZN12 by rezoning Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190, except for the 80-
foot wide strip along the southern boundary containing SFPUC pipelines, from P (Public) to 
BR-MU (Balboa Reservoir Mixed-Use District); (2) Planning Code Height and Bulk Map HT12 
by designating Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190 (partial) from 40-X and 65-A to 48-X for 
Blocks TH1, TH2, and H; 78-X for the remainder of the site; (3) Planning Code Special Use 
District Map No. SU12 to create the new Balboa Reservoir Special Use District and assigning 
to it the Assessor’s Block and Lots 3180/190, except for the 80-foot wide strip along the 
southern boundary containing SFPUC pipelines. These Zoning Use District Map, Height and 
Bulk District Use Map, and Special Use District Map Amendments would support the 
Balboa Reservoir Project.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 
 


18f. 2018-007883DVA (S. HONG: (415) 575-9026) 
BALBOA RESERVOIR PROJECT – the area located north of the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood 
Commercial District, west of the City College of San Francisco Ocean Campus, east of the 
Westwood Park neighborhood, and south of Archbishop Riordan High School, Assessor’s 
Block 3180, Lot 190 (partial) (District 7) – Request to Adopt a Recommendation of 
Approval of a Development Agreement. Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Yee to 
approve a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the 
“Reservoir Community Partners, LLC” in association with the Balboa Reservoir Project 
[Board File No. 200423].  The proposed Development Agreement will address project 
phasing, development phase approval procedures, delivery of public realm improvements, 
and public benefits on topics to include affordable housing, workforce development, on-



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf
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site childcare facility, transportation improvements, infrastructure improvements, and 
publicly accessible private open space improvements, and sustainability.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
19. 2019-016230CWP (K. HADDADAN: 415-575-9068) 


HOUSING ELEMENT 2022 UPDATE – Informational Presentation – The Planning 
Department is launching a two-year process to update the Housing Element of the General 
Plan. The update is due late 2022 and will include an analysis of housing needs and 
updated policies to respond to those needs, centered in racial and social equity. The 
Housing Element Update will also ensure that San Francisco maintains sufficient 
development housing capacity for the number of households that will be allocated to San 
Francisco for the 2022-2030 cycle. The Planning Department is publicly launching the 
public outreach with a variety of tools including: a website, promotional video, and a 
digital participation platform, along with other outreach tools complying with the Shelter 
in Place Order. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  None – Informational  
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-016230CWP_Update2022.pdf
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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. 
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5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to 
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
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		Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.

		Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding...

		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...

		F. REGULAR CALENDAR

		Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringin...




Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				May 28, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14; 1/9		May

						Public Initiated DR		to: 6/18

		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

		2018-012442DRP		436 TEHAMA STREET				to: 7/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015239DRP		1222 FUNSTON AVE				to: 7/16		Winslow

				  		Public-Initiated DR

		2019-021795CUA		650 Frederick Street 						Chandler

						C.U.A to install Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on existing light poles

		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 				fr: 5/21		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		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

		2018-007883ENV		Balboa Reservoir						Poling

						Certification

		2018-007883GPA		Balboa Reservoir General Plan Amendment						Hong

						Adoption

		2019-016230CWP		Housing Element						Chion

						Informational

				June 4, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-004568PRJ		10 South Van Ness Avenue 				to: 6/11		Perry

						Entitlements

		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 

		2020-002347CWP		UCSF Parnassus Heights Campus Plan 						Switzky

						Informational

		2018-015790CUA		342 22nd Ave						Young

						demolish a two-unit building and construct a new four-unit building

		2019-014251DRP-02		2001 CHESTNUT ST				fr: 2/13; 3/12; 3/19; 3/26; 4/9; 4/23		Jonckheer

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-020151DRP-03		486 DUNCAN ST				fr: 5/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-009796DRPVAR		1088 HOWARD ST				fr: 5/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-000528DRP-04VAR		440-448 WALLER				fr: 5/14		Jonkheer

						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

				June 11, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-021084CUA		355 Bay Shore Boulevard				CONSENT		Feeney

						formula retail CUA for a grocery store		to: 7/16

		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

		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

		2015-004568PRJ		10 South Van Ness Avenue 						Perry

						Entitlements

		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 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2020-001942CUA		1699 Van Ness Avenue				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility 

		2014.1441GPR 		Mission Bay South 						Snyder

						General Plan Amendments enabling GSW Hotel

		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

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11; 9/19; 11/14; 1/9; 5/28		May

						Public Initiated DR

		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 - CLOSED

		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 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000727CUA		339 Taraval St				CB3P		Phung

						CUA for a change of use from Service, Personal (beauty salon) to Restaurant

		2019-000494DNXCUAVAR		555 Howard Street						Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization, CUA for Hotel Use, Variance

		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

		2018-010555CUA		2412 Clay Street						Weissglass

						Macro Wireless facility

		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

		2019-000507DRP		3537 23RD Street						Winslow

						2 story vertical addition & roof decks. Horizontal rear yard addition

				July 16, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-021084CUA		355 Bay Shore Boulevard				CONSENT		Feeney

						formula retail CUA for a grocery store		fr: 6/11

		2019-012206CUA		1430 Van Ness Ave				CONSENT		Young

						CUA for a formula retail use (dba Orangetheory Fitness)

		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

		2018-015239DRP		1222 FUNSTON AVE				fr: 5/28		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

		2019-021795CUA		650 Frederick Street 				fr: 5/28		Chandler

						C.U.A to install Wireless Telecommunications Facilities on existing light poles

		2018-012442DRP		436 TEHAMA STREET				fr: 5/28		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20722

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0695

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   May 21, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-003041PCA

		Conditional Use Review And Approval Process

		Sanchez

		Continued to May 28, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796DRP

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796VAR

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to June 4, 2020

		



		

		2019-020151DRP-03

		486 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001294CUA

		2441 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-008397CUA

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-008397VAR

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Acting ZA Continued to July 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-005176CUA

		722 Steiner Street

		Ferguson

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Pollak

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-011214CUA

		9 Apollo Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		M-20703

		2018-016668CUA

		585 Howard Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20704

		2019-013418CUA

		526 Columbus Avenue

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20705

		2020-001384CUA

		1650 Polk Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20706

		2020-003090CUA

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 7, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-20707

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV

		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Certified

		+6 -0



		M-20708

		2015-000940ENV

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Adopted Findings

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		R-20709

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Approved with Corrections noted by Staff

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		R-20710

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Approved with Corrections noted by Staff, as amended to include a recommendation to pursue a nexus study for Community Facility Fees.

		+6 -0



		R-20711

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Approved

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		R-20712

		2015-000940PCA-02

		Hub Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code

		Langlois

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		R-20713

		2015-000940CWP-02

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Langlois

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		May 21, 2020 Special Joint Hearing Results:



		M-20714

		2017-008051ENV

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0



		M-20715

		2017-008051SHD

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Raised Cumulative Shadow Limit

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against) +6-0, Low recused



		

		2017-008051SHD

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Perez

		Adopted a Recommendation of no adverse impact

		RP: +6-0, Low recused



		M-20716

		2017-008051SHD

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20717

		2017-008051DNX

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20718

		2017-008051CUA

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20719

		2017-008051OFA

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		   May 21, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:



		M-20720

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Certified

		+6 -0



		M-20721

		2020-000215CUA

		4118 21st Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

A new survey with a legal description of the property, provided to staff and neighbors prior to BPA issuance.

		+6 -0





     

   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)
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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: Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent

(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); smw@stevewilliamslaw.com
Subject: FW: Project Sponsors" Brief in Opposition to DR"s 762 Duncan Street--June 4, 2020
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 3:56:00 PM
Attachments: Project Sponsors" Brief in Opp to DR"s 762 Duncan Street.pdf

 
 
 
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: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2020 3:16 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>
Subject: Project Sponsors' Brief in Opposition to DR's 762 Duncan Street--June 4, 2020
 

 

Dave and Jonas:
 
I represent the homeowners Amy Tsui and Barry Alexander. Attached is the
Project Sponsors’ brief in Opposition to the Discretionary Review Applications
filed against the project. Do you need or want hard copies delivered
somewhere? Would you like me to forward the brief directly to each
Commissioner? Please let me know. I am also working on a slide show to be
projected during our presentation. Since two DR’s were filed I am assuming the
Project Sponsors’ team will have 10 minutes to make a presentation to the
Commission.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:deland@gmail.com
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
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https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
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Thanks for your help.
 
Steve
 
Stephen M. Williams
Law Office of Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656
Fax: (415) 776-8047
Web: stevewilliamslaw.com
 
The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information
by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact sender and delete the
material from any computer

 



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

From: Giancarlo Loeffler
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: St. Ignatius - Lights at Field
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 2:40:08 PM

 

Good Afternoon Commissioners,
 My name is Giancarlo Loeffler. I've lived in San Francisco my entire life and graduated from
St. Ignatius in 2001.  I was raised in the Richmond District, but have lived in the Sunset
District since 2006.  

I'm writing to you today in support of approval of the installation of lights at St. Ignatius Field
in order to create more options for student athletes as well as to allow for the school to
implement a later start time in accordance to California State Law.

As you know, there are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco. 
Allowing SI to build these lights will allow students to remain closer for practice and not force
them to travel significant distances just to be able to practice.

St. Ignatius has been an excellent center of learning and has encouraged students to serve
others.  Many of these important lessons are learned through team sports and the sharing of
these experience on the field.  A sense of community and togetherness is even instilled with 
fellow students who participate by spectating and encouraging their classmates.

Please vote YES to the lights at St Ignatius field. Thank you for your consideration.

-- 
Giancarlo
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mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Why we support the 98 Franklin Project
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 2:22:30 PM

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

From: Kate Marple <marplekate@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 at 1:21 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: Why we support the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

We're writing to express our support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street development.
We are JD and Kate Marple and we live here is San Francisco. Our daughters have
attended French American and International since they were in preschool. Now
they're in 6th and 10th grade.

One thing we love about the FAIS community is that it brings together families from
many backgrounds. We create a shared culture that develops compassionate,
confident, and principled young people who will make the world better.

We've seen this happen. FAIS is a school where kids can be themselves, no matter
where they come from and what they look like. The students accept each other's
differences.

We believe 98 Franklin is the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, transit-orientated
development that will serve San Francisco well.

We were gratified to learn that the project will provide 80+ affordable housing units

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


which San Francisco desperately needs. It will provide welcome streetscape
enhancements to Oak and Lily Streets. And the influx of new residents and retail will
deter vandals in the neighborhood.

FAIS has already developed several previously dormant properties in Hayes Valley,
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 our school, a diverse and innovative institution, with deep roots in San
Francisco. The new campus will be a distinct civic landmark that is representative of
our culture and mission.

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

Thank you,

JD and Kate Marple

1217 Dolores Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES REOPENING OF MODIFIED CITYWIDE

SUMMER CAMPS AND PROGRAMS
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 11:41:26 AM
Attachments: 2020.05.22 FINAL signed Health Officer Order C19-07e- Shelter in Place.pdf

05.22.20 Summer Camps and Programs.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: Friday, May 22, 2020 at 11:08 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES
REOPENING OF MODIFIED CITYWIDE SUMMER CAMPS AND PROGRAMS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, May 22, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES REOPENING OF

MODIFIED CITYWIDE SUMMER CAMPS AND PROGRAMS
Recreation and Park Department programs, Department of Children, Youth, and Their

Families programs, and other summer camps and program can operate with modifications
starting on June 15th

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced San Francisco’s summer
camps and summer programs can reopen on June 15th with limited capacity and modifications
intended to prevent the spread of COVID-19. The Department of Public Health (DPH) today
issued a Health Order for summer camps and programs that is consistent with the statewide
guidelines.
 
Under the Health Order issued today by DPH, San Francisco summer camps and programs can
open this summer for children and youth ages six to 17. The camps and programs are open to
all children and youth in San Francisco. Summer camps and programs must prioritize spaces
for children of people who work in businesses and organizations that are allowed to operate
under the Health Order, including children and youth of parents who are telecommuting for an
allowable business. Camps and programs must also prioritize children and youth who need it

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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ORDER OF THE HEALTH OFFICER No. C19-07e 


 
 


ORDER OF THE HEALTH OFFICER 
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO DIRECTING 


ALL INDIVIDUALS IN THE COUNTY TO CONTINUE SHELTERING AT 
THEIR PLACE OF RESIDENCE EXCEPT FOR IDENTIFIED NEEDS 


AND ACTIVITIES, IN COMPLIANCE WITH SPECIFIED 
REQUIREMENTS; CONTINUING TO EXEMPT HOMELESS 


INDIVIDUALS FROM THE ORDER BUT URGING GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES TO PROVIDE THEM SHELTER; REQUIRING ALL 


BUSINESSES AND RECREATION FACILITIES THAT ARE ALLOWED 
TO OPERATE TO IMPLEMENT SOCIAL DISTANCING, FACE 


COVERING, AND CLEANING PROTOCOLS; AND DIRECTING ALL 
BUSINESSES, FACILITY OPERATORS, AND GOVERNMENTAL 


AGENCIES TO CONTINUE THE TEMPORARY CLOSURE OF ALL 
OTHER OPERATIONS NOT ALLOWED UNDER THIS ORDER 


 
(SHELTER IN PLACE) 


DATE OF ORDER:  May 22, 2020 
 
 
 
Please read this Order carefully.  Violation of or failure to comply with this Order is a 
misdemeanor punishable by fine, imprisonment, or both.  (California Health and Safety 
Code § 120295, et seq.; California Penal Code §§ 69, 148(a)(1); and San Francisco 
Administrative Code § 7.17(b)) 
 


Summary:  The City and County of San Francisco (the “County”) and five other Bay 
Area counties and the City of Berkeley have been under shelter-in-place orders since 
March 16, 2020, in a collective effort to reduce the impact of the virus that causes 
coronavirus disease 2019 (“COVID-19”).  That virus is easily transmitted, especially in 
group settings, and the disease can be extremely serious.  It can require long hospital 
stays, and in some instances cause long-term health consequences or death.  It can impact 
not only those known to be at high risk but also other people, regardless of age.  This 
spread of disease is a global pandemic causing untold societal, social, and economic 
harm.  To mitigate the harm from the pandemic, these jurisdictions issued parallel health 
officer orders on March 16, 2020 imposing shelter in place limitations across the Bay 
Area, requiring everyone to stay safe at home except for certain essential needs.  Other 
jurisdictions in the Bay Area and ultimately the State have since joined in adopting stay-
safe-at-home orders.   
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Our collective effort has had a positive impact on limiting the spread of the virus.  As of 
the date of this Order, our hospitals have capacity and hospitalization rates have been 
relatively low and flat for the past four weeks and recently have been slowly decreasing.  
San Francisco continues to work on building up its testing, case finding, case 
investigation, and contact tracing capacity, and its means to protect vulnerable 
populations and address outbreaks.  In light of significant progress made, the prior May 
17, 2020 order added two new categories of activities allowed to resume: “Additional 
Businesses” (described in Appendix C-1) and “Additional Activities” (described in 
Appendix C-2).   
 
Still, the danger the virus poses to the health and welfare of all continues.  A major risk 
remains the spread of COVID-19 through asymptomatic carriers.  Also, while the search 
continues, there is not yet an effective treatment or cure for the disease.  The vast 
majority of the population remains susceptible to infection.  Therefore, this incremental 
resumption of certain business and other activities is designed to gradually increase the 
volume of person-to-person contact to help contain the risk of a surge in COVID-19 cases 
in the County and neighboring counties.  Accordingly, the May 17 order explained that 
the Health Officer will assess the activities allowed by this Order on an ongoing basis and 
may need to restrict or otherwise modify them if the risk associated with COVID-19 
increases in the future.  But if San Francisco continues to make progress on ways to 
contain virus transmission and health-based risk considerations support doing so, the 
Health Officer will allow additional business and other activity under a phased, 
incremental process, to provide for a safer economic recovery.   
 
Generally, under this Order gatherings of individuals with anyone outside of their 
household or living unit remain prohibited, with limited exceptions for essential 
activities, outdoor activities, additional activities, or essential travel, or to perform work 
for essential businesses, outdoor businesses, additional businesses, and government 
agencies.  Also, under this Order, many businesses must remain closed.  But: 
 
  The May 17 order added curbside or outside pickup of goods from non-essential retail 


stores, as well as related manufacturing, and warehousing and logistical support to the 
list of Additional Businesses, subject to specified conditions.    The May 17 order also 
added attendance at outdoor museums, outdoor historical sites, and public gardens to 
the list of allowed Additional Activities.   


 
  This amendment to the Order adds childcare programs and summer camps for all 


children to the list of Additional Business that may resume operations, subject to 
further requirements in Appendix C-1 and any associated directives. 


 
This new Order replaces the prior May 17, 2020 extension of the shelter in place order.  
Beginning at 12:00 p.m. on May 22, 2020, all people and businesses in San Francisco 
must strictly comply with this new Order.  This Order is in effect, without a specific 
expiration date, until it is extended, rescinded, superseded, or amended in writing by the 
Health Officer.  But, as mentioned above, the Health Officer will continue to carefully 
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monitor the evolving situation and will periodically revise this Order to loosen – or if 
need be tighten – restrictions as conditions warrant, to help further the safer economic 
recovery.  Facilities must stay updated by checking the City Administrator’s website 
(www.sfgsa.org) regularly.   
 
In addition to extending and replacing Health Officer Order Number C19-07d (shelter in 
place), issued May 17, 2020, this Order also extends Order Nos. C19-01b (prohibiting 
visitors at Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center and Unit 4A at Zuckerberg 
San Francisco General Hospital), C19-03 (prohibiting visitors to specific residential 
facilities), C19-04 (imposing cleaning standards for residential hotels), C19-06 
(prohibiting visitors to general acute care hospitals and acute psychiatric hospitals), C19-
09 (prohibiting visitors to residential care facilities for the elderly, adult residential 
facilities, and residential facilities for the chronically ill), and C19-11 (placing Laguna 
Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center under protective quarantine) through for as 
long as this Order is in effect, with the requirements of those listed orders otherwise 
remaining unchanged.  Order Nos. C19-08b (limiting most routine appointments and 
elective surgeries and encouraging delivery of prescriptions and cannabis products), C19-
10 (requiring reporting by labs of COVID-19 testing information), C19-12 (face 
coverings), and C19-13 (regarding testing, reporting, and cooperation at skilled nursing 
facilities) remain in effect indefinitely, and this Order makes clear that face coverings are 
required for operators and customers of additional businesses, with certain limitations.  
The provisions of this Order are subject to any provisions of the state shelter-in-place 
order that are more restrictive.  This summary is for convenience only and may not be 
used to interpret this Order; in the event of any inconsistency between the summary and 
the text of this Order below, the text will control. 
 


UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE 
SECTIONS 101040, 101085, AND 120175, THE HEALTH OFFICER OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (“HEALTH OFFICER”) ORDERS: 
 


1. This Order supersedes the May 17, 2020 Order of the Health Officer directing all 
individuals to shelter in place (the “Prior Order”, Order No. C19-07d).  This Order 
amends, clarifies, and continues certain terms of the Prior Order to ensure 
continued social distancing and limit person-to-person contact to reduce the rate of 
transmission of Novel Coronavirus Disease 2019 (“COVID-19”).  This Order 
continues to restrict most activity, travel, and governmental and business functions 
to essential needs and to the Outdoor Activities and Outdoor Businesses that the 
prior Order allowed to resume.  But in light of progress achieved in slowing the 
spread of COVID-19 in the County and neighboring counties, the Order allows a 
limited number of Additional Businesses and Additional Activities (as defined in 
Section 15 below and described in Appendixes C-1 and C-2) to resume operating, 
subject to specified conditions and safety precautions to reduce associated risk of 
COVID-19 transmission.  This gradual and measured resumption of activity is 
designed to manage the overall volume, duration, and intensity of person-to-person 
contact to prevent a surge in COVID-19 cases in the County and neighboring 
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counties.  As further provided in Section 11 below, the Health Officer will continue 
to monitor the risks of the activities and businesses allowed under this Order based 
on the COVID-19 Indicators (as defined in Section 11) and other data, and may, if 
conditions support doing so, incrementally add to the list of Additional Businesses 
and Additional Activities.  The activities allowed by this Order will be assessed on 
an ongoing basis, and these activities and others allowed by the Order may need to 
be modified (including, without limitation, temporarily restricted or prohibited) if 
the risk associated with COVID-19 increases in the future.  As of the effective date 
and time of this Order set forth in Section 18 below, all individuals, businesses, and 
government agencies in the County are required to follow the provisions of this 
Order.   
 


2. The primary intent of this Order is to ensure that County residents continue to 
shelter in their places of residence to slow the spread of COVID-19 and mitigate the 
impact on delivery of critical healthcare services.  This Order allows a limited 
number of Additional Businesses and Additional Activities to resume while the 
Health Officer continues to assess the transmissibility and clinical severity of 
COVID-19 and monitors indicators described in Section 11.  All provisions of this 
Order must be interpreted to effectuate this intent.  Failure to comply with any of 
the provisions of this Order constitutes an imminent threat and menace to public 
health, constitutes a public nuisance, and is punishable by fine, imprisonment, or 
both.  


 
3. All individuals currently living within the County are ordered to shelter at their 


place of residence.  They may leave their residence only for Essential Activities as 
defined in Section 15.a, Outdoor Activities as defined in Section 15.m, and 
Additional Activities as defined in Section 15.o; Essential Governmental Functions 
as defined in Section 15.d; Essential Travel as defined in Section 15.i; to work for 
Essential Businesses as defined in Section 15.f, Outdoor Businesses as defined in 
Section 15.l, and Additional Businesses as defined in Section 15.n; or to perform 
Minimum Basic Operations for other businesses that must remain temporarily 
closed, as provided in Section 15.g.  For clarity, individuals who do not currently 
reside in the County must comply with all applicable requirements of the Order 
when in the County.  Individuals experiencing homelessness are exempt from this 
Section, but are strongly urged to obtain shelter, and governmental and other 
entities are strongly urged to, as soon as possible, make such shelter available and 
provide handwashing or hand sanitation facilities to persons who continue 
experiencing homelessness. 
 


4. When people need to leave their place of residence for the limited purposes allowed 
in this Order, they must strictly comply with Social Distancing Requirements as 
defined in Section 15.k, except as expressly provided in this Order, and must wear 
Face Coverings as provided in, and subject to the limited exceptions in, Health 
Officer Order No. C19-12 issued April 17, 2020 (the “Face Covering Order”), 
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including any amendments to that order. 
 


5. All businesses with a facility in the County, except Essential Businesses, Outdoor 
Businesses, and Additional Businesses, as defined in Section 15, are required to 
cease all activities at facilities located within the County except Minimum Basic 
Operations, as defined in Section 15.  For clarity, all businesses may continue 
operations consisting exclusively of owners, personnel, volunteers, or contractors 
performing activities at their own residences (i.e., working from home).  All 
Essential Businesses are strongly encouraged to remain open.  But all businesses are 
directed to maximize the number of personnel who work from home.  Essential 
Businesses, Outdoor Businesses, and Additional Businesses may only assign those 
personnel who cannot perform their job duties from home to work outside the 
home.  Outdoor Businesses must conduct all business and transactions involving 
members of the public outdoors. 
 


6. As a condition of operating under this Order, the operators of all businesses must 
prepare or update, post, implement, and distribute to their personnel a Social 
Distancing Protocol for each of their facilities in the County frequented by 
personnel or members of the public, as specified in Section 15.h.  In addition to the 
Social Distancing Protocol, all businesses allowed to operate under this Order must 
follow any industry-specific guidance issued by the Health Officer related to 
COVID-19 and any conditions on operation specified in this Order, including those 
specified in Appendix C-1.  Except as otherwise provided in Appendix C-1, 
businesses that include an Essential Business or Outdoor Business component at 
their facilities alongside other components must, to the extent feasible, scale down 
their operations to the Essential Business and Outdoor Business components only; 
provided, however, mixed retail businesses that are otherwise allowed to operate 
under this Order may continue to stock and sell non-essential products.   
 


7. All public and private gatherings of any number of people occurring outside a single 
household or living unit are prohibited, except for the limited purposes expressly 
permitted in this Order.  Nothing in this Order prohibits members of a single 
household or living unit from engaging in Essential Travel, Essential Activities, 
Outdoor Activities, or Additional Activities together. 
 


8. All travel, including, but not limited to, travel on foot, bicycle, scooter, motorcycle, 
automobile, or public transit, except Essential Travel, as defined below in Section 
15.i, is prohibited.  People may use public transit only for purposes of performing 
Essential Activities, Outdoor Activities, or Additional Activities, or to travel to and 
from Essential Businesses, Outdoor Businesses, or Additional Businesses, to 
maintain Essential Governmental Functions, or to perform Minimum Basic 
Operations at businesses that are not allowed to resume operations.  Transit 
agencies and people riding on public transit must comply with Social Distancing 
Requirements, as defined in Section 15.k, to the greatest extent feasible, and 
personnel and passengers must wear Face Coverings as required by the Face 
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Covering Order.  This Order allows travel into or out of the County only to perform 
Essential Activities, Outdoor Activities, or Additional Activities; to operate, perform 
work for, or access a business allowed to operate under this Order; to perform 
Minimum Basic Operations at other businesses; or to maintain Essential 
Governmental Functions. 
 


9. This Order is issued based on evidence of continued significant community 
transmission of COVID-19 within the County and throughout the Bay Area; 
continued uncertainty regarding the degree of undetected asymptomatic 
transmission; scientific evidence and best practices regarding the most effective 
approaches to slow the transmission of communicable diseases generally and 
COVID-19 specifically; evidence that the age, condition, and health of a significant 
portion of the population of the County places it at risk for serious health 
complications, including death, from COVID-19; and further evidence that others, 
including younger and otherwise healthy people, are also at risk for serious 
outcomes.  Due to the outbreak of the COVID-19 disease in the general public, 
which is now a pandemic according to the World Health Organization, there is a 
public health emergency throughout the County.  Making the problem worse, some 
individuals who contract the virus causing the COVID-19 disease have no symptoms 
or have mild symptoms, which means they may not be aware they carry the virus 
and are transmitting it to others.  Further, evidence shows that the virus can survive 
for hours to days on surfaces and be indirectly transmitted between individuals.  
Because even people without symptoms can transmit the infection, and because 
evidence shows the infection is easily spread, gatherings and other direct or indirect 
interpersonal interactions can result in preventable transmission of the virus. 
 


10. The collective efforts taken to date regarding this public health emergency have 
slowed the virus’ trajectory, but the emergency and the attendant risk to public 
health remain significant.  As of May 22, 2020, there are 2,320 confirmed cases of 
COVID-19 in the County (up from 37 on March 16, 2020, just before the first 
shelter-in-place order) as well as at least 40 deaths (up from 1 death on March 17, 
2020).  The cumulative number of confirmed cases continues to increase, though the 
rate of increase has slowed in the weeks leading up to this Order.  Evidence suggests 
that the restrictions on mobility and social distancing requirements imposed by the 
Prior Order (and the orders that preceded it) are slowing the rate of increase in 
community transmission and confirmed cases by limiting interactions among 
people, consistent with scientific evidence of the efficacy of similar measures in other 
parts of the country and world. 
 


11. The local health officers who jointly issued the Prior Order are monitoring several 
key indicators (“COVID-19 Indicators”), which are among the many factors 
informing their decisions whether to modify existing shelter-in-place restrictions.  
Progress on some of these COVID-19 Indicators—specifically related to hospital 
utilization and capacity—makes it appropriate, at this time, to allow certain 
Additional Businesses to resume operations and Additional Activities to take place 
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under specified conditions, as set forth in Sections 15.n and 15.o.  But the continued 
prevalence of the virus that causes COVID-19 requires most activities and business 
functions to remain restricted, and those activities that are allowed to occur must do 
so subject to social distancing and other infection control practices identified by the 
Health Officer.  Evaluation of the COVID-19 Indicators will be critical to 
determinations by the local health officers regarding whether the restrictions 
imposed by this Order will be further modified to ease or tighten the restrictions 
imposed by this Order and augment, limit, or prohibit the Additional Businesses 
and Additional Activities allowed to resume.  The Health Officer will continually 
review whether modifications to the Order are warranted based on (1) progress on 
the COVID-19 Indicators; (2) developments in epidemiological and diagnostic 
methods for tracing, diagnosing, treating, or testing for COVID-19; and (3) 
scientific understanding of the transmission dynamics and clinical impact of 
COVID-19.  The COVID-19 Indicators include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 


a. The capacity of hospitals and the health system in the County and region, 
including acute care beds and Intensive Care Unit beds, to provide care for 
COVID-19 patients and other patients, including during a surge in COVID-
19 cases. 
 


b. The supply of personal protective equipment (PPE) available for hospital 
staff and other healthcare providers and personnel who need PPE to safely 
respond to and treat COVID-19 patients. 
 


c. The ability and capacity to quickly and accurately test persons to determine 
whether they are COVID-19 positive, especially those in vulnerable 
populations or high-risk settings or occupations. 
 


d. The ability to conduct case investigation and contact tracing for the volume 
of cases and associated contacts that will continue to occur, isolating 
confirmed cases and quarantining persons who have had contact with 
confirmed cases. 
 


12. The scientific evidence shows that at this stage of the emergency, it remains essential 
to continue to slow virus transmission to help (a) protect the most vulnerable; (b) 
prevent the health care system from being overwhelmed; (c) prevent long-term 
chronic health conditions, such as cardiovascular, kidney, and respiratory damage 
and loss of limbs from blood clotting; and (d) prevent deaths.  Continuation of the 
Prior Order is necessary to slow the spread of the COVID-19 disease, preserving 
critical and limited healthcare capacity in the County and advancing toward a point 
in the public health emergency where transmission can be controlled.  At the same 
time, since the Prior Order was issued the County has continued to make progress 
in expanding health system capacity and healthcare resources and in slowing 
community transmission of COVID-19.  In light of progress on these indicators, and 
subject to continued monitoring and potential public health-based responses, in 
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addition to those already allowed to operate under the Prior Order as Essential 
Businesses and Outdoor Businesses, it is appropriate at this time to begin allowing 
operation of specified Additional Businesses.  These businesses are identified based 
on health-related considerations and transmission risk factors including, but not 
limited to, the intensity and quantity of contacts and the ability to substantially 
mitigate transmission risks associated with the operations. 
 


13. This Order is issued in accordance with, and incorporates by reference, the 
March 4, 2020 Proclamation of a State of Emergency issued by Governor Gavin 
Newsom, the March 12, 2020 Executive Order (Executive Order N-25-20) issued by 
Governor Gavin Newsom, the February 25, 2020 Proclamation by the Mayor 
Declaring the Existence of a Local Emergency issued by Mayor London Breed, as 
supplemented on March 11, 2020, the March 6, 2020 Declaration of Local Health 
Emergency Regarding Novel Coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) issued by the Health 
Officer, and guidance issued by the California Department of Public Health, as each 
of them have been and may be supplemented. 
 


14. This Order is also issued in light of the March 19, 2020 Order of the State Public 
Health Officer (the “State Shelter Order”), which set baseline statewide restrictions 
on non-residential business activities, effective until further notice, and the 
Governor’s March 19, 2020 Executive Order N-33-20 directing California residents 
to follow the State Shelter Order.  The May 4, 2020 Executive Order issued by 
Governor Newsom and May 7, 2020 Order of the State Public Health Officer permit 
certain businesses to reopen if a local health officer believes the conditions in that 
jurisdictions warrant it, but expressly acknowledge the authority of local health 
officers to establish and implement public health measures within their respective 
jurisdictions that are more restrictive than those implemented by the State Public 
Health Officer.  This Order adopts in certain respects more stringent restrictions 
addressing the particular facts and circumstances in this County, which are 
necessary to control the public health emergency as it is evolving within the County 
and the Bay Area.  Without this tailored set of restrictions that further reduces the 
number of interactions between persons, scientific evidence indicates that the public 
health crisis in the County will worsen to the point at which it may overtake 
available health care resources within the County and increase the death rate.  Also, 
this Order enumerates additional restrictions on non-work-related travel not 
covered by the State Shelter Order; sets forth mandatory Social Distancing 
Requirements for all individuals in the County when engaged in activities outside 
their residences; and adds a mechanism to ensure that all businesses with facilities 
that are allowed to operate under the Order comply with the Social Distancing 
Requirements.  Where a conflict exists between this Order and any state public 
health order related to the COVID-19 pandemic, the most restrictive provision 
controls.  Consistent with California Health and Safety Code section 131080 and the 
Health Officer Practice Guide for Communicable Disease Control in California, 
except where the State Health Officer may issue an order expressly directed at this 
Order and based on a finding that a provision of this Order constitutes a menace to 
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public health, any more restrictive measures in this Order continue to apply and 
control in this County.  In addition, to the extent any federal guidelines allow 
activities that are not allowed by this Order, this Order controls and those activities 
are not allowed. 
 


15. Definitions and Exemptions. 
 


a. For the purposes of this Order, individuals may leave their residence only to 
perform the following “Essential Activities.”  But people at high risk of 
severe illness from COVID-19 and people who are sick are strongly urged to 
stay in their residence to the extent possible, except as necessary to seek or 
provide medical care or Essential Governmental Functions.  Essential 
Activities are: 
 


i. To engage in activities or perform tasks important to their health and 
safety, or to the health and safety of their family or household 
members (including pets), such as, by way of example only and 
without limitation, obtaining medical supplies or medication, or 
visiting a health care professional. 
 


ii. To obtain necessary services or supplies for themselves and their 
family or household members, or to deliver those services or supplies 
to others, such as, by way of example only and without limitation, 
canned food, dry goods, fresh fruits and vegetables, pet supply, fresh 
meats, fish, and poultry, and any other household consumer products, 
or products necessary to maintain the habitability, sanitation, and 
operation of residences. 
 


iii. To engage in outdoor recreation activity, including, by way of 
example and without limitation, walking, hiking, bicycling, and 
running, in compliance with Social Distancing Requirements and with 
the following limitations: 
 


1. Outdoor recreation activity at parks, beaches, and other open 
spaces must comply with any restrictions on access and use 
established by the Health Officer, government, or other entity 
that manages such area to reduce crowding and risk of 
transmission of COVID-19.  Such restrictions may include, but 
are not limited to, restricting the number of entrants, closing 
the area to vehicular access and parking, or closure to all 
public access; 
 


2. Except as otherwise provided in Appendix C-2, use of outdoor 
recreational areas and facilities with high-touch equipment or 
that encourage gathering, including, but not limited to, 
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playgrounds, gym equipment, climbing walls, picnic areas, dog 
parks, pools, spas, and barbecue areas, is prohibited outside of 
residences, and all such areas shall be closed to public access 
including by signage and, as appropriate, by physical barriers; 
 


3. Except as otherwise provided in Appendix C-2, sports or 
activities that include the use of shared equipment or physical 
contact between participants may only be engaged in by 
members of the same household or living unit; and 
 


4. Use of shared outdoor facilities for recreational activities that 
may occur outside of residences consistent with the restrictions 
set forth in subsections 1, 2, and 3, above, including, but not 
limited to, golf courses, skate parks, and athletic fields, must, 
before they may begin, comply with social distancing and 
health/safety protocols posted at the site and any other 
restrictions, including prohibitions, on access and use 
established by the Health Officer, government, or other entity 
that manages such area to reduce crowding and risk of 
transmission of COVID-19. 
 


iv. To perform work for or access an Essential Business, Outdoor 
Business, or Additional Business; or to otherwise carry out activities 
specifically permitted in this Order, including Minimum Basic 
Operations, as defined in this Section. 
 


v. To provide necessary care for a family member or pet in another 
household who has no other source of care. 
 


vi. To attend a funeral with no more than 10 individuals present. 
 


vii. To move residences.  When moving into or out of the Bay Area region, 
individuals are strongly urged to quarantine for 14 days.  To 
quarantine, individuals should follow the guidance of the United 
States Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 
 


viii. To engage in Additional Activities, as specified in Appendix C-2. 
 


b. For the purposes of this Order, individuals may leave their residence to work 
for, volunteer at, or obtain services at “Healthcare Operations,” including, 
without limitation, hospitals, clinics, COVID-19 testing locations, dentists, 
pharmacies, blood banks and blood drives, pharmaceutical and 
biotechnology companies, other healthcare facilities, healthcare suppliers, 
home healthcare services providers, mental health providers, or any related 
and/or ancillary healthcare services.  “Healthcare Operations” also includes 
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veterinary care and all healthcare services provided to animals.  This 
exemption for Healthcare Operations shall be construed broadly to avoid any 
interference with the delivery of healthcare, broadly defined.  “Healthcare 
Operations” excludes fitness and exercise gyms and similar facilities. 
 


c. For the purposes of this Order, individuals may leave their residence to 
provide any services or perform any work necessary to the operation and 
maintenance of “Essential Infrastructure,” including airports, utilities 
(including water, sewer, gas, and electrical), oil refining, roads and highways, 
public transportation, solid waste facilities (including collection, removal, 
disposal, recycling, and processing facilities), cemeteries, mortuaries, 
crematoriums, and telecommunications systems (including the provision of 
essential global, national, and local infrastructure for internet, computing 
services, business infrastructure, communications, and web-based services). 
 


d. For the purposes of this Order, all first responders, emergency management 
personnel, emergency dispatchers, court personnel, and law enforcement 
personnel, and others who need to perform essential services are 
categorically exempt from this Order to the extent they are performing those 
essential services.  Further, nothing in this Order shall prohibit any 
individual from performing or accessing “Essential Governmental 
Functions,” as determined by the governmental entity performing those 
functions in the County.  Each governmental entity shall identify and 
designate appropriate personnel, volunteers, or contractors to continue 
providing and carrying out any Essential Governmental Functions, including 
the hiring or retention of new personnel or contractors to perform such 
functions.  Each governmental entity and its contractors must employ all 
necessary emergency protective measures to prevent, mitigate, respond to, 
and recover from the COVID-19 pandemic, and all Essential Governmental 
Functions shall be performed in compliance with Social Distancing 
Requirements to the greatest extent feasible. 
 


e. For the purposes of this Order, a “business” includes any for-profit, non-
profit, or educational entity, whether a corporate entity, organization, 
partnership or sole proprietorship, and regardless of the nature of the 
service, the function it performs, or its corporate or entity structure. 
 


f. For the purposes of this Order, “Essential Businesses” are: 
 


i. Healthcare Operations and businesses that operate, maintain, or 
repair Essential Infrastructure; 
 


ii. Grocery stores, certified farmers’ markets, farm and produce stands, 
supermarkets, food banks, convenience stores, and other 
establishments engaged in the retail sale of unprepared food, canned 
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food, dry goods, non-alcoholic beverages, fresh fruits and vegetables, 
pet supply, fresh meats, fish, and poultry, as well as hygienic products 
and household consumer products necessary for personal hygiene or 
the habitability, sanitation, or operation of residences.  The businesses 
included in this subsection (ii) include establishments that sell 
multiple categories of products provided that they sell a significant 
amount of essential products identified in this subsection, such as 
liquor stores that also sell a significant amount of food; 
 


iii. Food cultivation, including farming, livestock, and fishing; 
 


iv. Businesses that provide food, shelter, and social services, and other 
necessities of life for economically disadvantaged or otherwise needy 
individuals; 
 


v. Construction, but only as permitted under the State Shelter Order 
and only pursuant to the Construction Safety Protocols listed in 
Appendix B and incorporated into this Order by this reference.  City 
public works projects shall also be subject to Appendix B, except if 
other protocols are specified by the Health Officer; 
 


vi. Newspapers, television, radio, and other media services; 
 


vii. Gas stations and auto-supply, auto-repair (including, but not limited 
to, for cars, trucks, motorcycles and motorized scooters), and 
automotive dealerships, but only for the purpose of providing auto-
supply and auto-repair services.  This subsection (vii) does not restrict 
the on-line purchase of automobiles if they are delivered to a 
residence or Essential Business; 
 


viii. Bicycle repair and supply shops; 
  


ix. Banks and related financial institutions; 
 


x. Service providers that enable real estate transactions (including 
rentals, leases, and home sales), including, but not limited to, real 
estate agents, escrow agents, notaries, and title companies, provided 
that appointments and other residential real estate viewings must only 
occur virtually or, if a virtual viewing is not feasible, by appointment 
with no more than two visitors at a time residing within the same 
household or living unit and one individual showing the unit (except 
that in person visits are not allowed when the occupant is present in 
the residence);  
 







 City and County of     Department of Public Health 
 San Francisco Order of the Health Officer 


 
ORDER OF THE HEALTH OFFICER No. C19-07e 


 
 


 
  13  


xi. Hardware stores; 
 


xii. Plumbers, electricians, exterminators, and other service providers 
who provide services that are necessary to maintaining the 
habitability, sanitation, or operation of residences and Essential 
Businesses; 
 


xiii. Businesses providing mailing and shipping services, including post 
office boxes; 
 


xiv. Educational institutions—including public and private K-12 schools, 
colleges, and universities—for purposes of facilitating distance 
learning or performing essential functions, or as allowed under 
subsection (xxvi), provided that social distancing of six feet per person 
is maintained to the greatest extent possible;  
 


xv. Laundromats, drycleaners, and laundry service providers;  
 


xvi. Restaurants and other facilities that prepare and serve food, but only 
for delivery or carry out.  Schools and other entities that typically 
provide free food services to students or members of the public may 
continue to do so under this Order on the condition that the food is 
provided to students or members of the public on a pick-up and take-
away basis only.  Schools and other entities that provide food services 
under this exemption shall not permit the food to be eaten at the site 
where it is provided, or at any other gathering site; 
 


xvii. Funeral home providers, mortuaries, cemeteries, and crematoriums, 
to the extent necessary for the transport, preparation, or processing of 
bodies or remains; 
 


xviii. Businesses that supply other Essential Businesses and Outdoor 
Businesses with the support or supplies necessary to operate, but only 
to the extent that they support or supply these businesses.  This 
exemption shall not be used as a basis for engaging in sales to the 
general public from retail storefronts; 
 


xix. Businesses that have the primary function of shipping or delivering 
groceries, food, or other goods directly to residences or businesses.  
This exemption shall not be used to allow for manufacturing or 
assembly of non-essential products or for other functions besides 
those necessary to the delivery operation;  
 


xx. Airlines, taxis, rental car companies, rideshare services (including 
shared bicycles and scooters), and other private transportation 
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providers providing transportation services necessary for Essential 
Activities and other purposes expressly authorized in this Order; 
 


xxi. Home-based care for seniors, adults, children, and pets; 
 


xxii. Residential facilities and shelters for seniors, adults, and children; 
 


xxiii. Professional services, such as legal, notary, or accounting services, 
when necessary to assist in compliance with non-elective, legally 
required activities or in relation to death or incapacity; 
 


xxiv. Services to assist individuals in finding employment with Essential 
Businesses; 
 


xxv. Moving services that facilitate residential or commercial moves that 
are allowed under this Order; and 
 


xxvi. Childcare establishments and other educational or recreational 
institutions or programs providing care or supervision for children of 
all ages (with the exception of summer camps, which are addressed 
separately in Appendix C-1) that enable owners, employees, 
volunteers, and contractors for Essential Businesses, Essential 
Governmental Functions, Outdoor Businesses, Additional Businesses, 
or Minimum Basic Operations to work as allowed under this Order.  
To the extent possible, these operations must comply with the 
following conditions: 
 


1. They must be carried out in stable groups of 12 or fewer 
children (“stable” means that the same 12 or fewer children 
are in the same group each day). 
 


2. Children shall not change from one group to another. 
 


3. If more than one group of children is at one facility, each 
group shall be in a separate room.  Groups shall not mix with 
each other. 
 


4. Providers or educators shall remain solely with one group of 
children. 
 


g. For the purposes of this Order, “Minimum Basic Operations” means the 
following activities for businesses, provided that owners, personnel, and 
contractors comply with Social Distancing Requirements as defined this 
Section, to the extent possible, while carrying out such operations: 
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i. The minimum necessary activities to maintain and protect the value of 
the business’s inventory and facilities; ensure security, safety, and 
sanitation; process payroll and employee benefits; provide for the 
delivery of existing inventory directly to residences or businesses; and 
related functions.  For clarity, this section does not permit businesses 
to provide curbside pickup to customers. 
 


ii. The minimum necessary activities to facilitate owners, personnel, and 
contractors of the business being able to continue to work remotely 
from their residences, and to ensure that the business can deliver its 
service remotely. 
 


h. For the purposes of this Order, all businesses that are operating at facilities 
in the County visited or used by the public or personnel must, as a condition 
of such operation, prepare and post a “Social Distancing Protocol” for each 
of these facilities; provided, however, that construction activities shall instead 
comply with the Construction Project Safety Protocols set forth in Appendix 
B and not the Social Distancing Protocol.  The Social Distancing Protocol 
must be substantially in the form attached to this Order as Appendix A, and 
it must be updated from prior versions to address new requirements listed in 
this Order or in related guidance or directives from the Health Officer.  The 
Social Distancing Protocol must be posted at or near the entrance of the 
relevant facility, and shall be easily viewable by the public and personnel.  A 
copy of the Social Distancing Protocol must also be provided to each person 
performing work at the facility.  All businesses subject to this paragraph 
shall implement the Social Distancing Protocol and provide evidence of its 
implementation to any authority enforcing this Order upon demand.  The 
Social Distancing Protocol must explain how the business is achieving the 
following, as applicable: 
 


i. Limiting the number of people who can enter into the facility at any 
one time to ensure that people in the facility can easily maintain a 
minimum six-foot distance from one another at all times, except as 
required to complete Essential Business activity; 
 


ii. Requiring face coverings to be worn by all persons entering the 
facility, other than those exempted from face covering requirements 
(e.g., young children); 
 


iii. Where lines may form at a facility, marking six-foot increments at a 
minimum, establishing where individuals should stand to maintain 
adequate social distancing; 
 


iv. Providing hand sanitizer, soap and water, or effective disinfectant at 
or near the entrance of the facility and in other appropriate areas for 
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use by the public and personnel, and in locations where there is high-
frequency employee interaction with members of the public (e.g., 
cashiers); 
 


v. Providing for contactless payment systems or, if not feasible to do so, 
the providing for disinfecting all payment portals, pens, and styluses 
after each use; 
 


vi. Regularly disinfecting other high-touch surfaces;  
 


vii. Posting a sign at the entrance of the facility informing all personnel 
and customers that they should:  avoid entering the facility if they 
have any COVID-19 symptoms; maintain a minimum six-foot 
distance from one another; sneeze and cough into their own elbow; 
and not shake hands or engage in any unnecessary physical contact; 
and 
 


viii. Any additional social distancing measures being implemented (see the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s guidance at: 
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/community/guidance-
business-response.html). 
 


i. For the purposes of this Order, “Essential Travel” means travel for any of 
the following purposes: 
 


i. Travel related to the provision of or access to Essential Activities, 
Essential Governmental Functions, Essential Businesses, Minimum 
Basic Operations, Outdoor Activities, Outdoor Businesses, Additional 
Activities, and Additional Businesses. 
 


ii. Travel to care for any elderly, minors, dependents, or persons with 
disabilities. 
 


iii. Travel to or from educational institutions for purposes of receiving 
materials for distance learning, for receiving meals, and any other 
related services. 
 


iv. Travel to return to a place of residence from outside the County. 
 


v. Travel required by law enforcement or court order. 
 


vi. Travel required for non-residents to return to their place of residence 
outside the County.  Individuals are strongly encouraged to verify 
that their transportation out of the County remains available and 
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functional prior to commencing such travel. 
 


vii. Travel to manage after-death arrangements and burial. 
 


viii. Travel to arrange for shelter or avoid homelessness. 
 


ix. Travel to avoid domestic violence or child abuse. 
 


x. Travel for parental custody arrangements. 
 


xi. Travel to a place to temporarily reside in a residence or other facility 
to avoid potentially exposing others to COVID-19, such as a hotel or 
other facility provided by a governmental authority for such 
purposes. 
 


j. For purposes of this Order, “residences” include hotels, motels, shared rental 
units, and similar facilities.  Residences also include living structures and 
outdoor spaces associated with those living structures, such as patios, 
porches, backyards, and front yards that are only accessible to a single 
family or household unit. 
 


k. For purposes of this Order, “Social Distancing Requirements” means: 
 


i. Maintaining at least six-foot social distancing from individuals who 
are not part of the same household or living unit;  
 


ii. Frequently washing hands with soap and water for at least 20 
seconds, or using hand sanitizer that is recognized by the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention as effective in combatting COVID-19; 
 


iii. Covering coughs and sneezes with a tissue or fabric or, if not possible, 
into the sleeve or elbow (but not into hands);  
 


iv. Wearing a face covering when out in public, consistent with the orders 
or guidance of the Health Officer; and  
 


v. Avoiding all social interaction outside the household when sick with a 
fever, cough, or other COVID-19 symptoms. 


 
All individuals must strictly comply with Social Distancing Requirements, 
except to the limited extent necessary to provide care (including childcare, 
adult or senior care, care to individuals with special needs, and patient care); 
as necessary to carry out the work of Essential Businesses, Essential 
Governmental Functions, or provide for Minimum Basic Operations; or as 
otherwise expressly provided in this Order.  Outdoor Activities, Outdoor 
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Businesses, Additional Activities, and Additional Businesses must strictly 
adhere to these Social Distancing Requirements. 
 


l. For purposes of this Order, “Outdoor Businesses” means: 
 


i. The following businesses that normally operated primarily outdoors 
prior to March 16, 2020 and where there is the ability to fully 
maintain social distancing of at least six feet between all persons: 
 


1. Businesses primarily operated outdoors, such as wholesale and 
retail plant nurseries, agricultural operations, and garden 
centers. 
 


2. Service providers that primarily provide outdoor services, such 
as landscaping and gardening services, and environmental site 
remediation services. 
 


For clarity, “Outdoor Businesses” do not include outdoor 
restaurants, cafes, or bars.  Except as otherwise provided in 
Appendix C, they also do not include businesses that promote large, 
coordinated, and prolonged gatherings, such as outdoor concert 
venues and amusement parks. 
 


m. For purposes of this Order, “Outdoor Activities” means: 
 


i. To obtain goods, services, or supplies from, or perform work for, an 
Outdoor Business. 
 


ii. To engage in outdoor recreation as permitted in Section 15.a. 
 


n. For purposes of this Order, “Additional Business” means any business, 
entity, or other organization identified as an Additional Business in 
Appendix C-1, which will be updated as warranted based on the Health 
Officer’s ongoing evaluation of the COVID-19 Indicators and other data.  In 
addition to the other requirements in this Order, operation of those 
Additional Businesses is subject to any conditions and health and safety 
requirements set forth in Appendix C-1 and in any industry-specific 
guidance issued by the Health Officer. 
 


o. For purposes of this Order, “Additional Activities” means: 
 


i. To obtain goods, services, or supplies from, or perform work for, 
Additional Businesses identified in Appendix C-1, subject to 
requirements in this Order, and any conditions and health and safety 
requirements set forth in this Order or in any industry-specific 
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guidance issued by the Health Officer. 
 


ii. To engage in outdoor recreation activities or other activities set forth 
in Appendix C-2, subject to any conditions and health and safety 
requirements set forth there. 
 


16. Government agencies and other entities operating shelters and other facilities that 
house or provide meals or other necessities of life for individuals experiencing 
homelessness must take appropriate steps to help ensure compliance with Social 
Distancing Requirements, including adequate provision of hand sanitizer.  Also, 
individuals experiencing homelessness who are unsheltered and living in 
encampments should, to the maximum extent feasible, abide by 12 foot by 12 foot 
distancing for the placement of tents, and government agencies should provide 
restroom and hand washing facilities for individuals in such encampments as set 
forth in Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Interim Guidance Responding 
to Coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) Among People Experiencing Unsheltered 
Homelessness (https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/need-extra-
precautions/unsheltered-homelessness.html). 
 


17. Pursuant to Government Code sections 26602 and 41601 and Health and Safety 
Code section 101029, the Health Officer requests that the Sheriff and the Chief of 
Police in the County ensure compliance with and enforce this Order.  The violation 
of any provision of this Order constitutes an imminent threat and menace to public 
health, constitutes a public nuisance, and is punishable by fine, imprisonment, or 
both. 
 


18. This Order shall become effective at 12:00 p.m. on May 22, 2020 and will continue 
to be in effect until it is rescinded, superseded, or amended in writing by the Health 
Officer. 
 


19. Effective as of 12:00 p.m. on May 22, 2020, this Order revises and replaces Order 
Number C19-07d, issued May 17, 2020.  This Order also extends Order Nos. C19-
01b (prohibiting visitors at Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation Center and 
Unit 4A at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital), C19-03 (prohibiting 
visitors to specific residential facilities), C19-04 (imposing cleaning standards for 
residential hotels), C19-06 (prohibiting visitors to general acute care hospitals and 
acute psychiatric hospitals), C19-09 (prohibiting visitors to residential care facilities 
for the elderly, adult residential facilities, and residential facilities for the 
chronically ill), and C19-11 (placing Laguna Honda Hospital and Rehabilitation 
Center under protective quarantine) without any further need to amend those 
orders, with those listed orders otherwise remaining in effect until the specific listed 
order or this Order is extended, rescinded, superseded, or amended in writing by 
the Health Officer.  This Order does not prohibit amendment of those orders 
separately.  This Order also does not affect Order Nos. C19-08b (limiting routine 
appointments and elective surgeries and encouraging delivery of prescriptions and 
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cannabis products), C19-10 (requiring reporting by labs of COVID-19 testing 
information), C19-12 (requiring face coverings), and C19-13 (regarding testing, 
reporting, and cooperation at skilled nursing facilities), which continue indefinitely 
as provided in those respective orders until each of them is extended, rescinded, 
superseded, or amended in writing by the Health Officer. 
 


20. The County must promptly provide copies of this Order as follows:  (1) by posting 
on the City Administrator’s website (www.sfgsa.org) and the Department of Public 
Health website (www.sfdph.org); (2) by posting at City Hall, located at 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Pl., San Francisco, CA 94102; and (3) by providing to any 
member of the public requesting a copy.  In addition, the owner, manager, or 
operator of any facility that is likely to be impacted by this Order is strongly 
encouraged to post a copy of this Order onsite and to provide a copy to any member 
of the public asking for a copy. 
 


21. If any provision of this Order or its application to any person or circumstance is 
held to be invalid, the remainder of the Order, including the application of such 
part or provision to other persons or circumstances, shall not be affected and shall 
continue in full force and effect.  To this end, the provisions of this Order are 
severable.   
 


IT IS SO ORDERED:  
 
 
 
        
Tomás J. Aragón, MD, DrPH,    Dated:  May 22, 2020 
Health Officer of the          
City and County of San Francisco 
 
 


 
Attachments:   Appendix A – Social Distancing Protocol (revised 4/29/20) 
  Appendix B-1 – Small Construction Project Safety Protocol 
  Appendix B-2 – Large Construction Project Safety Protocol 
  Appendix C-1 – Additional Businesses 
  Appendix C-2 – Additional Activities 
 







 Order No. C19-07e - Appendix A: Social Distancing Protocol (revised 4/29/2020) 
 


 
 


Business name:   


Facility Address:   


Approximate gross square footage of space open to the public:  


Businesses must implement all applicable measures listed below, and be prepared to explain why any 
measure that is not implemented is inapplicable to the business. 
 
Signage: 
 
☐Signage at each public entrance of the facility to inform all personnel and customers that they should: 
avoid entering the facility if they have a cough, fever, or other COVID-19 symptoms; maintain a minimum 
six-foot distance from one another; sneeze and cough into a cloth or tissue or, if not available, into one’s 
elbow; wear a face covering, as required; and not shake hands or engage in any unnecessary physical contact. 
 
☐Signage posting a copy of the Social Distancing Protocol at each public entrance to the facility. 
 
Measures To Protect Personnel Health (check all that apply to the facility): 
 
☐ Everyone who can carry out their work duties from home has been directed to do so.   
 
☐ All personnel have been told not to come to work if sick. 
 
☐ Symptom checks are being conducted before personnel may enter the work space. 
 
☐ Personnel are required to wear a face covering, as required by Order No. C19-12. 
 
☐ All desks or individual work stations are separated by at least six feet. 
 
☐ Break rooms, bathrooms, and other common areas are being disinfected frequently, on the following 
schedule: 


☐ Break rooms: 
☐ Bathrooms:  
☐ Other:  


 
☐ Disinfectant and related supplies are available to all personnel at the following location(s):  
 
 
☐ Hand sanitizer effective against COVID-19 is available to all personnel at the following location(s):  
 
 
☐ Soap and water are available to all personnel at the following location(s):  
 
☐ Copies of this Protocol have been distributed to all personnel. 
 
☐ Optional—Describe other measures:  
 
Measures To Prevent Crowds From Gathering (check all that apply to the facility): 
 
☐ Limit the number of customers in the store at any one time to_______________________, which allows 
for customers and personnel to easily maintain at least six-foot distance from one another at all practicable 
times. 
 
☐ Post personnel at the door to ensure that the maximum number of customers in the facility set forth above 
is not exceeded.   
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☐ Placing per-person limits on goods that are selling out quickly to reduce crowds and lines. Explain:  
 
 
☐ Optional—Describe other measures:  
 
Measures To Keep People At Least Six Feet Apart (check all that apply to the facility) 
 
☐ Placing signs outside the store reminding people to be at least six feet apart, including when in line.   
 
☐ Placing tape or other markings at least six feet apart in customer line areas inside the store and on 
sidewalks at public entrances with signs directing customers to use the markings to maintain distance. 
 
☐ Separate order areas from delivery areas to prevent customers from gathering. 
 
☐ All personnel have been instructed to maintain at least six feet distance from customers and from each 
other, except personnel may momentarily come closer when necessary to accept payment, deliver goods or 
services, or as otherwise necessary. 
 
☐ Optional—Describe other measures:  
 
Measures To Prevent Unnecessary Contact (check all that apply to the facility): 
 
☐ Preventing people from self-serving any items that are food-related.   
 


☐ Lids for cups and food-bar type items are provided by personnel; not to customers to grab.   
 
☐ Bulk-item food bins are not available for customer self-service use. 
 


☐ Not permitting customers to bring their own bags, mugs, or other reusable items from home. 
 
☐ Providing for contactless payment systems or, if not feasible, sanitizing payment systems regularly.  
Describe:  
 
☐ Optional—Describe other measures (e.g., providing senior-only hours):  
 
Measures To Increase Sanitization (check all that apply to the facility): 
 
☐ Disinfecting wipes that are effective against COVID-19 are available near shopping carts and shopping 
baskets.  
 
☐ Personnel are assigned to disinfect carts and baskets after each use. 
 
☐ Hand sanitizer, soap and water, or effective disinfectant is available to the public at or near the entrance of 
the facility, at checkout counters, and anywhere else where people have direct interactions. 
 
☐ All payment portals, pens, and styluses are disinfected after each use. 
 
☐ All high-contact surfaces are disinfected frequently. 
 
☐ Optional—Describe other measures:  


 
* Any additional measures not included here should be listed on separate pages and attached to this document. 
 
You may contact the following person with any questions or comments about this protocol: 


Name:      Phone number:     
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Small Construction Project Safety Protocol (revised May 22, 2020) 
 


1. Any construction project meeting any of the following specifications is subject to this Small 
Construction Project Safety Protocol (“SCP Protocol”), including public works projects unless 
otherwise specified by the Health Officer: 
 


a. For residential projects, any single-family, multi-family, senior, student, or other residential 
construction, renovation, or remodel project consisting of 10 units or fewer.  This SCP 
Protocol does not apply to construction projects where a person is performing construction 
on their current residence either alone or solely with members of their own household. 


 
b. For commercial projects, any construction, renovation, or tenant improvement project 


consisting of 20,000 square feet of floor area or less. 
 


c. For mixed-use projects, any project that meets both of the specifications in subsections 1.a 
and 1.b. 
 


d. All other construction projects not subject to the Large Construction Project Safety Protocol 
set forth in Appendix B-2. 


 
2. The following restrictions and requirements must be in place at all construction job sites subject to 


this SCP Protocol: 
 


a. Comply with all applicable and current laws and regulations including but not limited to 
OSHA and Cal-OSHA. If there is any conflict, difference, or discrepancy between or among 
applicable laws and regulations and/or this SCP Protocol, the stricter standard shall apply. 
 


b. Designate a site-specific COVID-19 supervisor or supervisors to enforce this guidance.  A 
designated COVID-19 supervisor must be present on the construction site at all times during 
construction activities.  A COVID-19 supervisor may be an on-site worker who is designated 
to serve in this role. 


 
c. The COVID-19 supervisor must review this SCP Protocol with all workers and visitors to the 


construction site. 
 
d. Establish a daily screening protocol for arriving staff to ensure that potentially infected staff 


do not enter the construction site.  If workers leave the jobsite and return the same day, 
establish a cleaning and decontamination protocol prior to entry and exit of the jobsite.  Post 
the daily screening protocol at all entrances and exits to the jobsite.  More information on 
screening can be found online at:  https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-
ncov/community/index.html. 
 


e. Practice social distancing by maintaining a minimum six-foot distance between workers at all 
times, except as strictly necessary to carry out a task associated with the construction project.  
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f. In the event of a confirmed case of COVID-19 at any jobsite, the following must take place: 
i. Immediately remove the infected individual from the jobsite with directions to seek 


medical care. 
ii. Decontaminate and sanitize all surfaces at each location at which the infected worker was 


present.  Provide those performing the decontamination and sanitization work with medical-
grade PPE, ensure the workers are trained in proper use of the PPE, require the workers to use 
the provided PPE, and prohibit any sharing of the PPE.  Prohibit anyone from entering the 
possibly contaminated area, except those performing decontamination and sanitization work.  
Cease all work in these locations until decontamination and sanitization is complete. 


iii. Notify the County Public Health Department Communicable Disease Control (CD 
Control) immediately at 415-554-2830.  Follow all directives and complete any 
additional requirements by County health officials, including full compliance with 
any tracing efforts by the County. 


g. Where construction work occurs within an occupied residential unit, separate work areas 
must be sealed off from the remainder of the unit with physical barriers such as plastic 
sheeting or closed doors sealed with tape to the extent feasible.  If possible, workers must 
access the work area from an alternative entry/exit door to the entry/exit door used by 
residents.  Available windows and exhaust fans must be used to ventilate the work area.  If 
residents have access to the work area between workdays, the work area must be cleaned and 
sanitized at the beginning and at the end of workdays.  Every effort must be taken to 
minimize contact between workers and residents, including maintaining a minimum of six 
feet of social distancing at all times.  


 
h. Where construction work occurs within common areas of an occupied residential or 


commercial building or a mixed-use building in use by on-site employees or residents, 
separate work areas must be sealed off from the rest of the common areas with physical 
barriers such as plastic sheeting or closed doors sealed with tape to the extent feasible. If 
possible, workers must access the work area from an alternative building entry/exit door to 
the building entry/exit door used by residents or other users of the building. Every effort must 
be taken to minimize contact between worker and building residents and users, including 
maintaining a minimum of six feet of social distancing at all times. 
 


i. Prohibit gatherings of any size on the jobsite, including gatherings for breaks or eating, 
except for meetings regarding compliance with this protocol or as strictly necessary to carry 
out a task associated with the construction project.  
 


j. Cal-OSHA requires employers to provide water, which should be provided in single-serve 
containers.  Sharing of any of any food or beverage is strictly prohibited and if sharing is 
observed, the worker must be sent home for the day.  


 
k. Provide personal protective equipment (PPE) specifically for use in construction, including 


gloves, goggles, face shields, and face coverings as appropriate for the activity being 
performed.  At no time may a contractor secure or use medical-grade PPE unless required 
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due to the medical nature of a jobsite.  Face coverings must be worn in compliance with 
Section 5 of the Health Officer’s Order No. C19-12, dated April 17, 2020, or any 
subsequently issued or amended order. 
 


l. Prohibit use of microwaves, water coolers, and other similar shared equipment. 
 


m. Strictly control “choke points” and “high-risk areas” where workers are unable to maintain 
six-foot social distancing and prohibit or limit use to ensure that six-foot distance can easily 
be maintained between individuals. 
 


n. Minimize interactions and maintain social distancing with all site visitors, including delivery 
workers, design professional and other project consultants, government agency 
representatives, including building and fire inspectors, and residents at residential 
construction sites.  
 


o. Stagger trades as necessary to reduce density and allow for easy maintenance of minimum 
six-foot separation.  
 


p. Discourage workers from using others’ desks, work tools, and equipment.  If more than one 
worker uses these items, the items must be cleaned and disinfected with disinfectants that are 
effective against COVID-19 in between use by each new worker.  Prohibit sharing of PPE. 
 


q. If hand washing facilities are not available at the jobsite, place portable wash stations or hand 
sanitizers that are effective against COVID-19 at entrances to the jobsite and in multiple 
locations dispersed throughout the jobsite as warranted.   
 


r. Clean and sanitize any hand washing facilities, portable wash stations, jobsite restroom areas, 
or other enclosed spaces daily with disinfectants that are effective against COVID-19.  
Frequently clean and disinfect all high touch areas, including entry and exit areas, high traffic 
areas, rest rooms, hand washing areas, high touch surfaces, tools, and equipment 
 


s. Maintain a daily attendance log of all workers and visitors that includes contact information, 
including name, phone number, address, and email.  
 


t. Post a notice in an area visible to all workers and visitors instructing workers and visitors to 
do the following: 


i. Do not touch your face with unwashed hands or with gloves. 
ii. Frequently wash your hands with soap and water for at least 20 seconds or use hand 


sanitizer with at least 60% alcohol. 
iii. Clean and disinfect frequently touched objects and surfaces such as work stations, 


keyboards, telephones, handrails, machines, shared tools, elevator control buttons, 
and doorknobs. 


iv. Cover your mouth and nose when coughing or sneezing, or cough or sneeze into the 
crook of your arm at your elbow/sleeve.  
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v. Do not enter the jobsite if you have a fever, cough, or other COVID-19 symptoms.  If 
you feel sick, or have been exposed to anyone who is sick, stay at home.  


vi. Constantly observe your work distances in relation to other staff.  Maintain the 
recommended minimum six feet at all times when not wearing the necessary PPE for 
working in close proximity to another person.  


vii. Do not carpool to and from the jobsite with anyone except members of your own 
household unit, or as necessary for workers who have no alternative means of 
transportation. 


viii. Do not share phones or PPE. 
 


u. The notice in Section 2.t must be translated as necessary to ensure that all non-English 
speaking workers are able to understand the notice. 
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Large Construction Project Safety Protocol (revised May 22, 2020) 
 
 


1. Any construction project meeting any of the following specifications is subject to this Large 
Construction Project Safety Protocol (“LCP Protocol”), including public works projects 
unless otherwise specified by the Health Officer:  
 


a. For residential construction projects, any single-family, multi-family, senior, 
student, or other residential construction, renovation, or remodel project consisting 
of more than 10 units.  
  


b. For commercial construction projects, any construction, renovation, or tenant 
improvement project consisting of more than 20,000 square feet of floor area. 
 


c. For construction of Essential Infrastructure, as defined in Section 16.c of the Order, 
any project that requires twenty or more workers at the jobsite at any one time. 
 


2. The following restrictions and requirements must be in place at all construction job sites 
subject to this LCP Protocol: 
 


a. Comply with all applicable and current laws and regulations including but not 
limited to OSHA and Cal-OSHA. If there is any conflict, difference or discrepancy 
between or among applicable laws and regulations and/or this LCP Protocol, the 
stricter standard will apply. 
 


b. Prepare a new or updated Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan to address COVID-
19-related issues, post the Plan on-site at all entrances and exits, and produce a copy 
of the Plan to County governmental authorities upon request.  The Plan must be 
translated as necessary to ensure that all non-English speaking workers are able to 
understand the Plan. 
 


c. Provide personal protective equipment (PPE) specifically for use in construction, 
including gloves, goggles, face shields, and face coverings as appropriate for the 
activity being performed.  At no time may a contractor secure or use medical-grade 
PPE, unless required due to the medical nature of a job site.  Face Coverings must be 
worn in compliance with Section 5 of the Health Officer’s Order, dated April 17, 
2020, or any subsequently issued or amended order.  


 
d. Ensure that employees are trained in the use of PPE.  Maintain and make available a 


log of all PPE training provided to employees and monitor all employees to ensure 
proper use of the PPE.   


 
e. Prohibit sharing of PPE. 


 
f. Implement social distancing requirements including, at minimum: 
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i. Stagger stop- and start-times for shift schedules to reduce the quantity of 
workers at the jobsite at any one time to the extent feasible.  


ii. Stagger trade-specific work to minimize the quantity of workers at the 
jobsite at any one time.  


iii. Require social distancing by maintaining a minimum six-foot distance 
between workers at all times, except as strictly necessary to carry out a task 
associated with the project.   


iv. Prohibit gatherings of any size on the jobsite, except for safety meetings or 
as strictly necessary to carry out a task associated with the project.   


v. Strictly control “choke points” and “high-risk areas” where workers are 
unable to maintain minimum six-foot social distancing and prohibit or limit 
use to ensure that minimum six-foot distancing can easily be maintained 
between workers. 


vi. Minimize interactions and maintain social distancing with all site visitors, 
including delivery workers, design professional and other project 
consultants, government agency representatives, including building and fire 
inspectors, and residents at residential construction sites. 


vii. Prohibit workers from using others’ phones or desks.  Any work tools or 
equipment that must be used by more than one worker must be cleaned with 
disinfectants that are effective against COVID-19 before use by a new 
worker. 


viii. Place wash stations or hand sanitizers that are effective against COVID-19 at 
entrances to the jobsite and in multiple locations dispersed throughout the 
jobsite as warranted.  


ix. Maintain a daily attendance log of all workers and visitors that includes 
contact information, including name, address, phone number, and email.  


x. Post a notice in an area visible to all workers and visitors instructing workers 
and visitors to do the following: 


1. Do not touch your face with unwashed hands or with gloves. 
2. Frequently wash your hands with soap and water for at least 20 


seconds or use hand sanitizer with at least 60% alcohol. 
3. Clean and disinfect frequently touched objects and surfaces such as 


workstations, keyboards, telephones, handrails, machines, shared 
tools, elevator control buttons, and doorknobs. 


4. Cover your mouth and nose when coughing or sneezing or cough or 
sneeze into the crook of your arm at your elbow/sleeve.  


5. Do not enter the jobsite if you have a fever, cough, or other COVID-
19 symptoms.  If you feel sick, or have been exposed to anyone who 
is sick, stay at home. 


6. Constantly observe your work distances in relation to other staff.  
Maintain the recommended minimum six-feet distancing at all times 
when not wearing the necessary PPE for working in close proximity 
to another person. 


7. Do not share phones or PPE. 
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xi. The notice in section 2.f.x must be translated as necessary to ensure that all 
non-English speaking workers are able to understand the notice. 
 


g. Implement cleaning and sanitization practices in accordance with the following: 
i. Frequently clean and sanitize, in accordance with CDC guidelines, all high-traffic and 


high-touch areas including, at a minimum: meeting areas, jobsite lunch and break 
areas, entrances and exits to the jobsite, jobsite trailers, hand-washing areas, tools, 
equipment, jobsite restroom areas, stairs, elevators, and lifts.  


ii. Establish a cleaning and decontamination protocol prior to entry and exit of the jobsite 
and post the protocol at entrances and exits of jobsite. 


iii. Supply all personnel performing cleaning and sanitization with proper PPE to prevent 
them from contracting COVID-19.  Employees must not share PPE.  


iv. Establish adequate time in the workday to allow for proper cleaning and 
decontamination including prior to starting at or leaving the jobsite for the day.  


 
h. Implement a COVID-19 community spread reduction plan as part of the Site-Specific Health 


and Safety Plan that includes, at minimum, the following restrictions and requirements: 
i. Prohibit all carpooling to and from the jobsite except by workers living within the 


same household unit, or as necessary for workers who have no alternative means of 
transportation.  


ii. Cal-OSHA requires employers to provide water, which should be provided in single-
serve containers.  Prohibit any sharing of any food or beverage and if sharing is 
observed, the worker must be sent home for the day.  


iii. Prohibit use of microwaves, water coolers, and other similar shared equipment.  
 


i. Assign a COVID-19 Safety Compliance Officer (SCO) to the jobsite and ensure the SCO’s 
name is posted on the Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan.  The SCO must: 


i. Ensure implementation of all recommended safety and sanitation requirements 
regarding the COVID-19 virus at the jobsite.  


ii. Compile daily written verification that each jobsite is compliant with the components 
of this LCP Protocol.  Each written verification form must be copied, stored, and made 
immediately available upon request by any County official.  


iii. Establish a daily screening protocol for arriving staff, to ensure that potentially 
infected staff do not enter the construction site.  If workers leave the jobsite and return 
the same day, establish a cleaning and decontamination protocol prior to entry and exit 
of the jobsite.  Post the daily screening protocol at all entrances and exit to the jobsite.  
More information on screening can be found online 
at:  https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/community/index.html. 


iv. Conduct daily briefings in person or by teleconference that must cover the following 
topics:  


1. New jobsite rules and pre-job site travel restrictions for the prevention of 
COVID-19 community spread. 


2. Review of sanitation and hygiene procedures. 
3. Solicitation of worker feedback on improving safety and sanitation.  
4. Coordination of construction site daily cleaning/sanitation requirements. 
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5. Conveying updated information regarding COVID-19. 
6. Emergency protocols in the event of an exposure or suspected exposure to 


COVID-19.  
v. Develop and ensure implementation of a remediation plan to address any non-


compliance with this LCP Protocol and post remediation plan at entrance and exit of 
jobsite during remediation period.  The remediation plan must be translated as 
necessary to ensure that all non-English speaking workers are able to understand the 
document. 


vi. The SCO must not permit any construction activity to continue without bringing such 
activity into compliance with these requirements. 


vii. Report repeated non-compliance with this LCP Protocol to the appropriate jobsite 
supervisors and a designated County official. 
 


j. Assign a COVID-19 Third-Party Jobsite Safety Accountability Supervisor (JSAS) for the 
jobsite, who at a minimum holds an OSHA-30 certificate and first-aid training within the past 
two years, who must be trained in the protocols herein and verify compliance, including by 
visual inspection and random interviews with workers, with this LCP Protocol. 


i. Within seven calendar days of each jobsite visit, the JSAS must complete a written 
assessment identifying any failure to comply with this LCP Protocol.  The written 
assessment must be copied, stored, and, upon request by the County, sent to a 
designated County official.   


ii. If the JSAS discovers that a jobsite is not in compliance with this LCP Protocol, the 
JSAS must work with the SCO to develop and implement a remediation plan. 


iii. The JSAS must coordinate with the SCO to prohibit continuation of any work activity 
not in compliance with rules stated herein until addressed and the continuing work is 
compliant. 


iv. The remediation plan must be sent to a designated County official within five calendar 
days of the JSAS’s discovery of the failure to comply. 
 


k. In the event of a confirmed case of COVID-19 at any jobsite, the following must take place: 
i. Immediately remove the infected individual from the jobsite with directions to seek 


medical care. 
ii. Decontaminate and sanitize all surfaces at each location at which the infected worker 


was present.  Provide those performing the decontamination and sanitization work 
with medical-grade PPE, ensure the workers are trained in proper use of the PPE, 
require the workers to use the provided PPE, and prohibit any sharing of the PPE.  
Prohibit anyone from entering the possibly contaminated area, except those 
performing decontamination and sanitization work.  Cease all work in these locations 
until decontamination and sanitization is complete. 


iii. Notify the County Public Health Department Communicable Disease Control (CD 
Control) immediately at 415-554-2830.  Follow all directives and complete any 
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additional requirements by County health officials, including full compliance with any 
tracing efforts by the County. 


l. Where construction work occurs within an occupied residential unit, any separate work area 
must be sealed off from the remainder of the unit with physical barriers such as plastic 
sheeting or closed doors sealed with tape to the extent feasible.  If possible, workers must 
access the work area from an alternative entry/exit door to the entry/exit door used by 
residents.  Available windows and exhaust fans must be used to ventilate the work area.  If 
residents have access to the work area between workdays, the work area must be cleaned and 
sanitized at the beginning and at the end of workdays. Every effort must be taken to minimize 
contact between workers and residents, including maintaining a minimum of six feet of social 
distancing at all times.  
 


m. Where construction work occurs within common areas of an occupied residential or 
commercial building or a mixed-use building in use by on-site employees or residents, any 
separate work area must be sealed off from the rest of the common areas with physical 
barriers such as plastic sheeting or closed doors sealed with tape to the extent feasible.  If 
possible, workers must access the work area from an alternative building entry/exit door to the 
building entry/exit door used by residents or other users of the building.  Every effort must be 
taken to minimize contact between worker and building residents and users, including 
maintaining a minimum of six feet of social distancing at all times. 
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General Requirements 


The “Additional Businesses” listed below may begin operating, subject to the requirements set 
forth in the Order and to any additional requirements set forth below or in separate industry-
specific guidance by the Health Officer.  These businesses were selected to implement an initial 
measured expansion of commercial activity based on health-related considerations including the 
risks of COVID-19 transmission associated with types and modes of business operations, the 
ability to substantially mitigate transmission risks associated with the operations, and related 
factors, such as the following: 


 Increase in mobility and volume of activity—the overall impact the reopening will 
have on the number of people leaving their homes and traveling to work at or access the 
business;  


 Contact intensity—the type (close or distant) and duration (brief or prolonged) of the 
contact involved in the business;  


 Number of contacts—the approximate number of people that will be in the setting at the 
same time; and 


 Modification potential—the degree to which mitigation measures can decrease the risk 
of transmission. 


To mitigate the risk of transmission to the greatest extent possible, before resuming operations, 
each Additional Businesses must: 


a. Prepare, post, implement, and distribute to their Personnel a Social Distancing Protocol 
as specified in Section 6 and subsection 15.h of the Order for each of their facilities in 
the County frequented by personnel or members of the public; and 


b. Prepare, post, implement, and distribute to their Personnel a written health and safety 
plan that addresses all applicable best practices set forth in relevant Health Officer 
directives. 
 


As used in this Appendix C-1, “Personnel” means the following people who provide goods or 
services associated with the Additional Business in the County:  employees; contractors and sub-
contractors (such as those who sell goods or perform services onsite or who deliver goods for the 
business); independent contractors (such as “gig workers” who perform work via the Additional 
Business’s app or other online interface); vendors who are permitted to sell goods onsite; 
volunteers; and other individuals who regularly provide services onsite at the request of the 
Additional Business.  
 
Also, each Additional Business must comply with Social Distancing Requirements as well as all 
relevant state guidance and local directives.  Where a conflict exists between the state guidance 
and local public heath directives related to the COVID-19 pandemic, the most restrictive 
provision controls. 
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List of Additional Businesses 


For purposes of the Order, Additional Businesses include the following based on the summarized 
health risk related rationale: 


(1) Retail Stores and Retail Supply Chain Businesses 


a. Basis for Addition.  Curbside pickup of goods at retail stores has low contact intensity 
and a moderate number of contacts where interaction between the businesses’ Personnel 
(as defined above) and customers occur in the outdoors.  Businesses that involve outdoor 
interactions carry a lower risk of transmission than most indoor businesses.  Also, 
curbside pickup at these stores should result in only a relatively modest increase in the 
number of people reentering the workforce, and the overall volume of commercial 
activity and mitigation measures can meaningfully decrease the resulting public health 
risk. 


b. Description and Conditions to Operate.  The following businesses are permitted to 
operate, beginning at 10:00 a.m. on May 18, 2020, subject to the stated limitations and 
conditions: 


i. Retail stores may operate subject to the following limitations: 


1. Retail stores may operate for curbside/outside pickup of goods, and customers 
may not enter the store; 


2. These retail stores are not permitted to move their goods outside for display or 
sale at this time;   


3. No more than 10 Personnel may be on site in the retail facility at any time; 


4. The stores must have direct access to an immediately adjacent sidewalk, 
street, alley, or parking area for pickup by customers using any mode of 
travel, without blocking pedestrian access or causing pedestrian or vehicle 
congestion; and 


5. Retail stores in an enclosed indoor shopping center that do not have direct 
access to adjacent sidewalk, street, parking lot or alley area may not reopen at 
this time. 


ii. Businesses that manufacture the goods sold at retail stores covered in 
category (i) above and have no more than 50 Personnel on site in the facility at 
any time. 


iii. Businesses that provide warehousing and logistical support to the retail stores 
covered in category (i) above and have no more than 50 Personnel on site in the 
facility at any time. 


For clarity, the limits on the total number of Personnel in categories (i), (ii), and (iii) are subject 
to Personnel maintaining at least six feet of physical distance at all times; that is, if a facility does 
not have enough space to provide at least six feet of physical distance between the maximum 
number of Personnel then it may only have the number of people on site that does allow for such 
physical distancing.  Also, those maximum limits on Personnel in categories (i), (ii), and (iii) do 
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not apply to any facility that has been operating as an Essential Business.  Operation of retail 
stores for curbside pickup under category (i) applies only to the sale of goods and not the 
provision of services.  The exchange of goods between the store’s Personnel and its customers 
must take place in the outdoors, though the exchange may be through a door or open window.  
Shopping center operators, as discussed in Section b(i)(5) above, may submit a proposed plan 
including the number of retailers and employees that would be resuming operation, as well as the 
specific social distancing/sanitation measures the shopping center would employ to prevent 
congestion at the doorways and streets, and protect customers and employees.  Subject to the 
written approval of the Health Officer or the Health Officer’s designee, the shopping center may 
then operate for curbside pickup consistent with the approved plan.    


(2) Childcare Programs for All Children 


c. Basis for Addition.  Childcare is critical to early education and developmental equity, 
family social and economic wellbeing, and economic recovery from the pandemic.  More 
specifically, childcare is an important element for a child’s social and emotional 
development, as well as for a child’s physical health and wellness.  Also, childcare is 
often necessary to allow parents or guardians to work, making the availability of 
childcare important for individual families as well as the local economy.  Attendance at a 
childcare program involves a relatively high number of contacts and intensity of those 
contacts.  The risks of virus transmission can be reduced by mitigation measures, as 
generally described below.  But children’s inability to consistently follow social 
distancing and sanitation recommendations means that even with the mitigation measures 
the risk of transmission is higher than in interactions exclusively among adults.  And 
while based on available evidence, children do not appear to be at higher risk for 
COVID-19 than adults, medical knowledge about the possible health effects of  
COVID-19 on children is evolving.  Accordingly, the decision about whether to enroll a 
child in a childcare program is an individualized inquiry that should be made by 
parents/guardians with an understanding of the risks that such enrollment entails.  
Parents/guardians may discuss these risks and their concerns with their pediatrician.  The 
Health Officer will continue to monitor the changing situation and may amend this 
section as necessary to protect the public health. 


d. Description and Conditions to Operate.   


i. Beginning at 7:00 a.m. on June 1, 2020, educational or recreational institutions or 
programs that provide care or supervision for children of any age (with the 
exception of summer camps, which are addressed separately below) (“Childcare 
Programs”) may open for all children, subject to the stated limitations and 
conditions: 


1. State-licensed Childcare Programs for children ages 0-5 years must currently 
limit group size to 10 children per room or space under state licensing 
requirements (if the state increases the permitted group size, Childcare 
Programs may increase the size of their groups accordingly, not to exceed 12 
children), and all other Childcare Programs must limit group size to 12 
children per room or space; 
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2. Childcare Program sessions must be at least three weeks long, and childcare 
programs without set sessions may not enroll children for fewer than three 
weeks; 


3. Childcare Programs must comply with all of the requirements set forth in the 
relevant industry-specific Health Order directive, including the requirements 
to have the parent(s) or guardian(s) of any child attending the program sign an 
acknowledgement of health risks, and to prepare and implement a written 
health and safety plan to mitigate the risk of virus transmission to the greatest 
extent feasible. 


ii. Beginning at 7:00 a.m. on June 15, 2020, summer camps and summer learning 
programs open to children over the age of six that operate exclusively outside of 
the academic school year (“Summer Camps”) may open for all children, subject 
to the stated limitations and conditions: 


1. Summer Camps must limit group size to 12 children (a “pod”) per room or 
space; 


2. Summer Camp sessions must last at least three weeks; 


3. Children must remain in the same pod for at least three weeks, and preferably 
for the entire time throughout the summer. 


4. Summer Camps may not begin to operate for any children prior to June 15, 
2020, and until they have complied with all of the requirements set forth in the 
relevant industry-specific Health Order directives including the requirements 
to complete an online form with general information about the program and 
required certifications, to have the parent(s) or guardian(s) of any child 
attending the program sign an acknowledgement of health risks, and to 
prepare and implement a written health and safety plan to mitigate the risk of 
virus transmission to the greatest extent feasible. 


For clarity, as of May 22, 2020, existing Childcare Programs may continue and new Childcare 
Programs may begin to operate for the children of parent(s) or guardian(s) who are owners, 
employees, volunteers, and contractors of Essential Businesses, Essential Governmental 
Functions, Outdoor Businesses, or Additional Businesses, as long as they comply with the above 
conditions and the relevant industry-specific directive.  On June 1, 2020, Childcare Programs 
may begin to operate for all children.  Summer Camps may not begin to operate for any children 
before June 15, 2020, and must comply with all of the requirements of the relevant industry-
specific directive prior to beginning to operate.  Childcare Programs and Summer Camps may 
operate for all of part of the day. 


(Added May 17, 2020; revised May 22, 2020) 
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General Requirements 


The “Additional Activities” listed below may resume, subject to the requirements set forth in the 
Order and to any additional requirements set forth below or in separate guidance by the Health 
Officer.  These activities were selected to implement an initial measured expansion of activity 
based on health-related considerations including the risks of COVID-19 transmission associated 
with types and modes of activity, the ability to substantially mitigate transmission risks 
associated with the operations, and related factors, such as the following: 


 Increase in mobility and volume of activity—the overall impact resumption of the 
activity will have on the number of people leaving their homes and interacting with 
others in the community;  


 Contact intensity—the type (close or distant) and duration (brief or prolonged) of the 
contact involved in the activity;  


 Number of contacts—the approximate number of people that will be in the setting at the 
same time; and 


 Modification potential—the degree to which mitigation measures can decrease the risk 
of transmission. 


 
 
List of Additional Activities 
 
For purposes of the Order, Additional Activities include the following based on the summarized 
health risk related rationale: 


 
(1) Outdoor Museums, Outdoor Historical Sites, and Public Gardens 


a. Basis for Addition.  Visiting outdoor museums, outdoor historical sites, and public 
gardens involves low contact intensity and a low number of contacts as long as proper 
social distancing is maintained at all times.  Also, interactions and activities that occur 
outdoors carry a lower risk of transmission than most indoor interactions and activities.  
And because outdoor recreation is already allowed under the Order, resumption of this 
activity should result in only a relatively modest increase in mobility and may decrease 
congestion in other outdoor locations like public parks and beaches. 


b. Description and Conditions.  Outdoor museums, outdoor historical sites, and public 
gardens (for example, the Botanical Gardens and Japanese Tea Garden) may reopen to 
the public—and individuals may leave their residence and travel to visit these locations—
no earlier than May 18, 2020, subject to the following conditions: 


1. Face coverings must be worn by all staff and visitors, subject to the limited 
exceptions in Health Officer Order No. C19-12 (e.g., for young children), including 
as that order is amended in the future;  


2. Social distancing of at least 6-feet must be maintained at all times other than between 
members of the same household;  
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3. Common high-touch equipment and fixtures such as picnic benches or tables must be 
off-limits, with signage and with physical barriers as appropriate; 


4. Public restrooms, if any, must  


a. be routinely disinfected frequently throughout the day,  


b. have open doors to prevent touching of door handles or knobs, 


c. have soap and paper towels, and 


d. have signs promoting handwashing; 


5. The museum, outdoor historical site, or public garden must provide for contactless 
payment systems or, if not feasible, sanitize any payment systems, including touch 
screens, payment portals, pens, and styluses, after each customer use.  Customers may 
pay with cash but to further limit person-to-person contact, and Personnel should 
encourage customers to use credit, debit, or gift cards for payment; 


6. Signage must be posted at each public entrance to inform all personnel and customers 
that they must:  avoid entering the facility or location if they have a cough or fever, 
maintain a minimum six-foot distance from one another while in the facility or 
location, wear a face covering or at all times, and not shake hands or engage in any 
unnecessary physical contact (sample signs are available online at 
https://sf.gov/outreach-toolkit-coronavirus-covid-19);  


7. Any on-site retail stores (e.g., gift shops) may operate for curbside/outdoor pickup 
only, and must do so in compliance with Appendix C-1 of this Order and Health 
Officer Directive 2020-10 (available online at 
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-healthorders.asp); 


8. Before resuming operations, outdoor museums, outdoor historical sites, and public 
gardens must prepare, post, implement, and distribute to their Personnel a Social 
Distancing Protocol as required by the Order and a written health and safety plan that 
addresses all best practices listed in Section (1)b of this Appendix. 


 


(Added May 17, 2020) 


 


 












OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, May 22, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES REOPENING OF 


MODIFIED CITYWIDE SUMMER CAMPS AND PROGRAMS 
Recreation and Park Department programs, Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families 


programs, and other summer camps and program can operate with modifications starting on 
June 15th 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced San Francisco’s summer 
camps and summer programs can reopen on June 15th with limited capacity and modifications 
intended to prevent the spread of COVID-19. The Department of Public Health (DPH) today 
issued a Health Order for summer camps and programs that is consistent with the statewide 
guidelines. 
 
Under the Health Order issued today by DPH, San Francisco summer camps and programs can 
open this summer for children and youth ages six to 17. The camps and programs are open to all 
children and youth in San Francisco. Summer camps and programs must prioritize spaces for 
children of people who work in businesses and organizations that are allowed to operate under 
the Health Order, including children and youth of parents who are telecommuting for an 
allowable business. Camps and programs must also prioritize children and youth who need it the 
most, including low-income youth and those who are part of the most vulnerable populations. 
 
In addition to allowing summer camps and programs to open, the Order clarifies that child care 
programs may continue operating or reopen. The City’s emergency care for children ages zero to 
five will continue operating, and will resume regular child care programming after June 1st. The 
San Francisco Health Officer will continually review whether modifications to the Order are 
needed. 
 
“We have worked hard to create a safe environment for kids to be kids this summer,” said Mayor 
Breed. “Children need to be able get outside and have fun while their parents know they are safe. 
While summer camps and programs will look different this year than they have in the past, it will 
provide relief for some parents and give their children the opportunity to play and spend time 
with other kids their age.” 
 
The Order applies to public and private camps and summer programs, and includes safety 
measures such as temperature screenings and enhanced cleaning. The City will allow summer 
camps and programs serving children to begin operating on June 15th, 2020 through August 17th, 
2020. Individual summer sessions are required to last a minimum of three weeks in duration to 
minimize co-mingling of children. Camps and programs can choose to run a session that is 
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longer than three weeks. Summer camps and programs will serve distinct groups of up to 12 
program participants with the same pod of children and staff.  
 
The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department will operate three camp sessions this 
summer, from June 15th through July 2nd, July 6th through July 24th, and July 27th through August 
14th. Summer programs funded by the Department of Children, Youth and Their Families 
(DCYF) will be able to provide programming from June 15th through August 17th.  
 
“Summer is a magical time for children and we are thrilled that the joy can continue this 
summer,” said San Francisco Recreation and Park Department General Manager Phil Ginsburg.  
“We deeply appreciate the Mayor’s leadership and commitment to ensuring our city’s kids have 
safe, fun, healthy ways to get out and play.” 
 
“Our much anticipated summer is here,” said Maria Su, DCYF Executive Director. “We are 
deeply committed to ensuring that children and youth, particularly those from working and low-
income families, have enriching, safe and fun activities to participate in this summer.”  
 
Summer camps and program will replace the Emergency Child and Youth Care program 
operated by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, DCYF, and community-based 
organizations, which will end June 5th. A transition time between the end of the Emergency 
Child and Youth Care program and the beginning of the summer camps and programs is 
necessary to make sure staff are appropriately trained and that facilities are cleaned so that camps 
can operate in a healthy and safe manner. 
 
The City’s Emergency Child and Youth Care program provided free care for the children of first 
responders, healthcare workers, and essential City employees on the front lines of the City’s 
COVID-19 response. Over 50 sites provided free healthy meals and snacks; early drop off and 
extended hours; support for distance learning distance; and safe and clean facilities per 
Department of Public Health guidelines. 
 
Visit dcyf.org/care for more information. Public and private service providers interested in 
activating summer programming will be required to review the Health Order and guidelines to 
learn how to safely open and operate for in-person programming and complete a form certifying 
their compliance. Families who are interested in enrolling their children in summer camps and 
programs, or who have questions about their eligibility, can find more information on this page. 
The Recreation and Park Department will open registration for their lottery on May 26th at 
http://sfrecpark.org/register. 
  
About the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department administers more than 220 parks, 
playgrounds, and open spaces, including two outside the city limits—Camp Mather in Yosemite 
Valley and Sharp Park in Pacifica. The City’s park system includes 25 recreation centers, nine 
swimming pools, five golf courses and numerous tennis courts, ball diamonds, soccer fields and 
other sports venues. Included in the department’s responsibilities are the Marina Yacht Harbor, 
the San Francisco Zoo, and Lake Merced. 



http://www.dcyf.org/care

http://sfrecpark.org/register





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


 
About The San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families 
The San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) has administered 
San Francisco’s powerful investments in children, youth, transitional age youth, and their 
families through the Children and Youth Fund since 1991. With a deep commitment to 
advancing equity and healing trauma, we bring together government agencies, schools, and 
community based organizations to strengthen our communities to lead full lives of opportunity 
and happiness. Together, we make San Francisco a great place to grow up.  


 
 


### 







the most, including low-income youth and those who are part of the most vulnerable
populations.
 
In addition to allowing summer camps and programs to open, the Order clarifies that child
care programs may continue operating or reopen. The City’s emergency care for children ages
zero to five will continue operating, and will resume regular child care programming after
June 1st. The San Francisco Health Officer will continually review whether modifications to
the Order are needed.
 
“We have worked hard to create a safe environment for kids to be kids this summer,” said
Mayor Breed. “Children need to be able get outside and have fun while their parents know
they are safe. While summer camps and programs will look different this year than they have
in the past, it will provide relief for some parents and give their children the opportunity to
play and spend time with other kids their age.”
 
The Order applies to public and private camps and summer programs, and includes safety
measures such as temperature screenings and enhanced cleaning. The City will allow summer
camps and programs serving children to begin operating on June 15th, 2020 through August
17th, 2020. Individual summer sessions are required to last a minimum of three weeks in
duration to minimize co-mingling of children. Camps and programs can choose to run a
session that is longer than three weeks. Summer camps and programs will serve distinct
groups of up to 12 program participants with the same pod of children and staff.
 
The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department will operate three camp sessions this
summer, from June 15th through July 2nd, July 6th through July 24th, and July 27th through
August 14th. Summer programs funded by the Department of Children, Youth and Their
Families (DCYF) will be able to provide programming from June 15th through August 17th.
 
“Summer is a magical time for children and we are thrilled that the joy can continue this
summer,” said San Francisco Recreation and Park Department General Manager Phil
Ginsburg.  “We deeply appreciate the Mayor’s leadership and commitment to ensuring our
city’s kids have safe, fun, healthy ways to get out and play.”
 
“Our much anticipated summer is here,” said Maria Su, DCYF Executive Director. “We are
deeply committed to ensuring that children and youth, particularly those from working and
low-income families, have enriching, safe and fun activities to participate in this summer.”
 
Summer camps and program will replace the Emergency Child and Youth Care program
operated by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, DCYF, and community-based
organizations, which will end June 5th. A transition time between the end of the Emergency
Child and Youth Care program and the beginning of the summer camps and programs is
necessary to make sure staff are appropriately trained and that facilities are cleaned so that
camps can operate in a healthy and safe manner.
 
The City’s Emergency Child and Youth Care program provided free care for the children of
first responders, healthcare workers, and essential City employees on the front lines of the
City’s COVID-19 response. Over 50 sites provided free healthy meals and snacks; early drop
off and extended hours; support for distance learning distance; and safe and clean facilities per
Department of Public Health guidelines.



 
Visit dcyf.org/care for more information. Public and private service providers interested in
activating summer programming will be required to review the Health Order and guidelines to
learn how to safely open and operate for in-person programming and complete a form
certifying their compliance. Families who are interested in enrolling their children in summer
camps and programs, or who have questions about their eligibility, can find more information
on this page. The Recreation and Park Department will open registration for their lottery on
May 26th at http://sfrecpark.org/register.
About the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department administers more than 220 parks,
playgrounds, and open spaces, including two outside the city limits—Camp Mather in
Yosemite Valley and Sharp Park in Pacifica. The City’s park system includes 25 recreation
centers, nine swimming pools, five golf courses and numerous tennis courts, ball diamonds,
soccer fields and other sports venues. Included in the department’s responsibilities are the
Marina Yacht Harbor, the San Francisco Zoo, and Lake Merced.
 
About The San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families
The San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) has
administered San Francisco’s powerful investments in children, youth, transitional age youth,
and their families through the Children and Youth Fund since 1991. With a deep commitment
to advancing equity and healing trauma, we bring together government agencies, schools, and
community based organizations to strengthen our communities to lead full lives of opportunity
and happiness. Together, we make San Francisco a great place to grow up.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Strong Support for the 98 Franklin project (The Hub)
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 11:40:46 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: "Sarah B. Lartigue" <sarahb@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 at 11:37 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: Strong Support for the 98 Franklin project (The Hub)
 
Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am reaching out to you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Sarah Lartigue, I’m the parent of a current 5th grader, and
have been a member of the French American and International High School
community for 7 years.  

We are not only San Francisco's oldest and largest international school, but our
vibrant community brings together people from many diverse backgrounds and
experiences (from all over the world and around our city). Together we strive to create
a shared culture that develops compassionate, confident, and principled people who
will make the world better.

We are a community that is invested in and passionate about our city -- and 98
Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. Some key
features to note:

This 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

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


Streets. 

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges
with vandalism. We are all acutely aware of the challenges that are present in
the Hayes Valley/Civic Center neighborhoods and the dire need for
improvement. I witness these challenges up close every single day as I walk my
daughter into school and then on to work. This building would lead to increased
pedestrian activity – created by additional residents, new retail, and improved
streetscape  – which is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

French American International School has a long 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.
Additionally, our families are civic-minded and engaged with the broader community,
working with organizations in the immediate area (Hayes Valley, Civic Center, Lower
Haight, etc.) and helping to support small businesses.

Benefiting both our school and the community, the 98 Franklin 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.

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

Thank you,

Sarah Lartigue
Parent, French American International School



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Expression of Support for Hub/98 Franklin
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:46:29 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: Asim Bhansali <asim.bhansali@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 at 8:55 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: Expression of Support for Hub/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 Asim Bhansali. I’ve been a San Francisco resident for 16
years, and have also worked in the City during that entire time. I’m the parent of a
high school junior and have been a member of the French American and International
High School community for 13 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.

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. During the time that my family has been part of the school 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
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


And, the project will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately
needs

I’ve seen the Hayes Valley neighborhood evolve greatly over the past 13 years. The
new campus will be a distinct civic landmark in that neighborhood, and it will be one
that is representative of our City’s diverse culture and sense of place.

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

Asim Bhansali

25 Sea View Terrace

(415) 314-8406

asim.bhansali@gmail.com

 

mailto:asim.bhansali@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); Alexander, Christy (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed lighting at St. Ignatius Prep. for evening athletics.
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:45:14 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: Paul Engel <carciofi4763@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 12:45 PM
To: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Proposed lighting at St. Ignatius Prep. for evening athletics.
 

 

Dear Commissioners: 
 
Just writing a message to voice my personal approval of a proposal brought to my attention recently
by a fellow Ignatian.  As a father of two boys currently in a great grammar school here in the city, I
am always interested in any plans that open up new, safer avenues for students to have a chance to
participate in athletic programs.
The availability for evening events will likely create new opportunities for the not only the students,
but also parents, grandparents, and others to come together in a local setting and enjoy.
Thanks so much for your consideration on this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
Paul Engel
1952 Great Highway
San Francisco,CA 94116
415-682-4956
Carciofi4763@gmail.com

mailto:jonas.ionin@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: Please support the 98 Franklin development for affordable housing and education
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:44:35 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: Jamie Niemasik <niemasik@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 1:17 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: Please support the 98 Franklin development for affordable housing and education
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
My name is Jamie Niemasik, and I am writing to voice my support for the 98 Franklin Street project.
 
My wife and I are Bay Area natives and long-time San Francisco residents. We have committed to
the city: we live here, we work here, and now we send our two kids to school here, at French
American. We'll be taking them to this school for the next 15 years, so this project is close to our
hearts.
 
Even as friends of ours left for the suburbs, we are staying because we love the city, and we want to
bring up our children in an urban and diverse environment. French American is a model school in
this regard, with a diverse and international student body, and a location right in Hayes Valley.
 
We care deeply about equitable and forward-thinking urban planning. 98 Franklin is a great step in
that direction. It combines affordable housing with more space for education, two of the city's
greatest needs. I hope you support the development.
 
Thank you,

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


Jamie



 
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: 2019-013418CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 526 COLUMBUS AVENUE // PLANNING COMMISSION

HEARING 05-21-2020 ITEM B 13
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:44:26 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: Richard Cardello <richard@cardellodesign.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 1:22 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: "Updegrave, Samantha (CPC)" <samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 2019-013418CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 526 COLUMBUS AVENUE //
PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 05-21-2020 ITEM B 13
 

 

Commissioners
Thank you for unanimously approving the CUA for 526 Columbus on your
consent calendar this afternoon.
Richard
 
Richard Cardello, ASID CID

R  C  I  D
999 Green Street #903
San Francisco  CA  94133
 
415.923.5810 Office
415.948.6030 Mobile
richard@cardellodesign.com

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


www.cardellodesign.com
 
From: Richard Cardello 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 11:52 PM
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;
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
Cc: samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org
Subject: 2019-013418CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (415) 558-6612) 526 COLUMBUS AVENUE // PLANNING
COMMISSION HEARING 05-21-2020 ITEM B 13
 
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:

http://www.cardellodesign.com/
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:frank.fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
tel:415.558.6309
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
tel:415.558.6309
mailto:samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org


Approve with Conditions

 
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
 
 

mailto:richard@cardellodesign.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:41:09 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: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 3:42 PM
To: Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>
Cc: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)"
<rafael.mandelman@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>, C Schroeder
<cschroeder.us@gmail.com>, Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Curtis Larsen
<curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Carlos Ibarra <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
 
Hi Kay, 
 
There are no naive questions! The way it basically works is the building permit can only be
approved by DBI if the Planning Commission or Department (depending on the case) approves
first. If the Commission places conditions on their approval, that means DBI can't issue the
permit unless those conditions are met. The process for ensuring that is that down the road
when DBI is ready to issue the permit, it is re-routed to Planning for staff to double check that
conditions are met. Given this structure, it will be in the developer's interest to follow the
conditions so as not to get stuck at the very end and have to go through another round of
review with Planning. 
 
Take care!
 

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


 

Jacob Bintliff 

Legislative Aide

Office of Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 284
San Francisco, California 94102

(415) 554-7753 | jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org

Pronouns: he, him, his

From: Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 4:54 PM
To: Bintliff, Jacob (BOS) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>
Cc: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <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>; Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; C
Schroeder <cschroeder.us@gmail.com>; Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>; Curtis Larsen
<curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>; Carlos Ibarra <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
 
Hi Jacob,
Thank you for your advice.  Please forgive me if this is a naive question, but if the Planning
Commission approves a project with conditions,  is there some entity that is responsible to ensure
compliance?
 
And by the way, we never did address their modifications, but the reduction in windows was partly
on the ground floor which does not effect anyone's privacy.
Best,
Kay
 
On Wed, May 20, 2020 at 2:38 PM Bintliff, Jacob (BOS) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org> wrote:

Dear Anne et al, 
 
Please accept my sincere apologies for not getting back to you sooner on this time-sensitive
request. This week has been particularly challenging on various fronts. 
 
I appreciate your continued concern for the Mr. Ibarra and surrounding neighbors, and

mailto:jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org
mailto:jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org


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

understand the importance of your request for the survey to be expedited and be a
precondition of any further construction work on the site. Given that we were able to
extensively cover this and other issues in the negotiations with the project team over the
past month, and that we heard their best offer and that they have submitted revised plans
to Planning including the changes to windows that have been shared with you, we don't feel
that a request for a second continuance will be the most productive step to close the loop
on this. Rather, it seems that you all have a very solid case to present to the Commission
that the Planning approval for this project should be conditioned upon a site survey being
conducted prior to issuance of the building permit, and for the project to be modified with
staff review should the survey reveal any discrepancies between their proposal and the
actual lot lines. Based on what the project team has already offered in this regard, and my
experience with the Commission I think it would be reasonable to expect the Commission to
support that kind of condition on this project during the hearing tomorrow. 
 
I hope this is helpful as you all prepare for tomorrow's hearing. I will be tuning in, and of
course we will stand by to assist with any further negotiations with and oversight of the
project team that are necessary following tomorrow's outcome. 
 
Thank you all so much for your efforts here, and please don't hesitate to be in touch any
time. Stay well, everyone!
 
Jacob
 
 

From: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 1:07 PM
To: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: Bintliff, Jacob (BOS) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<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>;
Washington, Delvin (CPC) <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
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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
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

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project*
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:40:13 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: Cynthia Durcanin <cdurcanin@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 4:37 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*
 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I’m contacting you to express my support for the proposed 98 Franklin Street
development. My name is Cynthia Leavitt, I’m a North Beach resident and a parent of
a rising senior at International High School. My family has been a part of this
community for 3 ½ years.  

Our son chose IHS because he wanted a culturally diverse school that brought
together people from many backgrounds. This experience has had a big impact on
the person he’s become and has inspired him to study international relations in
college.

As his parents we could not be happier with his school. We especially love its
location, Hayes Valley has become a second home to us. We spend a lot of time in
the neighborhood, shopping, socializing and have come to know intimately its many
treasures as well as challenges. As a member of the IHS Parent’s Association I’ve
been impressed with how thoughtful and respectful our administration has been
toward its neighbors. I don’t use that word lightly, there is a real love emanating from
our school toward its Hayes Valley neighbors. We all know how unique our
neighborhood is and want to protect it while nurturing it into the future. 

From community service projects, to supporting local merchants and artists to simply
being a good neighbor, IHS is deeply committed toward serving the best interests of
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the neighborhood. The same is true for our students, my son and his friends are
regulars at several neighborhood lunch spots and know the proprietors on a personal
level. Our kids know their names, ask about their kids and look forward to sharing a
good joke. 

We all know the city desperately needs affordable housing. The 98 Franklin is exactly
the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-orientated development
that will serve San Francisco well into the future. But the project goes far beyond
providing more housing, it will also help address vandalism by bringing increased
pedestrian activity, new residents and new retail.

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
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.

Cynthia Leavitt

 

ᐧ



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Terence and Abigail Meurk: Support for the Hub/98 Franklin Project
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:40:03 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: "tameurk@astound.net" <tameurk@astound.net>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 4:41 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: Terence and Abigail Meurk: Support for the Hub/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. We, Terence and Abigail Meurk, have been San Francisco residents
since 1998. We are also both architects and deeply concerned about the future of our
city.   We are also the parents of Maxwell Meurk, presently in 9th grade as well as a
daughter who attended the school from Kindergarten thru 10th grade. We have been
members of the French American and International High School community for 13
years.  

We happy to be part 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 a better place.

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 and provides welcome streetscape enhancements to Oak and Lily
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Streets. This will help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with
vandalism. Increased pedestrian activity from the additional residents, new retail, and
improved streetscape will create is a natural deterrent to vandalism.

The 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.

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

Terence and Abigail Meurk

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: urging you to delay the consideration of the Balboa Reservoir project now scheduled for May 28
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:39:48 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: Harry Bernstein <riquerique@yahoo.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 4:47 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: urging you to delay the consideration of the Balboa Reservoir project now scheduled
for May 28
 

To the San Francisco Planning Commission

 

As you know, the Balboa Reservoir project was introduced to the Board of Supervisors on April

28, just a month before a critical Planning Commission meeting on May 28. That introduction

at the Board was the occasion for distributing materials that had simply been unavailable or

incompletely available heretofore. Yet at recent City College meetings of the Board of Trustees

committees (especially Facilities Master Plan Committee), the Participatory Governance Council

Facilities Committee and the Academic Senate, issues have arisen suggesting that approvals or

binding agreements at the City level would be premature. A couple years ago, I believe Ken Rich

himself addressed the necessity of having a Memorandum of Understanding between the City

and City College prior to approving further development steps; for whatever reason, this MOU

is incomplete and evidently almost no one at City College has seen it. (The College is currently

in transition, having lost its chancellor and V-C of Facilities within the last two months.) 

 

Here is another formulation of what I just wrote--a timely reminder that some processes are as

yet unfinished: 
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(from May 1, 2018) Letter from Ken Rich of OEWD to Chancellor Rocha stating that a
Memorandum Of Understanding (“MOU”) on parking and other matters “would need to be
agreed upon by the end of 2018 so that the City and the developer can take them into
account when negotiating the Balboa Reservoir development agreement.”   The letter
includes a timeline indicating that the MOU will be executed before the Planning
Commission or Board of Supervisors will review and approve the Project.
 

The MOU is not likely to be completed this next week. Therefore the review of it at the

Planning Commission really needs to be delayed.

================ 

 

The parking problems at the College have not been solved. The Development Agreement arrives

at a faulty conclusion and underestimating the parking needs, partly by ignoring the fact that

the Performing Arts Education Center (or its equivalent) is funded and steps are currently being

taken to build it and funding IS available; the estimates on parking needs did not take this

forthcoming structure into account when assessing parking needs. It was also revealed that the

Development Agreement (DA), a lengthy document, is still in an incomplete state, with missing

tables, data, and other content, even blank pages; this is certainly not ready for approval. The

Board of Trustees and the Partcipatory Governance Council's Facilities Committee have been in

accord that there should be no new roads added that will cut across the College campus,

including the Upper Reservoir, where the MUB exists now and where the two components of

the Performing Arts Education Center will be located. Yet there are numerous maps and

diagrams in the DA showing that North Street/Drive is expected to cut across the College lot

north of the forthcoming STEAM building. This has not been agreed to; it is not timely to

approve a Development Agreement featuring such a road. Finally, the BRCAC spent well over a

year (most of 16 public meetings through 2016) to craft a set of Principles and Parameters

(P&P). The maximum building height of 78' is higher than what the P&P allow; a definitive

means of resolving the conflict between what the P&P demand and what the developer prefers

has not been established. Clearly this is just one more example of existing planning not being

ready to be finalized. The May 28 hearing date may have been aspirational and leaves too many

elements in an unrealized or unfinished state, or in pre-negotiated conditions. For many who

would like to have a proper resolution of these programs, a temporary delay allowing these

issues to be worked out should be seen as a reasonable solution. Please remove the review of

Balboa Reservoir-related topics from the May 28 hearing. Urge the various responsible parties to

complete their work on the written components of this project before this project is reviewed.

 



Thank you and your colleagues for your consideration.

 

Harry Bernstein 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Vote Yes on St. Ignatius Field Lights
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:38:36 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: Phillip Loeffler <ploeffler055@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 7:33 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: Vote Yes on St. Ignatius Field Lights
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Phillip Loeffler and I am a graduate of St. Ignatius College Prep (c/o 2011). I was born
and raised in the City and the only extended period of time I spent away from San Francisco was to
attend UC Davis for college. My first year out of college I completed a year of service as an Alumni
Volunteer Corps (AVC) member at St. Ignatius, so the school definitely has a special place in my
heart. 
 
I'm writing in strong support for the approval of lights at the St. Ignatius Field. The field is used by
several different sports and clubs. As a former cross country and track & field athlete and coach I
definitely used the track a fair amount. The addition of lights would create more opportunities for all
students and would allow SI to implement a later start time in accordance to CA State law. 
 
There are fewer safe spaces for kids in San Francisco to play sports outdoors, and the installation of
lights will keep kids in a safe space where they feel comfortable and able to engage in sports. 
 
Saint Ignatius has offered Bay Area students the opportunity to get a great all-around education.
Students learn to live out the Igantian motto, "with and for others". This lesson can be learned in the
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classroom, but definitely comes into practice on the field. Students learn to respect their
teammates, their competitors, and themselves. 
 
Thank you for all your work and please vote YES! on the installation of lights at Saint Ignatius field. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Phillip Loeffler '11
757 16th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118
ploeffler055@gmail.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Show my interest and support for the International School Project, Franklin 98
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:37:59 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: "B. Oris" <brs569@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 at 1:12 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: Show my interest and support for the International School Project, Franklin 98
 

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 Boris Simon.  I'm a San Francisco resident, in NOPA
and I work at the French American and International High School community for 03
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,
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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.

Boris Simon



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Show my interest and support for International School Project Franklin 98
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:37:45 AM

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

From: "B. Oris" <brs569@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 at 1:22 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: Show my interest and support for International School Project Franklin 98
 

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 Boris Simon.  I'm a San Francisco resident, in NOPA
and I work at the French American and International High School community for 03
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,
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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.

Boris Simon



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pandemic Open Space Dolores Park
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:37:33 AM
Attachments: Dolores Park Post Pandemic.jfif

 
 
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: Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>
Reply-To: Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 8:07 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Pandemic Open Space Dolores Park
 
Jonas:
 
Please share this photo with the Commission.
 
Thank you,
Kathrin
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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: Please DELAY Balboa Reservoir Approvals!
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 8:10:00 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: kate frei <frylet@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 5:36 PM
To: Kate Frei <frylet@yahoo.com>
Subject: Please DELAY Balboa Reservoir Approvals!
Dear Commissioner,
The Balboa Reservoir Project SHOULD BE a collaboration with City College. Unfortunately,
that has NOT been the case!
The May 28 Balboa Reservoir Project Hearing MUST BE postponed until City College, the
City, and the developers have come to the necessary agreements!
Please do not railroad through a project--especially during this time of crisis--that does not
consider the needs of City College. As our ity tries to make it through the havoc wreaked by
this pandemic, City College will be more important than ever--to students, so they can
regain their livelihoods AND to the city of San Francisco, so it can have the workers and the
informed, critically-thinking citizens it needs in order to rebuild and reinvent itself.
Thank you for reading. And thank you for doing the right thing by delaying the Balboa
Reservoir approvals!
Sincerely,
Kate Frei
(she/her)
ESL Instructor, Citizenship Coordinator
City College of San Francisco
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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: Friday, May 22, 2020 8:09:00 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: Debra Wilensky <dswilensky@icloud.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 6:51 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>;
dgonzales@ccsf.edu; swilliams <swilliams@ccsf.edu>; ttemprano@ccsf.edu; bdavila@ccsf.edu;
ivylee@ccsf.edu; alexrandolph <alexrandolph@ccsf.edu>; John Rizzo <jrizzo@ccsf.edu>; tselby
<tselby@ccsf.edu>; studenttrustee@mail.ccsf.edu
Subject: Do NOT turn public land over to private for-profit developer
Dear SF Planning Commission, SF Board of Supervisors, CCSF Board of Trustees, and CCSF Chancellor:
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.
There is a long standing understanding that City College has some rights as to what
happens to Balboa Reservoir. The long anticipated PAEC (which must be built) and future
needs of the college must take precedent over plans for the city at large. I think
everyone agrees that this land should not continue as only a parking lot, but new parking
for the new PAEC, replacement parking for the displaced parking near the MUB,
equivalent parking to that currently(pre-COVID) in use by students in the lower reservoir
must be part of the plan. Furthermore, any development at the Balboa Reservoir must
first ensure that adequate transit and/or parking be put in place to mitigate any loss of
parking.
We all agree that San Francisco needs more affordable housing, but it must be truly
affordable and it must not take precedent over the needs of the college. If low cost
housing is also built on the site, it must include adequate parking for residents in addition
to all the parking mentioned above. People will have cars for a long while yet. Those
taking transit to work will still have cars that they leave parked during the day. Those
living in affordable units will still probably have multiple cars per unit- often one per
adult. (My household of 7 adults has 4 cars, soon to be 5- if the DMV ever does road tests
again for the 3 wannabe drivers.) It is a pipe dream to imagine that people will no longer
need to house their cars. And as much as I strongly support public transit, people are
expected to cling to their cars more than ever once COVID allows us to return to many of
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our usual activities. In any case, taking MUNI to Ocean Campus from my house has never
been pleasant or convenient. As a teacher there, it was impossible to get between
campuses in a timely fashion on public transit.
We need a City government that fights for education and housing justice, not leaders and
agencies that bow to real estate interests.The negative impact on gentrification and City
College is a city-wide issue. Please prioritize the future needs of City College in any plans
for the Balboa Reservoir site.
Sincerely,
Debra Wilensky, retired 
ESL Instructor (1979-2017), ESL Coordinator (Spring 2016-Spring 2017)
John Adams Campus
City College of San Francisco
homeowner (and future lifelong learner) and parent of sometime and future CCSF students
1568 48th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122



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

From: Leslie Simon
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 3:19:44 PM

 

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

From: Wynd Kaufmyn
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); Dianna Gonzales; swilliams; Tom Temprano; Brigitte Davila; Ivy Lee; alexrandolph; John
Rizzo; tselby; Student Trustee

Subject: Please postpone hearing on Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 1:32:38 PM

 
Dear Commissioners,

Please postpone Balboa Reservoir Project decisions scheduled for your 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; student access will be reduced due to removed parking; the demand for
already at-capacity 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 of
students.

The City and developers have promised to enter into written agreements with CCSF
addressing many of these issues and impacts. They didn't.

Ken Rich from OEWD, in a May 1, 2018 correspondence, stated that commitments need to be
memorialized in an MOU so that the City and developer can be sure that they make it into the
development agreement. The MOU was to be completed before the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors approve the Project. 
 
This MOU has yet to be completed. The issues it was to address must be resolved before the
project is to proceed. 

One issue of critical concern is the loss of student access to higher education. Public transit is
already operating at capacity and many students regrettably rely on their cars to manage their
studies, jobs and family responsibilities. 
Inside Higher Ed reported that the fifth biggest challenge to community college students is
parking. A key conclusion of the CCSF Education Master Plan is that the main obstacles
to completing education and training programs are cost, commuting, and scheduling. At CCSF
~46% of students and workers commute by car.

Per the Developer Agreement, the developer has no obligation to build more than 450 spaces.
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However, it is likely that the TDM is insufficient and in fact, closer to 1,500 parking spaces are
needed. Nothing in the DA requires the spaces be reserved for CCSF and furthermore, they
will charge a “Market Rate” parking fee which will be out of reach to most students.

In order to assure students' interests are protected, an MOU is needed BEFORE a DA is
approved. 
 
Additionally, Leigh Lutenski from OEWD, has stated that there must be a renegotiation of an
easement agreement between the City and CCSF in order for access roads be built into the
Project. This easement agreement yet to be completed. The impact of such an agreement on
City College is significant and must be in place before the project is approved. 

Clearly, there is unfinished collaboration between CCSF and the City/Developers. Collaboration
that has been promised to CCSF stakeholders for years. Please, do not rule on a project that
doesn’t address the needs of students at City College as their futures are at stake.

Please postpone the May 28 Balboa Reservoir Project Hearing. 

Thank you for your consideration,


Wynd Kaufmyn
City College of San Francisco
Engineering Instructor & Faculty Adviser to WISE
Vice President AFT 2121
email: wkaufmyn@ccsf.edu
Phone: (415) 239-3159
website: http://fog.ccsf.edu/~wkaufmyn



 
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: Langlois, Lily (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Make the Hub livable: do not include off street parking
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 12:35:02 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: Elizabeth Creely <creely12@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 12:17 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent
(CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>,
"Haney, Matt (BOS)" <matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "RivamonteMesa, Abigail (BOS)"
<abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Preston,
Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Smeallie, Kyle (BOS)" <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>,
"Ronen, Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Beinart, Amy (BOS)" <amy.beinart@sfgov.org>
Subject: Make the Hub livable: do not include off street parking
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,  
 
San Francisco is experiencing one of those pivotal moments that makes history. After the 1906 earthquake a new
city, which was bit safer, rose from the ashes. What we as a city will look like after the worst of the pandemic is
being worked out now, by this commission but also by San Franciscans that are beginning to appreciate what a city
freed from cars looks, smells, and sounds like.  
 
I want you to take your cue from them and from the pedestrian and bicycle friendly improvements that have helped
ease congestion, and created new environments that preserve public health by creating locales that allow for
physical distancing. We don't need to plan for more cars. We need to show that we are moving towards a future that
is transit-rich, bikeable, and walkable. 
 
And this the moment to plan that future. I'm asking you as a 54-year old woman who has been walking and biking in
San Francisco for 25 years to seize your historic moment. Give this city the healthy space it needs. .25 spaces per
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unit might be what is allowable, but it's not what is actually needed.  

What is needed has been outlined to you: floor-area rules that support affordable housing, greener buildings, and no
parking. 
 
Our transportation needs should be scaled to the foot, and to the pedal. 
 
I have two friends who have re-discovered biking just in the last week. And they love it. You need to do everything
you can to make sure they stay on their bike.  
 
The same holds true for pedestrians. Throughout the current public health crisis, San Franciscans have discovered
what a wonderful resource of public streets are. They've also discovered what so many of us know: we have one of
the best, most walkable cities in the nation. You can encourage this by mandating active street-facing ground-floor
storefronts. A lack of transparency and activity discourages people from walking along corridors that feel
abandoned, locked-down, and inordinately defensive. Public spaces are safe when they're used. The Hub plan needs
to emphasize interaction with the streets. 
 
Elizabeth Creely
2784 22nd Street
San Francisco CA 94110
c: 415-494-1487
 
 



From: Jason M Henderson
To: Fung, Frank (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; kathrin Moore; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);

Diamond, Susan (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Subject: Hub EIR Comments
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 12:23:25 PM
Attachments: 2020 05 21 JH HUB DEIR Comments.doc

2020 02 24 MO CAC Plan Amendment Resolution.pdf

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

Dear Planning Commissioners

Please find attached a short letter on the Hub EIR. I hope to also
comment today. Please include this letter in the record.

Also please remember that the Market and Octavia CAC resolution asks you
to consider these issues as well.

best wishes

-jh

--
Jason Henderson
San Francisco CA
94102
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May 21st 2020 

President & San Francisco Planning Commission 

Dear Planning Commission 


Please include this letter in your deliberations on the Hub, and put in the official record today May 21st 2020. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Hub. Please refer to the HVNA letter submitted Sept 9th 2019 and which is Attachment A in the Response to Comments section of DEIR: 


https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Hub%20Plan_Hub%20HSD%20EIR.pdf

The Transportation analysis in the DEIR and the Response to Comments, Section E “Transportation and Circulation” (starting on page 4-21) are inadequate for the following reasons: 

Response TR-2 VMT Impacts

The department defends its use of a threshold of significance of 14.5 miles/day to analyze per capita daily vehicle miles travel (VMT).  It claims the threshold is adequate because it aligns with the regional Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and also reflects recommendations (not requirements) established by the State. 

The SCS for the Bay Area – Plan Bay Area – has failed to reduce VMT and associated transportation emissions. Across the state, the SCS are not working. VMT is up and so are carbon emissions from cars (see the California Air Resources Board (CARB( 2018) Progress Report on SB 375. Why does the planning department use a failed mode to defend the use of a suburban threshold of significance?   

The state’s recommendation on selecting a VMT threshold of significance is advisory - not required.  San Francisco can choose a threshold more appropriate for dense, transit rich, bikeable and walking “hubs” like this. San Francisco can choose a threshold of ‘zero’ for the Hub and should. 

On 4-27, the response to comments also suggest that I am arguing a return to the metric of LOS. Nothing can be further from the truth and this response is specious.  With the LOS metric, the problem being measured was delay for cars, and often resulted in the configuration of streets for the convenience of car drivers. The VMT metric, if operationalized correctly, defines the problem as driving. Mitigation would be things that reduced driving, like not providing parking or making streets car free. The department even admits that less or even zero parking reduces VMT. Given the urgency of our climate emergency, Vision Zero Goals, citywide mobility goals of 80% non car, the threshold of 14.5 miles per day is contradictory (please see the Sept 9th letter from HVNA for more details). 

The Planning Commission should revise the city’s transportation analysis to reflect thresholds of significance of VMT for dense urban areas. The average per capita VMT is the Hub is low – around 2 or 3 miles per day. The threshold of significance for tolerating any more cars in this area (VMT) is zero and analysis must include TNCs .  

Response TR-7: Loading - TNCs –E-commerce  

The department admits to loading deficits and yet says it can’t know because it cannot get data from TNCs, ostensibly because CPUC protects TNC data from public scrutiny.  The city is therefore planning blindly.  The Planning Commission, Board of Sups and Mayor must rally in unity to demand that the governor and state  legislature direct CPUC to provide the data.


The department also acknowledges that the loading peak is more spread across the day, but equally food delivery is different. Now with Pandemic we see even more intensive delivery. 


Instead of passively allowing this area to be swarmed, the Planning Department in conjunction with the SFMTA and other agencies should pre-emptively mitigate swarming and loading deficits. 

The following are a set of recommendations for mitigation of the environmental impacts of the Hub. 


Extend Car Free Market: Make part of the Hub plan an extension of car free Market Street westward to Gough Street in order to make sure this area is not chronically congested. HVNA strongly supports this. 

Zero Parking: Several community groups have asked for zero parking to be codified in the Hub. The Market and Octavia Community Advisory Committee (CAC) asked for the city to consider these things in a resolution adopted on February 24th, and the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA) has consistently urged the city to rezone the Hub for zero parking. Livable City has submitted a letter supporting zero parking. 


Loading Mitigation:  To avoid TNC and E-Commerce “swarming:” Identify taxi stands, staging areas, e-cargo bike delivery “break-bulk” pods (switching truck freight to e-cargo bikes or small electric vehicles) 


Removal of Central Freeway:  Removal, including access from Van Ness, would make the Hub less attractive for car-oriented commuters.  It would also be part of an affordable housing strategy for the Hub and Mission Districts. Freeway removal would free up many acres of land that can be dedicated to affordable housing, and adjacent surface parking lots could also be converted to housing. From a traffic perspective, touching the freeway down at Bryant provides more opportunities to disperse traffic than channeling it on a clogged freeway and into Hayes Valley and the Western Addition.  There are also a plethora of obvious air quality, noise, and livability benefits. The Hub Plan should  include immediate detail planning and engineers study of freeway removal. (BOS Resolution in 2004, and Market and Octavia Plan call for this) 


Sincerely,  


Jason Henderson 

Chair, Transportation & Planning Committee  Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association

Co-Chair, Market and Octavia Community Advisory Committee 


Professor,  Geography and Environment, SF State University 


Jhenders@sonic.net 




Market Octavia Citizen Advisory Committee Motion 
 
Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment Resolution 
 


   
MOTION NO.:  2020-02-24-01. 
 
ACTION: The Market & Octavia Community Advisory Committee 


(CAC) endorses the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
Amendment on the following basis: 


• “The Hub” area is a key sub-area of the Market and 
Octavia Area Plan and was envisioned as a “vibrant new 
mixed-use neighborhood” with several thousand new 
housing units and a transformation of the streets and 
open spaces to support the new population. This Plan 
Amendment further implements this vision. 


• The Plan Amendment would generate additional housing 
and affordable housing units and provide additional 
funding for streets and open spaces. 


• The Amendment includes new policies regarding racial 
and social equity, housing, land use and urban form, 
suitability and climate resilience, historic preservation, 
and streets and open spaces. 


• To further the policies regarding racial and social equity, 
the CAC requests consideration of restrictions on TNC’s 
(Transportation Network Companies), urges zero parking 
to reduce the cost of housing, and requests consideration 
of restricting e-commerce, due to traffic related and 
neighborhood activation concerns. 


• To mitigate concerns of traffic congestion, the CAC 
suggests implementation of the Western Variant of the 
Better Market Street Plan in coordination with the 
proposed development in the Hub area. 


 
 
  


MOTION:    Henderson  
SECOND:   Levitt 
AYES:                 Olsen, Chambers, Tolentino, Levitt, Henderson    
NOES:   None 
RECUSAL:  None   
ABSENT:   Olsson, Singa    
 


 







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

From: zrants
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); 

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project on the May 28th Agenda
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:33:24 AM

 

May 21, 2020

Commissioners and staff,

re: Please do not approve any actions on the Balboa Reservoir Project on the May 
28th Agenda

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 until some new social distancing 
considerations are implemented into new building codes that consider social 
distancing and other possible changes that may be needed to prepare the public for 
the “new normal” we are being asked to consider in all matters, including the 
possibility of the need for larger living spaces to accommodate work from home 
options, as lifestyles are changing.

This is not the time to push the density envelope. This is the time to pause and re-
consider the future need of the students and the public before handing taking any 
actions. Nothing is going to happen fast, so why pretend it is business as usual.

Sincerely,

Mari Eliza, concerned citizen

cc: Mayor, CCSF Chancellor, CCSF Board of Trustees, District Supervisors
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Allan Fisher
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Ana Fisher; Mark Fisher; Jessica Fisher
Subject: Balboa Reservoir project
Date: Saturday, May 16, 2020 2:41:14 PM

 

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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