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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at Saint Ignatius Field
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 11:08:57 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: Soledad McCarthy <solmc87@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 10:17 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial,
Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at Saint Ignatius Field
 

 

 
Planning Commissioners:
 
Joel Koppel,- President – 
Kathrin Moore, Sue Diamond, Frank S. Fung, Theresa Imperial, 
Milicent A. Johnson, 
Clerk, Jonas Ionin
 
Cc:  Supervisor Gordon Mar-District 4
 
June 2, 2020
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President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Soledad McCarthy. I am a third generation San Franciscan, an alumna of Saint
Ignatius College Preparatory. I live in the Sunset District. I am married to an alumnus of Saint
Ignatius. We plan to send our daughter to Saint Ignatius. I am a Professor of Business at
Skyline College and education is very important to our family. The lights will not only provide a
way to keep our children safe and playing sports, it will also provide lighting to keep the
neighborhood safe. We need to put our children first by providing safe outlets for them to
congregate. We would be helping to facilitate exercise and health. Our students would be
under the care of adults who can provide guidance instead of  parties and drinking. If we had
the ability for night games while I was in high school, I can’t help but think we would have
been safer and been able to make better decisions with our free time.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I.
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great
distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests
and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through
the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a
strong feeling of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Soledad McCarthy



3716 Taraval Street, San Francisco, CA 94116
solmc87@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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2019-014211DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742),,667 MISSISSIPPI STREET – east side of Mississippi

Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 11:08:44 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: caroldon@tailgatepress.com <caroldon@tailgatepress.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 10:24 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Emily Wang
<emilwang@gmail.com>; Albert Lee <albertslee@gmail.com>; Carol Dondrea
<cldondrea@tailgatepress.com>; Samuel LD Henry <samiamsf@gmail.com>; Megan Bourne
<divasf@gmail.com>
Subject: 2019-014211DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742),,667 MISSISSIPPI STREET – east side
of Mississippi Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets
 

 

Here's how it will work.  A stranger will drive to our block, park up the hill (most of this block
is up the hill) walk down to 667 Mississippi St, ingest some quantity of a mind-altering
substance (the folks at the shop have pinky-promised that this won't be a problem), walk back
to their car, back out blindly into the traffic lane (because that's how it's done on this block)
and drive home feeling good and looking forward to the next visit.  It will work this way again
and again because there is nothing to stop it and whatever can happen, will happen.

667 Mississippi St constitutes the MUR on the east side of Mississippi St between 20th and
22nd Sts.  It is the only non-residential structure on the east side of this block and has been for
years.  It has operated as a non-storefront cannabis production facility for some time now
without any problems with the neighborhood.  To change this to a retail operation with on-site
consumption would increase dramatically the volume and kind of foot and vehicular traffic
there and the burden of much of this change will fall on us.  It actually already has in terms of
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the recent increase in traffic of large trucks that not only load or unload at 667 Mississippi St
but then leave there and find parking in front of homes all over the neighborhood, as far away
as Daniel Webster School, moving every couple of hours to avoid getting a ticket.

I have resided at 637 Mississippi St for 43 years and I am writing to strongly protest the
granting of the above change in the business at 667 Mississippi St.  This will be, for all intents
and purposes, a bar, with pot instead liquor, and this is the wrong place for a bar.  

Donald J Henry, with the endorsement of Carol L Dondrea, Samuel LD Henry, Megan Bourne
-- all registered voters at this address  



 
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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 11:08:03 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: Gina Ramirez <gina0848@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 10:57 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

June 3, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
  
 
Dear Commissioners:
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 My name is Georgina R Ramirez, I live in the Sunset District in San Francisco. My son, George
Ramirez, attends St. Ignatius, he will be a Sophomore and plays Football. As a parent I'm
extremely in favor of getting the field lights in support of students athletes and their right to
have a well equipped campus to practice and play in all seasons of the year.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I.
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great
distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests
and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through
the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a
strong feeling of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
NAME
ADDRESS
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); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support Just 4th meeting UCSF CPHP item
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 11:07:46 AM
Attachments: Duderstadt letter in support of the CPHP June 4.docx

 
 
 
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: Duderstadt, Karen <Karen.Duderstadt@ucsf.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 11:03 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support Just 4th meeting UCSF CPHP item
 

 

June 4, 2020 San Francisco Planning Commission Meeting
 
To the Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission:
 
I write this letter in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan presented
today before the Commission. For more than two years, UCSF has engaged with the
communities surrounding the UCSF Parnassus Campus in an open and transparent process. 
UCSF has included many of the communities ideas into the comprehensive plan. The
University’s mission and priorities retain the final decision-making power in the design,
however, the plan today reflects many of the innovations and amenities proposed during the
engagement process and that are important to the neighborhoods surrounding UCSF.  
 
I would ask that the Commission today consider particularly the development of campus
housing in the comprehensive plan as well as long-term transportation mitigation plans for the
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June 4, 2020 San Francisco Planning Commission Meeting 



To the Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission: 



I write this letter in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan presented today before the Commission. For more than two years, UCSF has engaged with the communities surrounding the UCSF Parnassus Campus in an open and transparent process.  UCSF has included many of the communities ideas into the comprehensive plan. The University’s mission and priorities retain the final decision-making power in the design, however, the plan today reflects many of the innovations and amenities proposed during the engagement process and that are important to the neighborhoods surrounding UCSF.   



I would ask that the Commission today consider particularly the development of campus housing in the comprehensive plan as well as long-term transportation mitigation plans for the project.  Both of these issues are priority issues for the Inner Sunset neighborhood and the surrounding communities and directly impact the vibrancy of the Inner Sunset neighborhood as well as the quality of life issues.    



As a longtime member of the UCSF faculty and a proud resident of the Inner Sunset Community adjacent to campus, I am proud of the pivotal role UCSF has played in the vibrancy of the Inner Sunset neighborhood for many years and fully believe that the final Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan will serve in maintaining UCSF as a world class institution and continue to foster a transparent and vibrant relationship with the Inner Sunset community.  





Sincerely, 

Karen G. Duderstadt PhD, RN, CPNP, FAAN
UCSF Clinical Professor Emerita



Inner Sunset Resident

1327 10th Ave.







project.  Both of these issues are priority issues for the Inner Sunset neighborhood and the
surrounding communities and directly impact the vibrancy of the Inner Sunset neighborhood
as well as the quality of life issues.   
 
As a longtime member of the UCSF faculty and a proud resident of the Inner Sunset
Community adjacent to campus, I am proud of the pivotal role UCSF has played in the vibrancy
of the Inner Sunset neighborhood for many years and fully believe that the final
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan will serve in maintaining UCSF as a world class
institution and continue to foster a transparent and vibrant relationship with the Inner Sunset
community. 
 
 
Sincerely,
Karen G. Duderstadt PhD, RN, CPNP, FAAN
UCSF Clinical Professor Emerita
 
Inner Sunset Resident

1327 10th Ave.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Delandsf@gmail.com
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: THE ADU HAS BECOME PART OF SYSTEMIC RACISM AND MUST BE FIXED
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 10:07:15 AM
Attachments: image002.png
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
 

From: ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com> on behalf of ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com>
Date: Thursday, June 4, 2020 at 9:23 AM
To: "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "MandelmanStaff, [BOS]" <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>, "Fewer, Sandra (BOS)"
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)" <matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "Ronen,
Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Safai, Ahsha (BOS)" <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>, "Stefani, Catherine (BOS)"
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, "Walton, Shamann (BOS)" <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>, "Yee, Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee@sfgov.org>,
"Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, Marcelle Boudreaux
<marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>, "Lewis, Victoria (CPC)" <victoria.lewis@sfgov.org>, Kate Conner <kate.conner@sfgov.org>,
"Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC)" <natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent
(CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "Breed, Mayor London (MYR)" <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>,
"Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: THE ADU HAS BECOME PART OF SYSTEMIC RACISM AND MUST BE FIXED
 

 

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

Scott Wiener’s ill-conceived and hastily passed ADU is legislation with unintended racial consequences. 
 
Overwhelmingly the beneficiaries of this legislation are rich white real estate developers who have been given an irresponsible opportunity to
ravage our city and its residents for profit. Consequently it is the disadvantaged renters of our city who are suffering damages as the ADU degrades
their quality of life. 

Look at the situation in our building at 801 Corbett. Those of us who can afford to live here (with rent control and on fixed/low income) are
primarily on the first floor above the garage because these are the most affordable units. Consequently the majority of racial and economic
diversity exists on this first level:  African-American, Hispanic, Indian, and the elderly. It is this group that will suffer the greatest damages should an
ADU be allowed at 801 Corbett.

Racial injustice is being addressed today nationwide, it is completely unacceptable that an African-American family will get hurt the most if an ADU
is allowed to proceed here. My friend Lorenzo and his wife live in a unit directly above where the ADU construction is proposed.
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If an ADU is allowed to proceed they will lose their parking place making it much more difficult to get to their jobs. The construction noise (which
will be unbearable directly below them) going on for two years or more will make it impossible for them to relax while off work. Jackhammers, nail
guns and heavy machinery working directly underneath their floor will shake their unit like an earthquake every day and fill it with acrid dust and
toxic fumes. With nerves rattled and in a constant state of fatigue from all the construction combined with the burden of a more difficult commute,
this disruption could inevitably lead to their losing their jobs and their housing here.
 
It is no wonder why our nation is so angry. How does a black man feel when a rich white man living far away in another city takes away his parking
and subjects him to years of noise, dust and toxic fumes?  It is awful what African-Americans sometimes have to deal with when they step out of
their homes, but it is truly unforgivable that Our City has allowed this ADU legislation to open the door for harm in the place where families come
home after work to seek peace and quiet.

Eliminating racial inequality starts by taking definitive action so that the life of this African-American family (and all the minorities here)
is not harmed so that an obscenely rich Orange County developer can get even richer.

Mark E. Hyatt (a wealthy Newport Beach developer, aka: MEH Pioneer, LLC) bought our building on 10/3/2018  with the sole intention
of cramming it with ADU's and flipping it for profit. We all lived in peace here until he became our landlord and made our lives a living
hell.  Now he's getting ready to file for an ADU that will cause great harm, it must not be allowed to proceed.

I have received a San Francisco buildingeye alert to the following:

801 CORBETT AVE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
Application Number: 2020-004981GEN
Received Date: May 13, 2020
Description: 801 CORBETT AVE - Historic Resource Assessment (HRA)    Applicant: Joe Peters, MEH Pioneer, LLC, 230 Newport
Center Dr., Newport Beach 92660
Contact Information: Marcelle Boudreaux (415) 575-9140 marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org
Status: Accepted

Joe Peters, doing the bidding of his standoffish boss Mark E. Hyatt (aka: MEH Pioneer, LLC)  is now trying to knock down the Planning
Commission obstacles he is facing in trying to destroy the architectural harmony that is embodied in 801 Corbett. If he gets past this first
evaluation (which he should never be allowed to do) then he'll file for an ADU.

For over a year I have been pleading with all of you to do something about the abuse of the ADU.  I was one of the first whistle-blowers
(over a year ago) to bring ADU abuse to the attention of the Supervisors and later the Planning Commission at a hearing on 3/14/19. 

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

mailto:marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org


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

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

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

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

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

   

Wealthy Newport Beach Mark E. Hyatt is extremely secretive and there are no images of him anywhere.  However, his wife "Honeybee"
(yes, her real name) loves flaunting their wealth (and CO2 emissions) for the news in Republican-rich Orange County.  Mr. Hyatt has
never returned any of the dozens of calls made and emails I have sent him regarding building problems and harassment by his developer
Joe Peters.

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

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

•  He has come to the building late at night knocking on my door, waking me up and taunting me. I have had to call the police to
escort him off the property. 

•  In collusion with the owner Mark Hyatt they have conspired to isolate me by not responding to my requests/concerns.  When I
confronted him about this he just looked at me with a sickly smile and acknowledged that no one is going to talk or respond to me.
My requests go unanswered and the building continues to deteriorate. 



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

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

I believe these people have but one priority: to stuff the building's garage with an extra unit or two and then flip it for what they hope will
be a big profit.  I don't think they care at all about the housing situation here in Our City because I've never seen the building with so many
vacant units since they took over.  That is the problem that the ADU has created and it must be addressed and these developers must be
stopped before their actions further erode the quality of life for this African-American family as well as negatively affecting the 30 other
tenants who live here. Additionally, there is a new concern for seniors living here since the outbreak of COVID-19.

Many of us seniors here now rely more than ever on our automobiles for essential needs like visiting our doctors, physical therapists and
getting medications/groceries. In this tragic new era of COVID-19, public transit and taxis are no longer an option for those of us who are
so vulnerable to getting infected. The only safe way for us to get around is in our cars. Joe Peters intended ADU will destroy the garage,
eliminate our parking and seriously degrade our quality of life, putting us all at risk.

In addition to taking away access and parking for our cars, an ADU construction here will bring in dozens of workers on a daily basis for
at least two years or more, some of whom may unknowingly spread the virus. The heavy breathing from hard physical exertion and
inevitable yelling instructions etc. will fill the air with infected particles more so than any other activity in this neighborhood. This would
turn into a death sentence for us seniors here, the same way it has been when infected individuals have entered retirement and nursing
homes. It will be impossible for us to avoid them and regardless of how many precautions we take, air from the garage comes up freely
into units like mine directly above the garage, there will eventually be a tragedy.

Since developer Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer, LLC) bought our building to ADU it for a quick profit, we have had issues with the smoke alarms
and leaking water around the fire sprinkler system. We live in constant fear that our building will burn like his Woodside building did (see
below). This is especially concerning since some of the children at Rooftop School across the street use our garage to wait for their parents to pick
them up. Mark Hyatt should not be allowed to own property here in San Francisco.

Newport Beach based Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer, LLC) has a bad history of building ownership and fire, just reference this newspaper article 
(also note his use of many corporate aliases: MEH Pioneer LLC,  KDF Hallmark LP,  KDF Communities LLC, etc.) :

The San Mateo County Times - 2013

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

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



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

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

Please do not allow the life of this African-American family here to be ruined for the benefit of a wealthy Newport Beach developer. I pray that all of
you will do the right thing.

Please help me stop this.

Sincerely,

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

Cell: (650) 218-5431
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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); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter in Support of UCSF Parnassus Campus Plan and Process
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 9:57:56 AM
Attachments: 2020-06-03 UCSF Plan letter to planning commission.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: Jeanne Myerson <jrmyerson@icloud.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 9:49 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Wong, Lily (UCSF) <lily.wong3@ucsf.edu>; andrea@en2action.org; PrestonStaff (BOS)
<prestonstaff@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter in Support of UCSF Parnassus Campus Plan and Process
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Attached is a letter summarizing my reasons for supporting UCSF’s Parnassus campus plans. I have a
conflict this afternoon which prevents my participating in the Planning Commission public comment
process. 

Thank you.

Jeanne Myerson

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



To:  San Francisco Planning Commission 
Re:  Future of UCSF Parnassus Campus 
Date:  June 4, 2020 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners; 
 
I write this letter in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. I do so as a 
long-time resident of Cole Valley – I have lived here since 1989 and raised my family here. 
Maintaining the vitality and excellence of UCSF Parnassus is critical to California, to the City of 
San Francisco and to this neighborhood, now and into the future. UCSF’s contributions to public 
health and safety in the ongoing Covid-19 health crisis highlight the unique and critical 
importance of the institution. 
 
Over the past year, I have been a member of the Advisory Committee on the Future of UCSF 
Parnassus. 
 
Process: 
 


1. The information on various aspects of the proposed Plan has been helpful, informative 
and UCSF has, overall, been responsive to participant and community questions. UCSF 
did a nice job pivoting to on-line meetings following the shelter-at-home declaration, a 
change that had the benefit of adding extra meetings to increase time for discussion and 
community input. 


2. As the process has progressed, and varied community voices have been heard, my sense 
is that UCSF has listened to community input and become increasingly responsive, 
thoughtful and creative in its responses, for example with respect to housing. 


3. The timing of the required hospital seismic work drives the timing of UCSF’s Plan. UCSF 
says it will continue to work with the community as it evolves its plans. I appreciate that. 
And I look forward to the community’s continued engagement in the process. 


4. Many specifics of individual buildings are as yet unknown, understandable given the 
complex, constantly evolving technical requirements of a world-leading medical center 
and research campus.  


5. I have come to understand the ways in which UCSF, a mission-driven institution 
governed by the California constitution, is able to address community issues as well as 
its constitutional limitations. UCSF’s limitations underscore the critical role of the City of 
San Francisco in partnering with UCSF to address community needs. 
 


The Proposed Plan: 


1. The Plan is reflective of both the University’s mission and priorities and of community 
interests. 


2. I appreciate UCSF commitment to keeping its campus within existing confines. 
3. I find their conceptual campus plan to be thoughtful and do not have an issue with the 


significantly increased square footage proposed. 







4. It is important for residents of San Francisco’s western neighborhoods to have access to 
the world-class and emergency medical facilities provided at USCF, Parnassus, whether 
in the event of an earthquake, storm, a pandemic, other.  


5. It is similarly important to have diversified job centers apart from downtown. UCSF 
Parnassus, as a major employer is important to the economic health of San Francisco 
and its residents.  


6. I strongly support UCSF’s plans to dramatically increase housing in both the Aldea and 
4th Avenue areas.  


7. I appreciate the other creative ideas for housing addressing the City’s housing 
challenges that UCSF has proposed. I look forward to seeing which of these possibilities 
can move forward and call on the City’ to help.  


8. UCSF Parnassus’s continued vitality is necessary to support local merchants and 
restaurants in Cole Valley and along the Irving/9th Avenue commercial districts.  


9. Key to all this is the need for Muni to commit to working in a meaningful way with UCSF 
and the community to improve the reliability and frequency of N-Judah and bus service. 


10. Key to all of this is the further need for the City of San Francisco to support building a lot 
more housing throughout San Francisco and making it easier and less expensive to do so 
by streamlining and shortening planning and building approval processes. The West Side 
of the city, along Irving, Judah in particular, offers many opportunities for new housing. 
New housing must include not just very-affordable units, but also housing for our 
workforce and middle-income families. Note: SPUR has recently released research 
addressing housing affordability and unmet need across various price levels; such 
research must inform the City’s housing plans. 


11. I support the plans to improve public access to Sutro Woods open space via a defined 
connection to Golden Gate Park. Improving access to open space is a need spotlighted 
by our current “stay-at-home” situation. 


The future vision of the Parnassus campus is bold, thoughtful and speaks to the importance of 
making possible the continued world-leading role for UCSF on the Parnassus campus. I ask the 
City to be forward-looking, not back-ward looking, and work with UCSF to support and move 
this plan forward. Thank you. 


Jeanne Myerson 
100 Belgrave Avenue  
San Francisco, CA 94117 
jrmyerson@yahoo.com 


Cc: USCF Office of Community & Government Relations 







Advisory Committee member, neighborhood resident (since 1989)
100 Belgrave Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94117

Jeanne Myerson
jrmyerson@icloud.com or jrmyerson@yahoo.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: Broken agreement regarding 4th floor addition proposal at 4326-4336 Irving
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 9:57:36 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: larrydelaney1@aol.com <larrydelaney1@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 9:33 AM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: barbarabdelaney@gmail.com; jimphilliou@gmail.com; patricialee168@gmail.com;
Gordonmar@gmail.com; Marstaff (BOS) <marstaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: Broken agreement regarding 4th floor addition proposal at 4326-4336 Irving
 

 

Dear David Weissglass and SF Planning Commission Secretary and Members,
 
This has been part of other emails but we think it really needs to have focus on its own.  
 
At the beginning of April, the developers entered into an agreement with us that if we
stopped our opposition to what they wanted to do on the 2nd and 3rd floors, and relayed
the dropping of our opposition to the Planning Dept, that they would drop their 4th floor
proposal.  We and our neighbors fulfilled our part of that agreement and stopped our
opposition.  A month later, after the Planning Dept subsequently dropped their opposition to
the lower floor issues, the developers broke their agreement with us and proceeded with
their 4th floor proposal.  They got what they wanted from us in the agreement and then
reneged on what they had committed to do in exchange.
 
Also, I just noticed that this is not accurate in the Planning Dept staff report  "In early April,
the Sponsor informed neighbors and City staff that the fourth-floor scope of work in this
permit was likely no longer going to be pursued."  They told us that it would not be
pursued - which is quite different.  This was their compromise/agreement with us for
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dropping our opposition to their lower floor plans.  They were the ones who proposed this
agreement.  And we fulfilled our part of the agreement.
 
There are 89 letters of opposition from immediate neighbors with over 100 signatures.  So
far as we know the developer's proposal has no support from any neighbors.  I'd also note
that the previous owners were Delancey Street, who used this building as a halfway house,
and we neighbors never complained or tried to block this usage.  Also, the developers have
already got approval to replace 20 bedrooms with 40 bedrooms and to eliminate all
parking.  It is very greedy to now also be pushing for four multi-level luxury penthouses
that would "pop up "onto a 4th floor to the great detriment of the neighborhood.
 
Best regards,
 
Larry
 
Larry Delaney
1279 44th Ave
 
 



 
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); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Impressed with UCSF Community Engagement and Process for CPHP
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 9:57:19 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: Martha Ehrenfeld <martha@inner-sunset.org> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:57 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: PrestonStaff (BOS) <prestonstaff@sfgov.org>; UCSF Advocacy (UCSF) <advocacy@ucsf.edu>
Subject: Impressed with UCSF Community Engagement and Process for CPHP
 

 

To the Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission:
I write this letter in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Over the last two
years, UCSF has engaged in an open and transparent process with me and my neighbors regarding
the plan. The plan was developed with the input from myself and neighbors like me and is reflective
of both the University’s mission and priorities and the community interests and benefits for my
community.
 
UCSF asked me, a community leader, to help find Inner Sunset neighbors to be part of the group.  It
is hard to get young parents with children involved--they are busy but they also represent the next
generation of neighbors. UCSF wanted to hear from them, not just the same voices that served on
the ongoing Community Advisory Group (CAG) UCSF spent many hours of meeting asking for input
on many topics.  They listened to all ideas and I believe they are balancing the items that neighbors
want with the reality of building a world class hospital and school.  I am proud to be part of the
process and hope to still be around to see the fruits of our labor in thirty years!
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Sincerely,
Martha Ehrenfeld
1379 6th Ave
USCF Community Advisory Group
Inner Sunset Park Neighbors President (for identification purposes only, this is NOT an endorsement
by the ISPN board)



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission DR Review 6/4 1 p.m. Re: 667 Mississippi Street
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:52:57 AM
Attachments: Planning Commission DR Review.docx

 
 
 
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: ChristinaR Quiroz <quirozc@sfusd.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 7:32 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; delandsf@gmail.com
Subject: Planning Commission DR Review 6/4 1 p.m. Re: 667 Mississippi Street
 

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

Please accept this statement in regards to discussion for 667 Mississippi Street DR

Sent from my iPad
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Good afternoon Commissioners:



My name is Christina Quiroz, I have lived at 630 Mississippi Street for nearly 30 years, and on Potrero Hill since 1979. I am an educator: initially as a librarian at Starr King Elementary (SFUSD), and the last 15 years as a full-time Starr King volunteer. In addition, the last 5 years as an art teacher at both Daniel Webster(SFUSD) and Starr King Elementary Schools. Through the years, I have mentored many students and built relationships with many underserved families residing in Potrero Terrace Housing. My informal survey with these families,within blocks of the proposed dispensary were negative expressions of dismay and regret. Basic neighborhood essential family services are lacking; no drugstore, grocer, shoe repair, garden supply, childcare or educational tutors. 



Personally, I’m not against cannabis, but with another dispensary on Mississippi Street just several blocks away, I do not understand the necessity for another when we are lacking so many other basic services. I would contest a bar as well. This block surrounding the proposed dispensary, is almost entirely composed of residential homes(single and multi-purpose) and a small commercial business across the street. The dispensary would not enhance or contribute anything except traffic, parking problems and the threat of some safety issues(I.e. ‘cash on hand’). 



Please do not approve this proposal. Change and growth decisions must be made with what good they will build and bring forth to the community.



Thank you,



Christina Quiroz

630 Mississippi Street 

San Francisco, CA. 94107





 
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: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP)Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:52:25 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: tesw@aol.com <tesw@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 9:16 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP)Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
 

 

Commissioners, I urge you to delve deeply into the numerous issues with the grand plan proposed by
UCSF.  Yes, there are potential benefits. 
 
I am a long-time neighbor of the Parnassus campus, a member of the on-going Community Advisory
Group, and have been a member of a number of temporary Advisory Committees.
 
UCSF is a beloved San Francisco institution, graduating many top medical professionals, serving
thousands of patients and operating at least four hospitals. Yet like many large institutions, USCF can
sometimes overwhelm immediate neighboring communities and can have significant negative impacts on
San Francisco.
 
Take the example of Dogpatch. Despite written agreements for specific actions and with specified dollar
amounts, these agreements haven't been fully carried out in the years since agreed. Notably they include
the Esprit Park and the Community Center.
 
If you read the letter that the Chancellor sent to the Mayor, Board President Yee and Supervisor Preston,
you'll see that "no further public input is needed--we've got it covered--trust us."  The Advisory Committee
meetings have been like punching a ticket.  Every suggestion is written down, then largely put aside. 
UCSF has shown no intention of taking steps to mitigate the impacts it plans. 
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And really, do we need to shoehorn a 900,000 gross square foot, 300 foot tall hospital into this already
crowded campus?  Already the campus is susceptible to being blocked by a major earthquake. Hospitals
are closing all over America, leaving vast portions of the Bay Area unserved.
 
And the plans for the next 30 years do not take into account all the changes that the COVID-19 virus is
making in where people live, work, and how they travel.
 
Please advise UCSF to hold broad public meetings and to put money on the table.
 
It's become clear that UCSF has intended all along to greatly expand the Parnassus campus.
UCSF offers no plan changes; it only seeks to channel public discussions to “community benefits.”
 
NEW HOSPITAL
 
For example, we requested an Advisory Committee session focused on the proposed hospital. When I
asked Chancellor Hawgood about scheduling such a session, he emphasized the need to rush hospital
approvals and said we can discuss hospital design later.
 
Hospital location may not be up for discussion, but hospital size and rationale should be, prior to
Parnassus plans moving forward at the Planning Commission and to the Board of Regents.
 
In the past, UC has told the CAG and AC that much of future medical education could be via remote
learning.
UC has told us that much future patient care will likely be done in ambulatory centers, not hospitals. We
see hospitals closing nationally, and even here in the Bay Area.
 
UC's plans for Parnassus calls for an even denser campus than today. So far, UC's plans don't show the
significant changes responding to the covid-19 pandemic. UC should be making the same changes that
business, community offices, and government facilities are making include PPE, six feet of separation
between people, and massive hourly/daily cleaning work. Scientists predict more epidemics and
pandemics.
 
Only a few years ago, UCSF's 2014 Long Range Development Plan, called for a new hospital of 300,000
gsf, one third the size of today's proposal.  And Somewhere between the approval of that LRDP and
today, the hospital has ballooned in size. We still haven't been given an explanation.  
 
We did learn, from a Regents' committee meeting notes, that UCSF is proposing to increase its 'market
share' of various categories of patients, by up to 30% more.  The city of San Francisco should not bear
the costs of UCSF's ambitions.
 
We do know that a tiny fraction of the number of COVID-19 cases required hospitalization.  A giant
hospital is not warranted.
 
BROKEN PROMISES
 
About 10 years ago, UCSF told the Community Advisory Group, that all of its growth would be at Mission
Bay. Two new hospitals, labs, and classrooms were planned, about 1.5 million gsf.  Nonetheless, we
have seen a number of additions to Mission Bay/Dogpatch areas since.
 
Now UC has proposed to shoehorn another 1.5 million gsf into Parnassus. This represents about a 40%
increase in gross square footage in such a landlocked campus.  Doing so plans to break the 50+ year
Space Ceiling agreement with San Francisco for both size and average daily population. 
 
TRANSPORTATION
 
Such a massive addition to this small hilltop site will cause substantial impacts on the city of San



Francisco, immediate neighbors, and those living on the travel routes of construction vehicles, TNCs, and
delivery vehicles. UCSF must sign a agreement with the City of San Francisco that fully mitigates the
housing and transportation impacts of such growth.  UCSF should be required to make a massive
investment in MUNI. No one arrives at Parnassus by helicopter!
 
HOUSING
 
In addition, San Francisco already lacks enough affordable housing for very low to middle income
residents. UCSF plans to add 4,000 to its workforce in the first ten years. In addition, another 4,000
faculty and students.So, any other institution, such as Sutter Health would be asked to provide up to 25%
affordable housing units. 25% of 8,000 would be supplying 2,000 housing units, just to compensate San
Francisco for the burden of its planned expansion.
 
UCSF offers a proposal to build 504 housing units on the isolated Aldea housing site, and 430 housing
units on its west side.  At best, it would be half of the needed housing. And there is a need for affordable
housing now for graduate students and faculty.  There is no commitment in this "plan": UCSF says it is in
the education business, not the housing business.  Any developer would be required to do much more. 
And UCSF says that the proposed housing may be built by some third party, not at their expense. 
 
WHY THE RUSH?
 
UCSF needs the agreements of neighboring communities who will bear the construction, operation, and
transportation impacts of the proposed expansion.  They don't have it now.  Inner Sunset neighbors have
borne the current construction traffic starting as early as 3am.
 
Other neighborhoods along major travel routes haven't had the opportunity to hear the benefits and
issues.  San Francisco residents already experience clogged travel routes.

-5-
Until the covid-19 emergency abates enough, the Mayor's office and the Board of Supervisors cannot
devote sufficient time and thought to Parnassus expansion impacts, and obtain UC's written
commitments.   The broader communities that live near the campus and along travel routes need time to
learn about the plan and express their opinions.  Few members of the public have have even cursory
information of the plan and its potential impacts, while they deal with shelter in place, and loss of
employment [100,000 San Franciscans lost their jobs due to the virus and shelter in place orders.]
 
The Chancellor said there is barely a month in the ten-year hospital plan for more public involvement.
UCSF is planning to get their EIR certified by the Board of Regents in November - keeping their original
timeline despite the pandemic and insufficient public involvement.
 
Please urge UCSF to get more community and government participation now rather than create public
dissension and unnecessary litigation.
 
Tes Welborn
D5 Resident
Member, Community Advisory Committee, and Advisory Committee



 
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: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP)Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:52:07 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: Pam Hofmann <pshofmann@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 6:57 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Denis Mosgofian <denismosgofian@gmail.com>; Dennis Antenore <antenored@earthlink.net>;
Lori Liederman <lbliederman@gmail.com>; mariawabl@gmail.com; Roger Hofmann
<bosco22@hotmail.com>; David Eldred <djeldred@earthlink.net>; tesw@aol.com; Susan Maerki
<smaerkisf@gmail.com>; Calvin Welch <welchsf@pacbell.net>; Lilian Tsi
<liliantsistielstra@gmail.com>; Sarah Jones <sarahsmithjones@gmail.com>; Karen Pierotti
<karenpierotti@yahoo.com>
Subject: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP)Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
 

 

Dear Sir:
While as a state institution UCSF is generally not subject to the jurisdiction of the City, in such
as confined area as San Francisco there are serious impacts to the City infrastructure which
will put a burden, financial and otherwise, on the City far into the future.
 
I have been to the community meetings, and the actual plans and actual neighborhood
impacts are brushed aside in favor of painting a rosy picture of a utopian future.  The City
would be wise to consider what the actual plans will mean.
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It’s a hospital, not a convention center!  Many, if not most, of the patients are not healthy
enough to take public transportation like MUNI.  Some arrive in ambulance, but most arrive in
private cars. 

Insolvency of Uber and Lyft:  While Uber and Lyft are promoted by UCSF as ways to get to
the hospital, there should be some hesitancy on relying on these private companies.  Both
Uber and Lyft are operating at a loss.  How long can they continue to exist if they don't make
money?  How long will they be around?

The COVID-19 pandemic has shown that public transportation, Uber and Lyft involve
significant risks to the drivers. 

Keep in mind while some of the patients are not ambulatory, some of the diseases are more
than ambulatory, they are airborn.

Airborn diseases like COVID-19 bring another risk to San Francisco and in particular to the
Inner Sunset neighborhood.  How is virus contaminated air filtered/decontaminated before it is
released into the surrounding air?

 
Turning to another issue, The Parnassus property is riddled with landslide risks.  See the Haneberg
Lidar study for more details.

The HSIR buildings appear to be located in a large swale on the foot of an old landside.  It is
proposed that these buildings be renovated.  The parking garages and the Library on the north
side of the campus are also at risk.

In an earthquake these buildings will be shaken by vertical and horizontal forces through their
foundations, but they may likely be subject to lateral forces from Mt. Sutro landslides.  UCSF
has not provided any analysis of landslide and their buildings' ability to withstand these shear
forces.

Who will send the emergency response when something happens?  It will be the City police
and Fire Departments.

 

To make matters worse UCSF plans to put in three roads along the south side of the
campus between the HSIR buildings and the Mt. Sutro Forest Reserve. The purpose of the
roads behind the HSIR buildings is to connect Medical Center Way and the new hospital with
Kirkham Street.  This will mean that there will be traffic along Kirkham street 24/7 because
the hospital operates 24/7.  And an increase in the size of UCSF in general means an increase
in truck traffic supporting the new hospital, labs, etc. 

These trucks, semis, garbage trucks generally try to arrive in the middle of the night so they
don't impact the daytime operation of UCSF.  For example the garbage is picked up behind the
Dental building from 4AM to 5AM.
These three back roads roads will need to be cut and fill, and they will be located in a known
landslide area.

 

This brings up another issue.  How will the delivery trucks, patients, ambulances, etc. get



to the UCSF campus?  This impacts the City.  It is a City problem.

The Inner Sunset neighborhood has a restricted access. This is because of geography.  It
doesn't have wide streets providing easy access by lots of traffic.  UCSF itself is built on an
extremely steep hill, Mt. Sutro.  The Inner Sunset area only began to see much development
after the Sunset Tunnel was built for the N-Judah. Now the N-Judah is at capacity.

What about widening 7th Avenue?  In the 1950's when there was a plan to put freeways
everywhere, the City of San Francisco's own study determined that they "couldn't go full
freeway on 7th Avenue" because the surrounding "hills", i.e., Mt. Sutro made widening 7th
Avenue impossible.  Not only would widening 7th Avenue/Laguna Honda require Moving
mountains, it would also require the demolition of houses along 7th Avenue.  Does the City
want to spend the money?

 

What about widening Lincoln Way?  To widen Lincoln Way there are two choices take out
a row of houses or take land away from Golden Gate Park.  There would be quite an uproar
with either of these solutions, and the cost would be enormous.

What will be the impact that the proposed increase in pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle traffic
will  have on existing parking?

How will parking be impacted with respect to peak usage during the work week, on weekends,
and during major events in Golden Gate Park?

 

UCSF needs to consider the actual construction.

Please ask UCSF to analyze the number of dewatering tanks, pumps, and filtration tanks
necessary for these projects.  Please include the plans for excavation and use (duration
and lay down area (where they will be located).

Please ask UCSF to give an acoustical analysis for the use of the dewatering equipment
(“Baker Pumps”) which will be going 24/7 for the duration until foundations are dug and
pored approximately a year and a half for each project.

Please ask UCSF to analyze the use of sound enclosures tested to meet Contractors Pump
Bureau (CPB) Standards.

UCSF needs to be able to tell the City what the impacts will be both during and after
construction.

 

Other issues:

Does UC Hall qualify for historic building designation?  The foundation was shored up in
the late 1940’s.  This foundation work was done by the famous civil engineer Henry L.
Marchand. 

Let’s look at some recently built structures.  The Trans Bay Terminal was shut down two
weeks after it opened.  There were many problems with the Bay Bridge. And, of course, how
can we forget the beautiful, lavish, luxurious Millennium Tower. 



They don't build them like they used to. We don’t want UCSF Parnassus to follow these recent
examples.

The renovation of the Medical Sciences building is many years overdue.  What is the
guarantee that any new UCSF construction will be better managed?

 

The 1899 wildfire on Mt. Sutro fire stopped just short of the Affiliated Colleges.  The 1934 wildfire
was fought by 400 firemen.  Fire on Mt. Sutro is a serious issue in this urban environment.  What are
the UCSF plans for fighting such a wildfire when it breaks out?

 

How is UCSF going to manage the water run off from the new buildings and changes to
the pavement. 

There is a constant water flow under Saunders Court, and there are seasonal rivers off of Mt.
Sutro in all directions which affect all of the Parnassus campus.

Ground water needs to be observed by borings made during wet years. For example, borings
taken in 2013 are inaccurate because 2013 was the year of the lowest rainfall since 1994. 
Further 2013 was proceeded by the two next lowest rainfall years, 2011 and 2012.  (UCSF
Draft management Plan (TAC Draft) Mr. Sutro Open Space Reserve.

Borings taken after years of severe drought cannot accurately show the water seepage of the
area.

 

Please ask UCSF to analyze the access to ambulance bays from Medical Center Way vs.
access from Parnassus.  The AASHTO Green Book states, “A traditional rectilinear street
grid provides direct connections and multiple routes and thus has high connectivity.” 
“Emergency service providers have also expressed concern over low-connectivity networks,
which may contribute to longer response times and limit the number of routes for emergency
access or evacuation.”

 
Thank you for your consideration of these issues.

Sincerely,

Pamela Hofmann
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Statement of Roger Hofmann re: UCSF CPHP ("Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan")
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:51:07 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: Roger Hofmann <bosco22@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 6:48 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Statement of Roger Hofmann re: UCSF CPHP ("Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan")
 

 

Dear Sirs and Madams,
 
I am a long term resident on 5th Avenue adjacent to the UCSF Parnassus Heights campus.  I submit these
comments regarding SF Planning Commission Meeting June 4, 2020, Agenda Item UCSF presentation of its
"CPHP," for your consideration.
 

The MOU

It is critically important that professionals from the Planning Department fully engage in the development of a
new MOU (Memo of Understanding) with UCSF.  I have attended several of UCSF’s community engagement
meetings regarding the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).  They are not a substitute for the
professional skills of City planners.   Rather, the meetings leave an impression they are a tactical device to avoid
analysis by City professionals.

Community members such as me recognize that the CPHP will make large impacts on transportation, housing,
open space, and utilities.  However we lack the expertise to quantify the impacts, determine appropriate
mitigations and most of all the cost of these mitigations. 

I fear that for transportation and housing, suitable mitigation from CPHP impacts may not be possible.  We need
City analysis.

UCSF’s “Planning Principles” largely seek to bypass scrutiny from City planners.  A description of these
principles is available here:

https://www.ucsf.edu/sites/default/files/Dogpatch_Project_Summary_and_Cushioning_Action_Plan_10232017.pdf

These principles were used in UCSF’s Mission Bay development.  The principles described in the above link
arbitrarily weaken the principles of the 1987 MOU between UCSF and the City.  Mr. Dennis Antenore submitted
a copy of the 1987 MOU for your review.  The 1987 MOU provides a standard to be used.
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Three of the five principles (1, 2 and 5) in the above link seek to engage community members without City
participation.  They are a transparent attempt to avoid scrutiny by City professionals.

Principle 3 (“Cushioning of impacts”) is presented as “and/or” engagement with community groups and the City. 
The expertise of the PUC, MTA, Planning Commission and other City Departments is needed to understand
impacts this development will have, and the costs of mitigations.  Community groups do not offer a qualified
substitute.  “Cushioning” is the term UCSF uses to avoid the word “mitigation” and therefore avoid legal
accountability.

Principle 4 (“Proportional Share Funding”) is fine – but only if impacts are properly measured and “mitigation”,
not “cushioning” is the standard of accountability.

The City may have more leverage in negotiating with UCSF than is superficially apparent.  Without an MOU that
specifies otherwise, during the next drought UCSF should be held to the same water restrictions imposed on
everyone else.  During the last drought, this was a 25% reduction in water consumption.

My understanding is water restrictions may be even more severe with the next drought.  At minimum, water
usage restriction is an important MOU bargaining chip for the City that should not be given away without
significant concessions from UCSF.  At maximum, there is a serious question: “In the next drought, will there be
enough water to support the proposed larger hospital and campus?”

Nonsensical questions, such as "Does UCSF expect people carrying an infectious disease to travel using public
transit" or "will a woman giving birth travel to the hospital on a bicycle" only arise because that seems to be the
plan. 

The hospital

UCSF’s large hospital expansion plan coincides with closures of medical facilities on the northern peninsula.  
Seton Medical Center in Daly City has 357 beds and employs close to 1,500 workers.  Seton Medical Center staff
warn of a "medical desert" in northern San Mateo County should the hospital close.   Closure of this facility
would provide a rationale for UCSF’s hospital expansion but does not serve the needs of the Bay Area.  UCSF’s
CPHP failed to consider the most first, most basic decision regarding hospital expansion: “Make or buy?”

The Bay Area would be better served by UCSF stepping in to save Seton Medical and downsizing the CPHP
rather than pursuing its current plan.  Adding Seton Medical Center to the UCSF system would create a triangle
including Mission Bay and Parnassus Heights.   Highway 280 is an efficient route between Mission Bay and
Seton Medical.  Travel time from Seton Medical to Parnassus Heights would be roughly the same as travel
between Parnassus Heights and Mission Bay.

California taxpayers would be saved considerable cost if an already built hospital in part substituted for oversized
construction on the difficult Parnassus Heights site.  Given the prospect of budget shortfalls for years to come,
cost is an important consideration.   Additional UCSF hospital space could come on-line much more quickly if
Seton Medical is added to the system than if an oversized hospital is built in Parnassus Heights.

While it is not the purview of the City and County of San Francisco to perform an analysis including Seton
Medical, a City recommendation to the Regents of California to do so would serve the interests of both the City
and the greater Bay Area.

In summary, UCSF has focused inwards to its own needs at the expense of community needs.  UCSF has not been
transparent with its plan, and its community engagement has been superficial.  Community members in the Inner
Sunset, citizens of San Francisco and the Bay Area are counting on the City for proactive participation with
UCSF to amend the CPHP so it not only serves UCSF’s interests, but serves the interests of the citizens of San
Francisco.

Respectfully submitted,

Roger Hofmann

June 3, 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: Additional Development Proposed at 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:47:30 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: larrydelaney1@aol.com <larrydelaney1@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 5:02 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: barbarabdelaney@gmail.com; jimphilliou@gmail.com; patricialee168@gmail.com;
Lary.Ma49@gmail.com; sandra1750@yahoo.com; lauriecharkins@yahoo.com; megan@zaziesf.com
Subject: Additional Development Proposed at 4326-4336 Irving St
 

 

Dear David Weissglass and Planning Commission Secretary,
 
The developer wants to add a 4th floor to the building with 8 additional bedrooms and 8
additional bathrooms along with four roof decks.  The proposal goes against the Planning
Code and the Residential Building Guidelines and so the developer seeks to have the
Planning Commission overrule the Planning Dept and the Zoning Administrator.  If approved
it would set several terrible precedents for the Westside of the city.
 
It would allow an already non-conforming building (has only a 10 foot backyard) to add a
4th floor in a non-commercial neighborhood of 2 and 3 story buildings.  
 
Even without a 4th story it's already been approved to go from 20 to 40 bedrooms. This
proposal would add another 8 bedrooms (and 8 bathrooms) to make 48 bedrooms.  i.e. a
140% total increase in rentable bedrooms.
 
To create additional bedrooms, all parking has been eliminated by adding 5 ADUs in the
former garage.  This puts the burden of tenant parking on a neighborhood where there is
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just no parking today and sidewalks are already full of parked cars every evening.  The
neighborhood will pay the price of the developers increased profits coming from eliminating
parking and adding additional units.
 
Common space within the units are being minimized to create more rentable bedrooms in
order to increase profits. 
 
The proposal requests approval for four 4th floor roof decks which will create noise and
nighttime light issues for neighboring homes and danger from falling objects.  Again, the
developers profit at neighborhood cost.
 
Regarding loss of views, light and air; the developer says that although it will "suck for us"
he says he has no hesitation about adding to the value of his property by subtracting from
the value of others if the system allows him to do so. 
 
The developers promised us in early April that they would not go ahead with the 4th floor
proposal and then a month later went ahead with it anyway.  We, the immediate neighbors,
lost a month of time from what would have been spent better understanding what was
happening and marshaling opposition.  And with shelter-in-place it has been extremely
difficult to take on this challenge.
 
 
Best regards,
 
Larry Delaney
1279 44th Ave



 
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 regarding 4326-4336 Irving Street
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:47:09 AM
Attachments: Gordon MarSeal Rock Investments.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: larrydelaney1@aol.com <larrydelaney1@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 4:50 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: tom@zimberoff.com; jimphilliou@gmail.com; barbarabdelaney@gmail.com
Subject: Letter regarding 4326-4336 Irving Street
 

 

Dear David Weissglass and SF Planning Commission Secretary,
 
Please accept this letter from Tom Zimberoff (cc'd here) as a letter of opposition to the
proposed additional development at 4326-4336 Irving St.
 
Best Regards,
 
Larry 

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Zimberoff <tom@zimberoff.com>
To: Marstaff (BOS) <marstaff@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tue, Jun 2, 2020 10:53 am
Subject: Re: Meeting about permit

Dear Supervisor Mar & staff,
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ADDRESS
1364 45th Avenue
San Francisco, California 94122


TELEPHONE
(415) 659-9600


EMAIL
tom@zimberoff.com


June 2, 2020 


The Honorable Gordon Mar 
Supervisor 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 


Dear Supervisor Mar: 


What is it about real estate developers that so many, so often, get caught 
trying to pull a fast one? A project underway at 4326-4336 Irving Street 
is threatening to adversely alter the quality of life for me and my 
neighbors. The developer is trying to outmaneuver the SF City Panning 
Department with the despicable and too commonly-used tactic, It’s easier 
to apologize than get permission. 


The City agreed to let Seal Rock Investments add five units to a twelve-unit 
building (originally twenty bedrooms with twelve baths). Seal Rock is 
furtively trying to convert it into 48 BEDROOMS with 40 FULL BATHS 
and 2 HALF-BATHS; I might add with no parking whatsoever. I might also 
add, this is not affordable housing. 


Seal Rock began by converting the building’s ground-floor parking 
spaces into five accessory dwelling units (ADUs). The plan was fast-
tracked by the City but without neighborhood notification. As you 
probably know, by convention, an ADU is a small studio- or one-
bedroom apartment that homeowners may add to the back of a garage. 
Such “granny flats” are often fast-tracked because of the housing 
shortage, justifiably so. In this case, however, the City and the Outer 
Sunset community were deliberately deceived. 


TOM ZIMBEROFF
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Seal Rock wants to, in addition to the five units, change the layouts of the 
original twelve units by “popping up” (their expression) an additional and 
unapproved fourth story, so that four of the twelve original units will 
become two-story luxury penthouses with ocean views and roof decks. As 
for the original twelve one- and two-bedroom units, Seal Rock would 
convert them to three- and five-bedroom units by removing the common 
space in each one. The consequence is overcrowded living conditions: a 
tiny kitchen with three or more very tiny bedrooms with bathrooms. These 
units not intended for families. They are designed to crowd in as many 
itinerant gig workers as they can. The developer has admitted as much. 


Whereas the twelve units originally had twenty bedrooms and twelve 
bathrooms among them, they will now have thirty-six bedrooms, seventeen 
full baths and two half-baths among them. This was not what the City 
agreed to. The Planning Department does not like, and has not approved, 
Seal Rock’s plan. They do not like the fact that the units have no common 
space. They do not like the density and they do not like the extra fourth-
story so-called “pop up.”  


Ignoring demands to revert their plan to what had already been 
officially approved, Seal Rock has, instead, proffered $2,500 to pay for 
a Discretionary Review by the SF Planning Commission, hoping to 
change their ruling. Seal Rock’s arguments will, of course, be based on 
the need for more housing. But their rationale is disingenuous. It 
should be noted that Seal Rock has lately connived with several local 
businesses, hoping to enlist their so-called “community support” by 
proffering “investments” in those businesses. 


The Planning Department is already opposed to the project. Those of us 
whose properties lie adjacent to the development are opposed to it, too. 
My neighbors and I want your support to help us revert the developer’s 
plan to what was originally agreed, so it is both legally and morally 
acceptable. Will you please join us? 


(See outline on following page.) 
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Outline for opposition to Seal Rock Investments project: 


1. THE 4TH STORY 


a) Adversely affects the light, air, and privacy of surrounding 
properties. 


b) Sets bad precedent for “pop up” fourth floors. 
c) Skews property values. 


2. THE CONFIGURATION 


a) A human hive, cramming as many gig workers as possible into 
each single unit. 


i) Plans and layout for units at the Planning Dept. Property 
Information Map site online. 


ii) Developer has specifically referred to gig workers 


b) The Outer Sunset is a family neighborhood, yet new units are 
intentionally ill-designed to accommodate families. 


c) No parking made available in neighborhood where 
homeowners and renters are already obliged to park on the 
sidewalks. 


d) Not affordable housing 


i) The developer projected rents @ $1,800 per bedroom/
bath, which means $5,400 to $7,200 per apartment. 


Please join me and my neighbors in our opposition to this project. AT the 
City Pannning Department, the planner in charge is: 


David Weissglass 
(415) 575-9177 
david.weissglass@sfgov.org 


With my best regards, 
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Attached is a letter, supported by many Outer Sunset residents living adjacent to a re-development
project on Irving Street, between 45th and 44th Avenues. Kindly give it your consideration.
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
Tom Zimberoff
 
 

Tom Zimberoff
1364 45th Avenue
San Francisco, California 94122
https://medium.com/@zimberoff
(415) 246-2417

This electronic mail message and any attached files contain information intended for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be subject to legal
restriction or sanction. Unintended recipients are prohibited from taking action on the basis of information in this email.  Please notify the sender, by
electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original message without making any copies.
 
 

https://medium.com/@zimberoff


 
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); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for UCSF"s CPHP
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:46:28 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: Andrea Jadwin <drejadwin@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 4:38 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Wong, Lily (UCSF) <lily.wong3@ucsf.edu>;
Martha Ehrenfeld <martha@inner-sunset.org>
Subject: Support for UCSF's CPHP
 

 

I'm a 20+ year resident and property owner in the Inner Sunset and live/work within three blocks of
the Parnassus campus.
 
I've participated as an advisory committee member in public outreach meetings held nearly every
month since August of 2019 and after careful consideration, I support the CPHP project.
 
In particular, I support the addition of 750 units of new housing, the re-design and improvement of
the Irving and Arguello/2nd Avenue entrance and prioritization of a new hospital in the multi year
plan.
 
Now is the time for neighbors/residents/UCSF community staff, with support from our elected
representatives, to focus on mitigation and community investment projects.  Unless we make this
next step a priority, the surrounding neighborhoods and the CCSF will be the big losers on this
project.
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Please take this into consideration as you hear UCSF's presentation.
 
Respectfully,
 
Andrea Jadwin
1388 6th Avenue
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSING 4326 - 4336 Irving Street
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:45:23 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: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 4:34 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@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>;
deland.chan@sfgov.org
Subject: Fwd: OPPOSING 4326 - 4336 Irving Street
 

 

TO: SF Planning Commission members and Secretary 
 
Please refer to the email below sent to David Weissglass. 
 
Eileen Boken 
President 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 
-------- Original message --------
From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com>
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Date: 6/3/20 1:14 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: david.weissglass@sfgov.org
Cc: Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>, "Shawna J. Mcgrew" <sunsetfog@aol.com>,
larrydelaney1@aol.com, barbarabdelaney@gmail.com, jimphillion@gmail.com
Subject: OPPOSING 4326 - 4336 Irving Street
 
Hi David, 
 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is opposing not only the variance but also
the proposed 4th story vertical addition.
 
The orginal structure from the 1960s is not only a Sunset Special. With a lot width of 60 feet, it also
has a massing which is already inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood.
 
The project sponsor has already received approvals for a 41.6% increase in the number of dwelling
units. The unit count has already increased from 12 to 17.
 
Of the current 17 dwelling units, 2 are already non-conforming in terms of the dwelling unit
exposure requirement. Two out of 17 units is the equivalent of 11.7% 
 
The proposal would intensify the non-compliance of these two units.
 
The proposed use of multiple spiral staircases could raise concerns regarding egress.
 
SPEAK agrees with Department staff that the existing building is already overbuilt, that the proposed
vertical does not add any dwelling units and that there are no exceptional or extraordinary
circumstances for non-compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines.
 
That being said, SPEAK does not support the staff recommendations for the 4th story vertical
addition, but rather opposes the vertical addition in its entirety.
 
Eileen Boken, President 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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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 of opposition to 4th floor addition proposal at 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:44:56 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: larrydelaney1@aol.com <larrydelaney1@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 12:25 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: jimphilliou@gmail.com; Lary.Ma49@gmail.com; sandra1750@yahoo.com;
lauriecharkins@yahoo.com; megan@zaziesf.com; barbarabdelaney@gmail.com; Weissglass, David
(CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of opposition to 4th floor addition proposal at 4326-4336 Irving St
 

 

Dear SF Planning Commission Secretary,
 
Please accept this email/photos as a letter of opposition to the proposal
to add a 4th floor addition to the building at 4326-4336 Irving St.  These
photos show how bad parking in this block already is today and which
would be worsened by the addition of extra bedrooms and resultant
extra occupancy by a 4th floor addition.
 
I already sent this to David Weissglass (cc'd here) but it missed the staff
report cutoff so sending directly to the commissioners.
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Best regards, 
 
Larry Delaney 
1279 44th Ave 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
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: Comment: Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:44:20 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: Denis Mosgofian <denismosgofian@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 1:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comment: Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
 

 

Comment to the Planning Commission
HEARING DATE: JUNE 4, 2020
UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP)
Case Number: 2020-002347CWP
Staff Contact: Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Community Planning Program Manager
(415) 575-6815, joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 I wish to call your attention to the enormous shift of responsibility the University of
California at San Francisco intends to transfer to the people of San Francisco, and to the
City and County of San Francisco by its proposal to expand the space ceiling at UCSF by
1.5 msf, and to refuse to commit to building affordable housing for its greatly expanded
future workforce, and to refuse to pay for the actual mitigation expenses which the City
will inevitably incur over many decades.

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
mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org


 Because UCSF is exempted from paying taxes to the City, exempted from helping pay
down the bonds the City borrows to pay for infrastructure, is exempted from local
obligations to construct housing affordable proportionate to its expanded building
envelope, is exempted from in lieu fees for housing, is exempted from SFMTA transit
obligations, UCSF is counting on being able to shift these ongoing burdens to the City.
 Further, UCSF is attempting to preempt being obligated to pay for inevitable mandatory
mitigation measures by inventing the cutesy term, “cushioning action plan”, to conceal its
huge long term impacts.
 UCSF, while absolutely depending upon the City to provide endless services, is counting
on being able to shift these burdens onto the people of San Francisco.
 I asked myself to look at this proposed development as if it were a private developer. 
The net expansion of 2.05 msf, the equivalent of adding a Salesforce Tower onto
Parnassus Avenue, would, I believe, never get City or public approval. And even if scaled
down appropriately, it would be met with myriad financial and other mitigations.
 I urge the members of the Planning Commission take a hard look at the impacts of such a
gigantic expansion of the existing UCSF footprint in a residential area, and to advise the
City to insist on it building affordable housing and committing to long term financial
mitigation for City provided transit, traffic and other services.
Thank you for your consideration of these concerns,
 Denis Mosgofian
1227 - 10th Avenue
SF 94122



 
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 - notes
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:44:02 AM
Attachments: Permit Summary.docx

 
 
 
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 Delaney <barbarabdelaney@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 3:15 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326-4336 Irving - notes
 

 

Dear Commission Secretary,

 

Could you please forward the attached document to the

Planning Commissioners so they will have it before the hearing

tomorrow at 1:00?  Thanks you. B
 
--
Barbara Delaney
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[bookmark: _GoBack]To:  Planning Commissioners

From: Barbara Delaney

Re:  4326-4336 Irving



What is happening to the permit for this building?  Notes for the record in case we have to have an appeal where no new information can appear.



1.  March 2 – the neighbors of this project received plans and a notice regarding a Discretionary Review hearing for the property at 4326-4336 Irving.

2. March 17.  I contact David Weissman about the multiple, and varied sets of plans, dates and revisions in the package.  He replies that there had been plans approved that should have gone to the planning department but did not.  The included plans were revisions to the original plans and new plans that were not yet approved.(email)

3. March 23, 24.  David Weissman tells me the planning department is extremely concerned with the layouts of the 2nd and 3 rd floors. (email)

4. DR hearing postponed due to shelter in place.

5. April 2 – Brian Veit contacts me and says he will not build the 4th story if I will support his 2nd and 3rd story proposal.  I reluctantly agree.  It is clear he does not have a permit for this at this time.. (email, text message).

6. April 30.  Brian Veit calls and says he’s going to build the 4th story after all.  Seems pretty sure it’s a done deal.  The following week David tells me the same thing (email)

7. May 18.  I speak to David Weissman who says the planning department is no longer extremely concerned about the reorganization of the ADUs or the 2nd and 3rd stories.  The DR will be about the 4th story and only the 4th story.  We (all of us who are opposed to the project0 decide we cannot get our own DR together by the deadline of 5:00 pm on May 22, 4 days later.  I also asked him at this time what were the new plans on the website (I think posted on May 16) and he told me there were just minor changes .  

8. May 28 – In looking over these “new” plans, I discover they are plans from December 9, 2019 approved by Tom Hui which must have been the plans approved by DBI without planning review and which had not been acceptable to the planning department at the time.  At this time, Tom Hui no longer even worked in DBI having been suspended by the mayor for corruption and other malfeasance relating to fast tracking permits, taking bribes, fraud and a slew of other things.



On May 28, same day, I wrote to the Planning Commision, the City Attorney, Supervisor Gordon Mar and the head of DBI regarding this issue.  



May 29. The building permits for 4326-4336 are suspended.  There still needs to be more investigation into how Tom Hui, who was the head of DBI not just a new staff member, approved a permit that he would have known should go to the planning department...  He obviously knew what he should do but what convinced him to do otherwise?  His history seems to tell a pretty clear story. 



The project on Irving Street should be stopped.  The neighbors should have more input into what would be an acceptable design for our neighborhood.  We were told we would have this on March 2 and we did not get it.



I have documentation for everything mentioned above.  I only have documentation for the dates of phone calls, not the content but do have text messages.



 
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); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Statement Of Dennis Antenore re: UCSF expansion plans with attachements June 4, 2020
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 8:43:06 AM
Attachments: Antenore statement Planning Commission, June 4, 2020 on UCSF Parnusses Heights Plan.docx

HPSCAN_20200603222058813.pdf
HPSCAN_2020060322244425.pdf

Importance: High
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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: Dennis Antenore <antenored@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 4:04 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Statement Of Dennis Antenore re: UCSF expansion plans with attachements June 4, 2020
Importance: High
 

 

Jonas:  I hope this finds you well and that you are staying safe and healthy.   Attached is a copy of the
statement I am submitting for the hearing on UCSF plans tomorrow with attachments.  Please
provide them to the Commission for the hearing tomorrow.  Thanks so much,  Dennis
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Statement of Dennis Antenore to San Francisco Planning Commission re: UCSF Expansion Plans June4, 2020  



I have been a member of the Community Advisory Group to UCSF since 1991.  As such I have been deeply involved in planning issues since that time, including every Long Range Development Plan, The Expansion to Mission Bay, the development of the two Mission Bay Hospitals, and all planning issues regarding the Parnassus Heights campus.  I have always felt that the University made a genuine effort to include community views and concerns in its decisions.  However, this current effort is a glaring exception.  Efforts to include a broader community perspective have been in name only and has not dealt with the most important and pressing issues of the expansion plans

The plan calls for the addition of 1.5 million square feet to the Parnassus Heights Campus. To put this in perspective this is the equivalent of adding the square footage of the Salesforce Tower to an already constrained campus in the middle of two fully mature residential neighborhoods. Most importantly the University has studiously avoided any real discussion of the jobs/housing balance issues as well any meaningful response to the major impacts on the public transportation of this plan. In addition UCSF has abandoned its decades-long commitment to the Parnassus Heights Campus space ceiling contained in a 1976 Regent’s Resolution



Rather than go over these issues in detail at this point I would like to speak to the important role of the Planning Commission in responding to the expansion plans. On February 17, 1987 UCSF entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City and County of San Francisco regarding communication and “oversight” of University master planning, construction and real estate utilization. (copy attached hereto) That MOU remains in effect and should form the basis of the City’s review of UCSF plans. Among other provisions the MOU requires UCSF “to advise the City in writing of all matters concerning master planning, construction and real property utilization initiated by UCSF which may have an impact on the City.  The City Planning Commission will review such proposals and advise UCSF in writing as to the conformance of such development with the Master Plan of San Francisco and Planning Code Section 304.5 (Institutional Master Plans) with recommendations, if any, for amendment to the proposal. (emphasis supplied)

 Thus the Planning Commission and Department have an essential role in identifying conflicts with the City’s General Plan and requesting pertinent amendments to the Plan. This is especially important in light of the major negative impacts this Plan would have both on the surrounding neighborhoods and the City at large. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]The role of the Planning Commission and the Department also extends to reviewing the environmental impact documents with an emphasis on identifying substantial impacts requiring appropriate mitigations. In connection with the adoption of the 2014 LRDP the Regents adopted a set of planning principles to govern future planning efforts. Those principles arose out of a negotiated process between the community represented by the Community Advisory Group and the University.  The University was represented by legal counsel from the Office of the President as well as the UCSF administration.  Most importantly, the principles include a commitment by the University to provide “proportional share funding” for adopted mitigation measures that are the responsibility of the City and identified in CEQA documents prepared for UCSF projects to reduce or avoid UCSF’s share of significant off-campus environmental impacts caused by UCSF development.  This was recognizing opinions of the Legislative Counsel in Sacramento that such payments are legally binding on the University. Thus, it is of utmost importance that the City review the plan and the environmental documents to ensure that mitigation measures are adequately identified.  The University has a long history of identifying measures as “cushioning” rather than “mitigations” to avoid being legally bound by this requirement. The City should express its own opinion as to what impacts need to be mitigated.

The Planning Commission and Department have the heavy responsibility to ensure that the interests of the City as a whole are fully integrated into these planning decisions.



Respectfully submitted,          Dennis Antenore    

                                                 June4, 2020.

















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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Diamond, Susan (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Deland Chan
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Conner, Kate (CPC); Chion, Miriam (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 6:45:20 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: Nancy Wuerfel <nancenumber1@aol.com>
Reply-To: Nancy Wuerfel <nancenumber1@aol.com>
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 at 3:43 PM
To: "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "kathyhoward@earthlink.net" <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>
Subject: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085,
1120, and 1385
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
This letter is to request that  you direct the Planning Department to do an
analysis of five  California Senate bills (SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385)
as soon as possible. These bills are being rushed through the shortened
legislative session in Sacramento which gives less time for public review,
comment, and hearings. These bills could have a disproportionate impact
on San Franciscans - tenants and homeowners alike - as well as  to further
undermine environmental protections under CEQA. They could possibly
devastate our communities.
 
The public needs to understand the good and bad impacts of each of these

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:kate.conner@sfgov.org
mailto:miriam.chion@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


bills. We rely on the Planning Department staff to provide us with objective
reviews of what each bill means for San Franciscans.  Time is of the
essence to perform this analysis.
 
Thank you for your support to keep the public informed on these bills.
 
Sincerely,
 
Nancy Wuerfel



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Chamber of Commerce Support - UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 6:43:15 AM
Attachments: Support - UCSF Parnassus .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: Emily Abraham <eabraham@sfchamber.com>
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 at 5:02 PM
To: Emily Abraham <eabraham@sfchamber.com>
Cc: Jay Cheng <jcheng@sfchamber.com>, "Alden, Amiee (UCSF)" <Amiee.Alden@ucsf.edu>
Subject: SF Chamber of Commerce Support - UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I hope you are all staying safe and well during these difficult times for our city and country.
 
On behalf of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, please see attached for our letter of
support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan.
 
Sincerely,
 
Emily 
 
Emily Abraham
Public Policy Manager
SF Chamber of Commerce
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235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104 
tel: 415.392.4520 • fax: 415.392.0485 
sfchamber.com • twitter: @sf_chamber 
 


June 3, 2020 
 
President Koppel and San Francisco Planning Commission 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 


Re: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 


Dear President Koppel and Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission, 


On behalf of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, I am pleased to support the UCSF 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. As San Francisco recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic 
and re-opens its economy, this 30-year project will be a key economic driver for the City, adding jobs in 
health care and construction and increasing economic activity citywide. 


UCSF plays an essential role in San Francisco, as a top-ranked medical center, University of California 
health sciences campus, and major biotechnology research center. UCSF is also the second-largest 
employer in San Francisco, after the City itself, and half of its employees are San Francisco residents. 


UCSF’s aging facilities have not kept pace with the University’s renowned status nationwide. Its 
flagship Moffitt Hospital was designed in the 1940s and opened in the 1950s, and is now unable to 
meet the growing demand for patient referrals and modern standards of care. Its aging research labs 
make it more difficult for UCSF to recruit and retain the world-class faculty and students that make 
UCSF a world-class university and medical center, and which UCSF needs in order to lead cutting edge 
research to fight diseases like COVID-19. 


Over the last two years, UCSF has engaged in an open and transparent process with its neighbors 
regarding the plan. The Chamber is excited about the benefits that this plan will provide to the City, 
including: jobs, new housing, transportation enhancements, and improved access to open space. 


The Chamber looks forward to implementation of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights plan, and 
urges your support. 


Respectfully, 
    


Jay Cheng 
Public Policy Director 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 







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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Diamond, Susan (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Deland Chan
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Conner, Kate (CPC); Chion, Miriam (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please direct the Planning Department to analyze these state housing bills ASAP - SB902, SB995, SB1085,

SB1120, and SB1385
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 6:42:47 AM

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

From: Jason Jungreis <jasonjungreis@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 at 5:06 PM
To: "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>,
"Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please direct the Planning Department to analyze these state housing bills ASAP -
SB902, SB995, SB1085, SB1120, and SB1385
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
I urge you to direct the Planning Department to immediately analyze the following state housing
bills:  SB902, SB995, SB1085, SB1120, and SB1385.  These bills are detrimental to San Francisco,
which already adheres to all pro-housing requirements and moreover exceeds those requirements,
and even further, we have our own incentives already in place.  Moreover, there are 64,000 units
already approved for construction in San Francisco, and therefore our energies should be focused on
moving forward the process to actually build those units.  Finally, the advent of Covid-19 has
dramatically and likely permanently reduced the demand for housing in San Francisco, and this must
be taken into account.
 
Thank you.
 
Jason Jungreis
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527 47th Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94121
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 440-448 Waller DR hearing continuance request
Date: Thursday, June 04, 2020 6:40:44 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

Commissioners,
Please be advised that Waller will be continued.
 
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: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 at 6:02 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)" <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 440-448 Waller DR hearing continuance request
 
Jonas,
Please see below for request for continuance to June 11-  acceptable to both parties
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9159
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
 
 
From: Tom Drohan <tomedrohan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 5:51 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: Re: 440-448 Waller hearing
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

 
Yes,acceptable.  This is a good idea.  I started a trial this week and have not had much time to attend
to this.  My hope is that with this extra time we will be able to reach an agreement and take it off the
calendar.  Thanks, Tom
 
On Wed, Jun 3, 2020 at 5:05 PM Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org> wrote:

Is this acceptable to both parties?
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9159
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board
of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person
services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more
information.
 
 

From: Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 4:51 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
<elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Subject: 440-448 Waller hearing
 

 

Hi David and Elizabeth, we would like to request a one week continuance to try to finalize
settlement. Should I email Jonas and/or request when continuances are called tomorrow? Thanks!
 

 
Jody Knight
Partner
T.  (415) 567-9000
F.  (415) 399-9480
jknight@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                 Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600      456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607
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PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee,
and may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please
email a reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.

https://twitter.com/intent/follow?screen_name=ReubenJRLaw
https://www.linkedin.com/company/reuben-&-junius-llp


 
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: Concerning 4326-4336 Irving St Building
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 12:23:03 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: Aaron Nudelman <ron.elman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 12:22 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Concerning 4326-4336 Irving St Building
 

 

Hello and thank you for your consideration of the following.

We live at 1284 44th Ave, for approximately 15 years, around the corner from the
proposed building project at 4326-4336 Irving.
We share in the written concerns (5/22 Letter from the Delaneys and the Lees) about
the proposed project and its potentially devastating and irreversible effects on the
neighborhood.
We are especially opposed to the construction of a 4th floor on the building for reasons
including that the view of the ocean from our upper deck (we have no usable yard) will
be permanently blocked and instead of a sunset and rooftops, we'll see an eyesore and
some sky.

Thanks again for your time and attention, and help with this city-altering matter.
 
-Aaron Nudelman
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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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: 764 Stanyan Street - Conditional Use Hearing - support for the plan
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 12:22:43 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: chock313@gmail.com <chock313@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 12:02 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 764 Stanyan Street - Conditional Use Hearing - support for the plan
 

 

Hi there,
 
I support the Conditional Use of 764 Stanyan for cannabis retail use as described in the Notice of
Public Hearing (attached). Living in the neighborhood (on Shrader Street) and with a member of the
household that uses cannabis for medical purposes … and as a believer that as long as you are not
breaking the law you should be able to do what you want with your own property … I fully support
this initiative.
 
Thanks for your consideration.
Chris Hock
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 667 Mississippi / 2019-014211DRP CORRECTED PACKET
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 10:37:03 AM
Attachments: 2019-014211DRP.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: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 10:04 AM
To: Deland Chan <delandsf@gmail.com>; 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>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 667 Mississippi / 2019-014211DRP CORRECTED PACKET
 
Hello Commissioners,
 
There was an error in publishing the packets for your DR hearing item at 667 Mississippi Street for
tomorrow’s hearing. The correct packet is attached, and corrected copies have been provided to
interested parties and published online. This updated packet reflects discussions between the DR
requestor and Project Sponsor.
 
Thank you,
 
Regards,

Michael Christensen, Senior Planner | 415.575.8742
San Francisco Planning Department, SE Quadrant Team
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
 
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
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Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: MAY 21, 2020 


Continued from February 6, March 19, March 26, April 9, and April 23, 2020 hearings 
 


Record No.: 2019-014211DRP 


Project Address: 667-669 Mississippi Street 


Permit Application: 2019.0717.6109 


Zoning: Mixed Use Residential (MUR) 


 40-X Height and Bulk District 


Block/Lot: 4103/029 


Project Sponsor: Nguey Lay 


 689 14th Street #1 


 San Francisco, CA  94114 


Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 


 Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: Take DR and approve with conditions 


 


BACKGROUND 


At the February 6, 2020 hearing, the Planning Commission continued Case No. 2019-014211DRP with 


direction to the Project Sponsor to continue to work with nearby residents to understand their concerns 


with the Project and to consider Project alterations to address those concerns. On February 19, 2020, the 


Project Sponsor met with the DR requestor and other concerned parties to discuss the project. The 


meeting was mediated by JR Eppler of Potrero Boosters, and Bridgett Hicks of Department staff was 


present to answer questions on behalf of the Planning Department. 


 


At the meeting, the Project Sponsor was requested to limit the hours of operation of the business, remove 


on-site consumption from the Project, and to expand the Good Neighbor Policy to include monitoring for 


double parking and cannabis consumption within 150 feet of the proposed site. The Project Sponsor 


agreed at the meeting to all the requested terms. Subsequently, the DR requestor consulted with other 


neighbors and elected to reject the proposed agreement and to request that the Planning Commission 


deny the application in full. 


 


CURRENT PROPOSAL 


Given that limits and alteration of the Project has not resolved the requested Discretionary Review, the 


Project cannot be resolved outside of the DR process. The Project Sponsor has indicated support for the 


Commission taking DR and adopting the Conditions of Approval that were discussed at the February 19 


meeting, which include: 


1. limiting hours of operation to 11am – 7pm Monday through Saturday, and 11am – 6pm on 


Sundays, 


2. removing the proposed smoking and vaporizing room, and prohibiting the addition of such a 


space in the future absent a Mandatory Discretionary Review filing, and 
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3. requiring a 150-foot radius for the business to patrol to discourage double parking or illegal 


consumption of cannabis products. 


 


RECOMMENDED COMMISSION ACTION 


The Department recommends that the Commission take DR and approve the project with conditions, as 


detailed above. 


 


BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 


▪ The Project establishes a principally permitted use at the site. 


▪ The Project complies with the Planning Code and General Plan, including the 600-foot buffer rule 


established in Planning Code Section 202.2. 


▪ The site is well served by transit, including the 22nd Street Caltrain Station. 


▪ The Project creates a new Cannabis Retail use in a neighborhood that is not identified as 


overconcentrated with such uses. 


 


RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and Approve with Conditions 


 


Attachments: 


Draft DR Action Memo 


February 6, 2020 Case Report 
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Discretionary Review Action DRA-XXXX 
HEARING DATE: MAY 21 , 2020 


 
Record No.: 2019-014211DRP 


Project Address: 667-669 Mississippi Street 


Permit Application: 2019.0717.6109 


Zoning: Mixed Use Residential (MUR) 


 40-X Height and Bulk District 


Block/Lot: 4103/029 


Project Sponsor: Nguey Lay 


 689 14th Street #1 


 San Francisco, CA  94114 


Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 


 Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org 


 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD 


NO. 2019-014211DRP AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.  


2019.0717.6109 TO ESTABLISH A NEW, 1,000 SQUARE FOOT CANNABIS RETAIL USE 
WITHIN AN EXISTING ONE-STORY BUILDING LOCATED AT 667 MISSISSIPPI STREET, 


WITHIN THE MUR (MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X 


HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 


PREAMBLE 


On July 17, 2019, Nguey Lay filed for Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109 to establish 


a new 1,000 square foot Cannabis Retail establishment in the one-story Industrial building located 


at 667 Mississippi Street, within the MUR (Mixed Use Residential) Zoning District and a 40-X 


Height and Bulk District. 
 


On October 28, 2019, Albert Lee,  (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an 


application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review 
(2019-014211DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109. 


 


The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under Class 1 
and Class 3 categorical exemptions. 


 


On May 21, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted 
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review 


Application 2019-014893DRP. 


 
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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ACTION 


The Commission finds that there are extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in this case and  


hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2019-014211DRP and approves 


Building Permit Application 2019.0717.6109 with the following conditions: 


 


1. Hours of Operation.  The subject establishment is limited to the following hours of 
operation:  Monday through Saturday from 11a.m. to 7p.m. and Sundays 11a.m. to 6p.m. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-


6863, www.sf-planning.org 
 


2. On-Site Consumption. The operation may obtain authorization from the Department of 


Public Health for Type A or Type B on-site consumption permits, which allow for 
consumption of packaged products not prepared on site and consumption of products 


with limited on-site preparation, with no smoking or vaporizing. The operation is not 


eligible for a Type C permit, which allows for on-site smoking or vaporizing. If the 
Department of Public Health alters the permit types for on-site consumption or adds 


additional permit types, the operator is eligible for permit types that allow for on-site 


consumption of products but no on-site smoking or vaporizing. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-


6863, www.sf-planning.org 


 
3. Good Neighbor Policy.  As part of the Good Neighbor Policy plan to be submitted to the 


Office of Cannabis, the Project Sponsor shall include monitoring of areas within 150-feet 


of the project site that are visible from the project site to discourage double parking and 
illegal consumption of cannabis products originating from the site. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-


6863, www.sf-planning.org 
 


 


The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include: 
 


1. The Conditions of Approval are requested by the Project Sponsor to address the concerns 


of the DR requestor.  
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APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this 


Building Permit Application to the Board of Appeals only after the Department of 


Building Inspection (DBI) takes action (issuing or disapproving) the permit. Such appeal 


must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on the permit.  For further 


information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 415-575-6880, 1650 Mission Street 


# 304, San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.  


 


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 took Discretionary Review and approved the 


building permit as referenced in this action memo on May 21, 2020. 


 
 


Jonas P. Ionin 


Commission Secretary 
 


 


 
AYES:   


 


NAYS:   
 


ABSENT:  


 
ADOPTED: May 21, 2020 
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Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: MAY 21, 2020 


Continued from February 6, March 19, March 26, April 9, and April 23, 2020 hearings 
 


Record No.: 2019-014211DRP 


Project Address: 667-669 Mississippi Street 


Permit Application: 2019.0717.6109 


Zoning: Mixed Use Residential (MUR) 


 40-X Height and Bulk District 


Block/Lot: 4103/029 


Project Sponsor: Nguey Lay 


 689 14th Street #1 


 San Francisco, CA  94114 


Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 


 Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: Take DR and approve with conditions 


 


BACKGROUND 


At the February 6, 2020 hearing, the Planning Commission continued Case No. 2019-014211DRP with 


direction to the Project Sponsor to continue to work with nearby residents to understand their concerns 


with the Project and to consider Project alterations to address those concerns. On February 19, 2020, the 


Project Sponsor met with the DR requestor and other concerned parties to discuss the project. The 


meeting was mediated by JR Eppler of Potrero Boosters, and Bridgett Hicks of Department staff was 


present to answer questions on behalf of the Planning Department. 


 


At the meeting, the Project Sponsor was requested to limit the hours of operation of the business, remove 


on-site consumption from the Project, and to expand the Good Neighbor Policy to include monitoring for 


double parking and cannabis consumption within 150 feet of the proposed site. The Project Sponsor 


agreed at the meeting to all the requested terms. Subsequently, the DR requestor consulted with other 


neighbors and elected to reject the proposed agreement and to request that the Planning Commission 


deny the application in full. 


 


CURRENT PROPOSAL 


Given that limits and alteration of the Project has not resolved the requested Discretionary Review, the 


Project cannot be resolved outside of the DR process. The Project Sponsor has indicated support for the 


Commission taking DR and adopting the Conditions of Approval that were discussed at the February 19 


meeting, which include: 


1. limiting hours of operation to 11am – 7pm Monday through Saturday, and 11am – 6pm on 


Sundays, 


2. removing the proposed smoking and vaporizing room, and prohibiting the addition of such a 


space in the future absent a Mandatory Discretionary Review filing, and 
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3. requiring a 150-foot radius for the business to patrol to discourage double parking or illegal 


consumption of cannabis products. 


 


RECOMMENDED COMMISSION ACTION 


The Department recommends that the Commission take DR and approve the project with conditions, as 


detailed above. 


 


BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 


▪ The Project establishes a principally permitted use at the site. 


▪ The Project complies with the Planning Code and General Plan, including the 600-foot buffer rule 


established in Planning Code Section 202.2. 


▪ The site is well served by transit, including the 22nd Street Caltrain Station. 


▪ The Project creates a new Cannabis Retail use in a neighborhood that is not identified as 


overconcentrated with such uses. 


 


RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and Approve with Conditions 


 


Attachments: 


Draft DR Action Memo 


February 6, 2020 Case Report 
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Discretionary Review Action DRA-XXXX 
HEARING DATE: MAY 21 , 2020 


 
Record No.: 2019-014211DRP 


Project Address: 667-669 Mississippi Street 


Permit Application: 2019.0717.6109 


Zoning: Mixed Use Residential (MUR) 


 40-X Height and Bulk District 


Block/Lot: 4103/029 


Project Sponsor: Nguey Lay 


 689 14th Street #1 


 San Francisco, CA  94114 


Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 


 Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org 


 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD 


NO. 2019-014211DRP AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.  


2019.0717.6109 TO ESTABLISH A NEW, 1,000 SQUARE FOOT CANNABIS RETAIL USE 
WITHIN AN EXISTING ONE-STORY BUILDING LOCATED AT 667 MISSISSIPPI STREET, 


WITHIN THE MUR (MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X 


HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 


PREAMBLE 


On July 17, 2019, Nguey Lay filed for Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109 to establish 


a new 1,000 square foot Cannabis Retail establishment in the one-story Industrial building located 


at 667 Mississippi Street, within the MUR (Mixed Use Residential) Zoning District and a 40-X 


Height and Bulk District. 
 


On October 28, 2019, Albert Lee,  (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an 


application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review 
(2019-014211DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109. 


 


The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under Class 1 
and Class 3 categorical exemptions. 


 


On May 21, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted 
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review 


Application 2019-014893DRP. 


 
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. 



mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org





DRA-XXXX Record No. 2019-014211DRP 
May 21, 2020 667 Mississippi Street 


 
2 


 


ACTION 


The Commission finds that there are extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in this case and  


hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2019-014211DRP and approves 


Building Permit Application 2019.0717.6109 with the following conditions: 


 


1. Hours of Operation.  The subject establishment is limited to the following hours of 
operation:  Monday through Saturday from 11a.m. to 7p.m. and Sundays 11a.m. to 6p.m. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-


6863, www.sf-planning.org 
 


2. On-Site Consumption. The operation may obtain authorization from the Department of 


Public Health for Type A or Type B on-site consumption permits, which allow for 
consumption of packaged products not prepared on site and consumption of products 


with limited on-site preparation, with no smoking or vaporizing. The operation is not 


eligible for a Type C permit, which allows for on-site smoking or vaporizing. If the 
Department of Public Health alters the permit types for on-site consumption or adds 


additional permit types, the operator is eligible for permit types that allow for on-site 


consumption of products but no on-site smoking or vaporizing. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-


6863, www.sf-planning.org 


 
3. Good Neighbor Policy.  As part of the Good Neighbor Policy plan to be submitted to the 


Office of Cannabis, the Project Sponsor shall include monitoring of areas within 150-feet 


of the project site that are visible from the project site to discourage double parking and 
illegal consumption of cannabis products originating from the site. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-


6863, www.sf-planning.org 
 


 


The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include: 
 


1. The Conditions of Approval are requested by the Project Sponsor to address the concerns 


of the DR requestor.  
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APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this 


Building Permit Application to the Board of Appeals only after the Department of 


Building Inspection (DBI) takes action (issuing or disapproving) the permit. Such appeal 


must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on the permit.  For further 


information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 415-575-6880, 1650 Mission Street 


# 304, San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.  


 


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 took Discretionary Review and approved the 


building permit as referenced in this action memo on May 21, 2020. 


 
 


Jonas P. Ionin 


Commission Secretary 
 


 


 
AYES:   


 


NAYS:   
 


ABSENT:  


 
ADOPTED: May 21, 2020 
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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 


HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 6, 2020 
 
Case No.: 2019-014211DRP 
Project Address: 667-669 Mississippi Street 
Permit Application: 2019.0717.6109 
Zoning: Mixed Use Residential (MUR) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 4103/029 
Project Sponsor: Nguey Lay 
 689 14th Street #1 
 San Francisco, CA  94114 
Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 
 Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project proposes to establish a new, approximately 1,000 square foot Cannabis Retail establishment, 
including an on-site consumption lounge, within an existing 4,200 square foot Industrial building. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The Project Site is an approximately 4,200 square foot, one-story Industrial building currently used for 
Industrial Agriculture (cannabis cultivation) and Light Manufacturing (manufacturing of cannabis 
products without the use of Volatile Organic Compounds. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The Project Site is located within the Mixed Use Residential (MUR) Zoning District, at the boundary 
between MUR and RH-2 Zoning Districts. The neighboring building to the south is a 48-unit Live/Work 
building with ground and upper level Live/Work units. Directly across Mississippi Street is “Knox”, a 91-
unit residential building. From the Project Site northward are two to three story residential buildings, 
generally consisting of single-family and two-family homes. 
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 


TYPE 
REQUIRED 


PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 


DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 


311 
Notice 


30 days 
September 25, 
2019 – October 


25, 2019 


October 23, 
2019 


February 6, 2020 106 days 


 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
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CASE NO. 2019-014211DRP 
667-669 Mississippi Street 


The DR requestor submitted a petition containing 146 signatures in opposition to the Project. 
Additionally, during the notification period, the Department received 8 emails in opposition to the 
Project. Since the Notice of Public Hearing was issued and up to packet publication, the Department 
received a total of 21 emails in support of the Project. 
 
Comments received in opposition generally cited concerns over parking and the compatibility of the use 
with the residential nature of Potrero Hill, expressing that Cannabis Retail uses should be only placed in 
commercial areas such as Downtown, SoMa, and the Mission District. Additionally, some comments 
expressed concern specifically with the inclusion of on-site consumption of cannabis products. Comments 
received in support of the Project and in opposition to the DR request generally cited the need to provide 
additional legal cannabis outlets to combat the existing unregulated market and confidence in the ability 
of the Project Sponsors to establish and manage an effective and compatible business. 
 
DR REQUESTOR 
The request for Discretionary Review was filed by Albert Lee, a resident of the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated October 23, 2019 and updated on January 27, 2020.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated January 29, 2020 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under Class 1 and Class 
3 categorical exemptions. 
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Department does not find an exceptional or extraordinary circumstance with the proposed Project. 
The site is an existing cannabis cultivation and manufacturing facility, and the introduction of a Retail use 
is consistent with the intent of the Mixed-Use Residential Zoning District and in orienting development 
along transit corridors, such as the 22nd Street Caltrain Station. The DR request also identifies the lack of 
basic needs retail uses in the broader neighborhood as an issue, but denial of this application would not 
result in the creation of any basis needs use, nor would it render the existing space available to such a use. 
No residential uses exist at the Project Site, and the proposed on-site consumption lounge would be small 
(300 square feet) and subject to the ventilation requirements of Health Code Article 8A. 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the 
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 
 


RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 


 
Attachments: 
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CASE NO. 2019-014211DRP 
667-669 Mississippi Street 


Context Diagrams 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application 
Reduced Plans 
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Site Photo
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 


NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 


On July 17, 2019, Building Permit Application No. 201907176109 was filed for work at the Project Address below. 
 
Notice Date:  September 25th, 2019   Expiration Date:     October 25th, 2019  
 


P R O J E C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 667 MISSISSIPPI ST Applicant: LAY NGUEY GONG 
Cross Street(s): 22nd Street Address: 182 Arguello Blvd 
Block/Lot No.: 4103 / 029 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94118 
Zoning District(s): MUR /40-X Telephone: 415 706 7014 
Record Number: 2019-014211PRJ Email: ngueylay@msn.com 


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


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


P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
X  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
P RO JE CT  FE AT U RE S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Light Manufacturing / Industrial 


Agriculture 
Light Manufacturing / Industrial 
Agriculture/ Cannabis Retail 


P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  


The project includes the establishment of a 1,016 square foot cannabis retail storefront and consumption lounge within the 
existing building which contains light manufacturing and cannabis cultivation uses.  


Cannabis Retail is only permitted if at least 600’ from any school, public or private, and any other Cannabis Retailer or 
Medical Cannabis Dispensary. Based on City record, the site was found to be compliant with this requirement. If you believe 
this determination to be incorrect, please contact the planner listed below prior to the expiration date. 


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


. 


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


For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Michael Christensen, 415-575-8742, Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org      
  


 



https://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-notification

https://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-notification





GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, contact the Planning Information 
Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415) 558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org.  If you have specific questions 
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  
If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  
1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact 


on you. 
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 


www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. 
Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually 
agreeable solutions.   


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


If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers 
to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for 
projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; 
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary 
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a 
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary 
Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online 
at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 
with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the fee for a 
Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If 
the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for 
Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel 
will have an impact on you.  Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 
If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 


BOARD OF APPEALS 


An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals 
at (415) 575-6880. 


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


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


Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 



http://www.communityboards.org/

http://www.communityboards.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/





CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


667 MISSISSIPPI ST


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


The Project proposes to establish a new, 1,016 square foot Cannabis Retail use within an existing 


non-storefront cannabis production facility within the MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Zoning District and 40-X 


Height and Bulk District.


Case No.


2019-014211PRJ


4103029


201907176109


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality 


Act (CEQA).


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


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


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


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


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


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


water quality.


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


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


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


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 


location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 


and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 


Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.


Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.


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


greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or  more 


of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 


If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.


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


expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50  cubic 


yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental 


Planning must issue the exemption.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Michael Christensen







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


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


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


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


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


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


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


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


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


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


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


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


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


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


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


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


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


existing historic character.


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


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


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


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


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


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


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER or PTR dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER or PTR)


Reclassify to Category C


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


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature:


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


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


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Michael Christensen


01/15/2020


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Planning Commission Hearing
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January 23, 2020 
 
President Joel Koppel and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94107 


Re: 667 Mississippi Street 


Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners: 


We are writing to introduce ourselves and respond to the Discretionary Review request that will be 
heard on February 6, 2019. We respectfully request that the Commission does not take DR. 
 


A. Project Applicants and Project Description 
 
I, along with my partner Angel Davis have been operating a small cannabis manufacturing business at 
667 Mississippi Street. Given the multitude of changes in the cannabis regulations, our partner at our 
recently approved 313 Ivy Street location wanted to also participate in the production of products at 
Mississippi Street. We were subsequently fortunate to be granted a cannabis license through our 
application as part of the SF Cannabis Equity Program. We are eager not only to establish an 
educational retail component but to expand our participation in the Equity Program for production of 
goods made by equity participants.  
 
We are also fortunate to have a long-term lease at 667 Mississippi St that enables us to operate a 
production facility given our small business model. This location will be able to help us become a 
successful participant in the equity program by taking advantage of this location and low lease terms.  
 
The cannabis industry has seen a significant increase in competition with the involvement of large 
companies.  As such, it has become more challenging to sell our products and increase distribution in 
retail outlets.  Our products are aimed at consumers who seek education on the benefits of cannabis 
rather than just pure recreational use.   
 
We recently renovated our production facility (ointments, edibles, etc.)  and are looking to enhance 
our business small business model so that it will be viable financially given the significant increase in 
competition.  A natural extension of our production facility would incorporate a retail and onsite 
consumption component so that we can increase our sales with our trained retail staff and also 
provide a safe environment for consumption. The current zoning of the MUR Mixed Use District 
permits the proposed cannabis retail/consumption expansion as of right.   
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We were recently approved approximately 300 sq ft of retail space at 313 Ivy Street that would take 
advantage of our lease there, and along with 760 sq. ft that is being proposed at 667 Mississippi, we 
hope to maximize the economies of scale for our total retail sales and begin to sell our locally 
manufactured products directly to our customers in a manner that supports the educational and 
medicinal benefits of our products.  
 


B. Summary Statement 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of the MUR Mixed Use District in that the 
intended retail use will provide diversity to the retail sales and a compatible retail service to the 
public in the immediately surrounding neighborhoods and to a larger market area during daytime 
hours. 
  
Cannabis is one of the fastest growing job categories in the country and one of the few retail uses 
that is burgeoning even in the face of e-commerce.  Most importantly it’s providing opportunities for 
living wage jobs for local residents and the equity community. Stay Gold has commitments in its 
Operating Agreement, as well as obligations under City policy, to source products and services from 
local businesses, particularly those owned by and employing residents who meet the Cannabis Equity 
Criteria. As such, the business aims to increase employment and resident ownership both in its own 
Cannabis Retail business and in the cannabis cultivation, manufacturing, and distribution businesses 
that are provided hundreds of skilled, unskilled, and semi-skilled jobs to San Francisco residents.  
  
Cannabis retailers bring many added benefits to the communities they serve. Stay gold is committed 
to the Potrero Hill Community and the city broadly. Stay Gold is committed to improve security for 
the entire neighborhood they serve. In addition, they are committed to community and have already 
begun identifying a program that they can support that will be beneficial to the community. See 
Appendix A 
 
A UCLA study funded by the National Institutes of Health demonstrated that crime does not go up in 
neighborhoods with cannabis stores and that “measures dispensaries take to reduce crime (i.e., 
doormen, video cameras), may increase guardianship” of the area. The proposed Project will have 
professional security and multiple cameras, as required by law, and will partner with SFPD, local 
merchants, and the community to increase safety on the corridor. 
  
Regulated cannabis is a burgeoning industry specifically because it is at the innovative edge, not just 
of technology but of government regulation and laws. This is a field that can create small business 
ownership and employment opportunities for San Francisco residents, renewed vitality on 
commercial corridors, and destination locations for tourists. 
  
The Project would activate an existing Industrial building in a principally permitted green zone with a 
new Cannabis Retail use which is consistent with Retail Sales and Service Use, providing goods that 
are desirable for the neighborhood and provide diverse offerings for the community. As such, the 
proposed use is supportive of creating a thriving business community within the neighborhood. 
Overall, this business will add to the diversity and balance of goods and services within the general 
vicinity and the proposed Project would help maintain that balance. Additionally, the proposed 
Project is not a Formula Retail use. 
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C. RESPONSES TO ISSUES RAISED BY DR REQUESTORS 
 
  
1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please 
meet the DR requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application 
  
Please see Appendix B. Neighborhood comments and support for project. 
  
While the DR has provided signatures of opposition, the project also has considerable and meaningful 
support. As recently as January 29, 2020 at the Potrero Hill Booster Neighborhood meeting, residents 
expressed support not only for the project itself but for us as the owners and operators given our 
long standing community involvement and considerate operations of our small businesses.  
  
Given the zoning is permissible as of right, no community outreach was required. However, we have 
conducted the following in outreach efforts, above and beyond requirements outlined in the law: 
 
Community Meetings Hosted - Stay Gold reaches out to the Office of Cannabis to invite them to 
attend as a resource to the community. The OOC provided a full explanation of the process and 
answered all regulatory and process questions. Stay Gold hosted two community meetings on the 
following dates: 
 


Tuesday, September 10, 2019 6:00PM-7:30PM with 27 attendees 
Wednesday, January 15, 2020 6:00PM-7:30PM with 20 attendees. 


 
Office Hours Log - Stay Gold hosted regularly occurring office hours to answer questions from 
neighbors. Office hours were advertised in information packets distributed and mailed to all 
residences within 300 feet of 669 Mississippi Street. 


➢ Monday 12/2/19 3:00PM-6:00PM, Emily Wang came in around 6:40pm, declined to sign in. 
Expressed concerns about land use change, safety, business fit for the neighborhood, and 
strain on parking. She has subsequently been contacting us throughout the project but 
unfortunately her demands cannot be mett. 


➢ Saturday 12/7/19 10:00AM-12:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 


➢ Monday 12/7/19 5:00PM-7:00PM, A neighbor named Angela came in. She also declined to 
sign-in. She expressed concerns about the children's safety and land use change. (Consider 
adding that the location is principally permitted again) 


➢ Saturday 12/14/19 10:00AM-12:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 


➢ Monday 12/16/19 5:00PM-7:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 


➢ Saturday 12/21/19 10:00AM-12:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 


➢ Monday 1/6/20 5:00PM-7:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 


➢ Saturday 1/11/20 10:00AM-12:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 


➢ Monday 1/13/20 5:00PM-7:00PM, No neighbors came to office hours. 
  


Community Meetings Regularly Attended - Angel Davis, co-owner, attended the following community 
meetings on behalf of Stay Gold. 


➢ Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association 
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➢ Dogpatch Neighborhood Association 


➢ Potrero Dogpatch Merchants Association 
  
Stay Gold will continue to reach out to the community even after we are open. Given the owners 
history in civic and community involvement, they are committed to continuing their volunteer and 
philanthropic activities. 
 
  
1 (b) This project is in context to zoning as it is located in the MUR (Mixed Use Residential) 
zoning district.  This district was created as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area plan.  The district 
was created with the intention of developing of a mix of different types of activities. The MUR Zoning 
District allows for a variety of different mixed-use zones, to accommodate unique characteristics of 
different neighborhoods. These range from neighborhood commercial zones, which call for a mix of 
residences and retail.  Please see Appendix C 
 
The MUR zoning district permits the proposed cannabis retail use as of right.  
 
The size of the proposed use is in keeping with other storefronts in the district. The proposed 
Cannabis Retail establishment will not impact traffic or parking in the District as it will occupy a small 
ground floor space. This will complement the mix of goods and services currently available in the 
district and contribute to the economic vitality of the neighborhood by activating the building's 
facade and creating an aesthetically pleasing, discreet and enjoyable space for the community to 
enjoy. 
   
1(c) This project is an existing cannabis grow/manufacturing facility that has a valid permit from the 
City’s Office of Cannabis. 
  
There have been no incidents with respect to the existing operation since 2015 when the permit was 
issued. The subject parcel is not located within a 600-foot radius of a parcel containing an existing 
private or public school or within a 600-foot radius of a parcel for which a valid permit from the City’s 
Office of Cannabis for a Cannabis Retailer or Medicinal Cannabis Retailer has been issued. 
  
1(d) Only a small fraction of the existing PDR is being converted to retail. There is approximately 
2360 sq. ft for manufacturing/distribution/delivery.  The retail area is approximately 760 sq. ft and 
the consumption room are only 250 sq. ft. The retail use will not only complement the PDR and 
activate the ground floor but will make the PDR economically viable with the opportunity to sell the 
cannabis products on site and direct to consumers. 
 
1(e) The impact of increased access and visibility of cannabis to youth is a paramount concern to the 
project sponsor. While there are no sensitive uses (as defined in Planning Code Section 202.2) within 
600 feet of the proposed site, the sponsors are conscious that minors will pass by the site. 
  
As such, the retail storefront has been specifically designed to have a security check in at the main 
entryway to prevent the entrance of minors. Additionally, display cases and sales areas are setback 
from the front façade to limit the visibility of products. A reception and waiting area are proposed at 
the front façade to continue to activate the space. With this configuration, the visibility of products 
and potential impact to youth passing by is minimal. 
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1(f)  The facade design will comply with Planning Code Section 145.1 Facade Design in Mixed Use 
Districts.  The subject commercial space will be compliance with this requirement. The façade has 
large glass windows that will provide a clear an unobstructed view of the entry lobby and security 
check-in. 
  
Section 145.1 of the Planning Code requires that within Mixed Use 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 project sponsor has been working with an interior designer to make changes to the façade. 
However, given the DR filing and significant expenses related to the permit issuance, project sponsor 
will submit a separate building permit for the façade once the DR is resolved. 
  
  
1(g) Planning Code Section 202.2 allows for on-site consumption of cannabis as an accessory use, if 
approved by the Department of Public Health. The Project Sponsor has proposed an on-site 
consumption area as part of this request. Accordingly, it will meet accessory use limits of the Planning 
Code, may not be independently accessible, must be in fully separated rooms, and must meet all 
applicable Department of Public Health requirements including (separate) ventilation and exhaust. 
  
Cannabis users are different from cigarette smokers; they have nowhere in public where they can 
safely consume. It is important to have an environment that is separate and apart from the public, 
that has HVAC system, negative pressure, is regulated through DPH and provides a safe space for 
cannabis users to consume. Onsite consumption availably will actually alleviate concerns from the 
neighbors that people will consume outside. 
  
In a Jan. 16, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting, Office of Cannabis Director Marisa Rodriguez stated 
she is a proponent of consumption places because they provide the needed resource for those who 
want to consume and they certainly remove the impact on the community that doesn’t want to 
experience the impact of second hand smoke. The allowable set up also limits the impact of second 
hand smoke on employees. 
  
This project has been determined to be exempt from CEQA review for impacts to air quality and 
transportation. 
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Prior studies have determined that the ventilation is often better in cannabis facilities given the 
building code requirements for the exhaust system. The Planning Code does not require parking or 
loading for any use. 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. The Project Sponsor intends to diligently prevent customers from double-parking along 
either of the Project Site’s street frontages. 
 
2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address 
the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties? If you have already changed the 
project to meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were 
made before or after filing your application with the City. 
  
Unfortunately, the DR Requestor simply does not want us to extend our business to allow retail use 
which is permissible as of right in this zoning. She has suggested that we continue to just limit our 
business to only production or in the alternative, enter into the business of opening a food market, 
art gallery, child recreational center or pharmacy.  
 
We are not in the position to open up the businesses that she suggests.  Additionally, we feel that 
expanding into retail sales and onsite consumption will actually allow us to continue to preserve the 
property as light industrial as it will provide an economic via to the production of our goods as we sell 
in our own retail space.  
  
  
3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why 
you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties. Include an 
explanation of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the 
changes requested by the DR requester. 
  
The project sponsor has been manufacturing cannabis products onsite for some time. With the 
growing cannabis product business, it has been challenging to distribute and sell our locally produced 
products.  Similar to other business, such as Heath Ceramics, Tartine Manufactory, Dandelion, etc., in 
order to make production economically viable, a retail and consumption area of the site is a natural 
extension to continue to operate as a PDR. 
  
The retail and consumption areas will also be helpful to educate our consumers about cannabis 
products, especially in the kind of edibles that are medicinal in nature and may need to be applied on 
the body in the case of ointments. 
 
We have and will continue to be available to the community and to the DR Requestor.  We have been 
very mindful and thoughtful about our concept to have minimal impact on neighborhood. We have 
addressed parking considerations, will ensure safe onsite consumption, provide for reasonable hours 
of operation, will ensure robust security precautions which will benefit the entire block and finally, 
looking forward to providing living wage jobs for locals and equity products on the shelf. 
 
We are aware that the DR Requestor has tried to misalign our hard earned reputation as good small 
business operators, but nonetheless, still enjoy a great deal of incredible support from the local 
neighborhood community as well as communities throughout San Francisco.  
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We will continue our safe and healthy mode of small business. Our hearts are open and ready to give 
back and provide a lovely offering to the community to enjoy. Retail establishments are not night 
clubs, they are discreet and a community benefit. 
 


D. CONCLUSION 


 


The DR Requestors fail to provide any fact supporting the existence of exceptional and 
extraordinary circumstances that warrant the granting of discretionary review by the Commission.  
Therefore, the DR Applications should be denied and the Project approved, as submitted.  


Very truly yours, 
 


Nguey Lay, Mike Hall, and Angel Davis 
 
 
 


Attachment A & B 


cc: Kathrin Moore, Vice President 


 Sue Diamond 


 Frank Fung 


 Milicent Johnson 


 Myrna Melgar 


 Dennis Richards 


 Michael Christensen 
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APPENDIX A 


MADE MEN PROGRAM 


 


              The Made Men Program is designed around the power of community.  Our goal is to create a 


brotherhood among participants and mentors that will last a life time and teach young at risk men to 


be productive in today’s society.  We will provide a safe haven where young men can learn emotional 


awareness and critical thinking skills which they can apply in high and low risk situations. We will 


provide services and build a community around young men committed to their emotional, physical 


and educational development.    


Brotherhood:  The core of the program is based around brotherhood.  Our goal is to create a 


brotherhood that will last a lifetime.  We want this brotherhood to be based on mutual growth and 


the power of service to others.  We will work with participants to help them become aware of how 


they interact with one another.  We will teach them the skills necessary to having meaningful and 


lasting relationships.  We will provide them the ability to use these skills in their communities, home, 


school and work.  The power of these life skills will help participants grow themselves and their 


communities. 


Tutorial:  We will work with local Universities and Colleges to secure mentors for the program.  We 


will encourage higher performing students to assist with the tutoring of their fellow program 


members.  Equally important we will tap into the strengths of each program member and develop 


avenues in which they can give back to their friends and the community.  We will foster the growth of 


each participant by allowing them an avenue to give back and help others grow.  Our belief is there is 


no more powerful action than that of giving back to others. 


Critical Thinking:  The intercity community is plague with distractions that can send young people 


down the wrong path. We will work with participants on the emotional control necessary to both 


recognize and navigate critical situations.  We will also develop the critical thinking skills necessary for 


participants to successfully navigate the complex world they face.  


Planning for the future: The Made Men program will look to define each participant’s strengths and 


weaknesses and help connect each participant with the right mentors and opportunities for them to 


follow their passion and achieve their goals.  We understand that each participant will have their own 


unique passions and goals but we will foster each member to help each other in achieving their goals 


therefore building a community based around mutual respect and growth. 


Counseling and Group Therapy:  There is an over whelming amount of stress in the lives of at risk 


youth. I know, because I was one myself. I was fortunate enough to receive professional counseling 


which took a load off of my heavily stressed mind. My mom was addicted to drugs and the Welfare 


money my mother received was not going to our family’s food and living conditions which made it 


that much harder to survive day to day. These obstacles contributed to my anger and made it difficult 


for me to be emotionally stable day to day.  I still see these dynamics in a lot of youth in my 


community.  Our goal will be to lighten their load with professional counseling and provide them with 


the tools necessary for their personal growth. 
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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.
 
 

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


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Deland Chan; Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:40:04 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: aidan Offermann <awesomoshis@hotmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 at 2:31 PM
To: "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>,
"Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085,
1120, and 1385
 

 

Hi there. My name is Aidan Offermann, i currently live in zipcode 94117 and will be moving to
94110 soon. I am asking that the Planning Department bring in experts to analyze the bills SB
902, 995, 1085, and 1385. Bills like this should not be rushed through without scrupulous
revision.
 
Best,
 
Aidan Offermann

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Installation and Responsible Use of Lights at St. Ignatius J.B. Murphy Field
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:35:43 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: Hugh Donohoe <hugh.a.donohoe@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 9:05 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: Installation and Responsible Use of Lights at St. Ignatius J.B. Murphy Field
 

 

June 2, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
Joel Koppel, President
Kathrin Moore
Sue Diamond
Frank S. Fung
Theresa Imperial
Milicent A. Johnson

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
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


Jonas Ionin, Clerk 
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Honorable Commissioners:
 
I am a seven decade resident and native son of the Sunset.  My family has roots in San Francisco
dating from the 1880's.  We have numerous generations of graduates and athletes who attended
and graduated into careers of education, medicine, public service, athletics, business, law and
ministry in service to the people of San Francisco from Saint Ignatius College Preparatory.  I have
served as an Assistant District Attorney ay YGC, Youth Counsellor, Youth Basketball, Soccer and
Baseball Coach and Legal and Athletic Club Board Officer and can strongly attest to the value of
athletics in young San Franciscans' positive development and relationships in their lives.
 
I join with the many Sunset District neighbors, friends and supporters of Saint Ignatius to voice my
strong support for approval of the installation and responsible use of night illumination at J.B.
Murphy Field at the St. Ignatius College Preparatory campus.  These lights are engineered to
minimally affect the peace and ambiance of the nearby residential neighborhood.  The
planned lights will create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to
implement a later school start time in accordance to CA State law.  The project will align with the
requirements and limitations pertinent to the systems that have been allowed and have proven to
be as minimally intrusive and successful at Kezar Stadium and Beach Chalet Soccer Fields.  
 
San Francisco high school student athletes have established a traditional of excellence and
accomplishment, including State and National Championships in football.  The WCAL is a highly
respected and competitive league throughout Northern California. The St. Ignatius' sports program
has produced innumerable accomplished men and women student athletes and community leaders. 
There are too few athletic fields in San Francisco. Permitting S.I. to install these lights will keep
students closer to the campus and reduce travel to practice and compete.  The field will also be a
welcoming venue for families and provide inspiration for children aspiring to high school excellence.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning that instills a deep
commitment of service to others in its diverse and talented students. Many of those lessons are
learned through the shared experience on the athletic field. The students who participate as
spectators gain a stronger feeling of community responsibility by supporting their friends and fellow
classmates.
 
Please vote YES - to allow the installation and responsible use of lights at J.B. Murphy Field at St.
Ignatius College Preparatory.
 
Very truly yours,
 
Hugh A. Donohoe



1354 26th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122-1527
hugh.a.donohoe@gmail.com
 
cc: Honorable Gordon Mar - Supervisor - District 4
 

mailto:hugh.a.donohoe@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); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Alumni Association of UCSF Support of the CPHP
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:35:41 AM
Attachments: AAUCSF CPHP Statement of Support.pdf

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

From: "Peraza, J Mario" <JMario.Peraza@ucsf.edu>
Date: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 at 6:29 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Judy Lamberti <j.lamberti@att.net>, "Alden, Amiee (UCSF)" <Amiee.Alden@ucsf.edu>
Subject: Alumni Association of UCSF Support of the CPHP
 

 

Hello Secretary Ionin,
 
On behalf of Dr. Judith Lamberti, Alumni Association of UCSF (AAUCSF) President and the AAUCSF
Board of Directors I would like to share the organizations support for the Comprehensive Parnassus
Heights Plan.
 
Thank you,
 
Mario Peraza
Executive Director of Alumni Relations
University of California San Francisco
415.502.2837

 

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



	
	
	


June 1, 2020 
 


AAUCSF Supports the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
The Board of Directors of the Alumni Association of UCSF emphatically supports 
the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. This long-term planning project 
prioritizes community engagement in order to envision a 21st century educational 
and clinical health science campus. The new design of the Parnassus Campus aims 
to create an environment that is more welcoming, navigable, and accessible to the 
campus and local communities alike. The plan also brings the campus up to the 
latest seismic codes.  
 
For over 100 years Parnassus Heights has been a vital academic healthcare partner 
for San Franciscans as a whole. From assisting thousands of San Franciscans 
following the 1906 earthquake to the present COVID-19 pandemic, UCSF remains 
committed to the health of those both at home and afar.  
 
The Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan will allow future UCSF students to 
receive top-tier training in facilities promoting interdisciplinary collaboration and 
highly specialized care in order to further the UCSF mission of advancing health 
worldwide. We are proud of the 68,000 alumni we represent as they apply UCSF’s 
passion for educating, improving and saving lives, and generating and sharing new 
knowledge across the country and the world. No matter how long it has been since 
they last set foot at Parnassus Heights, it remains pivotal in their success as leaders 
in health care and science.  
 
The Comprehensive Parnassus Heights plan will ensure that generations to come 
will benefit from and contribute to the legacy of UCSF. From epidemiologic 
research on vulnerable populations to the latest in minimally invasive neonatal 
surgery, UCSF is known for passionate researchers and consistent advancement of 
the biomedical field. As alumni we see the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
as a vital vision for a modernized future of UCSF. 
 


 
This statement was approved by the AAUCSF Board of Directors on June 2, 2020. 
 
 
 


 
Judith Lamberti, MD ’78 
President, Alumni Association of UCSF 
 


 
Alumni Association of UCSF 


UCSF Box 0970 
San Francisco, CA 94143 


www.ucsf.edu 
alumni.ucsf.edu 


 


  







From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Dear Mayor and Officers - wouldn’t a nice waterfront fresh food and other marketplace be good for the San

Francisco area ?
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:35:31 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: john finch <tijohnfinch@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 9:37 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Henriquez, Lanita (ADM)
<lanita.henriquez@sfgov.org>; OEWD (ECN) <oewd@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Abad, Robin (CPC)
<robin.abad@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>
Cc: ART-Info <ART-Info@sfgov.org>; OCII, CommissionSecretary (CII)
<commissionsecretary.ocii@sfgov.org>; SFPORT-webmaster <webmaster@sfport.com>; 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>; Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; Ajello
Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Barata, Luiz (CPC) <luiz.barata@sfgov.org>;
Black, Kate (CPC) <kate.black@sfgov.org>; Boldrick, John (CPC) <john.boldrick@sfgov.org>; Berger,
Chaska (CPC) <chaska.berger@sfgov.org>; Ben-Pazi, Amnon (CPC) <amnon.ben-pazi@sfgov.org>;
Banales, Julian (CPC) <julian.banales@sfgov.org>; Atijera, Evamarie (CPC)
<evamarie.atijera@sfgov.org>; Asbagh, Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>; Albericci,
Allison (CPC) <allison.albericci@sfgov.org>; Alexander, Christy (CPC) <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>;
Beck, Bob (MYR) <bob.beck@sfgov.org>; Austin, Kate (ADM) <kate.austin@sfgov.org>; DT Customer
Service Desk, DT (TIS) <dtis.helpdesk@sfgov.org>; Stewart, Crystal (ADM)
<crystal.stewart@sfgov.org>; info@healthysanfrancisco.org; SFhousingInfo
<sfhousinginfo@sfgov.org>
Subject: Dear Mayor and Officers - wouldn’t a nice waterfront fresh food and other marketplace be
good for the San Francisco area ?

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
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


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

 

 

Dear Mayor and Officers
Wouldn’t a nice waterfront fresh food and other marketplace be good for the
San Francisco area – especially near Palo Alto?
It could be large and service the whole area from San Jose, and be connected
from the Bay’s east side by ferries from Oakland and points in between.
Given the growth and demographic around Palo Alto I think this would
definitely be viable and popular.
You could hold a global architectural competition for it.
anyway all the best and I very much look forward to visiting.
john finch
australia



 
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: 4326-4336 Irving St - 6/4 Planning Commission agenda #16(a)(b)
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:35:06 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: Katy Tang <katy.tang@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 11:52 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326-4336 Irving St - 6/4 Planning Commission agenda #16(a)(b)
 

 

To: Planning Commissioners
 
I write in support of the proposed project at 4326-4336 Irving Street, item #16 on the June 4th
Planning Commission agenda.
 
While the specific decisions you must make are whether to take discretionary review and grant a
variance for the project, please do not lose sight of the overall benefits of the entire project -
providing much-needed improved affordable housing in the Sunset District.
 
In addition to the new units being added (which were previously approved), the project sponsor will
be providing new electrical, new plumbing, a new roof, a new fire sprinkler system, new HVAC, and
seismic upgrades, among other improvements in this 100% rent controlled building. It is rare to see
property owners of 100% rent controlled buildings voluntarily make this level of investment to
improve the building and each unit.
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This project serves as a great example of how additional affordable housing units can be created
with the least amount of impact to the surrounding neighborhood - and particularly in a district
where new development is not widely accepted.
 
Please give more families the opportunity to live in San Francisco and allow this project to move
forward as proposed.
 
Katy Tang
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Deland Chan; Diamond, Susan (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:35:04 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 <http://www.sfplanning.org/>

On 6/2/20, 6:45 PM, "Jim Lansing" <jlansing@pacbell.net> wrote:

   
    This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
   
   
   
    Dear SF Planning Commission Members:
   
    As a resident of San Francisco, I request that you do an analysis of
    five bills (SB 902,  995, 1085, and 1385) that are being fast tracked
    for passage through the legislature in Sacramento and could have a
    disproportionate impact on San Franciscans.  At this point, the public
    has no idea of their potential impact because there has not been time
    for public review, comment, and hearing on key bills.  They could
    undermine environmental protections.  The public needs to be able to
    have a reasonable and knowledgeable discussion on the pros and cons
    before such bills are passed. Because this legislative session is short,
    the bills are being rushed without public knowledge or discussion.  This
    is not right and you, as planning commission members, can do something
    about it.
   
    Thank you,
   
    Jim Lansing
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: We oppose cannabis shop at 764 Stanyan St
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:34:49 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: Stacie Johnson <stacielyn_99@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 8:15 AM
To: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Stacie Johnson <stacielyn_99@yahoo.com>
Subject: We oppose cannabis shop at 764 Stanyan St

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

Hi,
I hope you are all doing well. We received a notice about a Cannabis Retail and smoke shop at 764 Stanyan St. We
adamantly oppose this for numerous reasons. First, this is in the middle of a primarily residential neighborhood with
40-50 kids on just a few surrounding blocks. Next there is a “Safe and Sound” location at 1757 Waller who provides
daycare to children of domestic violence sufferers. There are many child care facilities in the immediate area,
including one at Kezar where there are day camps for kids and kids sporting events. Finally, there are already plenty
of cannabis shops in the close vicinity and we don’t need more.

Of particular concern is the “on site smoking and vaporizing room”.
Thank you,
Stacie Johnson

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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I *support* new housing at 4512 23rd street (and you should too)
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 4:55:39 PM

 
 
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
 

From: Phillip Kobernick <phillipkobernick@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 12:02 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
<linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Livia, Diane (CPC) <diane.livia@sfgov.org>; Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)
<jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>;
MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>
Cc: progressnoe@gmail.com
Subject: I *support* new housing at 4512 23rd street (and you should too)
 

 

Supervisor Mandelman, city planners, and SF Planning Commission, 

I’m writing to you as a renter, a younger San Franciscan, and someone who is fortunate enough to
live in an ADU in Noe Valley. 

My generation, and renters of all ages, are facing enormous pressure from our housing shortage. I’ve
had friends that had to choose between starting a family (meaning moving out of a shared
apartment with several roommates and finding an apartment where they can build a home) and
staying in the city and nearly all have chosen to leave because it’s impossible to find an apartment.
Our housing shortage is by design, and we need to fix it or our city will completely lose a generation
of young people and those without enormous wealth or inherited property.
 
We also need to fight back against segregation by design. Homogeneous housing (single-family
homes only) has lead to homogenous, mostly white and wealthy, communities. Let's push for more
affordable (including subsidized affordable) housing to push back on segregation and displacement.
It's clear that we need this now more than ever. 
 
I urge you to approve this housing proposal and more like it. Please don’t change this proposal to
deny housing for people because of “concerned” neighbors. Each unit that is lost is another family
that is forced out of the city. Is a legacy of exclusion and displacement really the neighborhood
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"character" that we should be making concessions to protect?? 

Thank you,
Phillip Kobernick
Renter at 26th and Church St. 

--
Phillip Kobernick



 
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: Nine more letters in opposition to proposed additional development at 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:54:38 PM
Attachments: Nine additional letters of opposition to 4326-4336 Irving St Project.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: larrydelaney1@aol.com <larrydelaney1@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:18 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: deniselleck@sbcglobal.net; barbarabdelaney@gmail.com; jimphilliou@gmail.com;
Lary.Ma49@gmail.com; sandra1750@yahoo.com; megan@zaziesf.com; lauriecharkins@yahoo.com;
wkardas@mac.com; ron.elman@gmail.com; peiyeew@gmail.com; tom@zimberoff.com;
kathyhoward@earthlink.net
Subject: Nine more letters in opposition to proposed additional development at 4326-4336 Irving St
 

 

Dear David Weissglass and SF Planning Commission Secretary,
 
Please find attached a further nine letters from the neighborhood (signed
by twelve individuals) in opposition to the proposed additional
development at 4326-4336 Irving St.
 
Best regards,
 
Larry
 
Larry Delaney
1279 44th Ave
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San Francisco 
(415) 665-5067



 
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: Proposed additional development at 4236-4336 Irving Street
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:15:31 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: AnnaMaria <am.e.cantwell@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: Proposed additional development at 4236-4336 Irving Street
 

 

Re: PROPOSED ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT AT 4236-4336 IRVING STREET
Zoning District(s): RH-2/40-X
Record Number: 2019-016969DRMVAR
 
 
Dear Commisions Secretary,

 
I hope this email finds your department well.
 
Please include my opposing views for the proposed additional development at the property
cited above. My opposition to the current design of this project is based on the following:
 
1. The project does not conform to the existing planning and design codes of San
Francisco. My neighbors and I do not want these codes to be ignored for the profit of the
developer at the detriment of our neighborhood. Since the minimum standards are not met
and the project is not approvable per the Planning Department, it should not be approved
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by the Planning Commission.
 
2. The proposed fourth story will impact the light, air, and privacy of the neighborhood
properties and sets a bad precedent for future development. The current size of the building
already blocks sunlight to the properties closest to it (please refer to the Google Earth
image attached), and making the building larger will not only block more hours of sunlight to
those neighbors but will also start to impact properties farther away.
     - The reduced amount of sunlight and airflow leaves the shaded areas damp, which
encourages moss growth and wood rot and invites insects including termites, wood beetles,
and ants. I speak from firsthand experience while living on Taraval Street. Over the years,
neighbors built back into their yards and higher than the common roofline, and buildings left
at their original dimensions experienced these issues among others. I witnessed these
impacts not only to the house I lived in but also to the houses of neighbors both on Taraval
Street and the adjacent avenue blocks.
 
3. The proposed apartments are not family-friendly, and the excessive density of the units
and elimination of garage parking will negatively impact street parking and services in the
neighborhood. The parking issue in our area is already very difficult, with those currently
living here having to regularly park four avenue blocks (for example, Lawton to Lincoln
which is 0.5 miles) away from their homes. The proposed development will exacerbate this
problem.
 
4. The proposal will make the property out of character with our neighborhood of two and
three-story homes, especially since it lies in the middle of the block. The property already
takes up far more space than any other property on the block.
 
 
I understand the need for housing in San Francisco and I support developing units to
accommodate more people as the city expands, but this current design is not the way to go
about it.
 
Thank you for including my objections.
 
AnnaMaria Cantwell
1263 44th Avenue
(415) 302-9933



 
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 Denise Selleck in opposition to proposed additional development at 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:14:48 PM
Attachments: FedEx Scan 2020-06-02_13-28-26.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: larrydelaney1@aol.com <larrydelaney1@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 2:46 PM
To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: deniselleck@sbcglobal.net; barbarabdelaney@gmail.com; jimphilliou@gmail.com;
Lary.Ma49@gmail.com; sandra1750@yahoo.com; megan@zaziesf.com; lauriecharkins@yahoo.com
Subject: Letter from Denise Selleck in opposition to proposed additional development at 4326-4336
Irving St
 

 

Dear David Weissglass and Planning Commission Secretary,
 
Please find attached a two page letter from Denise Selleck of 1375 45th Ave in opposition to the
proposed additional development at 4326-4336 Irving St.
 
Best regards,
 
Larry
 
Larry Delaney
1279 44th Ave
San Francisco
(415) 665-5067
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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: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I support at least 13 homes at 4512 23rd Street
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:13:35 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: Patrick Traughber <patricktraughber@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 2:21 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>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Mandelman,
Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I support at least 13 homes at 4512 23rd Street
 

 

Hello Planning Commissioners,
 
I am writing today in support of building 13 units of homes at 4512 23rd Street. 13 units on this lot is
perfectly appropriate. I am happy to see that there is no automobile parking planned as well. This is
will reduce air pollution, GHG emissions, noise pollution, and make our streets safer from car
collisions. The 37 Corbett, and local bike routes provide excellent access at this location. Given we
are in a housing crisis, with 1,272 San Franciscans on our shelter waitlist tonight, and more than
8,000 neighbors sleeping on our streets tonight, we desperately need more homes in San Francisco,
especially smaller units like the ones proposed for 4512 23rd Street so people can move into them,
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opening up other units for our neighbors to move into.
 
I saw a paper flyer posted by an anonymous neighbor who only identified themselves with their
email address "FairDevTwinPeaks@gmail.com" who opposed this project. In their flyer, they made
false claims about the project (for example, they make a false claim that the lack of parking would
increase congestion, when in fact, parking-free projects have been proven repeatedly to reduce
traffic congestion).
 
Please approve this project for construction as quickly as possible. 
 
Thanks,
Patrick Traughber 
Resident, San Francisco
 
--
Patrick Traughber
patricktraughber@gmail.com
San Francisco, CA

mailto:FairDevTwinPeaks@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: Hearing Date: Thursday, June 4, 2020 for Project Address 4326-4336 Irving Street
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 3:13:05 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: Katherine Cantwell <kcantwell3@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 1:50 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: Hearing Date: Thursday, June 4, 2020 for Project Address 4326-4336 Irving Street
 

 

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
PH: (415) 558-6415 (Assistant)
PH: (415) 558-6309 (Direct)
FX: (415) 558-6409
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org 
 

Good day, 
Please include my opposing views for Project Address: 4326-4336 Irving Street, Cross Streets: 44th
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and 45th Avenue’s, Block/Lot No.: 1706 / 071, Zoning District(s): RH-2/ 40-X, Record Number 2019-
016969DRMVAR, Building Permit Application No. 201909111353
 

I object to the current design of this project due to the following reasons:
-Overshadows neighborhood
—loss of privacy 
—loss of views
—permanent loss of light to those closest in front and backyards INCLUDING inside
homes.  Electricity usage will be higher even on sunny days. Homes farther away will have loss of
light during the Fall and Winter months.
—permanent loss of sunlight and air flow will create moss, wood rot and bring about insects, like
termites, ants and wood beetles.
(I speak from experience when I lived on Taraval Street. Several neighbors built back into the yards
and higher than the common roofline and buildings started experiencing these issues.) 
-Where are the parking spaces for these units? It can take an hour to find a parking space here with
some having to park four blocks away (Lawton Street). Four Avenue blocks is about a half a mile.
-Taller buildings usually reserved for the corner of a block.
 

I understand the need for housing, and I support building units to accommodate more people as the
city expands, but this is not the way to accomplish it.
 

Thank you for including my objections. 
 

Katherine Cantwell
1263 44th Avenue
SF, CA, 94122
415-317-4535
 
Sent from my iPhone



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at SI Field
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 12:41:30 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: Sheila Fonseca <sheilafonseca7@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 12:41 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>
Subject: Lights at SI Field
 

 

 June 2, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
I have lived in San Franciso all of my life.  I grew up in Forest Hill and currently live in the West Portal Area.  I
am a graduate of Mercy High School and have two children at Saint Cecilia’s in 5th and 7th grades.    
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval for lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more options for later
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school start time as required by new CA State Law signed by Governor Newsom.
 
There are many key benefits to field lights.  It  will allow 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,
 
Sheila Fonseca
539 Vicente Street
sheilafonseca7@gmail.com


 

x-apple-data-detectors://17/
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1760 Ocean Avenue Conditional Use Permit
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 9:01:49 AM
Attachments: Letter re. 1760 Ocean to Keith Hansell.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: Ocean Avenue CBD <info.oacbd@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 at 4:32 PM
To: "keith@savelyhealthcarearchitects.com" <keith@savelyhealthcarearchitects.com>
Cc: "Yee, Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee.bos@sfgov.org>, "Low, Jen (BOS)"
<jen.low@sfgov.org>, "Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)" <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)"
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@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: 1760 Ocean Avenue Conditional Use Permit
 

 

Please see the attached letter. 
Daniel Weaver
Executive Director
Ocean Avenue Association
t: 650-273-6223
e: info.oacbd@gmail.com

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:info.oacbd@gmail.com



June 1, 2020 
 
Keith Hansell 
Saverly Healthcare Architects 
18008 Sky Park Circle, Suite 290 
Irvine, CA 92614 
(562)761.8080 
 
Via Email 
keith@saverlyhealthcarearchitects.com 
  
Re:  Conditional Use Hearing for 1760 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112 
 
Dear Mr. Hansell, 
As Executive Director of the Ocean Avenue Association I invite you to present and respond to 
questions about your project at 1760 Ocean Ave., San Francisco, around June 15, at 6:30 pm at a 
Ocean Avenue community public meeting site to describe and respond to neighborhood questions 
about the plan and its impact on the Ocean Avenue neighborhood retail district. This meeting should be 
held before the Conditional Use hearing of  the San Francisco Planning Commission. 
 
Here are some issues that have been brought up in the Ingleside neighborhood so far: 


 
1. The cooling system noise and the existing noise of the building in both retail, parking and 


residential spaces that include 1760 Ocean Avenue need to be evaluated and abated.  
2. There are 4 units that face Ocean Avenue from the residential space above.  Those units 


are subjected to the current noise of para-transit vans during the loading / unloading 
process from as early as 4am to as late as 9am, six days a week.  In addition, the vans 
tend to idle with exhaust fumes polluting the air above where the units reside. 


3. The parking garage that is available for the RAI dialysis center currently cannot 
accommodate the main vehicles utilized for pick-up and drop-off. Therefore, the 
Para-transit vans are forced to operate on Ocean Avenue lanes including a small parking 
lane area carved out of the sidewalk and traffic is constantly blocking the West-bound 
traffic lane, creating extremely hazardous conditions for other vehicle and pedestrian traffic. 
It also slows down the light rail vehicles that operate on the center West-bound lane of 
Ocean Ave. Being able to drop-off and pick-up patients and having the patients use an 
elevator to access the medical area would be a good improvement. A thorough traffic 
study of these issues is necessary. 


4. The architectural facade of the building is, from a pedestrian and urban design 
perspective, a disaster. The proposed expansion is not suitable for Ocean Avenue’s 
neighborhood commercial zoning. Adding  small and attractive retail spaces along the 
sidewalk would allow for additional active pedestrian store fronts to support the 
neighborhood commercial uses encourged by the zoning. Users of the dialysis center, 
however, do not patronize Ocean Ave businesses and thereby do not contribute to the 
neighborhood commercial district. 


5. The existing RAI facility has virtually no connection with the other businesses or the 
community along Ocean Ave. The managers and employees do not participate in events 



mailto:keith@saverlyhealthcarearchitects.com





and do not properly maintain their spaces. No one has been available to discuss 
community events or needed storefront improvements. The existing location of RAI on 
Ocean Ave has demonstrated over the years that it would be best located in an industrial 
zoned area, not a neighborhood commercial district where pedestrians are welcome and 
encouraged. 
 
Daniel Weaver 
Executive Director 
Ocean Avenue Association 
1728 Ocean Ave., PMB 154 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
415.404.1296 
info.oacbd@gmail.com 







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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Deland Chan
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 760 Ocean Ave. Conditional Use Permit
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 9:01:20 AM
Attachments: Letter re. 1760 Ocean to Keith Hansell.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: Ocean Avenue CBD <info.oacbd@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 at 4:50 PM
To: "keithh@savelyhealthcarearchitects.com" <keithh@savelyhealthcarearchitects.com>
Cc: "Yee, Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee.bos@sfgov.org>, "Low, Jen (BOS)"
<jen.low@sfgov.org>, "Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)" <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)"
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@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: 760 Ocean Ave. Conditional Use Permit
 

 

Please see the attached letter. 
Daniel Weaver
Executive Director
Ocean Avenue Association
t: 650-273-6223
e: info.oacbd@gmail.com
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June 1, 2020 
 
Keith Hansell 
Saverly Healthcare Architects 
18008 Sky Park Circle, Suite 290 
Irvine, CA 92614 
(562)761.8080 
 
Via Email 
keith@saverlyhealthcarearchitects.com 
  
Re:  Conditional Use Hearing for 1760 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112 
 
Dear Mr. Hansell, 
As Executive Director of the Ocean Avenue Association I invite you to present and respond to 
questions about your project at 1760 Ocean Ave., San Francisco, around June 15, at 6:30 pm at a 
Ocean Avenue community public meeting site to describe and respond to neighborhood questions 
about the plan and its impact on the Ocean Avenue neighborhood retail district. This meeting should be 
held before the Conditional Use hearing of  the San Francisco Planning Commission. 
 
Here are some issues that have been brought up in the Ingleside neighborhood so far: 


 
1. The cooling system noise and the existing noise of the building in both retail, parking and 


residential spaces that include 1760 Ocean Avenue need to be evaluated and abated.  
2. There are 4 units that face Ocean Avenue from the residential space above.  Those units 


are subjected to the current noise of para-transit vans during the loading / unloading 
process from as early as 4am to as late as 9am, six days a week.  In addition, the vans 
tend to idle with exhaust fumes polluting the air above where the units reside. 


3. The parking garage that is available for the RAI dialysis center currently cannot 
accommodate the main vehicles utilized for pick-up and drop-off. Therefore, the 
Para-transit vans are forced to operate on Ocean Avenue lanes including a small parking 
lane area carved out of the sidewalk and traffic is constantly blocking the West-bound 
traffic lane, creating extremely hazardous conditions for other vehicle and pedestrian traffic. 
It also slows down the light rail vehicles that operate on the center West-bound lane of 
Ocean Ave. Being able to drop-off and pick-up patients and having the patients use an 
elevator to access the medical area would be a good improvement. A thorough traffic 
study of these issues is necessary. 


4. The architectural facade of the building is, from a pedestrian and urban design 
perspective, a disaster. The proposed expansion is not suitable for Ocean Avenue’s 
neighborhood commercial zoning. Adding  small and attractive retail spaces along the 
sidewalk would allow for additional active pedestrian store fronts to support the 
neighborhood commercial uses encourged by the zoning. Users of the dialysis center, 
however, do not patronize Ocean Ave businesses and thereby do not contribute to the 
neighborhood commercial district. 


5. The existing RAI facility has virtually no connection with the other businesses or the 
community along Ocean Ave. The managers and employees do not participate in events 
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and do not properly maintain their spaces. No one has been available to discuss 
community events or needed storefront improvements. The existing location of RAI on 
Ocean Ave has demonstrated over the years that it would be best located in an industrial 
zoned area, not a neighborhood commercial district where pedestrians are welcome and 
encouraged. 
 
Daniel Weaver 
Executive Director 
Ocean Avenue Association 
1728 Ocean Ave., PMB 154 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
415.404.1296 
info.oacbd@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: HAND Supporting 764 Stanyan
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:35:19 AM
Attachments: _SUPPORT cannabis store at 764 Stanyan 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: HAND <hand4sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:00 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: HAND Supporting 764 Stanyan
 

 

Hi all,
 
On behalf of the Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND), please see the attached letter of
support for the proposed use at 764 Stanyan.
 
Thank you
--
Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density 
 
To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe" 
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June 2nd, 2020 
  
RE: SUPPORT cannabis store at 764 Stanyan Street 
  
Commissioners, 
  
On behalf of Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND) we enthusiastically support 
the proposed cannabis dispensary and consumption lounge at 764 Stanyan St.  Free 
Gold Watch is a great local business that contributes to the personality and vitality of the 
Haight-Ashbury community, and we are excited to see its owners pursuing another 
small business in the area.  Moreover, as urbanists who are dedicated to making our 
community more livable and walkable, we are very happy to see that this project will 
convert an unused, private garage into an active retail space.  This is exactly the type of 
local, transit first, mixed-use projects that we need more of in San Francisco.  And given 
all the disruptions and harm that COVID is inflicting on our local commercial corridors, 
this project can help re-activate and strengthen the Stanyan corridor and the 
Haight-Ashbury broadly. 
  
The project sponsors reached out to us, provided details about their proposal, and 
answered our questions.  They are responsible—and responsive—members of the 
community and we are confident their store will be a valuable part of the 
Haight-Ashbury.  This store is not only neighborhood-serving but neighborhood owned 
and operated—a great combination.  Please approve their application. 
  
Sincerely, 
Members of Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density  
Facebook.com/haightfordensity  
HAND4SF@gmail.com  



https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/

mailto:HAND4SF@gmail.com





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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lighting Project at St. Ignatius College Prepatory
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:34:50 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: Mark Delucchi <markdelucchi@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:40 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: Lighting Project at St. Ignatius College Prepatory
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
I am writing asking for you to support to St. Ignatius College Preparatory’s request
to install lights on St. Ignatius' athletic field. This project will greatly benefit the
students by allowing them to not be constrained by time, allowing the high school
to better meet the needs of the students and to build a greater sense of
community. That is what Jesuit education is all about, caring for all the needs of
the students, what the Jesuits call cura personalis.
 
Although the school has changed in the 35 years since my graduation from SI,

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
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


what hasn’t changed is the idea of cura personalis. This lighting project will help
the students remain on campus and develop and build those transferable life skills
that I learned on the campus through my classes, clubs, plays, liturgies and sports.
These lights will bring the St. Ignatius community together and provide additional
opportunities for the students on the campus.

I encourage you to consider the St. Ignatius community of students, parents,
alumni and friends and vote in favor of the lighting project at St. Ignatius. This
project will greatly benefit the St. Ignatius community in providing cura
personalis for generations of students. Thank you for your consideration.

 
Sincerely,
 
 
Mark Delucchi, Ph.D.
markdelucchi@yahoo.com
1491 32nd Ave
San Francisco CA  94122
(415) 335-5118

http://yahoo.com/


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Email Letter of Support to SF planning commissioners - Lighting at Saint Ignatius H.S.
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:34:40 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: Elias Gutierrez <sfwindsurfer@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:39 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>
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Email Letter of Support to SF planning commissioners - Lighting at Saint Ignatius H.S.
 

 

June 1, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 

VIA EMAIL
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
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Dear Commissioners:
 
I have lived in San Francisco for almost 55 years, and in that time I have been able to
participate and enjoy all the recreational activities afforded to the city's residents.  San
Francisco's climate allows for kids and adults to partake in sports all year round with the only
drawback (besides the fog) being the lack of lighting in the evenings.   As a boy growing up in
the Richmond District, I participated in team sports throughout the school year and summer,
playing until forced to call it a day at dusk.  Now as a 20 year resident of the Sunset District
and parent of a high schooler at Saint Ignatius College Prep,  I am happy to know that the
school is considering the installation of lighting at it's fields.  This will benefit my son and
some of my neighbor's kids as they will be able to play longer and in safer conditions under
lights.
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I.
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great
distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests
and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through
the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who participate as spectators gain a
strong feeling of community by supporting their friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Esteban Elias Gutierrez
2219 34th Ave
San Francisco CA 94116
sfwindsurfer@yahoo.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:34:29 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: guo ning huang <ejhuang11@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 8:32 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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
I am Eric Huang, I have been living in the Sunset district/San Francisco for more than 20 years.  I am a
parent of a student who is currently attending St. Ignatius. 
 
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. Another key benefit of the field lights will be allowing kids a safe option to
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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,   
 
 
Eric Huang
1363 26th Ave,
San Francisco
email: ejhuang11@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: DR Requestor Brief for 2020-00909DRP
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:34:24 AM
Attachments: Brief for Commission - 2020-000909DRP.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: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 6:41 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org>
Subject: DR Requestor Brief for 2020-00909DRP
 

 

To Whom It May Concern,
 
Please see attached brief filed by the DR Requestor for 2020-00909DRP.
 
Respectfully,
 
Donald
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June 1, 2020 
 


Brief and support for 2020-000909DRP (3591 20th St.) 
 
Planning Commission, 
 
I ask that the Commissars consider taking this Discretionary Review and Rejecting the 
Application under the grounds that the Project Sponsor, Jason Yu of Matcha n’ More, knowingly 
and purposely committed perjury twice by misrepresented his business to the Planning 
Department under two separate affidavits signed under penalty of perjury. 
 
The commission should not grant entitlements to applicants who commit perjury.  It is counter 
to the objectives of the Planning Department and other departments trying to setup processes 
reliant on affidavits.   
 
In subsequent sections, I outline possible actions the Planning Commission can consider taking 
in this case.  I also provide numerous documents supporting the serious claim of perjury made 
by the Project Sponsor.    
 
For additional context, this application for Discretionary Review started as a request to review 
Matcha n’ More’s application due to misalignment with the Planning Department's Objectives 
and Policies outlined in the General Plan and Mission Area Plan.  Concerns shifted after it was 
discovered that the applicant repeatedly committed perjury to the Planning Department. 
 
Possible Commission Actions 
 
Take Discretionary Review and Reject Application, based on facts that the Applicant 
purposely mislead the Planning Department; have Project Sponsor restart process on a new 
application: Based on facts entered into the public record, the Commission can decide that the 
Project Sponsor has committed perjury and lied to the Planning Department and Community.  
Rejection of the application will make the Project Sponsor restart the permit process, resubmit 
forms/affidavits to Planning, go through another review process and 311 notification prior to 
approval. 
 
Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve Application, thus rewarding “bad behavior” 
on applicants that lie to Planning: Based on the facts entered in to the public record, the 
Commission can decide that the Project Sponsor did not committed perjury and did not lie to 
the Planning Department and Community (although Planning has confirmed that the applicant 
had lied), and approve the applicant’s Change In Use application.  
 
Statement of Facts: 
 
On July 17, 2018, Jason Yu, the Project Sponsor, established “MATCHA N’ MORE SF” as an LLC in 
California [Exhibit 1]. 
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On January 21, 2020, Jason Yu listed himself as the financial sponsor of the Project Application 
seeking a change of use at the storefront located at 3591 20th St. [Exhibit 2]. 
 
In later correspondence, Jason Yu shared that his business partners included Elise Lin, Business 
Owner of Matcha n’ More1 [Exhibit 3 & 4] and James Mai [Exhibit 5].  Jason shared that Elise, 
James, and Himself were all owners of “Matcha n’ More”, a company that has corporate 
entities in CA [Exhibit 1] and NY [Exhibit 6] with at least eight (8) listed areas of operation, one 
(1) being a confirmed retail location in Manhattan operated by Elise Lin and an additional seven 
(7) locations operating at various food markets in the states of NY, NJ, and CA [Exhibit 7].  
 
On February 7, 2020, Matcha n’ More committed perjury on an affidavit submitted to the 
Planning Department, specifically but not limited to, in the following sections in the “Formula 
Retail Affidavit” [Exhibit 8]: 


● Section 2 “Proposed Business Name” by listing “Matcha Ice Cream shop” as their 
business, not Matcha n’ More. 


● Section 3.A “List the number of existing locations this business has worldwide. Please 
include any property for which a lease has been executed.” By listing “0” when they had 
an active and open retail location with a lease in Manhattan; 177 Hester St. 


● Section 4 “Standardized Features” by checking “No” across all boxes.  Likely in fear of 
triggering a deeper review with the Planning Department by truthfully answering “Yes” 
to two or more parts of this section.  


 
Matcha n’ More purposely and intentionally obfuscated their business’s name to the Planning 
Department supported by the various publicly filed documents [Exhibit 1,6] and the Project 
Sponsors own self declarations [Exhibit 3,5] mentioned above.   
 
The Project Sponsor had no intentions to operate as “Matcha Ice Cream shop” as listed in their 
initially submitted Affidavit to Planning.  Mr. Yu always intended to operate Matcha n’ More at 
the Project Address and supported by setting up an LLC called “Matcha N. More SF” in his 
California filing dated July 2018 [Exhibit 1]. 
 
On March 12, 2020, Donald Martino Capozzi, the DR Requestor, sent a certified letter to 
Sherman Yan, the listed contact on the 311 notification.   The DR Requestor had tried several 
times prior to mailing the letter to contact Sherman Yan by phone.  Sherman Yan never replied.   
 
The intention of the letter was to engage the Project Sponsor around various concerns the DR 
Requestor had regarding the project [Exhibit 9].  The DR Requestor also reached out2 to the 
assigned Planner [Exhibit 10] to discuss the project’s compliance, and Community Boards 
[Exhibit 11] to participate in outside mediation. 
 


 
1 Listed as the business owner of Matcha n’ More located at 177 Hester St. in Manhattan 
2 Including phone calls prior to sending a letter 
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Community Boards responded first. They suggested that the DR Requestor file a Discretionary 
Review with the Planning department based on the lack of response from the Project Sponsor. 
 
Following Community Boards suggestion, the DR Requestor filed a request for a Discretionary 
Review application [Exhibit 12].  The DR filing was submitted nearly two weeks before the first 
Health Order, No. C19-11, “Shelter in Place”, was announced on March 24, 2020.  
 
Several other community members and merchants share concerns around the project with the 
DR Requestor.  Concerns varied from: 


● Doing interior construction work without an approved permit [Exhibit 13] 
● Not receiving proper notification although located in 311 notification area3 [Exhibit 14] 
● Lack of economic diversity which would cause harm to existing small businesses [Exhibit 


12] 
 
The DR Requestor was hoping to share these concerns with the Project Sponsor.  Also, the DR 
Requestor started to become a conduit for the community’s concerns with the project.  The DR 
Requestor spoke with over seventeen (17) groups and individuals of the community regarding 
the project and shared that list with the Planning Department [Exhibit 15]4 
 
After numerous attempts by the DR Requestor to contact the Project Sponsor, the Project 
Sponsor finally responded on March 28, 2020. The Project Sponsor wrote:  
 


“I am writing in reference to the San Francisco Planning Discretionary review that you 
have filed on us.” [Exhibit 3] 


 
On April 2, 2020, Community Boards reconnected with the DR requestor stating that Project 
Sponsor would like to engage in mediation at a cost of $180 an hour with a 2-hour minimum. 
[Exhibit 16] 
 
The DR Requestor promptly replied to Community Boards and responded that he was open to 
mediation but was waiting to hear back from Matcha n’ More around their community 
outreach around their project: 
 


“We are waiting to hear back from the project sponsor regarding the previous 
discussions they had with the community groups and community members regarding 
this project and how they incorporated those conversations into the project.” [Exhibit 
17] 


 
From April 2, 2020 onward the DR Requestor continued conversations with Matcha n’ More / 
Project Sponsor in attempts to  


 
 


3 Shared with the Planning and the listed Project Contact on the 311 notice 
4 Personal contact information has been redacted by request 
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“obtain information in hopes to avoid mediation or a Discretionary Review” [Exhibit 18].   
 
Unfortunately, the Project Sponsor was not forthcoming with any information in those 
discussions. 
 
On April 21, 2020 Jason Yu and James Mai of Matcha n’ More shared on the Valencia Merchants 
Community Board that their business, Matcha n’ More, would be opening on 20th St near 
Valencia.  [Exhibit 5].  This post raised additional concerns with both the DR Requestor and the 
surrounding community members.  
 
On May 11, 2020 the DR Requestor raised additional concerns with the assigned Planner 
regarding Matcha n’ More, which caused initial confusion based on the information provided to 
the Planning Department.  The Planner’s initial response: 
 


“The proposed business is not called “Matcha n’ More” (or Matcha n’ More, which is 
maybe what you meant?), and has never been represented with that name in any 
Planning Department applications. It is doing business as “Matcha Ice Cream.” The 
proprietor has submitted a Formula Retail Affidavit (attached for your reference) stating 
that the proposed business does not qualify as Formula Retail as defined in Planning 
Code Section 303.1.” [Exhibit 19] Emphasis Added 


 
The Planner provided a copy of the submitted Formula Retail Affidavit [Exhibit 8].  The Affidavit 
showed that the Project Sponsor did indeed intentionally commit perjury in 3 separate sections 
and possibly more.  
 
The DR Requestor brought this to the attention of the Planning Department along with 
supporting public documents and other communications by the Project Sponsor linking 
business partnerships between Jason Yu, Elise Lin, and James Mai as well as linking Matcha n’ 
More with business entities in New York and California. Shared documents also included the 
owner’s own self declaration of opening Matcha n’ More at 3591 20th St on the Valencia 
Merchants Community Board:  
 


“I am one of the co-owners of Matcha n’ More, alongside my partner Jason Yu.” 
 … 


“We are still currently in the process of opening our store, which will be located on 
20th street of Valencia.” [Exhibit 5] Emphasis Added 


 
On May 18, 2020 the Planning Department confirmed that Matcha n’ More had indeed 
committed perjury: 
 


“I did a lot of research on Matcha n’ More last week, and while the applicant did not 
submit accurate information to us, it doesn’t appear that the business has ever had 
more than two locations worldwide. A business becomes Formula Retail when it 
establishes its 11th location. The case isn’t closed here – I am waiting on some 
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additional information – but just wanted to give you that update.” [Exhibit 20] Emphasis 
Added  


 
In a general meeting with Planning Staff, on March 22, 2020, regarding the DR application, the 
Planner asked the DR Requestor to share any research of other locations Matcha n’ More has 
operated at. 
 
On May 24, 2020 the DR requestor shared a list of eight (8) locations Matcha n’ More operates 
in the US, including New York, New Jersey, and California [Exhibit 7]. One location is Matcha n’ 
More’s retail location in Manhattan which was operating in February 2020, which was at the 
time the Project Sponsor committed perjury by knowingly stating that his business Matcha n’ 
More had zero (0) locations on the affidavit provided to the Planning Department [Exhibit 8].   
 
It is unclear the nature of some of these eight retail locations on the list.  Based on preliminary 
research, agreements or leases are required to operate at several of these locations, including 
its Manhattan Location (177 Hester St.) which has been operating since 2018.  Matcha n’ More 
can easily refute these facts by providing all contracts, leases, licenses, etc, required to operate 
at each location found. 
 
In an attempt to fully exhaust all avenues prior to bringing this issue in front of the Planning 
Commission, the DR Requestor attempted to engage in mediation before the hearing [Exhibit 
21].   
 
On May 29, 2020 and while waiting on a possible mediation date, the Planning Department 
shared the revised Project Application and Formula Retail Affidavit from the Project Sponsor, 
both dated May 20, 2020 [Exhibit 22, 23].   
 
Again, the Applicant and Owner of Matcha n’ More committed perjury in the revised Formula 
Retail Affidavit provided to the Planning Department.  
 
Matcha n’ More committed perjury again, in the section outlined as “Quantity of Retail 
Locations”; specifically, section “3.A” of the revised affidavit by listing “0” (zero) to the 
following question: 


“List the number of existing locations this business has worldwide. Please include any 
property for which a lease has been executed.”  Emphasis Added 


 
Planning already knew about the Manhattan location, and later the seven additional locations 
Matcha n’ More operated.  The Project Sponsor may have even tried to mislead Planning by 
stating that the location was “closed”.  The Manhattan location may indeed be closed to the 
public due to COVID-19, however the Manhattan location is still actively filling orders on 
Postmates5.  Furthermore, the Manhattan Location must have an active lease at the current 


 
5 https://postmates.com/merchant/matcha-n-more-new-york 
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location as it still serves the public; verification of active lease(s) is a specific request in 
Planning’s Formula Retail affidavit [Exhibit 8, 23].  
 
Matcha n’ More also has an active lease at the space in San Francisco, at 3591 20th St., which it 
failed to report in section “3.B of the revised affidavit by listing “0” (zero).  
 
Jason Yu also intentionally left section, “4. Standardized Features” blank.  Likely out of concern 
that answering the section truthfully would trigger more reviews and delays: 


 
“YES responses is two (2) or more, then the proposed use is a Formula Retail Use.”  


 
Finally, and prior to submitting this memo, the DR Requestor tried to seek a final mediation 
session with Matcha N More, with a tentative date set for Sunday May 31, 2020. Unfortunately, 
after a barrage of unreasonable demands made by Matcha n’ More, Community Boards 
decided to call off the mediation session [Exhibit 24]. 
 
Relevant6 Code Sections, Policies, and Procedures 
 
Select Planning Department Processes Dependent on Affidavits (Not comprehensive): 
 
● 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
● 311 Building Permit Review Instructions And Declaration Of Posting 
● 333 Public Hearing Notice Instructions And Declaration Of Posting 
● HOME-SF 
● Small Business / Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P) 
● Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU) Screening Request & Affidavit 
● Anti-Discriminatory Housing Policy and Affidavit 
● Short-Term Rentals 
● Project Application (PRJ) 
● Shadow Analysis (SHD) Supplemental 
 
Relevant Code Sections on Perjury 
 
● US Code Sec. 16217 


“willfully and contrary to such oath states or subscribes any material matter which 
he does not believe to be true” 


● Penal Code Sec. 1188 
“willfully states as true any material matter which he or she knows to be false, is 
guilty of perjury.” 


 
6Relevant, but not limited to, any of the presented code sections 
7 Full Text: https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1621 
8 Full Text: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PEN&sectionNum=118 
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● Penal Code Sec. 118a9 
“affidavit willfully and contrary to such oath states as true any material matter which 
he knows to be false, is guilty of perjury” 


● Penal Code Sec. 12310 
“It is no defense to a prosecution for perjury that the accused did not know the 
materiality of the false statement made by him; or that it did not, in fact, affect the 
proceeding in or for which it was made.” 


● Penal Code 12411 
“The making of a deposition, affidavit or certificate is deemed to be complete, 
within the provisions of this chapter, from the time when it is delivered by the 
accused to any other person, with the intent that it be uttered or published as true.” 


● Penal Code 12612 
“Perjury is punishable by imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170 
for two, three or four years.” 


● Penal Code 12713 
“Every person who willfully procures another person to commit perjury is guilty of 
subornation of perjury, and is punishable in the same manner as he would be if 
personally guilty of the perjury so procured.” 


● Penal Code 529 
“Every person who falsely personates another in either his or her private or official 
capacity, and in that assumed character does any of the following, is punishable 
pursuant to subdivision (b): (b) By a fine not exceeding ten thousand dollars 
($10,000), or by imprisonment in a county jail not exceeding one year, or 
imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170, or by both that fine and 
imprisonment.’ 


 
Relevant Plan Policies & Codes 
 
Mission Area Plan 


● OBJECTIVE 1.8: MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL AREAS 


o POLICY 1.8.2: Ensure that the Mission’s neighborhood commercial districts 
continue to serve the needs of residents, including immigrant and low-income 
households. 


 
● OBJECTIVE 6.1: SUPPORT THE ECONOMIC WELLBEING OF A VARIETY OF BUSINESSES IN 


THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS 


 
9 Full Text: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=118a.&lawCode=PEN 
10 Full Text: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=123.&lawCode=PEN 
11 Full Text: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=124.&lawCode=PEN 
12 Full Text: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=126.&lawCode=PEN 
13 Full Text: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=127.&lawCode=PEN 
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o POLICY 6.1.3: Provide business assistance for new and existing small businesses 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 


 
● OBJECTIVE 7.3: REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE CENTER OF 


LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO 
o POLICY 7.3.3: Protect and support Latino and other culturally significant local 


business, structures, property and institutions in the Mission. 
 
General Plan 


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


o 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. 


o POLICY 6.2: Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which 
foster small business enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive 
to economic and technological innovation in the marketplace and society. 


 
Planning Code Sec. 311(2) 
“notification area shall be all properties within 150 feet of the subject lot” 
 
 
Applicant’s Possible Counter Arguments 
 
Matcha n’ More SF is a separate entity from Matcha n’ More in New York: Applicant self-
declared that his business partners are Elise Lin, Co-Founder of Matcha n’ More, [Exhibit 3] and 
James Mui [Exhibit 5].  Matcha n’ More shares exact pictures across all of its social media 
marketing channels14 (Instagram and Facebook for SF and NY locations).  In many of Matcha n’ 
More’s social marketing channels, they reference the same corporate website: 
www.matchanmore.com.  
 
Manhattan location is closed: The location at 177 Hester St, New York, NY 10013 appeared 
open for business through March 2020 and prior to New York City’s Shelter in Place order.  It 
appears that the storefront was closed to the public due to COVID-19, but it is currently open 
and fulfilling food orders via Postmates15 with a $2.99 delivery charge.   
 
The presence of the 177 Hester St further demonstrates “a lease has been executed”, as stated 
in the Formula Retail affidavit, which the applicant has twice perjured himself on two separate 
affidavits. The Commission can ask the applicant to provide all past/expired, existing, and 
tentative new leases in NY, NJ, CA, and other possible states of operation to refute any claims 
made here. 


 
14 Instagram: “Matcha n’ More SF” @matchanmoresf, “Matcha n’ More NYC” @matchanmore Facebook: “Matcha n’ More” 
https://www.facebook.com/MatchanMore/ , “Matcha n’ More SF” https://www.facebook.com/matchanmoresf/ [Exhibit 27] 
15 https://postmates.com/merchant/matcha-n-more-new-york 
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DR Requestor is actually a business acting in “anti-competitive” behavior: The DR Requestor, 
Donald Martino Capozzi, has a vested interest in Garden Creamery.  Although not an equity 
holder16 in Garden Creamery, he is a business partner and has supported the owner, Erin Lang, 
in running Garden Creamery for the last several years.  Erin is also the DR Requestor’s romantic 
partner for eight years to date.   
 
Matcha n’ More was aware of the DR Requestors connection with Garden Creamery, and even 
mentioned it on the day of their first email correspondence:  
 


“we are speaking with Erin Lang or Donald Martino, the owners of Garden Creamery” 
[Exhibit 25] 


 
The DR Requestor never demonstrated “anti-competitive” behavior.  Nor did the DR Requestor 
hide the fact that he was associated with Garden Creamery.  In fact, the Requestor was very 
upfront with ownership in Garden Creamery, with Planning, with Community Boards, etc.   
 
Furthermore, all concerns, prior to the discovery of repeated perjury on Jason Yu’s part, were 
clearly outlined in the DR application and backed by cited Planning policies, for example: 
  


“Project creates unreasonable impact specifically to Objectives 6.1 in the General Plan, 
"SUPPORT THE ECONOMIC WELLBEING OF A VARIETY OF BUSINESSES IN THE EASTERN 
NEIGHBORHOODS ''. This project seeks to disrupt the economical well being of 
businesses by homogenizing the businesses in a highly concentrated area. This project is 
seeking a Change of Use to open an ice cream parlor within <300ft of 3 existing ice 
cream parlors (128 ft from Smitten, 167ft from Garden Creamery, and 260 ft from 
Xanath lce Cream). A DR is required to incorporate the community voice to further 
determining if the approval of this project is aligned with communities needs, the 
General Plan, the Mission Area Plan, CEQA/Preservation, and all other applicable 
codes.”  [Exhibit 12] Emphasis Added 


 
Claims made by Matcha n’ More regarding the DR Requestor intention on filing the DR request 
are baseless.  Matcha n’ More is not able to present any records to support their defamatory 
remarks directed at the DR Requestor, Garden Creamery, or his partner Erin Lang. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The record shows that Jason Yu of Matcha n’ More purposely misled the Planning Department 
and committed perjury in an attempt to fast track the entitlement process.  Planning’s own 
investigation into this matter found:  


“the applicant did not submit accurate information to us” [Exhibit 20] 


 
16 Erin Lang started Garden Creamery in 2010 with a friend who later left the business.  Donald, DR Requestor, become closely involved with the 
business eight years ago when he met Erin. 
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The Commission must decide to either: 


1. Take Discretionary Review and Reject 
2. Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


 
The DR Requestor asks that the Commission considers Option 1 as the appropriate path; hear 
the DR and move to reject the application.   
 
The commission should not grant entitlements to applicants who commit perjury and vote to 
reject the application; thus forcing the Project Sponsor to restart the process under a new 
application and 311 notification. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Donald Martino Capozzi17 


 
17 See [Exhibit 26] 
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Exhibit 2 
 







PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


3591 20th Street


Block/Lot(s)


Building Permit No.Record No.


2020-000909PRJ


3609042


201911127026


Name:


Property Owner's Information


Address:


Applicant Information


Yan, Sherman


Name:


Address:


423 Yale Street 94134


S&A Engineering and Design


Email:


Phone:


4155177277


sabyanfun@aol.com


Company/Organization:


Billing Contact


Jason Yu


Name:


Email:


Phone:


Company/Organization:


Address:


jasonyu213@yahoo.com


4156082588


Related Building Permit


201911127026


Building Permit Application No:


Related Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA)


PPA Application No:



Michael Turon



Michael Turon







Project Description:


Project Information


Change of use to Limited Restaurant in Valencia NCT Zoning District


Change of Use New Construction Demolition


Project Details:


AdditionsFacade Alterations ROW Improvements


Legislative/Zoning Changes Lot Line Adjustment-Subdivision Other:


 0.00


Estimated Construction Cost:


Residential:


Senior Housing Dwelling Unit Legalization


Inclusionary Housing Required


100% Affordable Student Housing


State Density Bonus Accessory Dwelling Unit


Rental Units Ownership Units Unknown Units


Non-Residential:


Formula Retail Cannabis Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment


Financial Service Massage Establishment Other:







General Land Use


Parking GSF 0 0


Existing Proposed


CIE (Cultural, Institutional, Educational)


Residential GSF 0 0


Retail/Commercial GSF 1 1


Office GSF 0 0


Industrial-PDR 0 0


Medical GSF 0 0


Visitor GSF 0 0


0 0


Usable Open Space GSF


Public Open Space GSF


0 0


0 0


Existing Proposed


Number of Stories


Dwelling Units - Affordable


Dwelling Units - Market Rate


Dwelling Units - Total


Hotel Rooms


Number of Buildings


Project Features


Parking Spaces


Loading Spaces


Bicycle Spaces


Car Share Spaces


Other:


0 0


0 0


 0  0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0







Land Use - Residential


Studio Units


Existing Proposed


Micro Units


One Bedroom Units


Two Bedroom Units


Three Bedroom (or +) Units


Group Housing - Rooms


Group Housing - Beds


SRO Units


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0


0 0







Environmental Evaluation Screening


1a. Estimated construction duration (months):


1b. Does the project involve replacement or repair of a building foundation? 


If yes, please provide the foundation design type (e.g., mat foundation, 


spread footings, drilled piers, etc):


2. Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more 


students, or a location 1,500 square feet or greater?


3. Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height?


4a. Would the project involve changes to the front façade or an addition 


visible from the public right-of-way of a structure built 45 or more years ago 


or located in a historic district?


4b. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 45 or 


more years ago, or a structure located within a historic district?


5. Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two 


(2) feet below grade in an archeologically sensitive area or eight (8) feet 


below grade in a non-archeologically sensitive area?


0


6a. Is the project located within a Landslide Hazard Zone, Liquefaction Zone 


or on a lot with an average slope of 25% or greater?


0


0


Area:


Amount:


Depth:


7. Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day 


care facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) 


within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone?


8a. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas 


station, parking lot, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, 


or a site with underground storage tanks?


8b. Is the project site located within the Maher area and would it involve 


ground disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards or a change of use from an 


Yes No


Foundation Design Type:


Yes No


NoYes


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


6b. Does the project involve a lot split located on a slope equal to or greater 


than 20 percent?


Yes No


1c. Does the project involve a change of use of 10,000 sq ft or greater? Yes No


File Date:Filed By:


01/21/2020Monica Giacomucci







 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Exhibit 3 
 







From: Jason Yu <jasonyu213@yahoo.com> 
Date: Sat, Mar 28, 2020 at 5:39 PM 
Subject: Discretionary Review 
To: 20thlexington@gmail.com <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
Cc: Elise Lin <eliselin92@hotmail.com> 
 
 
Dear Donald Martino,  
    
I am writing in reference to the San Francisco  Planning Discretionary review that you have filed 
on us. My name is Jason Yu and on the behalf of my partner Elise Lin, I would like to discuss this 
concern of yours with you personally before bringing to the city public hearing. I understand 
that you may have some concern regarding our business establishment disrupting the 
economic growth and diversity of the mission Valencia district. You may contact me through my 
personal email Jasonyu213@yahoo.com. Thank you for your patience and cooperation. I look 
forward to hearing from you. 
 
Best,  
Jason Yu and Elise Lin 
Owners of Matcha n’ More 
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About


Experienced Business Owner with a demonstrated history of working in the food & beverages industry. Skilled in Microsoft Word,


Educational Technology, Child Development, Teamwork, and Leadership. Strong entrepreneurship professional with a Master s̓


Degree focused in Special Education and Teaching from City University of New York-Brooklyn College.


Experience


Elise Lin
Educator and business owner


Brooklyn, New York · 116 connections


Matcha n'  More


City University of New York-


Brooklyn College


Join to Connect


Elise Lin


Join now Sign in



https://www.linkedin.com/company/matchanmore?trk=public_profile_topcard_past_company

https://www.linkedin.com/school/city-university-of-new-york-brooklyn-college/?trk=public_profile_topcard_school

https://www.linkedin.com/signup/public-profile-join?vieweeVanityName=elise-lin-462664118&trk=public_profile_top-card-primary-button-join-to-connect

https://www.linkedin.com/?trk=public_profile_nav-header-logo

https://www.linkedin.com/signup/public-profile-join?vieweeVanityName=elise-lin-462664118&session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&trk=public_profile_nav-header-join

https://www.linkedin.com/uas/login?session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&amp;fromSignIn=true&fromSignIn=true&trk=public_profile_nav-header-signin





5/31/2020 Elise Lin - Brooklyn, New York | Professional Profile | LinkedIn


https://www.linkedin.com/in/elise-lin-462664118 2/9


Business Owner


Jan 2018 – Feb 2020 · 2 years 2 months


177 Hester Street New York NY, 10013


- Manage day-to-day operations of the cafe


- Hire and onboard new wait staff and baristas


- Manage staff hours and payroll


- Train employees on drinks preparation and proper use of equipments


- Coordinate with vendors and order supplies, as needed (like takeaway cups, coffee, milk and other ingredients)


- Maintain updated records of daily, weekly and monthly revenues and expenses


- Add new menu items based on seasonality, holidays and customersʼ preferences (For example vegan matcha drinks,


new soft serve flavors)


- Advise staff on the best ways to resolve issues with clients and deliver excellent customer service


- Nurture friendly relationships with customers to increase loyalty and boost our reputation


- Manage and maintain social media pages (Instagram, Facebook, Yelp)


Matcha n'  More


Show less


Head Teacher
Angel Advantage Center


Jun 2009 – Jan 2018 · 8 years 8 months


Brooklyn, NY


- Assisted students in need of homework assistance from grades KG-5 (ELL and students with IEP)


- Prepared ELA and math lesson plans and taught assignments for weekend classes and summer program


- Provided English translation for the Chinese parents in the Bensonhurst and Sunset community


Substitute Teacher


Nov 2016 – Jun 2017 · 8 months


NYC Department of Education


Elise Lin


Join now Sign in



https://www.linkedin.com/company/matchanmore?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_image-click

https://www.linkedin.com/company/matchanmore?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_subtitle-click

https://www.linkedin.com/company/nyc-department-of-education?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_image-click

https://www.linkedin.com/company/nyc-department-of-education?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_subtitle-click

https://www.linkedin.com/?trk=public_profile_nav-header-logo

https://www.linkedin.com/signup/public-profile-join?vieweeVanityName=elise-lin-462664118&session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&trk=public_profile_nav-header-join

https://www.linkedin.com/uas/login?session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&amp;fromSignIn=true&fromSignIn=true&trk=public_profile_nav-header-signin
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P.S.176


- Co-taught and extensively observed and facilitated a 3rd grade inclusion class


- Developed a wide array of learning processes to meet the needs of each student s̓ strengths as well as develop upon


their weaknesses as well as emotional needs


- Used differentiated instruction and both formative and summative assessments to evaluate student work.


- Utilized an assortment of technology and hands on activities to implement visual, tactile and bodily kinesthetic


practices with touch screen...


Show more


Sales Associate


Jul 2010 – Jul 2011 · 1 year 1 month


New York, NY


• Operated a cash register to process cash, check and credit card transactions


• Communicated with customers and operated sales floor


• Stocked shelves, and marked prices on shelves and items


• Recommended merchandise based on individual requirements


• Advised customers on utilization and care of merchandise


• Resolve problems on the first call and avoid escalation of issues


• Provided Chinese-English translation to international customers


Coach


Head Counselor
Brooklyn Chinese American Association – P.S.160


Sep 2009 – Jun 2010 · 10 months


Brooklyn, NY


• Academic enhancement and homework assistance


• Responsible for maintaining order and creating a safe environment in the classroom


• Cultural enrichment activities through various cultural institutions


Elise Lin


Join now Sign in



https://www.linkedin.com/company/nyc-department-of-education?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_image-click

https://www.linkedin.com/company/coach?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_image-click

https://www.linkedin.com/company/coach?trk=public_profile_experience-item_result-card_subtitle-click

https://www.linkedin.com/?trk=public_profile_nav-header-logo

https://www.linkedin.com/signup/public-profile-join?vieweeVanityName=elise-lin-462664118&session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&trk=public_profile_nav-header-join

https://www.linkedin.com/uas/login?session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&amp;fromSignIn=true&fromSignIn=true&trk=public_profile_nav-header-signin
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Education


Volunteer Experience


• Enrichment activities through arts and crafts, physical fitness and martial arts


• Leadership training


City University of New York-Brooklyn College
Master s̓ Degree · Special Education and Teaching


2016 – 2018


City University of New York-Brooklyn College
Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) · Elementary Education and Teaching


2013 – 2015


Borough of Manhattan Community College
Elementary Education and Teaching


2010 – 2013


Youth Worker
Center For Family Life


Sep 2007 – Jun 2008 · 10 months


Elise Lin


Join now Sign in



https://www.linkedin.com/school/city-university-of-new-york-brooklyn-college/?trk=public_profile_school_result-card_full-click

https://www.linkedin.com/school/city-university-of-new-york-brooklyn-college/?trk=public_profile_school_result-card_full-click

https://www.linkedin.com/school/bmcc/?trk=public_profile_school_result-card_full-click

https://www.linkedin.com/company/center-for-family-life?trk=public_profile_volunteering_position_result-card_full-click

https://www.linkedin.com/?trk=public_profile_nav-header-logo

https://www.linkedin.com/signup/public-profile-join?vieweeVanityName=elise-lin-462664118&session_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fin%2Felise-lin-462664118&trk=public_profile_nav-header-join
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Licenses & Certifications


Languages


View Elise Lins̓ full profile to


Dignity for All Students Act (DASA)


Identification and Reporting of Child Abuse


School Violence Prevention


English
Native or bilingual proficiency


Fujianese
Native or bilingual proficiency


Mandarin
Elementary proficiency


Elise Lin


Join now Sign in



https://www.linkedin.com/?trk=public_profile_nav-header-logo
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See who you know in common


Get introduced


Contact Elise directly


Add new skills with these courses


Others named Elise Lin


Join to view full profile


Serving Customers Using Social Media (2016)


Overcoming Imposter Syndrome


Teaching Complex Topics


See all courses


Elise Lin


First Advantage - Human Resources Generalist


Zhuhai, Guangdong, China


Elise Lin


Ex-Chief Operating Officer, Business Operations & Strategy


Elise Lin


Join now Sign in



https://www.linkedin.com/signup/public-profile-join?vieweeVanityName=elise-lin-462664118&trk=public_profile_bottom-cta-banner

https://www.linkedin.com/learning/serving-customers-using-social-media-2016?trk=public_profile_recommended_course_learning_card_title

https://www.linkedin.com/learning/overcoming-imposter-syndrome?trk=public_profile_recommended_course_learning_card_title

https://www.linkedin.com/learning/teaching-complex-topics?trk=public_profile_recommended_course_learning_card_title

https://www.linkedin.com/learning/?trk=seo_pp_d_cymbii_more_learning

https://cn.linkedin.com/in/elise-lin-ab3355b9?trk=public_profile_samename_profile_profile-result-card_result-card_full-click

https://www.linkedin.com/in/eliselinx?trk=public_profile_samename_profile_profile-result-card_result-card_full-click

https://www.linkedin.com/?trk=public_profile_nav-header-logo
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33 others named Elise Lin are on LinkedIn


Elise s̓ public profile badge
Include this LinkedIn profile on other websites


San Francisco Bay Area
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Freelancer


Paris Area, France


Elise Lin


Greater Los Angeles Area


Elise Lin


Financial Services Manager at Jim Pattison Lexus Northshore


Vancouver, Canada Area
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Elise Lin
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City University of New York-Brooklyn College
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View similar profiles
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Violet Edwards
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Proud owner of Helping Hands preschool and daycare


Sid Baker


Past Chairman of the North Carolina Foundation for Public School Children Board of Directors


Karen Malsbury
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Karen Whitehead
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NYS Department of State


Division of Corporations


Entity Information


The information contained in this database is current through March 13, 2020.


Selected Entity Name: MATCHA N' MORE INC
Selected Entity Status Information


Current Entity Name: MATCHA N' MORE INC
DOS ID #: 5250251


Initial DOS Filing Date: DECEMBER 13, 2017
County: KINGS


Jurisdiction: NEW YORK
Entity Type: DOMESTIC BUSINESS CORPORATION


Current Entity Status: ACTIVE


Selected Entity Address Information
DOS Process (Address to which DOS will mail process if accepted on behalf of the entity)
MATCHA N' MORE INC
1539 WEST 5TH STREET
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK, 11204


Registered Agent
NONE


This office does not record information regarding the
names and addresses of officers, shareholders or


directors of nonprofessional corporations except the
chief executive officer, if provided, which would be


listed above. Professional corporations must include the
name(s) and address(es) of the initial officers, directors,


and shareholders in the initial certificate of
incorporation, however this information is not recorded


and only available by viewing the certificate.


*Stock Information



http://www.dos.ny.gov/corps/faq_copies.page.asp





# of Shares Type of Stock $ Value per Share
200 No Par Value


*Stock information is applicable to domestic business corporations.


Name History


Filing Date Name Type Entity Name
DEC 13, 2017 Actual MATCHA N' MORE INC


A Fictitious name must be used when the Actual name of a foreign entity is unavailable for use in New York
State. The entity must use the fictitious name when conducting its activities or business in New York State.


NOTE: New York State does not issue organizational identification numbers. 


Search Results   New Search


Services/Programs   |   Privacy Policy   |   Accessibility Policy   |   Disclaimer   |   Return to DOS
Homepage   |   Contact Us



https://appext20.dos.ny.gov/corp_public/CORPSEARCH.SELECT_ENTITY?p_srch_results_page=0&p_captcha=17335&p_captcha_check=6D9CD24361297E89EF54A03EEB0EEEAC8FE2114102A1B1038C00AF5E2C28DA516E6315CA149E81C75539CB38ED653C39&p_entity_name=%6D%61%74%63%68%61%20%6E%27%20%6D%6F%72%65&p_name_type=%41&p_search_type=%42%45%47%49%4E%53

https://appext20.dos.ny.gov/corp_public/corpsearch.entity_search_entry

http://www.dos.ny.gov/about/services/home.html

http://www.dos.ny.gov/about/privacy.html

http://www.dos.ny.gov/about/access.html

http://www.dos.ny.gov/about/disclaimer.html

http://www.dos.ny.gov/

http://www.dos.ny.gov/about/contact.asp
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On Sun, May 24, 2020 at 3:25 PM Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
Monica, 
 
Thank you again for your time on Friday.  I will follow up on some of the other topics from our 
call (i.e. continuance, corrections to DR application, etc.) after Memorial day weekend ramps 
down. 
 
To your initial question on Friday, here are the various locations/markets we found Match n' 
More operating at / scheduled to operate at: 
 
1.         177 Hester St, New York, NY 10013 
 
2.         210 Hudson St, Jersey City, NJ 07311 (Midnight Market Jersey City) 
 
3.         73 West St, Brooklyn, NY 11222 (Midnight Market, Brooklyn) 
 
4.         1 Wall Street Court New York, NY 10005 (Japan Fes) 
 
5.         20 Randalls Island Park, New York, NY 10035 (Vegandale Festival)    
 
6.         39100 State St Fremont, CA 94538 (Spicyholick)  
 
7.         1100 Eastshore Hwy, Berkeley, CA 94710 (FoodieLand)  
 
8.         285 W Huntington Dr, Arcadia, CA 91007 (626 night market) 
 
I will send over any additional locations I find. 
 
Thank you for your guidance on Friday! 
 
Donald 
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AFFIDAVIT FOR FORMULA RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS 


1650 M IS S ION STREET,  #4 00
SAN F RANCISCO,  C A   941 0 3
www.sfplanning.org


WHAT IS A FORMULA RETAIL USE?


A Formula Retail Use is a type of retail sales activity or retail sales establishment which has 11 other retail sales 
establishments located globally. In addition, the business maintains two or more of the following features: a standardized 
array of merchandise, a standardized facade, a standardized decor and color scheme, uniform apparel, standardized 
signage, a trademark or a servicemark.


WHAT TYPES OF BUSINESSES ARE REGULATED AS FORMULA RETAIL USES?


Businesses subject to the formula retail establishment controls include the following ‘Retail Sales Activity’ or ‘Retail Sales 
Establishment’ as defined in Article 1 and Article 8 of the Code:


• Amusement Game Arcade (§§102, 890.4)
• Bar (§§102, 890.22)
• Cannabis Retail (§§102, 890.125)
• Drive-up Facility (§§102, 890.30)
• Eating and Drinking Use (§§102, 890.34)
• General Grocery (§102)
• Gym (§102)
• Jewelry Store (§§102, 890.51)
• Limited-Restaurant (§102)
• Liquor Store (§102)
• Massage Establishment (§§102, 890.60)


Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303.1, certain retail uses must have additional review to determine if they 
qualify as a Formula Retail Use.  The first pages consist of instructions and important information which should 
be read carefully before the affidavit form is completed.  


For questions, call 415.558.6377, email pic@sfgov.org, or visit the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660 
Mission Street, San Francisco, where planners are available to assist you.  


Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 415.575.9010. Tenga en 
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para responder


中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電415.575.9010。請注意，規劃部門需要至


少一個工作日來回應。


Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 
415.575.9010. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw na 
pantrabaho para makasagot.


APPLICATION PACKET
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• Movie Theater (§§102, 890.64)
• Non-Auto Vehicle Sales or Rental (§§102, 890.69)
• Pharmacy (§102)
• Restaurant (§102)
• Retail Sales and Service, General (§102)
• Sales and Service, Other Retail (§§102, 890.102)
• Sales and Service, Retail (§§102, 890.104)
• Service, Financial (§102)
• Service, Fringe Financial (§§102, 890.113)
• Service, Instructional (§102)
• Service, Limited Financial (§102)
• Service, Personal (§§102, 890.116)
• Specialty Grocery (§102)
• Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment (§§102, 890.123)
• Tourist Oriented Gift Store (§§102, 890.39)


This affidavit for Formula Retail must accompany any Building Permit Application for any Alterations, New 
Construction, Commercial Tenant Improvements, Change of Use or Signage which relates to the establishment of that 
use.


IS A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION OR NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION NECESSARY?


If a use does qualify as a Formula Retail establishment, then additional controls may apply depending on the zoning 
district where the proposed business will be located.  Please consult the Public Information Center (PIC) for guidance on 
whether Conditional Use Authorization or Neighborhood Notification is required.


HOW IS FORMULA RETAIL STATUS DETERMINED?


If the number of worldwide locations is 12 or more, including the proposed location, and if the number of total 
standardized features of this business is two (2) or more, then the proposed use is a Formula Retail.


Applicants are responsible for providing accurate information about proposed uses. The Planning Department will 
determine whether an application or permit is for a Formula Retail use.  Any permit that has been approved is subject to 
revocation if it is determined to have been for a Formula Retail use at the time of approval.


ARE PROPOSED LOCATIONS INCLUDED IN MY TOTAL QUANTITY OF RETAIL LOCATIONS?


Yes. Any worldwide location that has been given a land use permit or entitlement counts towards the total number 
of locations, even if it is not yet operable. If you are unsure about the status of a proposed location, inform Planning 
Department staff so that the location can be appropriately analyzed.


WHAT ARE STANDARDIZED FEATURES?
Formula Retail uses are identified by having certain standardized features in common throughout their locations.  They 
are defined in Planning Code Section 303(i)(1).  The below list is a summary:


(A) Standardized array of merchandise:  Half or more of the products in stock are branded alike.
(B) Trademark:  A word, phrase, symbol or design that identifies products as being offered by them and no  
 others.   
(C) Servicemark:  A word, phrase, symbol or design that identifies a service as being offered by them and  
 no others.  
(D) Décor: The style of interior furnishings, (i.e. furniture, wall coverings or permanent fixtures).
(E) Color Scheme: A selection of colors used throughout the decor and/or used on the facade.
(F) Façade: The face or front of a building (including awnings) looking onto a street or an open space.
(G) Uniform Apparel: Standardized items of clothing (i.e. aprons, pants, shirts, smocks, dresses, hats, and  
 pins (other than name tags) including the colors of clothing.
(H) Signage: A sign which directs attention to a business conducted on the premises. (§602.3).
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AFFIDAVIT FOR FORMULA RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS


PLANNING APPLICATION RECORD NUMBER


1. Location and Classification


Project Address:       Block/Lot(s): 


2. Proposed Use Description


Proposed Use (Use Category Per Article 7 or 8):                                     Proposed Business Name: 


                                                                                                                          


Description of Business, Including Products and/or Services: 


Building Permit Application No. (if applicable): Conditional Use Case No. (if applicable):


3. Quantity of Retail Locations


3.A List the number of existing locations this business has worldwide.
Please include any property for which a lease has been executed.


3.B List the number of existing locations in San Francisco.


If the number entered on Line 3.A above is 11 or more, then the proposed use may be a Formula Retail Use.  Continue to section 4 
below. 
If the number entered on Line 3.A above is 10 or fewer, no additional information is required.  Proceed to section  5 on the next 
page and complete the Applicant’s Affidavit.


4. Standardized Features


FEATURES YES NO


A Array of Merchandise


B Trademark


C Servicemark


D Décor


E Color Scheme


F Façade


G Uniform Apparel


H Signage


TOTAL
                                                                            Enter the total number of Yes/No answers above.


If the total YES responses is two (2) or more, then the proposed use is a Formula Retail Use.
 


3609/042


Matcha Ice Cream shop


3591 20th Street


Limited Restaurant


Ice Cream and non-alcohol drinks


2019.1112.7026


0


✔
✔
✔
✔
✔
✔
✔
✔


8


1



Michael Turon



Michael Turon



Michael Turon



Michael Turon



Michael Turon



Michael Turon
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APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:


a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.


b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.


c) Other information or applications may be required.


d) I hereby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property as part of the City’s 


review of this application, making all portions of the interior and exterior accessible through completion of construction and


in response to the monitoring of any condition of approval.


e) I attest that personally identifiable information (PII) - i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts -


have not been provided as part of this application.  Furthermore, where supplemental information is required by this 


application, PII has been redacted prior to submittal to the Planning Department.  I understand that any information provided 


to the Planning Department becomes part of the public record and can be made available to the public for review and/or 


posted to Department websites.


_______________________________________________________  ________________________________________
Signature         Name (Printed)


_______________________________________________________
Date


___________________________   ___________________   ________________________________________
Relationship to Project    Phone    Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)


PLANNING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
PLANNING CODE SECTION(S) APPLICABLE:


HOW IS THE PROPOSED USE REGULATED AT THIS LOCATION?


 Principally Permitted
 Principally Permitted, Neighborhood Notice Required (Section 311)
 Not Permitted
 Conditional Use Authorization Required (Please list Case Number below)


CASE NO. MOTION NO. EFFECTIVE DATE NSR RECORDED?


 Yes  No


COMMENTS:


VERIFIED BY:


  Signature:                                                                                                  Date:                                           


  Printed Name:                                                                                           Phone:                                                        


Sherman Yan Digitally signed by Sherman Yan 
Date: 2020.02.07 22:20:19 -08'00' Sherman Yan


Agent (415)517-7277 Sabyanfun@aol.com


2-7-20
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March 12, 2020 


 
Sherman Yan 
423 Yale St. 
San Francisco, CA 94134 


 Donald Martino 
3566 20th St.  
San Francisco, CA 94110 


 
[via Certified Mail 7019 2280 0002 0221 4538] 
 
Re: Planning Project No 2020-000909PRJ / BPA 201911127026 
 
Sherman Yan, 
 
This is regarding the San Francisco Planning Code Sec. 311 notification we received for 3591 
20th Street; Block / Lot : 3609 / 042.  You are listed as the project contact. 
 
I have tried contacting you via phone regarding this project.  I am concerned that this project is 
not following San Francisco Planning Code and CEQA; this project requires further community 
input and likely a Conditional Use Application. 
 
Please contact me when you have a chance.  I will also be sharing my concerns with the Planning 
Department given the short window to comment via the 311 process. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Donald 
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March 12, 2020 


 
SF Planning Department 
Ref: 2020-000909PRJ 
1650 Mission St. Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


 Donald Martino 
3566 20th St.  
San Francisco, CA 94110 


 
[via Certified Mail 7019 2280 0002 0221 4545] 
 
Re: Planning Project No 2020-000909PRJ / BPA 201911127026 
 
Monica Giacomucci, 
 
This is regarding the San Francisco Planning Code Sec. 311 notification we received for 3591 
20th Street; Block / Lot : 3609 / 042.  You are listed as the project contact. 
 
I have tried contacting you via phone regarding this project.  I am concerned that this project is 
not following San Francisco Planning Code and CEQA; this project requires further community 
input and likely requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
Please contact me when you have a chance.  Given the short notice period under the Sec. 311 
notification, I think it is best if that this project undergo a Discretionary Review.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Donald 
 
cc: 
Richard Sucre 
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March 12, 2020 


 
Community Boards 
Attn: Planning Project  2020-
000909PRJ 
601 Van Ness Ave. Suite 2040 
San Francisco, CA 94102 


 Donald Martino 
3566 20th St.  
San Francisco, CA 94110 


 
[via USPS] 
 
Re: Participate in outside mediation 
 
Community Boards, 
 
This is regarding the San Francisco Planning Code Sec. 311 notification we received for 3591 
20th Street; Block / Lot : 3609 / 042.   
 
Please see Planning Record Number 2020-000909PRJ and Building Permit Application No. 
201911127026 for additional details. 
 
The Planning Departments materials suggested that we consider reaching out to your 
organization to participate in outside mediation on this case.  I called earlier and am waiting back 
to hear from your organization.  Please contact me and let me know the best way to engage 
Community Boards to address concerns with this project.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Donald 
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Discretionary Review Requestor's Information


~~~,e: Donald Martino


Address:
3566 20th St. San Francisco, CA 941 ] 0


Telephone: (808) 436-7770


Emai~ address: 20thlexington@gmail.com


Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed


rvame: Sherman Yan (Listed Project Applicant)


Company/Organization:


Adaress: Ema~~ address: sabyanfun@aol.com
423 Yale St. San Francisco, CA 94134 -- ----- ---- -- -- -


Te~epnone: (415) 517-7277


Property Information and Related Applications


~rolectAdd~ess: 3591 20th Street


slock/~ot(s): 3609/042


Building Permit Application No(s): BPA ZO191 112,7OZG, 201906052633, and 201904158029


ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST


PRIOR ACTION YES NO


Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?


Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner?


Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards)


Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation.
If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please summarize the result, including any changes
tfiat were made to the proposed project.


Lon~actea project sponsor ana assinea planner via phone anct certit~ed mai► to discuss concerns.
Waiting for reply.


Contacted Community Boards regarding possible mediation. Community Boards suggested filing a
UR.
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST


!n the space below and on seperate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.


1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the standards of the Planning Code and the


Residential Design Guidelines. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances thatjustify Discretionary Review of


the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or Residential


Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.


Approval of this project is inconsistent with the objects and policies of the Mission Area Plan outlined in the General
Plan, including but not limited to Objectives 6.1 & 6.2 as well as the community-driven goals identified by planning in the
Mission Area Plan which includes but not limited to "Preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission's distinct
commercial areas" & "Preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission". This project also did not undergo the required
historical review outlined under CEQA. The project is located in Liberty Hill Historic District in a "A" resource building.


2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. Please


explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the


neighborhood would be unreasonably affected, please state who would be affected, and how.


Project creates unreasonable impact specifically to Objectives 6.1 in the General Plan, "SUPPORT THE ECONOMIC
WELLBEING OF A VARIETY OF BUSINESSES IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS". This project seeks to
disrupt the economical well being of businesses by homogenizing the businesses in a highly concentrated area. This
project is seeking a Change of Use to open an ice cream parlor within <300ft of 3 existing ice cream parlors (128 ft from
Smitten, 167ft from Garden Creamery, and 260 ft from Xanath lce Cream). A DR is required to incorporate the
community voice to further determining if the approval of this project is aligned with communities needs, the General
Plan, the Mission Area Plan, CEQA/Preservation, and all other applicable codes.


3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to the


exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1 ?


Seek community input through the Descretionary Review Process prior to approving this project.


20th street is a vital connection commercial corridor between Valencia and Mission St that sits
directly in the Liberty Hill Historic District. The mix of business is critical for a thriving commnity.
Prior to approving the Change of Use, the Planning Commission have incorpoate community
oversight to ensure this key corridor best contributes to a thriving Mission community.
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:


a) The undersigned is the DR requestor or their authorized representation.


~~~


SiGnature


Req uestor


ReiaYionship to Requestor
ii.e. Attorney, Architect, etc.)


(808) 436-7770


Phone


Donald Martino


Name (Printed)


20th1 exi ngton @ gmai 1.com


Email


Fo~DvparMant Use Only / ~ °~


Apj.~lic tion received y Planniii Department:


OP-~'~— Date: 3 tio2 0


~'4C~ 9 ; PLANNING APPIJCATION - DI ;CRET~ONARY NEVIEW PUBLIC Y, 02.07.2019 SAN FRANCISCO PL4NNING DEPARTMENT







3/13/2020 Department of Building Inspection


Permit Details Report


Report Date: g/i3/2o20 9~34~23 ~M


Application Number: 2oi9iu2~o26


Form Number: 3


Address(es): 36x9 / 042 / 0 3591 2oTH ST


Descriprion: 
CHANGE (E) COMMERCIAL STORE TO LIMTTED RESTAURANT'. INCLUDING NEW
LIGHTINGS, FIXTURES, & HVAC SYSTEM INSTALLATION.


Cost: $60,000.00


Occupancy Code: R-2,B


Building Use: 05 -FOOD/BEVERAGE HNDLNG


Disposition /Stage:


ction Date Stage Comments


ii/i2/2oi9 TRIAGE


ii/i2/zoi9 FILING


ii/iz/2oi9 FILED


Contact Details:


Contractor Details:


Addenda Details:


ilPcrrinti nn


Step Station Arrive Start
Hold H ld


Finish Checked By PhoneHold Description


415-
i HIS a/i2/i9 u/i2/19 ii/i2/19LOPEZ JOSE 558-


6220


z CPB ii/i2/i9 ii/i2/i9 li/12/i9
SECONDEZ 415


558-GRACE
60~0


3 CP-ZOC ii/i2/i9
GIACOMUCCI4~5


558-MONICA
6377


GIACOMUCCI
415- Emailed 3u cover letter on z/i2/2o20


4 CP-NP z/iz/2o 2/iz/zo z/i3/2o
MONICA 55$- ~W~lliam) mailed iii notice on 2/26/2ozc


63~~ expires 3/2/2020 (William)


415-
4 BLDG 55$-


6133
415-


5 MECH 55$-
6133


415-
6 SFFD 55$-


6i~~


DPW- 415-


~ BSM 55$-
6060


415-
8 SFPUC 575-


694i


415-
9 HEALTH 252-


3800
io DFCU


415-
ii PPC USER GSA 558- ii/iz/i9: To DCP; HP


6133
415-


i2 CPB 55$-
60~0


Appointments:


ppointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appoinhnent Code ppointment Type Description Time Slots


Inspections:


ctiviTy Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status


dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1/2
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March 15, 2020 
 
SF Planning Department 
Attn: Monica Giacomucci 
1650 Mission St. Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Ms. Giacomucci, 
 
I am the occupant of the property located at 904 Valencia Street.  I recently saw a notice posted 
at 3591 20th St.  The notice stated that occupants of property within 150 feet will receive 
notification and detail plans on the proposed work at the site. 
 
I am writing to let you know that I did not receive a 311 notification regarding this matter, even 
though I am an occupant at a property within the 150 feet notification area; see attached map 
from the Planning Department.     
 
I believe any Change of Use along Valencia Street’s neighborhood commercial district requires 
community input.   
 
Furthermore, since this current 311 notification is flawed, since required notification has not 
been sent to all occupants within 150 feet, I believe the department needs to have the 
applicant start the 311 notification again and ensure that the notice is correctly served to all 
occupants in the 150 feet radius.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Best, 
 
Robyn Sue Fisher 
Occupant at 3591 20th St. 
(917) 620-2580 
 
cc: 
Sherman Yan 
423 Yale St 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
 



Michael Turon







Map Help  | Your Fee
Tell us what you think oSan Francisco Radius Map


Create Radius Map:
Radius Distance (feet): 150


3591 20th st
     


Search Examples:   400 Van Ness Ave, 0787/001,  2016-002071PRJ
(address, parcel, planning application)


Measure Distance  |  Clear Map


Add Parcels to the Map: 


Add Blocks to the Map: 


Add Schools to the Map: 


Add Zoning to the Map: 


Add NC Districts to the Map: 


Add MCDs to the Map:  


 


Esri Community Maps Contributors, BuildingFootprintUSA, E…


+
−



http://sfplanninggis.org/RadiusMap/maphelp.html

https://sfplanninggis.org/RadiusMap/maphelp.html#Feedback

javascript:publicVersion();

javascript:MeasureTool();

javascript:clearMap();

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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First Name Last Name Mailing Address Email Phone Member Business / Org Years in SF
Candice Ng 561 Valencia St candice@stonemillmatcha.com Business Owner Stonemill Matcha
Bodhi Freedom 3565 20th St bodhi.freedom@gmail.com Business Owner 20 Spot Wine Bar
Deb & Paul Horn Business Owner Royal Cookoo Grocery
Sandra Woods sandra@shopthewoods.com Business Owner The Woods
Gore Song 819 Valencia St gore@thebrewcoop.com Business Owner The Brew Coop
Sam 896 Valencia St Business Owner Golden Eagle Market
Lisa Lexington St 415 377 6129 Home Owner
Patricia Murphy 265 Lexington patmurphysf@hotmail.com 415 640 8021 Home Owner 40
Bonnie Lai 293 Lexington St bonnieslai@gmail.com 415 606 9032 Home Owner
Demetre Lagios 3555 20th st misterpixel@mac.com 415 378 6804 Home Owner
Micaela, Amalia & Ernesto Lezcano 3562 20th St Home Owner Landlord
Ben & Colleen Mallahan 571 641 9461 Home Owner
Lindsay Kooker 816 510 4118
Carolina Morales carolina.morales@berkeley.edu Community Leader Prior legislative aide Hillary Ronen
Bianca Guttierrez 415 312 4998 Community Leader Poder, Plaza 16 Coalition, etc 
Lisa Bautista 278 Lexington St ellebee87@gmail.com Renter
Rahul Rossell 3576 20th st 415 424 7270 Renter 
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From: Arnold McGilbray <mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org> 
Date: Thu, Apr 2, 2020 at 12:26 PM 
Subject: Possible mediation - Response requested 
To: 20thlexington@gmail.com <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
 
 
Re: Community Boards Reference No: 20-0044 
 
Dear Donald Martino, 
 
Recently, we were contacted by your neighbor Jason Yu. He is hoping that we can help resolve 
concerns over neighborhood issues and would like very much to meet with you and James Mai 
at and Community Boards. We invite you to consider this meeting as an opportunity to hear 
these concerns and to express your views and your own concerns. 
 
Please call me so that I can explain how the process works. 
 
Community Boards is a non-profit conflict resolution organization that offers people the 
opportunity to resolve differences peacefully and to everyone's satisfaction. Our mediation 
process aims to fully and equally address the issues of all parties involved. 
 
Mediation is a confidential and voluntary meeting where people discuss difficulties they are 
having with each other assisted by impartial third-parties, our community mediators. The 
mediators help people come up with their own workable and lasting solutions. Our mediators 
do not give advice or make judgments. The goal is to help everyone feel heard, understood and 
respected. 
 
To ensure the effectiveness of our process, please also let me know if there has been any 
coercive conduct between you and the other party(ies). The Coercive Conduct Questionnaire - 
https://goo.gl/OU65KL will help you decide if there has been any violence or threat of violence. 
Please call me if you have any questions. 
 
The agreed upon rate for mediation is $180.00 per hour (split between the parties). There is a 
minimum charge of two hours for any scheduled mediation. If the mediation is canceled fewer 
than three working days prior to the scheduled session, and not rescheduled at the time of 
cancellation, Community Boards reserves the right to charge a $200 cancellation fee. 
 
In addition to mediation. Community Boards offers Conflict Coaching which is a 1.5 hour, one-
on-one session with a Community Boards trained Conflict Coach. For your convenience, we 
offer sessions by phone or in-person. It's an excellent tool in preparation for mediation or as a 
standalone process. The Coach works with you to explore how the conflict is impacting you, 
what's important to you and any others involved, and looks at other perspectives. The Coach 
helps you to brainstorm possible solutions and strategies to address the problem and supports 
you in taking next steps to improve the situation. We highly recommend the process. The case 







opening fee covers the cost of one Conflict Coaching session. Please ask me for more details if 
you are interested. 
 
We hope that you will choose to use Community Boards. Regardless of your decision, please 
call me within 5 business days at 415-617-9711. To help us assist you more efficiently, please 
refer to the following case number when calling: 20-0044. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Arnold (Mac) McGilbray Jr. 
Case Development Manager 
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April 2, 2020 


 
Community Boards 
Reference No: 20-0044 
601 Van Ness Ave. Suite 2040 
San Francisco, CA 94102 


 Donald Martino 
3566 20th St.  
San Francisco, CA 94110 


 
[via USPS] 
 
Re: Reference No: 20-0044 
 
Community Boards, 
 
Thank you for your 04/02/20 email.  I contacted your office, both by phone and mail, in early 
March to participate in mediation with Community Boards on this case.  At that time, 
Community Board suggested filing a Discretionary Review.  On 03/16/20 a Discretionary 
Review was filed with planning. 
 
Since filing, the project sponsor reached out to us in an attempt to resolve the issues highlighted 
in the Discretionary Review.  We are waiting to hear back from the project sponsor regarding the 
previous discussions they had with the community groups and community members regarding 
this project and how they incorporated those conversations into the project. 
 
At this time, I believe it makes the most sense to wait for the project sponsor’s response 
regarding their meetings with community groups and community members, and how those 
conversations shaped changes in the project. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Donald 
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From: Mac McGilbray <mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org> 
Date: Thu, Apr 23, 2020 at 2:18 PM 
Subject: Re: Possible Mediation 
To: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
 
 
Dear Mr. Capozzi, 
 
Thank you for your prompt response to my email to Mr. Martino. 
 
I understand from your response that you both have decided to exercise the option to go 
directly to the Planning Commission to request Discretionary Review (DR) for resolution of your 
concerns.  We will advise the Project Sponsor of your decision.  
 
Please let me know if it is OK to share with him a copy of your written communications to me. 
 
Even after a request for DR has been filed, we strongly suggest and encourage parties to 
continue to try to resolve their concerns prior to the DR hearing, so as to maximize favorable 
outcomes for all, as well as to conserve both personal and governmental resources. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Arnold (Mac)McGilbray Jr. 
Community Boards 
Case Development Manager 
415) 617-9711 
 
--- 20thlexington@gmail.com wrote: 
 
From: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
To: mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org 
Subject: Re: Possible Mediation 
Date: Wed, 22 Apr 2020 18:20:39 -0700 
 
Arnold, 
 
Thank you for your note regarding the project at 3591 20th St. 
 
I have been speaking with the Project Sponsor to obtain information in hopes to avoid 
mediation or a Discretionary Review. Unfortunately, Jason has not been very forthcoming with 
information; specifically:  


• Which community groups he has had discussions with about the project. 
• What feedback those groups had provided him. 







As discussions with Jason evolved, additional community members have shared their concerns 
around this project with me.  I asked all concerned parties to share their thoughts with the 
Planning Department. My understanding is that several have done that. 
 
Given that the notification period has expired and the increased amount of community 
members wanting to be involved in the process, I believe the best course is to move forward 
with the Discretionary Review process. 
 
Separately, I have mentioned to the Project Sponsor, Jason, that engagement in the planning 
process will enable the community to come together and have their views incorporated into 
the project; thus providing the proposed project broader community support at the conclusion 
of the process. Ultimately the best outcome for all involved!  
 
Thank You! 
 
Donald 
 
On Wed, Apr 22, 2020 at 11:10 AM Arnold McGilbray <mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org> 
wrote: 
Hello Mr. Martino, 
 
Thank you for your letter of April 2, 2020 acknowledging my email of the same date, and 
indicating that you would  like to have some response from the project sponsor prior to 
mediation. 
 
I understand that you have now been in contact with the project sponsor. 
 
Please give me a call so that we can discuss, and hopefully schedule, a mediation of your 
concerns. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Arnold (Mac) McGilbray Jr. 
Case Development Manager 
mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org 
Tel: (415) 617-9711 
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From: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org> 
Date: Mon, May 11, 2020 at 1:08 PM 
Subject: RE: 3591 20th St: 311 and DR 
To: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
 
 
Hi Donald, 
 
My sincere apologies – the Commission Secretary moved the date of the hearing to June 4, so I 
had to scramble to get the required 20-day notice out on time. I just totally forgot to get in 
touch with you in the scramble – no excuses! Please let me know if you have any conflicts that 
would preclude you from participating in that hearing, and I can work with the Commission 
Secretary on a new date. 
 
I’ve answered your questions below, in bold, to keep things organized. Additionally, I think we 
should set up a phone call to go over several points about the project itself as well as the 
logistics of the hearing. I can find time pretty much any day this week, so please let me know 
what works for you. 
 
I appreciate your reaching out, and again, I really apologize for the delay in notifying you about 
the hearing date. 
 
Thanks, 
 
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 Team 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-8714 | 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: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2020 12:18 PM 
To: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: 3591 20th St: 311 and DR 
 
  
 
Monica, 
 
I hope all is well with you.  I wanted to follow-up on the DR filed on 3/16/2020 for the project at 
3591 20th St. 
 
I saw that the hearing has been scheduled for June 4. 
 
Several community members have reached out to me regarding the DR.  Many have asked how 
they can best share their concerns with the Planning Commission.   
 
A few questions on the DR process: 
 
· Who should I direct interested parties to so they can share their thoughts with the Planning 
Commission on the DR? 
 
If members of the public have questions about the project, I would ask you to direct them to 
me. If members of the public would like to share support or opposition to the project, the 
Commission has requested that people submit their comments in writing, in advance of the 
hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Please note that even though the current Shelter 
in Place order will expire on June 1, we anticipate that the hearing will be held remotely. 
Members of the public may give public testimony at the hearing over the phone. 
 
· What is the process for the DR now that a hearing has ben schedule? 
 
The Department typically requests that both parties have a discussion prior to the hearing. I 
STRONGLY encourage you to communicate with the project applicant; I can elaborate on this 
if/when we speak on the phone. Next, you should prepare a five-minute presentation which 
you will give at the Commission Hearing. It can include a visual presentation (such as a Power 
Point), but this is not required. Again, we can talk about the content and logistics of this 







presentation on the phone. I’ve copied this language from our standard hearing agendas about 
the in-hearing process for a Discretionary Review: 
 
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. 
 
· As the DR applicant, how do I submit additional information for consideration? 
 
I think I’d like to know more about the information you plan to submit before I answer this. 
Your opportunity to elaborate on your application occurs at the hearing, with some exceptions. 
 
  
 
Additional question on formula retail: 







 
· The business seeking a change of use at 3591 20th St. is Match n' More.  They have several 
locations open around the US (including NY & NJ) and may need a Conditional Use Hearing as 
formula retail per Planning.  Has the Planning Department determined that Match n' More is 
not a formula retailer? 
 
The proposed business is not called “Match N’ More” (or Matcha N’ More, which is maybe what 
you meant?), and has never been represented with that name in any Planning Department 
applications. It is doing business as “Matcha Ice Cream.” The proprietor has submitted a 
Formula Retail Affidavit (attached for your reference) stating that the proposed business does 
not qualify as Formula Retail as defined in Planning Code Section 303.1. Note that in order to 
qualify as Formula Retail and therefore trigger a Conditional Use Authorization, the proposed 
business must have 11 or more worldwide locations as well as a standardized array of 
merchandise, standardized signage, standardized employee apparel, etc. 
 
I would be happy to discuss this, as well as the claim made in your DR request that the project 
should have required a Certificate of Appropriateness, over the phone prior to the hearing. I 
think it’s important that you have a clear understanding of what review was required for this 
proposal prior to the Discretionary Review Hearing. 
 
  
 
Thank you and stay safe! 
 
  
 
Donald 
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From: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org> 
Date: Mon, May 18, 2020 at 12:59 PM 
Subject: RE: 3591 20th St: 311 and DR 
To: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
 
 
Hi Donald, 
 
Thanks for getting in touch. I completely understand. Plenty of other projects have been 
continued (formally moved forward to a different hearing date) in the past few weeks for 
similar reasons. However, that means that it’s unlikely we would be able to get continued to a 
date 1-2 weeks ahead. Because so many other projects have been continued already, there’s 
been a ripple effect on the Commission calendar. 
 
Staff can request a continuance from the Commission Secretary on your behalf, or you can do 
so yourself. I’m happy to take care of it, and will request June 11 or 18, but I wanted to warn 
you that realistically this could push out to July. With that in mind, please let me know if you’d 
still like for me to request the continuance. 
 
Unrelated to scheduling – I did a lot of research on Matcha N’ More last week, and while the 
applicant did not submit accurate information to us, it doesn’t appear that the business has 
ever had more than two locations worldwide. A business becomes Formula Retail when it 
establishes its 11th location. The case isn’t closed here – I am waiting on some additional 
information – but just wanted to give you that update. 
 
Please let me know if you have any additional questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
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 Team 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-8714 | www.sfplanning.org 
 







San Francisco Property Information Map 
 
  
 
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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May 22, 2020 


 
Community Boards 
Reference No: 20-0044 
601 Van Ness Ave. Suite 2040 
San Francisco, CA 94102 


 Donald Martino 
3566 20th St.  
San Francisco, CA 94110 


 
[via USPS and email] 
 
Re: Reference No: 20-0044 
 
Community Boards,  
  
This is a follow-up to our previous correspondence dated April 2, 2020 regarding Reference No: 
20-0044 regarding mediation with Jason Yu (a.k.a. Matcha n’ More).   
  
In hopes of exhausting all avenues in an attempt to resolving this prior to a public hearing in 
front of the Planning Commission, I would like to work with Community Boards to engage in 
mediation with Jason Yu.  
  
My request is that Jason Yu covers the costs of mediation. I believe this is fair because there was 
a cost associated with filing the Discretionary Review which I have had to cover.  
  
Please let me know if Jason is willing to engage in mediation. Currently, the Hearing is 
scheduled for June 4. If Jason Yu agrees to mediation, then I can contact the Planning 
Department and seek a continuance in the hearing as we try to resolve this matter with 
Community Boards assistance.  
  
Respectfully,  
  
Donald    
 
cc: 
Jason Yu 186 Concord St. San Francisco, CA 94112 
Sherman Yan 423 Yale St. San Francisco, CA 94134 
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From: Donald Capozzi <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
Date: Sat, May 30, 2020 at 10:16 AM 
Subject: Re: Call ASAP 
To: Arnold McGilbray <mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org> 
Cc: klipney@communityboards.org <klipney@communityboards.org> 
 
Arnold, 
 
Thank you for the call today.  I understand your position.  If something changes and Jason Yu is 
open to easing some of his demands of going into mediation, then let me know and we can 
seek a different mediation date/time that works. 
 
I am open to mediation.  As you know I have not made any demands to meet with Community 
Boards.  I am willing to continue to make fair and equitable concessions to get everyone to the 
table. 
 
I want to thank everyone at Community Boards for all of their extra efforts over the last few 
days; working overtime to try and bring everyone to the table. 
 
Thank you! Let me know if anything changes. 
 
Donald 
 
On Sat, May 30, 2020 at 8:39 AM Arnold McGilbray <mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org> 
wrote: 
Hello Donald, 
 
Could you give me a call? 
 
Regards, 
Arnold (Mac) McGilbray Jr. 
Case Development Manager 
mac_mcgilbray@communityboards.org 
Tel: (415) 617-971 
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From: Jason Yu <jasonyu213@yahoo.com> 
Date: Sat, Mar 28, 2020 at 10:23 PM 
Subject: Re: Discretionary Review 
To: Erin Lang <20thlexington@gmail.com> 
 
 
To whom may concern, 
 
   I hope you and your family are doing well and staying healthy during this COVID-19 pandemic. 
Thanks for getting back to us. I just want to clarify if we are speaking with Erin Lang or Donald 
Martino, the owners of Garden Creamery? I would like to understand what kind of concerns 
you have with our business. You state that our business is not compliance with the general and 
mission area plan in the discretionary review, can you please elaborate on that. I believe 
together we can help our neighborhood thrive and support one another. We hope to resolve 
your concerns without going into public hearing. 
 
Best Regards,  
 
Jason Yu 
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6/1/2020 MATCHA N' MORE


https://www.matchanmore.com 1/3


MATCHA N' MORE  
0


MATCHA N' MORE
MATCHA | COFFEE | DESSERTS | PASTRIES



https://www.matchanmore.com/

https://www.matchanmore.com/cart
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FOLLOW US & HASHTAG YOUR 
STORIES @MATCHANMORE



https://www.instagram.com/p/CALFZgoj9fR/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B_dIneolS_7/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B99gajylToc/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B8Zb_rUFcn6/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B7ypTXolKDE/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B7jkRxJlhhk/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B7Oe416FbJ3/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B6gZ1GJlqrx/
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https://www.instagram.com/p/B6BPJI-FhwX/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B5vSFSgFPl0/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B5lNJ-HlozB/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B4pv5_XFbZL/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B4KyGhxlfrQ/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B3r2eBuF2av/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B3UyX9eFp1A/

https://www.instagram.com/p/B2mGp2NF4Tu/

https://www.facebook.com/MatchanMore/

https://www.yelp.com/biz/matcha-n-more-new-york

mailto:hello@matchanmore.com

http://instagram.com/matchanmore





 
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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:33:38 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: Jondonovan, Pia <jondonovanpi@seattleu.edu> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 5:18 PM
To: frankfung@sfgov.org; jonasionin@sfgov.org; commissionssecretary@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>; Imperial,
Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: GordonMar@sfgov.org
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
My name is Pia Jondonovan. I have lived in the Sunset my whole life and graduated from SI two tears
ago in 2018. My grandfather, uncle, and brother attended SI as well so it is important to my family. 
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law. There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San
Francisco and allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice. St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of
learning not just to take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others. Many of those

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
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


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, 
 
Pia Jondonovan
1670 21st. Ave. San Francisco
jondonovanpi@seattleu.edu
 

mailto:jondonovanpi@seattleu.edu


 
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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:33:24 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: Jondonovan, Pia <jondonovanpi@seattleu.edu> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 5:02 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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
My name is Pia Jondonovan. I have lived in the Sunset my whole life and graduated from SI two tears
ago in 2018. My grandfather, uncle, and brother attended SI as well so it is important to my family. 
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more
options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law. There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San
Francisco and allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice. St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of
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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, 
 
Pia Jondonovan
1670 21st. Ave. San Francisco
jondonovanpi@seattleu.edu

mailto:jondonovanpi@seattleu.edu


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:33:12 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.

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom McGuigan <tmcguigan03@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

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

theresa.imperial@sfgov.org" <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
        "

milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
        " commissions.secretary@sfgov.org"
         <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: " Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org" <Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org>
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
Content-Type: text/html; charset="utf-8"

<html xmlns:o=3D"urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" xmlns:w=3D"urn:sc= hemas-microsoft-
com:office:word" xmlns:m=3D"http://schemas.microsoft.com/of=
fice/2004/12/omml" xmlns=3D"http://www.w3.org/TR/REC-html40"><head><meta ht= tp-equiv=3DContent-Type
content=3D"text/html; charset=3Dutf-8"><meta name= =3DGenerator content=3D"Microsoft Word 15 (filtered
medium)"><style><!--
/* Font Definitions */
@font-face
        {font-family:"Cambria Math";
        panose-1:2 4 5 3 5 4 6 3 2 4;}
@font-face

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://schemas.microsoft.com/of=
http://www.w3.org/TR/REC-html40


        {font-family:Calibri;
        panose-1:2 15 5 2 2 2 4 3 2 4;}
/* Style Definitions */
p.MsoNormal, li.MsoNormal, div.MsoNormal
        {margin:0in;
        margin-bottom:.0001pt;
        font-size:11.0pt;
        font-family:"Calibri",sans-serif;}
.MsoChpDefault
        {mso-style-type:export-only;}
@page WordSection1
        {size:8.5in 11.0in;
        margin:1.0in 1.0in 1.0in 1.0in;}
div.WordSection1
        {page:WordSection1;}
--></style></head><body lang=3DEN-US link=3Dblue vlink=3D"#954F72"><div
-->cla=
ss=3DWordSection1><p class=3DMsoNormal><o:p>&nbsp;</o:p></p><p class=3DMsoN=
ormal><o:p>&nbsp;</o:p></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span
ormal>style=3D'font-size:13=
.5pt;color:black'>June 1, 2020<o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><s= pan style=3D'font-
size:13.5pt;color:black'>&nbsp;<o:p></o:p></span></p><p c= lass=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-
size:13.5pt;color:black'>President Joe= l Koppel<o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span
style=3D'font-size= :13.5pt;color:black'>and Honorable Commissioners<o:p></o:p></span></p><p cl=
ass=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>San Francisco = Planning Commission<o:p>
</o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span style= =3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>San Francisco City
Hall<o:p></o:p></span>= </p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>&nbsp=
;<o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-size:13.5pt= ;color:black'>&nbsp;<o:p>
</o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span style= =3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>Dear Commissioners:
<o:p></o:p></span></p>=
<p class=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>&nbsp;<o:=
p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span
p>style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;col=
or:black'>My name is Tom McGuigan and I was born and raised in the Sunset a= nd also attended St. Ignatius, class
of 1986.=C2=A0=C2=A0 My time at St. Ig= natius provided me with a sense of community and all around
excellence as t= he education there is for the whole person, not only academically, but spir= itually and
physically.=C2=A0 The commitment to excellence taught to me at = St. Ignatius is still with me today, and the
teamwork and dedication, as we= ll as leadership, taught on the sports fields is just as important as the l= essons in
the classrooms.<o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span s= tyle=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>
<o:p>&nbsp;</o:p></span></p><p class= =3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-
size:13.5pt;color:black'>I=E2=80=99m writi= ng 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.<o:p></o:p></=
span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span
span>style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>=
&nbsp;<o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-size:1= 3.5pt;color:black'>There are
fewer spaces for students to practice field sp= orts in San Francisco and allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep
stu= dents closer to the campus rather than traveling great distances to practic= e.<o:p></o:p></span></p><p
class=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font-size:13.5p= t;color:black'>&nbsp;<o:p></o:p></span></p><p
class=3DMsoNormal><span style= =3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>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.&nbsp;&nbsp;Many of those lessons are learn= ed through the shared experience on the
field.&nbsp;&nbsp;Even the students=  who participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by suppor=
ting their friends and fellow classmates.<o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DM=
soNormal><span
soNormal>style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>&nbsp;<o:p></o:p></sp=
an></p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span



an>style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>Pl=
ease vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your c= onsideration.<o:p></o:p></span></p><p
class=3DMsoNormal><span style=3D'font= -size:13.5pt;color:black'>&nbsp;<o:p></o:p></span></p><p
class=3DMsoNormal>= <span style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>Sincerely,<o:p></o:p></span></=
p><p class=3DMsoNormal><span
p>style=3D'font-size:13.5pt;color:black'>&nbsp;<=
o:p></o:p></span></p><p class=3DMsoNormal>Tom McGuigan</p><p class=3DMsoNor=
mal>1200 =E2=80=93 39<sup>th</sup> Avenue</p><p class=3DMsoNormal>San
mal>Franc=
isco, CA 94122</p><p class=3DMsoNormal><o:p>&nbsp;</o:p></p><p class=3DMsoN=
ormal><o:p>&nbsp;</o:p></p></div></body></html>=



 
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: Proposed Additional Development at 4326-4336 Irving Street
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:32:30 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: INGE HORTON <ingehor@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 1:51 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: Proposed Additional Development at 4326-4336 Irving Street
 

 

Planning Commissioners,
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed additional development at 4326-4336 Irving
Street. The existing 12 units are proposed to be changed from 20 bedrooms to 36 bedrooms with
the loss of common areas and also all parking spaces. While it might be considered a gain in
residential space it actually will result in the loss of affordable units and replacement with rather
small and almost substandard rooms without common space i.e. living/dining room. The new units
on the 4th floor will result in the reduction of light and air of the surrounding properties. These
vertical additions will not fit the neighborhood character and stick out like a sore thumb.
 
Another major concern is the absence of parking spaces in this new configuration of residences.
Although not every occupant of the 36 bedrooms will have a car - and some might even have two
occupants with cars - and need parking spaces, the demand for parking exceeds by far what is
available on the neighborhood streets and will negatively impact the neighborhood residents and
weekend visitors to Ocean Beach and Golden Gate Park and the soccer fields.
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This project has more discrepancies with the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines and
thus I urge you not to approve it.
Sincerely,
Inge Horton
resident of the Outer Sunset
 
 
 
 
 



 
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: Please Support Saint Ignatius Lights for the benefit of our community
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2020 8:32:10 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: Albert Lam <albertlam@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 1:28 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>; milcent.johnson@sfgov.org; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please Support Saint Ignatius Lights for the benefit of our community
 

 

June 1, 2020

President Joel Koppel

and Honorable Commissioners

San Francisco Planning Commission

San Francisco City Hall

 

Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
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Dear Commissioners:

I am Albert Lam and I been part of this community for over 30 years. I am proud that my son attended
Saint Ignatius and be part of this great academic institution.

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.

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.

 

Regards

Albert Lam

415-250-1920

AlbertLam@yahoo.com

 

mailto:AlbertLam@yahoo.com


 
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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Conditional Use Permit for 1760 Ocean Ave., San Francisco, CA
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 4:09:55 PM
Attachments: Letter re. 1760 Ocean to Keith Hansell.docx

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

From: Ocean Avenue CBD <info.oacbd@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 at 3:58 PM
To: "keith@saverlyhealthcarearchitects.com" <keith@saverlyhealthcarearchitects.com>
Cc: "Yee, Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee.bos@sfgov.org>, "Low, Jen (BOS)"
<jen.low@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)" <jeffrey.horn@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: Conditional Use Permit for 1760 Ocean Ave., San Francisco, CA
 

 

Please see the attached letter for this Planning Commission pending hearing. 
Daniel Weaver
Executive Director
Ocean Avenue Association
t: 650-273-6223
e: info.oacbd@gmail.com

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:info.oacbd@gmail.com
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Keith Hansell

Saverly Healthcare Architects

18008 Sky Park Circle, Suite 290

Irvine, CA 92614

(562)761.8080



Via Email

keith@saverlyhealthcarearchitects.com

 

Re:  Conditional Use Hearing for 1760 Ocean Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112



Dear Mr. Hansell,



As Executive Director of the Ocean Avenue Association I invite you to present and respond to questions about your project at 1760 Ocean Ave., San Francisco, around June 15, at 6:30 pm at an Ocean Avenue community public meeting site to describe and respond to neighborhood questions about the plan and its impact on the Ocean Avenue neighborhood retail district. This meeting should be held before the Conditional Use hearing for this location of the San Francisco Planning Commission.



Here are some issues that have been brought up in the Ingleside neighborhood so far:



1. The cooling system noise and the existing noise of the building in both retail, parking and  residential spaces that include 1760 Ocean Avenue need to be evaluated and abated. 

2. There are 4 units that face Ocean Avenue from the residential space above. Those units are subjected to the current noise of para-transit vans during the loading / unloading process from as early as 4am to as late as 9am, six days a week. In addition, the vans tend to idle with exhaust fumes polluting the air above where the units reside.

3. The parking garage that is available for the RAI dialysis center currently cannot accommodate the main vehicles utilized for pick-up and drop-off. Therefore, the Para-transit vans are forced to operate on Ocean Avenue lanes including a small parking lane area carved out of the sidewalk and traffic is constantly blocking the West-bound traffic lane, creating extremely hazardous conditions for other vehicle and pedestrian traffic. It also slows down the light rail vehicles that operate on the center West-bound lane of Ocean Ave. Being able to drop-off and pick-up patients and having the patients use an elevator to access the medical area would be a good improvement. A thorough traffic study of these issues is necessary.

4. The architectural facade of the building is, from a pedestrian and urban design perspective, a disaster. The proposed expansion is not suitable for Ocean Avenue’s neighborhood commercial zoning. Adding  small and attractive retail spaces along the sidewalk would allow for additional active pedestrian store fronts to support the neighborhood commercial uses encourged by the zoning. Users of the dialysis center, however, do not patronize Ocean Ave businesses and thereby do not contribute to the neighborhood commercial district.

5. The existing RAI facility has virtually no connection with the other businesses or the community along Ocean Ave. The managers and employees do not participate in events and do not properly maintain their spaces. No one has been available to discuss community events or needed storefront improvements. The existing location of RAI on Ocean Ave has demonstrated over the years that it would be best located in an industrial zoned area, not a neighborhood commercial district where pedestrians are welcome and encouraged.



Daniel Weaver

Executive Director

Ocean Avenue Association

1728 Ocean Ave., PMB 154

San Francisco, CA 94112

415.404.1296

info.oacbd@gmail.com



From: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: 10 South Van Ness packet for June 11th hearing
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 3:38:17 PM
Importance: High

Commissioners,
Staff is ready to send hard copies out for your review. Previously, only Commissioner Moore and Diamond
confirmed for hard copies of large projects.
Please confirm if anyone else would like to receive a hard copy at home address.
 
Thank you,
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6926 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Stay Safe at Home Order. Most of our
staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file
new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.
 
 

mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964


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

Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Robertson, Brandi (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC); Son, Chanbory

(CPC)
Subject: 2 Geneva Avenue (2019-017877CUA) Staff Report Amendment
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 2:52:59 PM
Attachments: Application (CUA) - 2 Genenve Avenue (ID 1136085) (ID 1185439).pdf

Good afternoon Commissioners,
 
It came to my attention (thank you Commissioner Diamond) that the Conditional Use Application
attached at the end of the staff report for 2 Geneva (2019-017877CUA) to be heard on the consent
calendar this Thursday was inaccurate. This error has been amended and attached you can find the
correct Conditional Use Application. No other items in the staff report had been amended.
 
Thank you and let me know if you have any questions.
 
Best,
 
David Weissglass, Planner
Flex Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9177 │ www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
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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CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION APPLICATION


1650 M IS S ION STREET,  #4 00
SAN F RANCISCO,  C A   941 0 3


www.sfplanning.org


WHAT TO SUBMIT: 
1. One (1) original of this application signed by owner or 


agent, with all blanks filled in;


2. One hard copy set of reduced sized (11”x17”) plans, 
including but not limited to plans showing adjacent 
structures, existing and proposed floor plans, 
elevations, and sections. Once your project is assigned, 
your planner may request a full-size (24”x36”) set 
of plans. Please see the Department’s Plan Submittal 
Guidelines http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/
files/FileCenter/Documents/8676-Plan_Submittal_
Guidelines-042315.pdf for more information;


3. Section 303(c) findings


4. Any project specific findings per Section 303


5. Prop M Findings


6. A Letter of Authorization for Agent from the owner 
giving you permission to communicate with the 
Planning Department on their behalf;


7. Current or historic photograph(s) of the subject 
property; 


8. A digital copy of all documents submitted (CD 
or USB drive), containing all applications, project 
drawings, photos and letter of authorization; and


9. A check made payable to the “San Francisco Planning 
Department” for the required intake fee amount. (See 
Fee Schedule and/or Calculator)


THE PRE-APPLICATION PROCESS:
The following types of projects require a Pre-Application 
Meeting prior to filing any Planning entitlement 
application (i.e. Conditional Use Authorization, Variance), 
provided that the scope of work is subject to Planning 
Code Section 311 or 312 Notification: 


• Projects subject to 311 or 312 Notification;


• New Construction;


• Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more;


• Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more;


• Decks over 10 feet above grade or within the 
required rear yard;  


• All Formula Retail uses subject to a Conditional 
Use Authorization;


• Community Business Priority Processing (CB3P); 
and


• Projects in PDR-I-G Districts subject to Section 
313.


Please refer to the Pre-Application Meeting Instruction 
Packet for further detail or contact planning staff with 
questions.


HOW TO SUBMIT: 


To file your Conditional Use application, please send 
an email request along with the intake appointment 
request form to: CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. Intake request 
forms are available here: http://sf-planning.org/
permit-forms-applications-and-fees. 


Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, the Planning Commission shall hear and make determinations regarding 
applications for the authorization of Conditional Use.


Please read the Conditional Use Authorization Packet of Information and the instructions in this application carefully 
before the application form is completed. 


APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS


Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 415-575-9010. Tenga en cuenta que 
el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para responder


中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電415-575-9010。請注意，規劃部門需要至少一個工作日來回
應。


Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 415-575-9121. 
Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw na pantrabaho para 
makasagot.



http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/8676-Plan_Submittal_Guidelines-042315.pdf

http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/8676-Plan_Submittal_Guidelines-042315.pdf

http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/8676-Plan_Submittal_Guidelines-042315.pdf

http://forms.sfplanning.org/Fee_Schedule.pdf

http://forms.sfplanning.org/Fee_Schedule.pdf

http://CPC.Intake@sfgov.org

http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/9396-Intake%20Request%20Form%20-%20Fillable%20-%20120915.pdf

http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/9396-Intake%20Request%20Form%20-%20Fillable%20-%20120915.pdf
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CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION APPLICATION


PLANNING APPLICATION RECORD NUMBER


Property Owner’s Information


Name:


Address: Email Address: 


Telephone:


Applicant Information (if applicable)


Name:  Same as above     


Company/Organization:


Address: Email Address:


Telephone:


Please Select Billing Contact:   Owner   Applicant   Other (see below for details)


Name:  ______________________________  Email:  ____________________________________ Phone:  ________________________


Please Select Primary Project Contact:   Owner   Applicant   Billing


Property Information


Project Address: Block/Lot(s):


Plan Area:


Project Description: 
Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose. Please list any special authorizations or 


changes to the Planning Code or Zoning Maps if applicable.     See Attachment


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Project Details:


  Change of Use   New Construction   Demolition   Facade Alterations   ROW Improvements


  Additions    Legislative/Zoning Changes    Lot Line Adjustment-Subdivision   Other _________________


Estimated Construction Cost:  _________________________


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


  Inclusionary Housing Required       State Density Bonus         Accessory Dwelling Unit


Non-Residential:   Formula Retail   Medical Cannabis Dispensary   Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment


   Financial Service        Massage Establishment   Other:   


Related Building Permits Applications


Building Permit Applications No(s):
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PROJECT AND LAND USE TABLES


If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates. 


General Land Use Category


Existing  
(square footage area)


Proposed  
(square footage area)


Parking GSF


Residential


Retail/Commercial


Office


Industrial-PDR


Medical


Visitor


CIE (Cultural, Institutional, Educational)


Useable Open Space


Public Open Space


Project Features


Existing Unit(s) 
(Count)


Proposed Unit(s)  
(Count)


Dwelling Units - Affordable


Hotel Rooms


Dwelling Units - Market Rate


Building Number


Stories Number 


Parking Spaces


Loading Spaces


Bicycle Spaces


Car Share Spaces


Public Art


Other







V. 01.20.2018  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 5  |  PLANNING APPLICATION - CURRENT PLANNING


Land Use - Residential


Existing  
(square footage area)


Proposed  
(square footage area)


Studios


One Bedroom


Two Bedroom


Three Bedroom (and  +)


Group Housing - Rooms


Group Housing - Beds


SRO


Micro


Accessory Dwelling Unit*


*For ADUs, individually list all ADUs and 
include unit type (e.g. studio, 1 bedroom, 
2 bedroom, etc.) and the square footage  
area for each unit.
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ACTION(S) REQUESTED


Action(s) Requested (Including Planning Code Section which authorizes action)


CONDITIONAL USE FINDINGS
Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303(c), before approving a conditional use authorization, the Planning Commission needs 
to find that the facts presented are such to establish the findings stated below. In the space below and on separate paper, if 
necessary, please present facts sufficient to establish each finding.


1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed location, will provide a 
development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.


2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons 
residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with 
respect to aspects including but not limited to the following:


(a) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement of 
structures;


(b) 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;


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


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


3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and will not adversely affect the 
Master Plan.







V. 01.29.2018  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 7  |  PLANNING APPLICATION - CURRENT PLANNING


PRIORITY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES FINDINGS


PLANNING CODE SECTION 101


(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS)


Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed alterations and 
demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. These eight policies are 
listed below. Please state how the Project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy. Each statement should refer to specific 
circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a response. If a given policy does not apply to your 


project, explain why it is not applicable.


Please respond to each policy; if it’s not applicable explain why:


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


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


3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;


4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;
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Please respond to each policy; if it’s not applicable explain why:


5. 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;


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


7.  That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and


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







Conditional Use Findings


Address: 2 Geneva Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112 Block / Lot: 6946-
057
Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303(c), before approving a conditional use authorization, the
Planning Commission needs to find that the facts presented are such to establish the findings stated
below. In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to
establish each finding.


1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed location, will
provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the
community;
The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has licensed AT&T Mobility to provide cellular
telephone communication services. Through the Federal licensing accord, AT&T Mobility is
mandated to serve the counties of the San Francisco Bay Area, including the City of San Francisco.
This conditional use authorization is sought so that AT&T Mobility can continue to satisfy that
mandate, meet its contractual service obligations to its customers, and provide essential wireless
communications services. The proposed facility will provide a development that is both necessary
and desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood and the community.


The proposed facility is necessary because AT&T Mobility's radio frequency ("RF'') engineers have
identified that the work associated with this permit request is needed to close a significant service
coverage gap in an area roughly bordered by Judson Ave to the north, HWY 280 to the east, San Jose 
Avenue to the south, and Ocean Ave to the west. (the “Significant Gap"). Coverage available 
from existing AT&T Mobility wireless communication facilities is insufficient to remedy this sig-
nificant service coverage gap.


AT&T Mobility's RF Engineers have conducted studies and concluded that the proposed facility at 
2 Geneva Avenue will meet the company's service improvement objective and close the signifi-
cant service coverage gap in this service area. In doing so, the proposed facility will enhance the 
area's public safety infrastructure by providing wireless communication services to the sur-
rounding neighborhood and local community. The general public, police, fire fighters, and other 
emergency personnel rely heavily on wireless communications for fast and dependable communi-
cations at all times, but especially during natural disasters or other emergencies, such as earth-
quakes and fires. The proposed facility is also desirable for the community because it will help AT&T
Mobility provide dependable wireless communications that are essential to promote commerce and 
industry. The FCC has recognized that wireless services are central to the economic, civic, and social 
lives of millions of Americans, including AT&T Mobility's Bay Area customers.


The proposed facility, at the size and intensity contemplated, and at the proposed location, would 
be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The subject building is a 3-Story Residential 
Apartment building.







The proposed installation is designed to blend into the existing structure and surrounding
neighborhood by utilizing the rooftop and facade architectural features of the subject and adjacent
buildings. The project will not conflict with the existing use of the property, and the proposed facility
will be located and designed to be compatible with the surrounding commercial uses and nature of
the vicinity. The proposed antennas and related equipment will be located, screened, and designed
to minimize their visibility from public spaces, avoid intrusion into public vistas, and harmonize with
neighborhood characteristics. The twelve (12) roof mounted antennas with associated equipment
will be installed behind screening that will match existing building design and common to the envi-
ronment and surrounding neighborhood. The associated radio equipment will be located on the 
roof of the building and will not be visible to the public.


2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements, or potential
development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not limited to the following:
The proposed facility must comply with all applicable Federal and State regulations to safeguard
health and safety and to ensure that persons residing or working in the vicinity, and personal
property will not be adversely affected. Please refer to the report prepared by Hammett & Edison,
Inc. for a specific discussion of the proposed facility's compliance with FCC output requirements. The
report is attached as Attachment B.


a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape, and arrangement 
of structures;
The proposal would not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or general welfare of
persons residing or working in the vicinity. The twelve (12) roof mounted antennas with associ-
ated equipment will be installed behind screening that will match existing building design and
common to the environment and surrounding neighborhood. The associated radio equipment will 
be located on the roof of the building and will not be visible to the public.


b. 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;
Unlike typical commercial uses such as office buildings or retail establishments, the proposed facility
will continue to be unmanned. A one or two- person maintenance crew would visit the project site
once a month for one to four hours to service and maintain the facility. This maintenance visit will
not increase traffic congestion, adversely impact public transportation, or place a burden on the
existing supply of on- or off-street parking.


c. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust, and odor;
The proposed facility will not emit glare, dust, or odors. The proposed equipment boxes are self-
contained, therefore minimizing any noise emissions.


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







The proposed facility would be located and designed so that the facility is incorporated into the
design of the existing building and the antennas and equipment are completely located or screened
from view. No additional lighting is proposed as part of this project. Any additional signage would
be limited to those signs required by the FCC, the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection,
and the San Francisco Fire Department.


3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and will not
adversely affect the General Plan.
Planning Code Section 711.83 allows the installation of wireless telecommunications facilities in the
Pacific Heights neighborhood with conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission. In
addition, the project complies with the General Plan Objectives and Policies.







VII. Priority General Plan Policies Findings


Planning Case Number:


Address: 2 Geneva Avenue, San Francisco, CA 
94112 Block & Lot Numbers: 6946-057


Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find
that proposed projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section
101.1 of the Planning Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the project is
consistent or inconsistent with each policy. Each statement should refer to specific circumstances or
conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES
NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT DOES NOT.


l. 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 proposal involves the
installation of an upgraded unmanned AT&T Mobility wireless communication facility that will close
a significant service coverage gap and increase wireless communication services in the area; therefore
enhancing and preserving the existing neighborhood-serving retail uses for residents and owners in
the area.


2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural 
and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;
AT&T proposes to install twelve (12) roof mounted antennas with associated equipment be-
hind screening that will match existing building design and common to the environment and sur-
rounding neighborhood. The associated radio equipment will be located on the roof of the build-
ing and will not be visible to the public.


The facility is proposed to be located on an existing residential apartment building where the
surrounding rooftop and facade features of the subject and adjacent buildings allows integration of
the proposed antennas resulting in minimal visual change. As a result, the existing housing and
neighborhood character will not be affected. In addition, the proposed facility is designed to close a
significant service coverage gap and promote wireless communication in the area, therefore
preserving the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood.


3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The AT&T Mobility facility is proposed on a parcel that is currently occupied by an existing medical
office/residential building that would not otherwise be used for housing. The proposed AT&T
Mobility facility therefore has no effect on the City's supply of affordable housing.


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







The proposed AT&T Mobility facility would be unmanned and, therefore, it does not have a
significant volume of traffic associated with the use. The proposed facility would be maintained once
a month by one or two technicians for approximately 1-4 hours. Additional visits may be necessary
for the operation of the facility if a service-affecting situation should occur.


5. 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 proposed facility is located on an existing structure consisting of residential uses. No industrial
or service uses will be displaced as part of this project.


6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;
Construction of the proposed facility requires issuance of a building permit from the San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection, which requires that the facility be constructed in a manner
consistent with the California Building Code. The applicable building codes would incorporate the
appropriate standards for structural safety. In addition, AT&T Mobility's network and service will
increase the capability of emergency communications during natural disasters such as earthquakes
and fires when existing landline telephone systems become non-functional.


7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;


The proposed facility is not located on a site with a building that has been designated as a landmark
or historic building. In addition, all wireless communication facilities are required to comply with all
State and federal regulations including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, for all
structures 45 years and older.


8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.
The proposed facility is not located within a park or open space or within the vicinity of a park or
open space where access to sunlight and vistas would be affected.
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APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:


a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.


b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.


c) Other information or applications may be required.  


_______________________________________________________  ________________________________________
Signature         Name (Printed)


___________________________   ___________________   ________________________________________
Relationship to Project    Phone    Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)


APPLICANT’S SITE VISIT CONSENT FORM
I herby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property, making all portions of the 


interior and exterior accessible.


_______________________________________________________  ________________________________________
Signature         Name (Printed)


___________________________  
Date   


For Department Use Only


Application received by Planning Department:


By:           Date:       





		P: 

		 Telephone 13: 

		 Name 1: Joseph and Mary Uniacke

		 Address 1: 5693 Diamond HeightsSF, CA 94131

		 Email 1: 





		PROP M FNDG 2: Conditional use authorization pursuant to Sections 303(c) and 711.83 of the Planning Code.

		PROP M FNDG 3: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 10: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 11: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 4: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 5: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 12: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 13: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 6: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 7: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 8: SEE ATTACHED

		PROP M FNDG 9: SEE ATTACHED

		NAME (AFF) 1: Misako Hill

		RELAT (AFF) 1: Project Manager/Agent

		PHONE (AFF) 1: 415-533-2540

		EMAIL (AFF) 1: mhill@J5IP.COM

		NAME (SITE VIS) 1: Misako Hill

		DATE (SITE VIS) 1: 6/11/2019

		PROJ DETAILS Change of Use 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILS New Const 1: Yes

		PROJ DETAILS Demo 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILS Alter 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILS ROW 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILSN ADD 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILS LEG/ZON 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILS LL 1: Off

		PROJ DETAILS OTH 1: Yes

		NON RES OTHER TEXT 2: CELL SITE

		PROJ DETAILS CONST COST 1: 

		RES Spec Needs 1: Off

		RES SH 1: Off

		RES 100% 1: Off

		RES SH 2: Off

		RES DU LEG 1: Off

		RES INC HOUS 1: Off

		RES SDB 1: Off

		RES ADU 1: Off

		NON RES FORM RET 1: Off

		NON RES MCD 1: Off

		NON RES TOB 1: Off

		FINANCIAL SERVICE: Off

		NON RES MASSAGE 1: Off

		NON RES OTH 1: Yes

		NON RES OTHER TEXT 3: CELL SITE

		BP APP NO 1: 

		GLU EX PARK (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX RES (EX) 4: 6570

		GLU EX RETAIL (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX OFFICE (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX IND (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX MED (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX VIS (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX CIE (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX UOS (EX) 4: 0

		GLU EX POS (EX) 4: 0

		GLU PARK (PR) 4: 0

		GLU RES (PR) 4: 0

		GLU RETAIL (PR) 4: 407

		GLU OFFICE (PR) 4: 0

		GLU IND (PR) 4: 0

		GLU MED (PR) 4: 0

		GLU VIS (PR) 4: 0

		GLU CIE (PR) 4: 0

		GLU EX UOS (PR) 4: 0

		GLU POS (PR) 4: 0

		PROJECT FEAT D/U-AFF (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT HOTEL (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT D/U-MARKET (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT BUILDING NO (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT STORIES (EX) 4: 3

		PROJECT FEAT PARKING (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT LOADING (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT BIKE (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT CAR SHARE (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT PUB ART (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT OTHER (EX) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT D/U-AFF (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT HOTEL (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT D/U-MARKET (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT BUILDING NO (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT STORIES (PR) 4: 0

		PROJECT FEAT PARKING (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT LOADING (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT BIKE (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT CAR SHARE (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT PUB ART (PR) 4: 

		PROJECT FEAT OTHER (PR) 4: 

		LAND USE-RES STUDIO (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES 1BR (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES 2BR (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES 3+BR (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES GROUP HOUS-RM (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES GROUP HOUS-BED (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES SRO (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES MICRO (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES ADU (EX) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES STUDIO (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES 1BR (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES 2BR (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES 3+BR (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES GROUP HOUS-RM (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES GROUP HOUS-BED (PRLAND USE-RES GROUP HOUS-BED (EX)) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES SRO (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES MICRO (PR) 2: 

		LAND USE-RES ADU (PR) 2: 

		 Telephone 1: 

		AP Name 1: Derek Turner, J5 (Agent)

		AP Company 1: AT&T Mobility

		AP Address 1: 1225 Clay St.SF, CA 94108

		AP Email 1: dturner@J5IP.com

		OW2: Off

		AP Phone 1: 415-420-4922

		AP2: Yes

		OTH2: Off

		BILL Name 1: Derek Turner

		BILL Email 1: dturner@J5IP.com

		BILL Phone 1: 415-420-4922

		OW 3: Off

		APP 3: Yes

		BILL 3: Off

		PROJ Address 1: 2 Geneva Ave. SF, CA 94112

		PROJ Block and Lot 1: 6946-057

		PROJ Plan Area 1: 

		See Attach: 

		 1: Off



		PROJ Description 1: New AT&T Rooftop cell site consisting of the following SOW.3 antenna sectors within FRP enclosures. Install 12 panel antennas; 18 remote radio heads (RRHs); 4DC-6 surge suppressors; 1 GPS antenna; coax cable trays; equipment cabinets.  

		SAA2: Off







 
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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at Saint Ignatius
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 2:24:40 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: James Byrne <jbyrne@byrne-law.net>
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 at 11:57 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at Saint Ignatius
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
I am a native of San Francisco.  I attended Saint Ignatius (Class of 73).  My four children also
graduated from Saint Ignatius.  I have lived a few blocks from SI for the last 36 years.
 
I am writing to you to encourage you to vote for the installation of lights at Saint Ignatius Field. 
Allowing lights will allow practices to go on longer. Students, especially freshmen, will have a greater
opportunity to meet their new classmates.  This is especially important during these transformative
years. 
 
Saint Ignatius has been an integral part of San Francisco since the time of the Gold Rush.  Please
allow Saint Ignatius to adapt to changing times. Please vote for lights at Saint Ignatius.
 
Very truly yours
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


James M Byrne
 
 



 
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: Flores, Veronica (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Streamlining CEQA with Proposed Standard Environmental Requirements
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 2:23:45 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: Justin Mikecz <jmmikecz@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 at 12:31 PM
To: "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Aaron
Hyland <aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com>, Diane Matsuda <dianematsuda@hotmail.com>,
"kate.black@sfgov.org" <kate.black@sfgov.org>, Chris Foley <chris.foley@sfgov.org>, Richard
Johns <RSEJohns@yahoo.com>, Jonathan Pearlman <jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>,
"So, Lydia (CPC)" <lydia.so@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Stefani, Catherine
(BOS)" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>,
"Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)"
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "MandelmanStaff, [BOS]" <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>, "Walton,
Shamann (BOS)" <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)"
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Safai, Ahsha (BOS)" <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>, "Ronen, Hillary"
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Yee, Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee@sfgov.org>, "Fewer, Sandra
(BOS)" <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Streamlining CEQA with Proposed Standard Environmental Requirements
 

 

Hi Planning Commissioners and Historic Preservation Commissioners,
 
I am writing to you to voice my strong support for streamlining the CEQA process with the Planning

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


Department's Proposed Standard Environmental Requirements. While I am giving my support as an
Architect in the city, I am also giving it as a resident, who feels the impact of the housing crisis and,
more importantly, has seen a lot of friends and members in the community struggle to find
adequate housing and often, ultimately, leave the Bay Area.
 
While I am a strong proponent of protecting our environment and the general intent of CEQA, I have
seen first-hand the misuse of CEQA in slowing and sometimes killing proposed housing development
for issues not related to the environment or the quality of the design. Quality housing projects on
urban, developed sites that are not seeking any variances or conditional use authorizations should
not take a year-plus just to get through the Planning Department's portion of the Site Permit review,
but we are repeatedly seeing this happen and largely due to the CEQA portion of their review. This is
significantly affecting the housing pipeline that is so desperately needed.
 
We cannot rely on affordable housing requirements alone. We cannot fix the housing crisis until we
address the supply problem and remove some of the unproductive roadblocks in the way. Smaller
projects seem to be most affected by these roadblocks. Right now housing development only pencils
out for Big Developers with deep pockets. Some of our clients are doing fine. But we have other
clients that have had to completely abandon projects because lengthy CEQA review and NIMBY
opposition has caused them to drain their finances before the project can even break ground.
 
Board of Supervisors, specifically Supervisor Preston,
 
I live in your District. I have met you and voted for you before; this vote is important to maintain my
support. I hope when this policy makes it to the Board of Supervisors for a vote that you will vote in
favor of it.
 
Thank you all for your consideration. If you have time, I would be happy to hear your thoughts.
 
Justin Mikecz
Inner Sunset Resident & Architect



 
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: SPUR Supports Streamlining Process and Reducing Fees for Community Businesses
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:48:04 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: Kristy Wang <kwang@spur.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:22 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS)
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Diego (CPC) <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC)
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; ajohn-baptiste <ajohn-
baptiste@spur.org>; Nick Josefowitz <njosefowitz@spur.org>
Subject: SPUR Supports Streamlining Process and Reducing Fees for Community Businesses
 

 

Re: Conditional Use Review and Approval Process, 2020-003041PCA [Board File No. 200214]
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I hope you, your families and friends are all staying safe and healthy (mentally too). 
 
I am writing to share SPUR's support for Supervisor Peskin's legislation (with Planning staff's
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
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https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
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recommended modifications) to streamline the approvals and permitting processes and reduce
fees for small and mid-sized businesses. This was a smart and important effort before the
pandemic – and it is all the more critical today that the city provide supports to businesses seeking
to start up and remain viable in our retail corridors across the city.
 
Our neighborhood commercial districts play many important roles in the community, serving as
places for human connection and community identity as well as mini-economic and jobs centers.
SPUR is currently undertaking an effort to (a) look at how cities might support the survival of existing
businesses, (b) suggest planning and zoning reforms that will help new or growing businesses occupy
vacant storefronts and (c) think more broadly about the role and future of our neighborhood
commercial areas. This legislation is the kind of effort that we will be seeking to expand upon in the
coming months, and we appreciate Supervisor Peskin and his colleagues' effort to remove hurdles
for small businesses. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact me with 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
http://www.spur.org/
https://www.facebook.com/SPUR.Urbanist
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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: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing on Whole Foods Conditional Use Permit, Thursday, May 28, 2020
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:47:48 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: Gina Snow <ginasnow1@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:23 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>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Hearing on Whole Foods Conditional Use Permit, Thursday, May
28, 2020
 

 

Greetings Planning Commission Members,
 
I'm writing to you today regarding the Planning Commission hearing for Whole Foods
to obtain their Conditional Use Permit.
 
Please note that as a neighbor who has lived one block from the City Center complex
for over 40 years, I have seen several stores come and go in the proposed location
beginning with the original Sears Roebuck store.  I feel that a Whole Foods grocery
store would be a very welcome addition that would have longevity.
 
We need a grocery store in this neighborhood that is within walking distance for those
of us who either don't have a car or don't drive.  While Target has a grocery section, it
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offers a limited supply of items and certainly not the healthy, fresh and organic food
choices of Whole Foods.
 
I’ve understood that there is some opposition to the Whole Foods proposal by a union
that wants only union workers in the store.  As we have been experiencing the past
several months, grocery stores and grocery store employees are essential workers,
especially during a pandemic or crisis situation.  
 
Although perhaps well-meaning for its union members, I do not believe it would be fair
to any of us if it was required for Whole Foods to have only union workers with limiting
rules and regulations for both the store and employees.  It is certainly not a reason to
delay the construction of a store that would be a great service not only to the
AnzaVista neighborhood, but also to the greater San Francisco community.
 
While I heartily support the addition of Whole Foods to City Centre, I am somewhat
concerned about potential increased traffic issues. For several years, we have had an
ongoing wrong-way driver issue from cars coming out of parking lots onto O'Farrell
which is a one-way street.  I do not believe the City of San Francisco nor the City
Center management has done enough to solve this dangerous issue. This is an issue
that needs to be seriously addressed.  
 
Once again, I want to reiterate my support of issuing a Conditional Use Permit to
Whole Foods.
 
Sincerely,
 
Gina Snow
Vega Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:47:36 AM
Attachments: Owner"s Comments.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: Thursday, May 28, 2020 12:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
 

 

Dear Mr. or Mrs.,
 
There's a typo on the letter that I sent to you on May 25. Please discard that one and use the
attachment attached today.
 
Thank You!
Rong Rong Zheng

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Rongrong Zheng <rongrong.zheng.usa@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, May 25, 2020 at 8:19 PM
Subject: Record Number: 2018-015239DRP
To: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
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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



 
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:
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:45:43 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: Ashley Tam '20 <atam20@siprep.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 1:09 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>
Subject:
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
My name is Ashley. I am part of the 2020 graduating class of St. Ignatius' College Preparatory
and I have lived in the city my entire life. I’m writing in support of 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. 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,
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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,
Ashley
atam20@siprep.org
 
 

mailto:atam20@siprep.org


 
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: General Public Comment May 28, 2020
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:45:27 AM
Attachments: Value Chart UPDATE 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.
 
 

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 1:29 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; mooreurban@aol.com; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>;
deland.chan@sfgov.org
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)
<jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
<elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Merlone, Audrey (CPC) <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>; Hepner, Lee
(BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>
Subject: General Public Comment May 28, 2020
 

 

 
Dear Commissioners:
FYI.
It is good that the Ordinance introduced by Supervisor Mandelman was passed by the Commission
and ultimately the Board.  
Please consider my comments today regarding adjusting the Demo Calcs per Code Section 317 (b)
(2) (D) even as the Staff is apparently reworking Section 317.
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NUMERICAL CRITERIA VALUES FOR RH-1   Spring 2009 - Spring 2020 


	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 $2.2 MILLION

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	      July 2019



	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 $1.9 MILLION

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	   December 2017 


	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 

$1.342 MILLION 
     March 2009

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 $1.63 MILLION	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	   	 	 	 	 	 	     November 2015

$1.54 MILLION 
       April 2009 

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 $1.506 MILLION

	 	 	 	 	 	 	      March 2014

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 



	 	 	 	 $1.3 MILLION

	 	 	                 August 2013



No Adjustment to Demo Calculations for RH-2 and RH-3 since Code Implementation Document, March 2009
*April 2009 value stated in 4/29/2009 Zoning Administrator Badiner letter to Amy Brown re: Crown Terrace;  

*2013 value based on memo by David Silverman lawyer w/ Reuben, Junius and Rose found on Internet;    

*All other values published by Planning Department in “Removal of Dwelling Units Periodic Adjustment to Numerical Criteria”;  

*March 2009 Value from p.29, Part 7, of “Zoning Controls on the Removal of Dwelling Units”  (Code Implementation Document dated March 2009







Thank you.
And stay well and happy and safe.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish



 
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: 440-448 Waller Street - Project Sponsor Brief Letter (Planning Case No. 2018-000528DRP)
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:45:03 AM
Attachments: image001.png

440-448 Waller - FINAL Planning Commission Project Sponsor Letter w. Exhibits (5.28.20).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: Jennica Dandan <jdandan@reubenlaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 1:43 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com>;
Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>; Ajello, Laura (CPC)
<laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 440-448 Waller Street - Project Sponsor Brief Letter (Planning Case No. 2018-
000528DRP)
 

 

Hello,
 
Attached is the PDF version of the letter. Please let me know if there are any issues.
 
Thank you,
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Jody Knight 
jknight@reubenlaw.com 
 


 
 
 
 


 
May 28, 2020 


 
Delivered via Email (Elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org) 
 
Joel Koppel, Commission President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 


Re: 440-448 Waller Street 
  Planning Case Number: 2018-000528DRP 
  Hearing Date: June 4, 2020 


Our File: 10679.01 
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 
  
We represent Brian Kendall (“Kendall”), owner of 440-448 Waller Street (the “Property”). 
Kendall proposes a project involving minor additions to two existing residential buildings on 
Waller Street and the construction of four new dwelling units at the rear on Laussat Street (the 
“Project”). The Project allows the renovation of existing housing and the addition of new family-
sized dwelling units on an underutilized lot. The Project is supported by the majority of the 
neighbors on the blocks on both sides of the Property. A map of the supportive neighbors and the 
41 support letters received to date are attached as Exhibit A. 
 
Kendall lives in both of the existing Waller Street units with his two sons and their mothers, 
Bernadette Capozzoli and Johanna Metzgar, and Johanna’s mother Pat Metzgar. Kendall seeks to 
renovate the Waller Street units for use by the family and develop two two-bedroom units and two 
three-bedroom units at the rear of the Property to provide housing for other families. A letter from 
the family is attached as Exhibit B.  
 
The Project seeks lot size variances for the two new lots on Laussat Street, rear yard variances for 
the Waller Street units, and a front setback variance for the new rear 446-448 Waller Street 
building. These approvals would allow for the development potential of the Property to be 
maximized, while not negatively impacting surrounding properties. 
 


A. Property and Project Overview 
 
The Project site is located between Steiner Street and Fillmore Street on two through lots that run 
between Waller Street and Laussat Street. The Project proposes to demolish a rear two-story shed 
and divide the existing two lots into three lots, with one merged lot fronting on Waller Street and 
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two new lots fronting on Laussat Street. The Waller street portion of the Property is proposed to 
be merged into one lot because the building at 446-448 Waller Street is built over the Property line 
and under the Building Code cannot be modified through construction over the Property line.  
 
The Project further proposes to add two new buildings on the new lots on Laussat Street, each with 
one two-bedroom and one three-bedroom unit. The Project further seeks to modify the existing 
buildings on Waller Street to add a story to each building and modify the massing and front 
facades. All four of the buildings would contain a roof deck which has been pulled back from the 
front and rear of the roof. The profile of the roof decks would be further minimized by flat sliding 
doors instead of stair penthouses. None of the decks are visible from the street. 
 
The individual elements of the Project are as follows: 
 


1. Front 440 Waller Street Building 
 
440 Waller Street is currently a three-story, three-bedroom single-family home with storage at the 
ground floor. The Project proposes to add a fourth floor by adding 4’8” of height to the building. 
It also proposes removal of a rear enclosed porch that is 8’3” deep and 9’ tall. The Project further 
proposes to infill the open area between 440 Waller Street and 446-448 Waller Street and to 
conduct an interior remodel. Infilling between the buildings helps to make the unusually narrow 
20 foot wide house more useable as a single-family home. The proposed building is a four-
bedroom plus office single family home. 
 
The building would increase by 1,094 gross-square feet, with 951 square-feet of the increase 
coming from the added fourth floor, and only 143 gross square feet added to the rest of the building 
as it becomes shorter and wider with the infill area. The Project would add two car parking spaces 
in place of ground floor storage. Two spaces are needed by the family because Johanna commutes 
to Stanford by car and Bernadette is responsible for carpool during school hours. The garage of 
440 Waller will have three Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, including two Class 1 bike parking 
spaces for the rear units. An access easement from the rear unit will provide access to the garage.  
 
Façade changes include modification of the flush windows and bay windows, addition of a front 
balcony, and addition of a garage door. The garage door is minimized at 8 feet wide. The façade 
changes provide a design more in keeping with the block, with siding and a cornice similar to 
neighboring buildings.  
 
A proposed 437 square-foot roof deck would be set back 10 feet from the front and back of the 
building. Because the adjacent building to the east extends further to the rear than 440 Waller, the 
roof deck will provide a sunnier space than the rear yard. 
 


2. Front 446-448 Waller Street Building 
 
446-448 Waller Street is currently three stories and contains a ground floor two-car garage and 
storage, a two-bedroom unit on the second floor, and a two-bedroom plus office unit on the third 
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floor. The Project proposes to add a new second floor and raise the upper floors, increasing the 
height of the building by only 2’4” while creating a four-story building. Addition of the new floor 
is possible because the ground floor is now almost 14’ tall. The Project also proposes to remove 
the rear of the building to make it the same depth of the adjacent building to the west at 450-454 
Waller Street. The fourth floor of the building (currently the third floor) would be infilled to create 
a flat rear façade. The increase in square footage would be minimal while providing a more livable 
space for the family.  
 
The existing and proposed floor area of 446-448 Waller Street is as follows: 
 
Existing Gross Square-Feet 
First Floor: 1,671 
Second Floor: 1,736 
Third Floor: 1,632 
 
Proposed Gross Square-Feet 
First Floor: 1,617 
Second Floor (new): 1,690 
Third Floor (previously second floor): 1,690 
Fourth Floor (previously third floor): 1,690 
 
Therefore, while there will be an increase of 1,648 gross square-feet, that is due to addition of a 
new second floor by adding only 2’4” in height. Were the second floor not added, the Project 
would actually decrease the gross-square footage of the building by 88 square-feet. Squaring out 
the now fourth floor level allows the addition of a second bedroom to that level at the northwest 
corner. This allows for a two level, four-bedroom unit with two bedrooms together on the top floor, 
along with a family room. These are all important features for families that seek to remain in San 
Francisco, both Kendall’s family and future owners.  
 
After the Project, 446-448 Waller would include one two-bedroom unit on the first and second 
levels and one four-bedroom unit on the third and fourth levels. The garage would continue to 
contain two vehicle parking spaces. The garage would also have four Class 1 bicycle spaces, 
including two bicycle parking spaces for the new rear units. An easement from the rear units would 
provide access to the garage. 
 
Façade changes seek to address the existing odd proportions of the building, which has a tall 
ground floor and heavy bay windows, as well as to allow incorporation of a new story. The Project 
would remove the bay windows and add a flat front building with Juliet balconies. The entrance 
would be at the ground level to allow for accessibility by Kendall who due to a degenerative 
condition needs the home to be wheelchair accessible. A proposed 832 square-foot roof deck 
would be set back 10 feet from the front Property line and 10 feet from the rear of the building, as 
well as set back two feet from the shared lightwell with 440 Waller. The roof deck would provide 
open space for the upper unit, while the rear yard would provide open space for the lower unit. 
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3. Rear 440 Waller Street Building 
 
The construction proposed for the new lot on Laussat Street at the rear of 440 Waller Street would 
provide a four-story building with a two-bedroom unit on the basement and first floors and a three 
bedroom unit on the third and fourth floors. Open space for the lower unit would be provided by a 
345 square-foot ground floor patio. Open space for the upper unit would be provided by a 337 
square-foot roof deck. The roof deck is pulled back 8’3” from the front Property line and 10’2” 
from the rear of the building.  
 
Laussat Street contains a mix of two- and three-story residential buildings, most of which have 
bay windows and many of which are built without front setbacks. The facades of the Laussat Street 
buildings have been designed to be compatible with the street, and feature a shared walk up 
entrance, wide bay windows and a mansard roof that minimizes the massing of the top of the 
building.  
 


4. Rear 446-448 Waller Street Building 
 
Similar to the rear 440 Waller Street unit, the construction proposed for the rear 446-448 Waller 
Street would provide a four-story building with a two-bedroom unit on the basement and first 
floors and a three bedroom unit on the third and fourth floors. Open space for the lower unit would 
be provided by a 347 square-foot ground floor patio. Open space for the upper unit would be 
provided by a 309 square-foot roof deck. The roof deck is pulled back 8’3” from the front Property 
line and 10’2” from the rear of the building.  
 
The four elements of the Project have been thoughtfully designed to be compatible with one 
another and with surrounding properties. The Project as a whole maximizes livable family-sized 
units while minimizing impacts on neighbors, providing well-designed buildings and much needed 
housing units to the neighborhood.  
 


B. Request for Discretionary Review  
 
During the several years that the Project has been under review, Kendall has conducted extensive 
outreach to neighbors, including conducting meetings, doing presentations and sending emails 
with updates and information. As discussed above, the Project has received support from most of 
the neighbors on the blocks surrounding the Project, with 41 neighbors signing support letters. 
Neighbors have overwhelmingly said that they are happy to see housing in place of the rear shed 
and that they are pleased with the proposed improvement of the Waller Street buildings. Therefore, 
Kendall was surprised when DR Requestor Thomas Drohan (“Drohan”), Kendall’s neighbor to 
the east at 436 Waller, filed the current DR without previously reaching out to Kendall with 
concerns.  
 
Drohan alleges impacts to light and privacy of surrounding buildings due to excessive height and 
encroachment into the rear yard from the construction on Laussat Street. The Discretionary Review 
Application also provided photos with the alleged massing of the Laussat Street buildings drawn 
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in. These photos are not to scale for the proposed development and do not correctly show 
perspective. The DR Request does not address the modification of the Waller Street buildings. 
 
The DR is particularly surprising because the Project increases light into the west-facing windows 
of Drohan’s unit by demolishing the two-story rear shed and removing the enclosed porch at the 
rear of 440 Waller Street. The Laussat Street buildings are to the north of Drohan’s home and will 
not block significant sunlight. To the extent that Drohan is concerned about his view of the sky 
from his unit, the change between the two-story shed and a three story over basement building 
would have little impact on the limited existing view of the sky from 436 Waller Street. Finally, 
the Laussat Street buildings would be separated from 436 Waller by both Properties’ yards, which 
provides more than sufficient access to light and air.  
 
Drohan’s original request to remove a story from the Laussat Street buildings would eliminate two 
family-size units from the City’s housing stock. Kendall has discussed with Drohan resolving the 
challenge by adding a mansard roof at the rear of the Laussat buildings, which we hope will resolve 
Drohan’s concerns.  
 
The Laussat Street buildings are compatible with both the surrounding buildings on Laussat Street 
and the buildings on Waller Street. The Project will benefit the block as a whole by closing a gap 
in the residential buildings on Laussat Street and by improving the aesthetics and livability of the 
buildings on Waller Street. Drohan fails to raise anything approaching exceptional and 
extraordinary circumstances associated with the Project which would support taking discretionary 
review.  
 


C. Variance Requests 
 


1. Lot Size for Laussat Street Lots 
 
The Project proposes a lot size variance for the new rear lots on Laussat Street, which would be 
1,250 square-feet instead of the 2,500 square-feet required by Section 121 of the Planning Code 
without a variance. A variance is warranted because the block has a pattern of small lots and limited 
mid-block open space (see mid-block open space diagram at Exhibit C). Other lots have been able 
to develop on both frontages, which is a preferable configuration for the Property, maximizing the 
number of dwelling units constructed and closing the gap in residential buildings caused by the 
blank shed wall. 
 
Literal enforcement of the Planning Code would prevent development of four units on the Laussat 
Street portion of the RH-3-Zoned Property. This hardship was not created by the owner of the 
Property, but by the nature of the property and zoning. Since the Property’s development potential 
cannot be maximized without a variance, granting the requested variance is necessary to preserve 
the Property owner’s right to maximize development of the site, a right possessed by other property 
owners in the zoning district. 
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The granting of the variance will allow development of the rear portion of the Property without 
negatively impacting other properties. The proposed buildings on Laussat Street are compatible 
with the two- and three-story buildings on the block and will replace a gap in the residential street 
wall with attractive residential buildings. The Project will also be beneficial to the public welfare 
by adding much needed dwelling units to the City’s housing stock. 
 


2. Rear Yard for 440 and 446-448 Waller Street Front Buildings 
 
The 440 Waller Street front building proposes a rear yard of 15’ and the 446-448 Waller Street 
front building proposes a rear yard of 12’2”. Without a variance, Planning Code Section 134 would 
require a rear yard of 25%, or 17’6”. 
 
The pattern of surrounding development is limited rear yards and mid-block open space. Moreover, 
the Property currently contains a large one to two story shed structure which will be demolished, 
providing additional mid-block open space.  
 
Moreover, the changes to the Waller Street buildings would reduce intrusion into the rear yard. 
The back of the 446-448 Waller Street building would be pulled back to be the same depth as 450-
454 Waller to the west. The addition of massing to 446-448 Waller Street is limited to infilling a 
portion of the new fourth floor to allow the addition of a bedroom at the northwest corner. Massing 
would also be removed from the rear of 440 Waller Street when the enclosed porch is demolished. 
The space between 440 Waller and 446-448 Waller which would be infilled is not serviceable rear 
yard or open space. The overall massing of the Waller Street buildings would remain fairly 
consistent or decrease at the existing levels, but the redistribution of massing allows more useable 
space for the family-sized units. 
 
The Laussat Street buildings would provide Code-complaint 15-foot rear yards. Therefore, the 
total space between the buildings would be 30 feet for the 440 Waller Street buildings and 27’ 2” 
for the 446-448 Waller Street buildings, space for more than sufficient light and air to both 
Properties. This is a significantly larger mid-block open space than that on many of the lots in the 
area. The  
 
Literal enforcement of the Planning Code would prevent modification of the Waller Street 
buildings to make more livable family units by providing additional usable bedrooms and common 
space. Therefore, granting a variance provides a property right enjoyed by other property in the 
district which have been permitted to develop into what would otherwise be the required rear yard.  
 


3. Front Setback for 446-448 Waller Street Rear Building 
 


The Project seeks a variance for a front setback of 1’ for the 446-448 Waller rear building instead 
of the 1’6” required by Planning Code Section 132. The proposed 1’ setback for both new units 
provides a consistent transition from 245-247 Laussat, which has a 3 foot front setback, and 235-
237 Laussat, which has zero front setback. 
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The Project proposes to harmoniously develop two adjacent lots which without a variance would 
require different front setbacks. Literal enforcement of the Planning Code would require the front 
of the new buildings to be offset from one another, as no setback is required for the 440 Waller 
rear building and a 1’6” front setback is required for the 446-448 Waller rear building. 
Alternatively, the 440 Waller Street rear building would need to be setback unnecessarily, 
eliminating living space from the already small units. The units cannot be set further back on the 
lots without impacting living space or the Code-complaint rear yards. Therefore, the hardship is 
caused by the configuration of the lots and surrounding buildings, not the owner. 
 
Many of the buildings on Laussat Street are built without a front setback. Allowing the setback to 
essentially be averaged allows the development of the new buildings in a manner consistent with 
other residential buildings in the district and provides a superior design for the Project.  
 


D. Conclusion 
 


Kendall proposes a Project that would add four new dwelling units and renovate existing housing 
stock without negatively impacting surrounding properties. The elements of the Project have been 
carefully designed in relationship to one another, the aesthetics of the streetfront, and the overall 
pattern of development in the area. This is recognized by the 41 immediate neighbors who, seeing 
the benefits to both Waller and Laussat Streets, have signed support letters.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. I look forward to presenting this Project to you on 
June 4, 2020. 
 


 
Very truly yours, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 


 
Jody Knight 
 
 


Enclosure 
 


cc:  Kathrin Moore, Commission Vice-President 
 Sue Diamond, Commissioner 


Frank S. Fung, Commissioner 
Milicent Johnson, Commissioner 
Theresa Imperial, Commissioner 
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Jennica Dandan
Legal Assistant
T.  (415) 567-9000
F.  (415) 399-9480
jdandan@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                    Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600      456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607
 

From: Jennica Dandan 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 1:29 PM
To: Joel Koppel (joel.koppel@sfgov.org) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; sue.diamond@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; Milicent A. Johnson
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; theresa.imperial@sfgov.org; Corey A. Teague
(corey.teague@sfgov.org) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>
Cc: david.winslow@sfgov.org; Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com>; Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth
(CPC) <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>; Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>;
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
Subject: 440-448 Waller Street - Project Sponsor Brief Letter (Planning Case No. 2018-000528DRP)
 
Hello,
 
Per Jody Knight’s request, please use this link to view/download the Project Sponsor’s brief letter
related to 440-448 Waller Street (Planning Case No. 2018-000528DRP):
https://reubenlaw.sharefile.com/d-s0e2568d6c7f4424a
 
Please let me know if you have any issues with the link.
 
Thank you,
 

 
Jennica Dandan
Legal Assistant
T.  (415) 567-9000
F.  (415) 399-9480
jdandan@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                    Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600      456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607
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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: Petition in support of housing at Balboa Reservoir
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:44:32 AM
Attachments: support-housing-at-balboa-reservoir_signatures_202005280821.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: Laura Foote <laura@yimbyaction.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 1:56 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org>
Subject: Petition in support of housing at Balboa Reservoir
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
Please see the attached petition in support of the 1100 units of housing proposed at Balboa
Reservoir. 
 
Best,
Laura
 
 

Laura Foote
Executive Director | Pronouns: she/her
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San Francisco Planning Commission,  


389 people have signed a petition asking you to “Support Housing at Balboa Reservoir!” 


Here is the petition they signed:  


Building a vibrant, integrated community on what currently serves as a 


massive, underutilized parking lot represents an incredible opportunity that 


San Francisco must not squander!  


We write to enthusiastically support building over a thousand new homes at 


Balboa Reservoir. Steps away from the Balboa BART Station, the J and K Muni 


lines, multiple bus lines, and City College of SF, the project is climate-friendly 


zero-displacement and transit-oriented. Bringing 1100 families to the area will 


help existing small businesses. With half of this project dedicated to low and 


middle housing, Balboa Reservoir uses private funding to get us more 


affordable housing than the city could build on it’s own. New community 


benefits include a two-acre public park, a childcare center, and transportation 


improvements. These incredible community benefits are only possible by 


building an integrated community with a mix of incomes.  


In the midst of San Francisco’s acute housing shortage, the Balboa Reservoir 


project would provide much-needed homes and affordable housing. After four 


years of process, it’s time to say yes to housing at Balboa. Please join us in 


supporting moving this housing forward without delay!  


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


Thank you, 


 


 







1. Jodi Beeman (ZIP code: 94110)  


2. Aashirwad Viswanathan Anand (ZIP code: 94103)  


3. annette billingsley (ZIP code: 94115)  


4. Andrew Barber (ZIP code: 95062)  


5. Adam Breon (ZIP code: 94112-1828)  


I live in Westwood Park, but the HOA, with its vocal opposition to this project, does not 


speak for me.  


6. Anthony Dela Paz (ZIP code: 94115)  


7. Chad Ackerman (ZIP code: 94131)  


8. Adam Buck (ZIP code: 94158)  


9. Samuel Jackson (ZIP code: 94306)  


10. Armand Domalewski (ZIP code: 94103)  


11. Adrian Smith (ZIP code: 95409)  


12. Allison Arieff (ZIP code: 94131)  


13. Alfred Artis (ZIP code: 94112)  


14. Jui-Yun Hsia (ZIP code: 94110)  


15. Alexander Walker (ZIP code: 94123)  







16. David Alexander (ZIP code: 94121)  


17. alex khaykin (ZIP code: 94117)  


18. Alger Ciabattoni (ZIP code: 94127) 


This project is one of the reasons I’m a member of YIMBY. There are no excuse to leave 


a vast, paved, empty space in the center of a city desperate for housing.  


19. Alim Virani (ZIP code: 94109)  


20. Allan LeBlanc (ZIP code: 94131)  


21. Matthew Ball (ZIP code: 94103)  


22. Anastasia Scott (ZIP code: 94118 )  


23. Adrian Napolitano (ZIP code: 94110)  


24. Andrew Bushnell (ZIP code: 94087)  


25. Andrew Fister (ZIP code: 94122)  


26. Andy peters (ZIP code: 94117)  


27. Anna Stern (ZIP code: 94107)  


 


28. Annie Williams (ZIP code: 94118)  


29. Asheem Mamoowala (ZIP code: 94122)  


30. Asheesh Laroia (ZIP code: 94110)  







31. Ashley Roberts (ZIP code: 94131)  


32. Andrew Mullan (ZIP code: 94124)  


33. Alex Strange (ZIP code: 94086)  


34. Asumu Takikawa (ZIP code: 94118)  


35. James Ausman (ZIP code: 94110)  


36. Avery Pickford (ZIP code: 94114)  


37. Alexander Moore (ZIP code: 94043)  


38. Bradford Hillam (ZIP code: 94118)  


39. Benedict Donahue (ZIP code: 94110)  


40. Benjamin Schneider (ZIP code: 94127)  


41. Benjamin Fadaeinejad (ZIP code: 94110)  


42. Bobak Esfandiari (ZIP code: 94121)  


43. Ben Ewing (ZIP code: 94118)  


44. Alexander Daniels (ZIP code: 94122)  


45. Bivett Brackett (ZIP code: 94134)  


46. Blake Garfield (ZIP code: 94111)  







47. Bora Ozturk (ZIP code: 94118)  


48. Sarah Boudreau (ZIP code: 94123)  


 


49. Samuel Bowman (ZIP code: 10012)  


50. Byron Philhour (ZIP code: 94121)  


51. Brad Moore (ZIP code: 94103)  


52. Bret Peterson (ZIP code: 94602)  


53. Brian Korver (ZIP code: 94117)  


54. Byron Smith (ZIP code: 94117)  


55. Brendan D (ZIP code: 94116)  


56. Brian Veit (ZIP code: 94122)  


We can't blow this chance to provide housing on the westside.  


57. Caleb Balbera (ZIP code: 94115)  


58. Carlos Cabarcos (ZIP code: 94110)  


59. Cathy Reisenwitz (ZIP code: 94102)  


60. Charlie Stigler (ZIP code: 94110)  


61. Gabriela Kaufman (ZIP code: 94121)  


62. Christopher Pederson (ZIP code: 94112)  







63. Chris Hallacy (ZIP code: 94117)  


64. Christine Genero (ZIP code: 94110)  


65. Charles Jurczynski (ZIP code: 94114)  


66. Cliff Bargar (ZIP code: 94107)  


67. Cliff Leventhal (ZIP code: 94107)  


68. Carly Mc Caffrey (ZIP code: 94118)  


69. Katie Petersen (ZIP code: 95051)  


 


70. Brendan Collins (ZIP code: 94110)  


71. cord struckmann (ZIP code: 94110)  


72. Bruce Cyr (ZIP code: 94112)  


I live near by and I say YES in my neighborhood!  


73. Dale Boutiette (ZIP code: 94122)  


74. Elizabeth Miller (ZIP code: 94109)  


75. Daniel Molitor (ZIP code: 94102)  


76. Darnell Watts (ZIP code: 94102)  


77. David Broockman (ZIP code: 94114)  


78. David Stone (ZIP code: 94122)  







79. David Kinsfather (ZIP code: 94131)  


80. David Winegar (ZIP code: 94103)  


81. Dante Briones (ZIP code: 94110-4909)  


82. Derrick Low (ZIP code: 94109)  


83. David Evans (ZIP code: 94131)  


84. Dan Federman (ZIP code: 94117)  


85. Daniel Odette (ZIP code: 94103)  


86. Diana Faustino (ZIP code: 94112)  


87. Vadim Graboys (ZIP code: 94110 )  


88. David Kanter (ZIP code: 94114)  


89. Donald Robertson (ZIP code: 94114) Donald F. Robertson  


91. Dylan Martinez (ZIP code: 94063)  


92. Eliot Davidoff (ZIP code: 94103)  


93. Ed Sosa (ZIP code: 94114)  


94. Edward Giordano (ZIP code: 94611)  


95. Emmanouil Laliotis (ZIP code: 94131)  







96. Elliot Schwartz (ZIP code: 94107)  


97. Emily Greer (ZIP code: 94117)  


98. Emily Shenfield (ZIP code: 94107)  


99. Evan Rahman (ZIP code: 94133)  


100. Eric Pawlowsky (ZIP code: 94121)  


101. Erich Valo (ZIP code: 94602)  


102. Ernest Yip (ZIP code: 94158)  


103. Erik Stern (ZIP code: 94119)  


104. Evan Coughenour (ZIP code: 94131)  


105. Fabien Lannoye (ZIP code: 94110)  


106. Fouzia Zaheer (ZIP code: 94117)  


107. frank noto (ZIP code: 94116-1358)  


108. Anmol Garg (ZIP code: 94112)  


109. George Chikovani (ZIP code: 94127)  


110. Gerry Moore (ZIP code: 94131)  


 


111. Gershon Bialer (ZIP code: 94111)  







112. Yohans G (ZIP code: 94110)  


113. Gillian Pressman (ZIP code: 94103)  


114. Gineton Alencar (ZIP code: 94110)  


115. Ginny Tonkin (ZIP code: 94115)  


116. griselda ponce (ZIP code: 94112)  


117. Gunnar Aasen (ZIP code: 94110)  


118. Haresh Dadlani (ZIP code: 94103)  


119. Heather Stewart (ZIP code: 94158)  


120. David Heflin (ZIP code: 94112)  


Let’s be the welcoming and progressive state that we claim to be by building more 


housing!  


121. Heidi Petersen (ZIP code: 94115)  


122. Duncan Graham (ZIP code: 94110)  


123. Jehan Tremback (ZIP code: 94103)  


124. Noah Tye (ZIP code: 94107)  


125. Hunter Oatman-Stanford (ZIP code: 94107)  


126. Jeremy Hoffman (ZIP code: 94043)  







127. James White (ZIP code: 94123)  


128. Huey Kwik (ZIP code: 94115)  


129. Paul Foppe (ZIP code: 94122)  


Please build more housing.  


130. Alex Ryan (ZIP code: 94102)  


 


131. Ian Griffiths (ZIP code: 94110)  


132. Igor Roffman (ZIP code: 94110)  


133. Inaki Longa (ZIP code: 94131)  


134. Ian Schiffer (ZIP code: 94110)  


135. James Webb (ZIP code: 94123)  


136. Jeremy Apthorp (ZIP code: 94110)  


137. Jason Wood (ZIP code: 94109)  


138. Jacob Barss-Bailey (ZIP code: 94110)  


139. Jacob Pemberton (ZIP code: 94132)  


140. James Wilsterman (ZIP code: 94117)  


141. Jared Todd (ZIP code: 94501)  


142. Jarrett Jessup (ZIP code: 94115)  







143. Jason Cunningham (ZIP code: 94117)  


144. Jay Donde (ZIP code: 94110)  


145. John Baker (ZIP code: 94102)  


146. Jamie Comer (ZIP code: 94121)  


147. Jeffrey Mishler (ZIP code: 94110)  


148. Jeff Kaminsky (ZIP code: 94115)  


149. Nima Jelveh (ZIP code: 94103)  


150. Jesse Budlong (ZIP code: 94606)  


151. Jesse Palmer (ZIP code: 94158)  


 


152. Jhoana Rose Juen (ZIP code: 94040)  


153. Jim Greer (ZIP code: 94114)  


154. JiaJia Jin (ZIP code: 94103)  


155. J.J. Jackson (ZIP code: 94102)  


156. Jessica Jenkins (ZIP code: 94117)  


157. Jay Hoffman (ZIP code: 94131)  


158. Jeremy Linden (ZIP code: 94103)  







159. Joanna Cohen (ZIP code: 94102-5714)  


160. Joseph Bernstein (ZIP code: 94110)  


161. Joe Peters (ZIP code: 94117)  


The Supervisors need to stop listening to the NIMBY's that are killing this city.  


162. John DiMattia (ZIP code: 94115)  


163. John Ripley (ZIP code: 94110)  


164. John Bolka (ZIP code: 94103)  


165. John Jweinat (ZIP code: 94321)  


What a wonderful project  


166. John Lee (ZIP code: 94109)  


167. Eric Johnson (ZIP code: 94131)  


168. Jonathan Lack (ZIP code: 94110)  


169. Jonathan Moftakhar (ZIP code: 94110)  


170. Jonathan New (ZIP code: 94401)  


171. Jordan Staniscia (ZIP code: 94110)  


 


172. Jordan Grimes (ZIP code: 94402)  


173. Jordon Wing (ZIP code: 94110)  







174. Jonathan Frankel (ZIP code: 94598)  


175. Jenny Silva (ZIP code: 94965)  


176. Jessica Ward (ZIP code: 94044)  


177. Jonathan Tyburski (ZIP code: 94117)  


178. Juliette Vo (ZIP code: 94114)  


179. John Hamilton (ZIP code: 94122)  


180. Jon Winston (ZIP code: 94127)  


181. Jym Dyer (ZIP code: 94117)  


182. Kenneth D'amica (ZIP code: 94112)  


183. Danielle Kanclerz (ZIP code: 94110)  


184. Kat Kershner (ZIP code: 94110)  


185. kaitlyn traynor (ZIP code: 94117)  


186. Kathleen Ciabattoni (ZIP code: 94127)  


Approve the Balboa Project with no further delays! Thank you.  


187. Katie Grote (ZIP code: 94122)  


I support this housing project! I support all housing projects in the Bay Area!  


188. Kaylé Barnes (ZIP code: 94115)  







189. Kayleigh Stevenson (ZIP code: 94117)  


190. Kelsey Banes (ZIP code: 94303)  


191. Ken Rich (ZIP code: 94117)  


 


192. Kevin Wilkins (ZIP code: 94158)  


193. Kyle Hulburd (ZIP code: 94117)  


194. Kiai Kim (ZIP code: 94114)  


195. Kara Dodd (ZIP code: 94016)  


196. Michael Koehn (ZIP code: 94114)  


197. Kenneth Russell (ZIP code: 94132)  


198. Kyle Wulff (ZIP code: 94103)  


199. Keith Soranno (ZIP code: 94109)  


200. Kwamin Taylor (ZIP code: 94610)  


201. Kyle Drechsler (ZIP code: 94117)  


202. Kyle Peacock (ZIP code: 94117)  


203. Lauren White (ZIP code: 94131)  


204. Chris Schulze (ZIP code: 94306)  







205. Lisa Moss (ZIP code: 94121)  


206. Laura Tepper (ZIP code: 94131)  


207. Laura Foote (ZIP code: 94133)  


208. Leah Stohr (ZIP code: 94131)  


209. Lee Markosian (ZIP code: 94117)  


210. Jihyung Lee (ZIP code: 94114)  


Please don't let "community opposition" win  


211. Matt Lewis (ZIP code: 94103)  


212. Lina Leon (ZIP code: 94131)  


 


213. Lindsey Tilia Snider (ZIP code: 94115)  


214. Lisa Anderson (ZIP code: 94127)  


215. John Lisovsky (ZIP code: 94117)  


216. Liz Coughenour (ZIP code: 94131)  


217. Lou Vasquez (ZIP code: 94117)  


218. Luke Sandberg (ZIP code: 94125)  


219. Mackenzie Nicholson (ZIP code: 94609)  


220. Madelaine Boyd (ZIP code: 94110)  







221. Madeline Bernard (ZIP code: 94401)  


222. Manar Mohamed (ZIP code: 94115)  


223. Marcus Ismael (ZIP code: 94132)  


224. Annie Marggraff (ZIP code: 94118)  


225. Maritte O’Gallagher (ZIP code: 97219)  


226. Mark Rhoades, AICP (ZIP code: 94702)  


227. Mark Macy (ZIP code: 94118)  


228. Munoz Martin (ZIP code: 94117)  


229. Marty Cerles (ZIP code: 94115)  


230. Mason Jones (ZIP code: 94112)  


231. Matt Velker (ZIP code: 94131)  


232. Matthew Freeman (ZIP code: 94110)  


233. LAURA COCO (ZIP code: 94114)  


 


234. Michael Campbell (ZIP code: 94109)  


235. Matthew Castillon (ZIP code: 94109)  


236. McLaughlin Charles (ZIP code: 94117)  







237. Michael Cutchin (ZIP code: 94901)  


238. Elizabeth Bernard (ZIP code: 94110)  


239. Megan Shelby (ZIP code: 95112)  


240. Matthew Forrester (ZIP code: 94306)  


241. Mario Gomez-Hall (ZIP code: 94103)  


242. Michael Wang (ZIP code: 94110)  


243. Mike Ottum (ZIP code: 94110)  


244. Michael Cresanti AIA (ZIP code: 94118)  


245. Michael Gallin (ZIP code: 94114)  


246. Mila Gelman (ZIP code: 94131)  


247. Michael Ducker (ZIP code: 94115)  


248. Michael Langley (ZIP code: 94103)  


249. Matthew Janes (ZIP code: 94110)  


250. Olivia Bigazzi (ZIP code: 94110)  


251. Dean Brown (ZIP code: 94117)  


252. Monica Joe (ZIP code: 94132)  







253. Monica Maresca (ZIP code: 94114)  


254. Marko Zivanovic (ZIP code: 94502)  


 


255. Matthew Pfile (ZIP code: 94114)  


256. Alex Wong (ZIP code: 94103)  


257. Christopher Robles (ZIP code: 95148)  


258. Dick Morten (ZIP code: 94116)  


259. Michael Brown (ZIP code: 94132)  


260. Morgan WRIGHT (ZIP code: 95133)  


261. Michael Chen (ZIP code: 94109)  


262. Yuval Koren (ZIP code: 94116)  


263. Nicholas Gallegos (ZIP code: 94124)  


264. Natasa Kordic (ZIP code: 94114)  


265. Nicolas Ball-Jones (ZIP code: 94538)  


266. Nicholas Lipanovich (ZIP code: 94103)  


267. Nicholas Pinkston (ZIP code: 94124)  


268. Nicholas Zarb (ZIP code: 94115)  







269. Nishant Kheterpal (ZIP code: 94110)  


270. Nathaniel Furniss (ZIP code: 94158)  


271. Walter Nowinski (ZIP code: 94108)  


272. Nicholas Weininger (ZIP code: 94116-1924)  


273. Gina Siciliano (ZIP code: 94112)  


274. Olga Milan-Howells (ZIP code: 94110)  


275. Olivia Gamboa (ZIP code: 94121)  


 


276. gene hwang (ZIP code: 94110)  


277. Orchid Bertelsen (ZIP code: 94102)  


278. Edward Parillon (ZIP code: 94110)  


279. Patrick Cushing (ZIP code: 94112)  


280. Patrick Wolff (ZIP code: 94122)  


San Francisco needs more housing everywhere. This is a worthy project and it should 


move forward.  


281. Peter Darche (ZIP code: 94102)  


282. Peter Ogilvie (ZIP code: 94110)  


283. John Petersen (ZIP code: 94127)  







284. Phil Crone (ZIP code: 94112)  


285. Phil Johnson (ZIP code: 94606)  


286. Phillip Kobernick (ZIP code: 94131)  


287. Paul Leone (ZIP code: 94103)  


288. Phillip Sanders (ZIP code: 94702)  


289. Jim Bolinger (ZIP code: 94131)  


290. Pratik Tandel (ZIP code: 94103)  


291. Theodore Randolph (ZIP code: 94112)  


I’ve been following this development since the beginning, attending almost all of the 


CAC meetings. It’s a lot less housing than I prefer, but it’s better than what we have now. 


Let’s go ahead and do this.  


292. Quincey Jagger (ZIP code: 94131)  


293. Rachel Chalmers (ZIP code: 94112)  


294. Randolph Ruiz (ZIP code: 94102)  


295. Ray Regalado (ZIP code: 94133)  


 


296. Reginald Clodfelter (ZIP code: 94702)  


297. Ryan Cowan (ZIP code: 94108)  


298. Robert Fruchtman (ZIP code: 94117)  







299. Rodrigo Garcia-Uribe (ZIP code: 94114)  


300. Kyle Kelley (ZIP code: 95060)  


301. Riley Avron (ZIP code: 94102)  


302. Rishi Bhardwaj (ZIP code: 94158)  


303. RJ Lang (ZIP code: 94102)  


304. Robin Kutner (ZIP code: 94117)  


305. Robert Spragg (ZIP code: 94612)  


306. Roan Kattouw (ZIP code: 94109)  


307. Rob Aikins (ZIP code: 94110)  


308. Rob Erlichman (ZIP code: 94109)  


309. Robin Pam (ZIP code: 94127)  


310. Howard Strassner (ZIP code: 94116)  


311. Ryan Macphee (ZIP code: 94110)  


312. Ryan Barrett (ZIP code: 94117)  


313. Sabeek Pradhan (ZIP code: 94107)  


314. Sachin Agarwal (ZIP code: 94122)  







315. Derek Sagehorn (ZIP code: 94619)  


316. Sally Marrott (ZIP code: 94070)  


 


317. Stewart Alsop (ZIP code: 94103)  


318. Sam Ribnick (ZIP code: 94114)  


319. Sam Moss (ZIP code: 94133)  


320. Sara Ogilvie (ZIP code: 94110)  


321. Sarah Potts (ZIP code: 94109)  


322. Sarah Bland (ZIP code: 94117)  


323. Sara Noto (ZIP code: 95136)  


324. Saam Barrager (ZIP code: 94116)  


325. Stephanie Beechem (ZIP code: 94611)  


326. Sofia Cieza (ZIP code: 94112)  


327. Scot Conner (ZIP code: 94704)  


328. Scott Cataffa (ZIP code: 94112)  


329. Scott Pluta (ZIP code: 94114)  


330. Sean Eckard (ZIP code: 94122)  







331. Sarah Rogers (ZIP code: 94110)  


332. Starchild (ZIP code: 94114)  


333. Anthony Fox (ZIP code: 94109)  


334. Shahin Saneinejad (ZIP code: 94117)  


335. Shaked Koplewitz (ZIP code: 94041)  


336. Sheila Nickolopoulos (ZIP code: 94131)  


337. Sara Barz (ZIP code: 94112)  


 


338. Stephen Doherty (ZIP code: 94114)  


339. Steve Marzo (ZIP code: 94112)  


340. Sean Murphy (ZIP code: 94123)  


341. Sonja Trauss (ZIP code: 94110)  


Only 1000 units :( ???? The housing shortage is serious, please treat it seriously.  


342. Sophia Wisdom (ZIP code: 94110)  


343. Srinivasan Vijayaraghavan (ZIP code: 94110)  


344. Staly Chin (ZIP code: 94132)  


I live in the area and own a business in ocean. Density is what we need to keep local 


retail alive.  


345. Tyler Stegall (ZIP code: 94122)  


Build the housing on this parking lot!  







346. Stephanie Wiley (ZIP code: 94127)  


347. Stephen Brady (ZIP code: 94103)  


348. Stephen Lambe (ZIP code: 94118)  


349. Stevana Case (ZIP code: 94132)  


350. Steven Bills (ZIP code: 94103)  


351. Stephen Fiehler (ZIP code: 94131)  


352. Sachi Takahashi-Rial (ZIP code: 94114)  


353. Tamas Nagy (ZIP code: 94102)  


354. Kenneth Taylor (ZIP code: 94560)  


355. Elizabeth Blackburn (ZIP code: 94127)  


356. Thomas Firpo (ZIP code: 94114)  


357. Justin Martin (ZIP code: 94110)  


 


358. Ryan Booth (ZIP code: 94117)  


359. Theo Gordon (ZIP code: 94115)  


360. Urvi Nagrani (ZIP code: 94117-1802)  


361. Yao Yue (ZIP code: 94110)  







362. Paul Thrasher (ZIP code: 94132)  


363. Tony Huynh (ZIP code: 94131-2617)  


364. Tobias Wacker (ZIP code: 94117)  


365. Thomas Flynn (ZIP code: 94108)  


366. Trisha Gonzalez (ZIP code: 94404)  


367. Jeffrey McClure (ZIP code: 94114)  


368. Truc Nguyen (ZIP code: 94109)  


369. Michael Tsang (ZIP code: 94122)  


370. Ty Bash (ZIP code: 94117)  


371. Ved Dashputre (ZIP code: 94582)  


372. Veronica Sullivan (ZIP code: 94109)  


373. VICTOR ZEPEDA RUIZ (ZIP code: 94132)  


374. Viren Jain (ZIP code: 94131)  


375. Jane Natoli (ZIP code: 94118)  


376. Charles Whitfield (ZIP code: 94107)  


377. Ryan Williams (ZIP code: 94115)  







378. William McWay (ZIP code: 94109)  


 


379. Andrew Benson (ZIP code: 92617)  


380. Yi Ding (ZIP code: 95129)  


381. Kalvin Wang (ZIP code: 94102)  


382. Patrick Young (ZIP code: 94122)  


383. Daniel McClanahan (ZIP code: 94103)  


384. Yonatan Schkolnik (ZIP code: 94110)  


385. Zack Subin (ZIP code: 94112)  


Converting a parking lot to homes near a transit hub is one of the best ways SF can live 


up to its values of sustainability and inclusivity.  


I’m also looking forward to the improved open space and pedestrian and bike 


infrastructure.  


386. Zack Rosen (ZIP code: 94110) I live just up the street from this project.  


My only complaint is I WISH IT HAD *MORE* homes!  


387. Zane Pickett (ZIP code: 94115)  


388. Zintis Inde (ZIP code: 94305)  


389. Zach Klein (ZIP code: 94110)  







c. (415) 489-0197
e. laura@yimbyaction.org
 
 

tel:(415)%20489-0197
mailto:laura@yimbyaction.org


 
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: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:44:13 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: Adrienne <oskibear88@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 2:10 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
 

 

I understand this project will be considered by the Planning Commission today.  I oppose the large-
scale massing along the western edge of the project.  
 
I am a resident of Westwood Park, with my 100 year old home on the western edge of the proposed
massive housing project.  This neighborhood is filled with historic architecturally-protected houses
and working class families. We have invested here, living with height and massing restrictions
applicable these homes.  We can't even replace failing windows without making sure that the
replacements meet architectural standards.  
 
I support the City's goal of adding housing, and I could even be OK with development in the
reservoir.  But the massive buildings on the west side of the project are out of scale with the
character of the neighborhood.  
 
In addition, in developing the area master plan, we had been promised no more than 500 or so
units.  The neighbors continue to feel duped by our politicians with the number of proposed units. 

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


With the proposed  2-7 story buildings, it's the equivalent of constructing several multi-story Costcos
next to 1,200 ft craftsman homes. 
 
The developer, Avalon team, have welcomed my concerns and seem to be working hard to listen to
the community concerns. But their design proposals are limited by the City's demand for more than
1,000 units, a random number that is contrary to the promises we've heard before.  
 
It's time for the City's politicians to consider the interests of all San Franciscans.  
 
Adrienne Go
Plymouth Ave
 



 
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 Design Guidelines Comments
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:43:24 AM
Attachments: BalboaReservori_dsg_20200528.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: Havelock Street Bridge <havelockstreetbridge@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 3:29 PM
To: Scott Falcone <scott@falconedevelopment.com>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)
<seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Design Guidelines Comments
 

 

Hi. Sorry this is a bit late and more hastily prepared than usual, but I hope will still be considered.
 
Thank you all for all your hard work and I hope you are all well.
 
Sincerely,
Christine Weibel

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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COMMENT ON THE 2020 BALBOA RESERVOIR DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES


My name is Christine Weibel. Since 2007, I have lived in Sunnyside, three and a half blocks 
east of the reservoir.


In preparation for the increased traffic and need for access to transit that will result from 
the addition 1100 new families to our neighborhood as a result of the Balboa Reservoir 
Development, I have been proactively working for neighborhood improvements:


• In 2018, I won funding for traffic calming and pedestrian safety measures on Judson 
Avenue, which is right next to the reservoir and would be directly impacted by 
increased traffic generated by the reservoir development. 


• In 2019, I won funding for improvements to the Havelock Street Bridge, a pedestrian 
bridge over I-280 that connects Balboa Park transit station to City College. 
Maintenance and beautification of this bridge improves access to transit, both for 
the City College community, which will be losing parking as a result of the reservoir 
development, and my neighborhood.


Additionally, I have engaged directly with the Balboa Reservoir Development process over 
the years. I have attended open houses and submitted comments, primarily with respect to 
plans for the Open Space.


I was invited to review and comment on the Design Standards and Guidelines, and so 
submit the following comments.


Sincerely,


Christine Weibel
May 28, 2020


Wind


1. I feel strongly that passive outdoor spaces such as the Great Lawn are not the best use of 
the very limited amount of open space. Our neighborhood’s microclimate is often foggy 
and almost always windy, even in summer. This is not the Mission; we do not have the 
microclimate of Dolores Park. 


Across the street, the City College campus has many lawns, which are very rarely used in a 
passive way. For example, a terraced lawn on the north side of the CCSF Wellness Center, 
similar to the one described, has been allowed to die — no one used it, in spite of its great 
south-facing exposure and being sheltered on three sides by buildings. (See image below.)


The Balboa Reservoir Community Park Day on the lower reservoir in September 2018 
demonstrated this. In spite of planning this event in September when they had just about 
the very best chance of good weather, even the landscape architects shivered in their parkas 
with their hoods tightened up. 


2. According to the Wind Study presented to the Balboa Reservoir CAC on 10/15/2018, the 
location of the planned lawn is in the area of highest wind intensity. See figures below.


3. The DSG shows that plantings intended to mitigate the wind impact, but no new studies 
that show how much impact trees will have on the usability of the planned lawn and other 
passive-use outdoor areas.


 06  /  Open Space Network  145


Open Space Design


RAIN GARDEN


RAIN GARDEN


RAIN GARDEN


0 50 100 ft


NORTH DRIVE


SOUTH DRIVE


LE
E 


AV
EN


U
E


W
ES


T 
ST


RE
ET


F E


C


6.11 RESERVOIR PARK


Reservoir Park is the largest open space at the Balboa Reservoir 
neighborhood, located at the heart of the site.  It is positioned in 
the north/south orientation to maximize sunlight and to provide 
shelter from the prevailing westerly and northwesterly winds. 
Reservoir Park is fronted by residential blocks and connected 
to public streets on all sides. Residents and neighbors can 
stroll through the open space to get to their home, the main 
community room, transit, or Ocean Avenue retail. 


Reservoir Park has approximately 13 feet of elevation change 
from the highest point in the northeast corner to lowest point in 
the southwest corner. The grade will be mitigated by a series of 
planted terraces that gently step down towards Ocean Avenue 
from the Pavilion Plaza. Each planted terrace will include active, 
family-oriented programming.


Reservoir Park will prioritize the planting of native and edible 
plants to maximize opportunities for habitat creation and food 
production. Stormwater management is incorporated into the 
design as an amenity, revealing the path of water through the 
site. Stormwater from residential blocks C, D, E and F will be 
directed through narrow, architecturally designed channels 
into a series of rain gardens. Stormwater infiltration will also 
be provided under the multi-use lawn as is feasible. Overall, the 
design seeks to educate the community about the importance 
of managing stormwater to protect water quality, wildlife, and 
public health. 
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Figure 6.11–1: Reservoir Park Program Diagram
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PUBLIC DRAFT  |    February 24, 2020  


Left, wind study from 10/15/2018. Right, Reservoir Park Plan from 2/2/2020. The Great Lawn, 
Community Terrace and Steps, Habitat Garden, and Lee Terrace are in the areas of greatest wind 
impact.


City College of San Francisco Wellness 
Amphitheater. Nice concept, and looked great 
when first installed. Little-used and is no longer 
maintained.
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COMMENT ON THE 2020 BALBOA RESERVOIR DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES


Plantings


Brisbane Box, a plant originating from Australia, is marked in the DSG as a California plant. As it is 
not, how does this affect the percentage of plants from California.


EX


CASF


CA


CA


Brisbane Box, a plant from Australia, is marked 
as a California native plant.


Building Height


I have not commented on building height previously, and it is not totally clear to me from the 
current DSG how tall the buildings are relative to the CCSF Multi-Use Building.


Currently, we are in a time of Shelter-In-Place due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Residents are 
allowed to leave their homes for exercise, but are discouraged from driving to parks, and parking 
lots at many parks have been closed. 


We value our neighborhood’s access to nature more than ever.


Below is the view of the Pacific Ocean from the top of the hill facing the reservoir. The bump 
on the horizon is the Farallon Islands. The building on the left is the CCSF Multi-Use Building. I 
would just like to share this image of one of the few publicly accessible views of the ocean in our 
neighborhood, so that later people will know one thing that was lost.


The	Building	Envelope	section	establishes	fundamental	building	standards	related	to	maximum	
height	and	required	setbacks.	Maximum	allowable	height	steps	up	from	25	feet	at	the	western	
property	line	to	78	feet	adjacent	to	City	College.	This	stepped	massing	provides	a	gradual	transition	
from	the	lower	scale	neighborhoods	along	the	western	property	line	to	the	institutional	scale	of	
City	College.	It	also	allows	maximizes	views	to	the	west	and	provides	wind	sheltering	at	the	central	
open	space.		


6	


Left, plan for building heights. Right, View of ocean from City College campus. The building on 
the left obscuring the ocean view is the CCSF Multi-Use Building. The bump on the horizon is the 
Farallones.







 
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: Please approve the Balboa Reservoir EIR and Design Standards
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:42:56 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: Yonathan <yonathan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 4:37 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>; Deland Chan
<deland.chan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please approve the Balboa Reservoir EIR and Design Standards
 

 

To San Francisco Planning Commission:
 
Please certify the EIR, adopt the Design Standards and Guidelines, and forward your approval to the
Board of Supervisors of the Planning Code amendments, Zoning Map amendments, and
Development Agreement of the Balboa Reservoir housing development.
 
I have been attending the CAC meetings since 2015. Mayor Ed Lee identified the Balboa Reservoir
for housing when he launched the Public Land for Housing program in response to the housing
affordability crisis in 2014. Supervisor Norman Yee established the CAC in 2015. I have been
attending ever since because I think that more housing is desperately needed in order to make San
Francisco more affordable and accessible to live in.
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The EIR is satisfactory
As far as the natural environment is concerned, the Balboa Reservoir is probably one of the least
impactful places to put housing. there’s no nature there now that would be displaced, there’s no
hazardous soil, and there are no parks that would be shadowed.
 
The only significant environmental impacts are increased traffic and transit delays (assuming that
Muni does not increase service in response to increased demand).
 
I don’t think neighbors are 100% satisfied with the EIR, but I think it dots all the legal Ts.
 

Please adopt the Design Standards
The design standards call for superior design and materials, as neighbors expect.
 
I wish the allowed heights were higher. Ironically, if you look in the example townhouses in the
Design Standards document, every single photo of a townhouse is 3 stories tall, yet the design
standards limit the townhouses on the west side to only 2 stories tall (25 ft height limit, which is
lower than the 28 ft limit of Westwood Park). And on the rest of the project, heights should be
limited by financial feasibility rather than capped based on purely aesthetic reasons.
 

Please forward the Development Agreement and Planning Code Amendments
with a positive recommendation
Please move the Development Agreement forward. The residents of the city need as much housing
as possible, as quickly as possible.
 
Here’s what I don’t like about the DA:
 
Exhibit J: I wish that some of the parking spots were set aside for CCSF students and staff based on
need rather than simply “market-rate”
 
I wish that the ~$11.2 million Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA) (Recital H) were a 30 to 60-year
lease instead. As long as Proposition 13 exists, I don’t think it’s responsible for the city to divest of
urban land. The last decade has shown that low property taxes and low interest rates magnify
purchase prices, so that changes in rent result in huge private windfalls when rents increase (or huge
private losses when rents fall). Besides, a land lease may be beneficial to the development by
reducing developer risk and reducing the amount of debt that the developer must issue.
 
I’m disappointed that the Development Agreement includes city subsidies for 33.3% of the low and
moderate income units (or equivalent to subsidizing almost all the low income units), or up to $43.8
million of city affordable housing funds. This contradicts MOHCD’s original position from before the
RFP, which was that the project would be entirely funded by the market-rate units in the project. I
think there are a few ways that the SFPUC’s “fair market value compensation” policy (PUC
Resolution 12-0042) could be satisfied while avoiding such large city subsidies. For example, the deal
could be structured as a density bonus, where the SFPUC gets fair market value for the land based
on a baseline of market-rate units, and then the project builds more low-income units on top of that.



I think the large subsidy that is needed for income-restricted housing is due to the significant non-
housing amenities that we demanded as construction costs that have been rising continuously for
the duration of the process. Had we started construction sooner, we likely would not have needed 
subsidy from MOHCD.
 
Correction: Exhibit D: The definition of “Low-Income Units” is sloppy and incorrect. It says, “will have
rents set between 30% to 80% of AMI, with an average rental rate per building of no more than 60%
of AMI, or an average purchase price of no more than 80% of AMI.” It should instead be 1) restricted
to occupancy by low-income households of a certain income range, 2) priced/rented at an amount
that a person in that income range can afford.. This definition sets the “rental rate” at $6404/month
(MOHCD’s 2020 4-person AMI), when it should be setting the income limit at $6404/month.
 
Despite these flaws, the project is a net project to the city so please approve of it.
 

Conclusion
Please move this project forward. It’s been 5 years, the handful of neighbors have rehashed all the
arguments as much as we could, and the city still needs the housing. It’s better late than never.
 
Yonathan



 
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 Public Comment - 5/28
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:42:36 AM
Attachments: Balboa Reservoir- Planning Commission Support letter.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: Marcus Ismael <marcusismael@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 4:40 PM
To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Balboa Reservoir Public Comment - 5/28
 

 

Hello,
 
Attached is my public comment support letter in favor of the Balboa Reservoir development
project for the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, May 28, 2020.
 
I ask that it please be entered into the record for the meeting in lieu of an in-person
appearance in accordance with our local shelter in place ordinance.
 
Many thanks,

Marcus A. Ismael
Mobile phone: 1.
415.312.0706
 |LinkedIn
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To: City of San Francisco Planning Commission 


Re: Balboa Reservoir Project Case No. 2018-007883DVA 


Sent via e-mail to: 


Planning Commission Secretary at commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 


Planning Department Case Planner Seung Yen Hong at seungyen.hong@sfgov.org 


 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


My name is Marcus Ismael and I live in Merced Heights and have spent much of my life in the 
neighborhoods of District 11. I have been a supporter of the Balboa Reservoir development being 
reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 28, 2020. 


Affordable Housing and Family Friendly Amenities 


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. 


The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes includes 550 affordable homes for people 
earning between 30% and 120% area median income (AMI).  These affordable rental homes sized for 
working families will be built by San Francisco-based non-profits BRIDGE Housing and Mission Housing, 
along with a handful of for-sale affordable homes built by Habitat For Humanity.  One of these rental 
buildings with approximately 150 apartments will offer prioritized housing for City College educators and 
staff earning between 80%-120% AMI with a secondary preference for SF Unified School District 
educators and staff.  As with the market-rate apartments being built concurrently, all of these 
households will have access to the new neighborhood park, dog play areas, and the on-site child-care 
center that create a strong family friendly environment for future residents and all existing neighbors.  


The new Reservoir Child Care Center, located at the Brighton Paseo entrance to the Reservoir from 
Ocean Avenue, will offer 100 spaces for children living either in the new Reservoir homes and from the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  Importantly, up to half of the childcare spaces will be offered at subsidized 
rates for low-income families. The design of the outdoor space dedicated as part of the child care center 
and the easy drop-off and pick-up access within the Reservoir and from the adjacent neighborhoods 
make the new childcare center a very valuable addition to the neighborhood. 


The new Reservoir Community Park, located at the heart of the Balboa Reservoir, includes 2 acres of 
programmed areas and open space plantings all connected via nicely landscaped pathways to the other 
smaller open spaces throughout the Reservoir.  The park includes active playground and grassy areas for 
children’s play along with a gazebo and benches for more passive relaxation.  California native plants 
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and other non-water intensive vegetation will be chosen for the larger natural planted areas and as 
borders for the pathways throughout the property.  Multiple dog play areas will be available at different 
locations on the Reservoir for easy access to the existing neighbors from Sunnyside, Ingleside and 
Westwood Park along with the new residents.  


Transit/Car Alternatives 


Living in San Francisco, we have an opportunity to reduce our reliance on automobiles in order to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, slow global warming, and reduce automobile congestion in our 
neighborhoods. This can only be done by encouraging residents to use car-alternatives for getting 
around our City, whether by walking, biking, and using public transit and minimizing private auto trips. 
The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes is designed to provide new residents 
access to modes of transportation that will reduce residents’ reliance on cars.  The multiple direct 
pedestrian connections to Ocean Avenue and transit, the new protected bike lanes, bike share docking 
stations, and bicycle parking all allow people to get around the neighborhood without a car.  Car share 
parking pods and memberships will provide residents with auto options, but along with the unbundled 
parking associated with the apartments, will help decrease car ownership rates.  


In terms of neighborhood transit improvements, the Reservoir development’s lengthy planning process 
and the development’s contribution of approximately $10mil for Transportation Sustainability Fees is 
spurring improvements along Ocean Avenue planned by SFMTA, the Planning Department, and CCSF.  As 
described in their 4/27/20 Community Advisory Committee presentation, SFMTA is proposing to 
improve the safety and usability of the Geneva/Ocean Avenue intersection as well as west along Ocean 
Avenue and to reduce delays along the K, 43, and 29 MUNI lines.  CCSF is working with the City to 
significantly increase the width of the sidewalk along the campus frontage from Frida Kahlo Way east 
towards the BART and MUNI stations.  All of these improvements, and more, will help support the City’s 
Vision Zero plan for Ocean Avenue, making it safer for Ocean Avenue’s pedestrians, transit riders, and 
car drivers, neighbors and shoppers alike.  


Small business and Commercial support 


The Reservoir Partners development proposal of 1,100 homes literally at Ocean Avenue’s doorstep has 
been designed to connect the new residents to retail and services along Ocean Avenue without creating 
commercial space that would be in competition with the small businesses along Ocean Avenue.  In fact, 
the development has been designed to specially complement the existing and future Ocean Avenue 
businesses. The walking paths designed along Lee, Brighton, and the Ingleside Library will connect 
Reservoir residents directly to Ocean Avenue while also enabling neighbors, employees and pedestrians 
easy access from Ocean Avenue to the Reservoir’s new neighborhood park, dog walking areas, and other 
open spaces located directly behind Whole Foods.  During this time of sheltering-in-place, business 
stress and future economic uncertainty, the Balboa Reservoir development provides the support of 
thousands of new customers living in the 1,100 new homes that will be vital to stabilizing all of the small 
businesses along Ocean Avenue and helping the neighborhood thrive long into the future.   







 
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: 3591 20th Street : 2020-000909DRP
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:41:36 AM
Attachments: DR 3591 20th St.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: SF MAP <info@missionawarenessproject.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 5:10 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3591 20th Street : 2020-000909DRP
 

 

Please see attached letter for the Commissioners regarding 2020-000909DRP.
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28th May, 2020 
 
Re: Discretionary Review of 3591 20th St. 
 
Planning Commission, 
 
This is regarding the Discretionary Review for the property located at 3591 20th St. 
 
This permit applicant seeks a change in use to establish a Limited Restaurant which serves 
ice cream garnished in 24k gold or platinum; see attached pictures. Approval of the permit 
will establish another Ice Cream parlor within one block of three other Ice Cream parlors 
(Smitten, Garden Creamery, and Xanath). We should be supporting our existing small 
business succeeding during the COVID-19 pandemic by authorizing change in use for 
businesses that support and enrich the existing businesses, not detract from them. 
 
Approval of this application is in direct conflict with the Mission Area Plan, which were 
community-driven goals developed specifically in partnership with the Planning 
Department. The specific conflicts to the Mission Area Plan are: 
 


• OBJECTIVE 1.8: MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL AREAS 


o POLICY 1.8.2: Ensure that the Mission’s neighborhood commercial districts 
continue to serve the needs of residents, including immigrant and low-
income households. 
 


• OBJECTIVE 7.3: REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE CENTER 
OF LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO 


o POLICY 7.3.3: Protect and support Latino and other culturally significant 
local business, structures, property and institutions in the Mission. 


 
The Planning Commission should consider taking the Discretionary Review, and either 
denies the application or approve the application with conditions that do not conflict with 
the Mission Area Plan. 
 
Respectfully, 


Mission Awareness Project (“MAP”) 


 







3591 20th St. | 2020-000909DRP 
 
Pictures of Project Sponsor’s Products in Proposed Application: 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 178 Seacliff Avenue : 2017-013959DRP
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:41:13 AM
Attachments: 200421 DR 178 Seacliff Ave.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: SF MAP <info@missionawarenessproject.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 5:39 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: 178 Seacliff Avenue : 2017-013959DRP
 

 

Please see attached letter for the Commissioners. 
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22nd April, 2020 
 
Re: Discretionary Review of 178 Seacliff Ave. 
 
Planning Commission, 
 
This is regarding the Discretionary Review for the property located at 178 Seacliff Ave. 
 
178 Seacliff Ave is designated by the Planning Department as a Category “A” Historical 
Resource which is also located in the “Sea Cliff Historical District.”  The northern 
boundary of the lot also shares its property line with the “California Coastal National 
Monument”. 
 
This permit application seeks to demolish a historical building within a historical district 
and replace the building with a design that does not comply with the “Urban Design 
Elements” listed in the General Plan, including but not limited to: 


• 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.” 


 
Nor does it comply with the “Housing Elements” listed in the General Plan, including but 
not limited to: 


• Policy 2.1: “Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the 
demolition results in a net increase in affordable housing.” 


• Policy 2.3: “Promote improvements and continued maintenance to existing units 
to ensure long term habitation and safety.” 


• 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.” 
 
Mission Awareness Project asks the commission to consider the following during their 
review of the project: 


• Retain Façade: Preserve the Category A façade (south exposure) of the building in 
order to retain continuity with the “Sea Cliff Historical DIstrict”. 







  


• Rear Landscape: Developing a rear landscape that compliments the natural 
boundary of the properties lot with the “California Coastal National Monument” 
the lot shares a boundary with (north exposure). 


• ADU: Incorporation of an ADU into the project; especially if the demolition of a 
historical building is approved. 


 
Respectfully, 


Mission Awareness Project (“MAP”) 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commissioners
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:40:49 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: andyoum@hotmail.com <andyoum@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 6:17 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Planning Commissioners
 

 

 

May 28,2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
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https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
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Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Andy Oum, and I am the father of two students at Saint Ignatius. I have live in the
Sunset District for over 15 years and love our inclusive neighborhood. SI has provided a very
safe place for our kids to exert their stored energy in the fields and we need it to be open for
them from time to time at extended hours. 

 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to
create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement
a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to
take tests and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons
are learned through the shared experience on the field.  Even the students who
participate as spectators gain a strong feeling of community by supporting their
friends and fellow classmates.
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field and thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Andy Oum 
2479 37th Ave
SF CA 94116

Andyoum@hotmail.com

Sent from myMail for iOS

mailto:Andyoum@hotmail.com




 
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); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Anza Vista Neighborhood Association
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:40:35 AM
Attachments: Project Sponsor Ltr - Planning Commission - Whole Foods at City Center (5-15-2020 w Exhibit).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: Christina Saber <saber.christina@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 7:56 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan
(CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Anza Vista Neighborhood Association
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I dialed into the call this evening, but missed the opportunity to provide a verbal
comment.  I hope you will be able to add my written comment to the dossier.
 
I live in the Anza Vista neighborhood and I oppose granting a Conditional Use Permit
to Whole Foods:
 
1.  We already have several groceries stores within a short distance
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Mark Loper 
mloper@reubenlaw.com 


May 15, 2020 


Delivered Via Email (christopher.may@sfgov.org) 


President Joel Koppel 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Re: 2675 Geary Boulevard - City Center Whole Foods 
Planning Department File No. 2019-004110CUA 
Our File No.: 8855.17 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


This office represents Whole Foods Market, which is proposing to open a store at the City 
Center shopping plaza at 2675 Geary Boulevard (the “Project”). The Project will add a much-
needed grocery store in this neighborhood, in an existing retail space last occupied by Best Buy. 
The Project is supported by neighbors, local and citywide merchant groups, and trades.  


A. Summary of Project Benefits 


The Project represents a net benefit for the site and the neighborhood. It will add a new 
grocery store in an existing mall that has historically been occupied by national retailers, in a 
location that is inadequately served by other stores. The benefits of the Project include: 


• New jobs available to all San Franciscans. The store will be a strong source of good jobs
in the community, particularly for semi-skilled and unskilled workers. Whole Foods is
committed to hiring all San Franciscans. 76% of its San Francisco employees live in the
City. 72% of its employees are full time, and 57% identify as non-white. The store will
employ approximately 200 people, with 35-40 people working per shift. Separately, it is
expected to create 91 construction jobs.


• Union trade labor. Between 84-94% of Whole Foods’ recent San Francisco construction
and renovation projects included union trade labor, spent in different neighborhoods
throughout San Francisco. Its three pipeline projects are expected to spend approximately
$31 million. The Project alone projects $9.6 million in union labor contracts.
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• Coalition of support. The Project has a wide range of support that includes the Anza Vista 
Neighborhood Group, local merchants, a union General Contractor, citywide organizations 
like the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, and hundreds of San Francisco residents. 
 


• Consistent with City Center’s historic tenant occupancy. City Center has operated as a 
large shopping mall for over 50 years, with a history of large retail tenants, including Sears, 
Mervyns, Toys-R-Us, Best Buy, Office Depot, and Target, and a host of smaller spaces 
occupied by food and beverage and other complimentary national retailers. Whole Foods 
proposes to occupy an approximately 50,000 square foot space last used as a Best Buy 
store. A space of this size generally is only attractive to a narrow number of retailers. Whole 
Foods has a signed lease, is involved in the construction process, and is eager to open its 
doors.  


 
B. Whole Foods’ Benefit to San Francisco 
 
 Through construction labor, local hiring practices, and charitable giving within San 
Francisco, Whole Foods provides a significant benefit to the city’s residents. At a time when many 
San Franciscans count themselves among the roughly 4 million Californians who have recently 
filed for unemployment, Whole Foods generally, and this Project specifically, will help alleviate 
the effects of the recession on all San Franciscans. 
 
 Whole Foods remains committed to using union trades. It has had between 84%-94% union 
trade labor on recent San Francisco projects dating back to 2004. It spent $28 million 
(approximately $33-$40 million adjusted for 2020) on union trade buildout and renovations of 
stores in SOMA, Potrero Hill, the Outer Sunset, Duboce Triangle, and Noe Valley. Its three 
pipeline projects in Mid-Market, Stonestown, and City Center are estimated to include $30.9 
million in union labor, with $9.6 million alone at City Center. All three of these projects are 
anticipated to include over 90% union labor. A letter from Eric F. Anderson, Inc., a third-
generation family and women-owned General Contractor, explaining Whole Foods’ commitment 
to union labor since the 1980s is included with the support letters attached as group Exhibit A. 
 
 Whole Foods’ employment practices emphasize hiring a diverse range of San Franciscans. 
It currently employs 1,420 people in San Francisco, 1,076 (76%) of which are San Francisco 
residents. 72% of its San Francisco employees work full-time. Over half of San Francisco Whole 
Foods employees identify as non-white. Whole Foods has partnered with Employment Plus, 
Access SFUSD Transition Program, and the SF LGBTQ Center, and works closely with the City 
on its First Source Hiring initiatives. 
 
 Finally, Whole Foods has a track record of charitable giving to various local non-profits 
and public agencies. In 2019 alone, Whole Foods raised or donated the equivalent of over $200,000 
to local non-profits. Direct donations included La Cocina; Real Food Stories; SF Marin Food Bank; 
SF Pride; and 750 turkeys donated to City Hall. Its Whole Kids Foundation gave garden grants in 
2019 to the SF Waldorf Association, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, Sherman Elementary, 
Communitygrows, the Edison Charter Academy, and the Golden Bridges School. 2018 grantees 
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included SFUSD, Moscone Elementary, Marshall Elementary, and the SF Community Alternative. 
Finally, past San Francisco Whole Foods stores’ “5% Day” —in which 5% of sales are donated to 
a good cause—recipients include Bay Area Ridge Trail, Working Solutions, Project WeHope, 
Kitchen Table Advisors, CA Alliance w/ Family Farmers, Roots of Change, Cuesa, SF Education 
Outside, and Garden for the Environment. 
 
C. Coalition of Support  
 
 The Project has a wide coalition of support that includes construction labor, neighbors, and 
merchant groups. Outreach is ongoing and Whole Foods expects to have more letters of support 
by the hearing on May 28th, but attached as Exhibit A are support letters received to-date. These 
include the Anza Vista Neighborhood Association; the Fillmore Merchants Association; the San 
Francisco Chamber of Commerce; and Eric F. Anderson, Inc., a third-generation family and 
women-owned union General Contractor. Whole Foods has also gathered signatures from 103 San 
Franciscans supporting the store. 
 
D. The Project Meets All Relevant Conditional Use Criteria 
 
 The Project is desirable for and compatible with the neighborhood because it will continue 
the historic use of the City Center as a location for formula retailers while also providing a wide 
array of food and health-related goods and services that are not provided elsewhere in the shopping 
center, in an area that is relatively underserved by grocery stores. 
 
 Whole Foods is unique in that it offers not only groceries, but is also a one-stop shop for 
natural and/or health-conscious prepared foods, medicine, household products, and other retail 
items.  This particular location will also include a full-service restaurant and a coffee bar that will 
serve the patrons of the store as well as the members of the community. The proposed Project will 
serve local residents as well as those that travel by car, support the presence of large-scale retailers 
in an area that has historically provided such uses, and bring more employment opportunities and 
consumers to the neighborhood—enhancing other businesses in and around the City Center. 
 
 The proposed location is nestled at the top of the City Center, away from the property line 
and without any direct street access or frontage.  This area that is not heavily served by foot traffic 
in the same way a traditional street-fronting store would be, which raises particular challenges for 
neighborhood businesses that do not have the same degree of brand loyalty as Whole Foods.  By 
filling this large retail space that has remained vacant since 2017, Whole Foods will contribute to 
the long-term stability and viability of the shopping center. 
 
 Finally, at a time when the global economy has almost certainly entered a recession and 
approximately 4 million Californians are unemployed, the Project will create much-needed jobs 
across various skill levels. The addition of a Whole Foods to the City Center will promote 
employment opportunities that provide employment stability, competitive wages, job related 
training/education and opportunities for advancement. This Whole Foods location will employ 
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approximately 35-40 employees per shift, and a total of 200 people. Separately, the tenant buildout 
is expected to create 91 construction jobs. 
 
E. Background: History of City Center Shopping Plaza and Project Context 
 
 City Center spans one entire city block and has frontage on four streets: Geary Boulevard, 
O’Farrell Street, Masonic Avenue, and Lyon Street. It was built in 1961 as a Sears department 
store and has since been divided into smaller retail spaces, which have historically been and 
continue to be occupied by formula retailers. 
 
 Conditions in the area are atypical for neighborhood commercial districts, which are 
generally characterized by small- to mid-sized businesses, often located in mixed use buildings. 
Neighborhood commercial streets usually tend to be pedestrian-oriented with continuous retail 
frontages at the ground floor. In contrast, the area surrounding the Property is auto-oriented in its 
scale and design. It is located along a three-mile Geary Boulevard commercial corridor that 
stretches from the Western addition to the Outer Richmond. Commercial and institutional uses are 
located on main streets in the project vicinity—including City Center, the University of San 
Francisco, Kaiser Permanente Medical Center, and the Laurel Heights Shopping Center. 
 
 The City Center has operated as a shopping mall for approximately 50 years. It is a four-
level, stand-alone shopping center with approximately 240,000 square feet of primarily retail 
space. It was built in 1961 and used as a Sears department store until the 1990s. After Sears 
vacated, City Center’s retail space was subdivided and initially reoccupied by several national 
retailers, including Mervyns, Toys-R-Us, the Good Guys, and Office Depot. The Good guys left 
the property in 2005, Toys-R-Us was replaced by Best Buy in 2007, and Mervyn’s vacated an 
approximately 90,000 square foot space in December of 2008. Best Buy vacated the space 
proposed for Whole Foods in 2017. 
 


In 2011, at the height of the great recession, this Commission authorized a comprehensive 
repositioning of the City Center, with Target as an anchor tenant and smaller spaces located within 
the central portion of the site. These improvements were completed in October 2013. In 2015 and 
2016, this Commission approved several retailers to move into those smaller spaces.  


 
In 2017, this Commission approved a second phase of City Center’s modern 


redevelopment, adding a range of spaces appealing to a diversity of potential tenants, and 
positioning the site to continue to provide viable brick and mortar retail and service spaces into the 
future. Current tenants at City Center are: Ulta; PetSmart (later this year); European Wax Center; 
Chipotle; Subway; GNC; Sleep Number; Bright Horizons; Target, and a Starbucks store inside 
Target. 
 
F. Whole Foods’ Coronavirus Response and Employment Protection Efforts 
 
 Whole Foods has taken extended measures to ensure the safety and wellness of its team 
members at all of its stores, including in San Francisco. Measures include providing protective 
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equipment, including disposable face masks and personal face shields for added protection; 
mandatory daily temperature screenings; enhanced daily sanitation protocols; enhanced regular 
and overtime pay; additional PTO for quarantined or diagnosed team members; unlimited unpaid 
time off for those unable or unwilling to work their scheduled shifts; social distancing guidelines; 
and crowd control measures within stores. 
 
G. Conclusion 
 
 The Project would add a Whole Foods Market in an empty approximately 50,000 square 
foot space that can only be leased to a narrow band of retailers. Whole Foods has a demonstrated 
track record of union construction labor and local hiring, and its philanthropic efforts support a 
diverse range of San Francisco non-profits, community groups, and schools. Supported by 
merchants, nearby residents, and construction labor, the Project will provide a much-needed new 
grocery store, restaurant, and coffee shop at the City Center mall. We urge you to approve this 
project. Thank you. 
  


Sincerely, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 


 
Mark Loper 
 







Exhibit A







 


GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTORS    CA LIC. #B 82540    NV LIC. #76314 


1066 Beecher Street, San Leandro, CA 94577          (510) 430-8404        (510) 430-2561 FAX          www.efainc.com 


 


 


April 6, 2020 


 


President Joel Koppel 


Planning Commission 


City Hall 


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 


San Francisco, CA 94102 


 


RE:   Applicant 2019-004110CUA 


Whole Foods Market Project at Geary / Masonic 


 


Dear Mr. Koppel, 


 


I am writing this letter in support of Whole Foods Market and to share our experience of their 


strong support of the trade unions.   My company, Eric F. Anderson, Inc (EFA), is a third-


generation, family and women-owned General Building Contractor, founded in 1945.  We have 


been building grocery stores in San Francisco and Northern California for 75 years.   Eric F. 


Anderson, Inc. is a proud member of the Northern California Carpenters Union.   


 


EFA has had a strong partnership with Whole Foods Market since they first expanded to 


California in the 1980’s.  My father, Donald K. Anderson, built a trusted relationship with Whole 


Foods Market that has continued to this day.   The first store we built for them was in Mill 


Valley in 1990.  At that time, Whole Foods Market had three stores in California – Palo Alto, 


Berkeley and Mill Valley.   They continued to partner with us on dozens of new stores from 


California to Nevada. 


 


Whole Foods Market has always been a leader in quality – both in the operation and 


construction of their stores.  That drive for quality has resulted in hiring union contractors for 


the construction and remodeling of their stores.  Not only has Eric F. Anderson, Inc. been a 


partner, but they have also supported and advocated for other union GC’s and key union 


subcontractor trades, including electrical, mechanical and plumbing.   


 


Whole Foods Market has contributed millions of dollars and hundreds of jobs to support the 


trade unions.  In just the past 15 years, Eric F. Anderson, Inc. has been the negotiated General 


Contractor for $50 million of new stores, remodels and service.  They have hired EFA for every 


type of construction – from small service jobs to department remodels to new stores, and 


everything in between.   On new stores in the past 15 years, Whole Food has spent over $36 


million and over $15 million on remodels and service. 


 


Of just these projects, over $23.5 million has been spent on union trades, including:  Cast-in-


Place Concrete, Metal Stud Framing and Drywall, Acoustical Ceilings, Painting, Electrical, HVAC, 


Plumbing, and Refrigeration.   


 







GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTORS    CA LIC. #B 82540    NV LIC. #76314 


1066 Beecher Street, San Leandro, CA 94577          (510) 430-8404        (510) 430-2561 FAX          www.efainc.com 


 


We understand that San Francisco strongly supports unions more than other cities and San 


Francisco projects utilize 100% union labor.  It should be noted that Whole Foods Market has 


been a strong supporter of union labor, regardless of the location and local union 


requirements.  Whole Foods Market has used union labor for projects in Berkeley, Oakland, San 


Jose, Campbell, Cupertino, San Mateo, Monterey, Los Gatos, Walnut Creek, Fremont, Palo Alto, 


San Rafael, San Ramon, Roseville and Reno NV. 


 


Whole Foods Market has contributed substantially to our success as a General Contractor as 


well as our partnered union subcontractors.  I can’t share enough how much we respect them 


as a business and trusted partner.   


 


Please feel free to reach out to me for more information or data regarding the number of 


projects over the years.  We support this project 100% and look forward to have our union 


members and partners on the job. 


 


If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (510) 717-8477. 


        


 


Sincerely, 


        


 


 


       Kristin Anderson 


Eric F. Anderson, Inc. 


President/CEO 


kristin@efainc.com 
 
 


Eric F. Anderson, Inc. is a WBENC-Certified Women-Owned Business Enterprise 







Fillmore Merchants Association
2443 Fillmore Street #198, San Francisco, California 94115


March 12, 2020


Dear President Koppel and Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,


The primary mission of the Fillmore Merchants Associations is to protect and preserve 
the wide variety of merchants on our corridor. Our aim is to improve the business 
climate in the nieghborhood and therefor the City in any way we can.


With this in mind, the FMA is in support of Whole Foods’s application to bring a new 
grocery store to the City Center at Geary and Masonic. We believe this project is in-step 
with the neighborhoods’ wants and needs, and remains consistent with the historic use 
of the City Center shopping center.


In addition, Whole Foods Market provides high quality, fresh produce, raw, natural and 
organic meats, dairy and other food and household items, and encourages and promotes 
a healthy lifestyle. This particular space is a very large footprint with rare access to 
parking, is centrally located, and would be an ideal location for a grocery store of this 
nature.


Please do not delay in approving this project.


Sincerely,


Vas Kiniris


Executive Director


Fillmore Merchants Association


(510) 333-0401







235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104 
tel: 415.392.4520 • fax: 415.392.0485 
sfchamber.com • twitter: @sf_chamber 
 


May 5, 2020 
 
President Koppel and San Francisco Planning Commission 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 


Re: Whole Foods at City Center 


Dear President Koppel and Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission, 


The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce strives to advocate for a thriving business community in our 
merchant corridors for our small business owners, employees, and residents of San Francisco. With 
this in mind, and under the light of these uncertain times, we offer our support of Whole Foods 
Market’s application for a Conditional Use Permit for the City Center at 2675 Geary Blvd. 


The City Center shopping center is unique in its ability to make national retailers accessible to 
residents. From the center’s historic use as a Sears, to current tenants like Ulta, Target, the 
recently-approved PetSmart, and the former Best Buy, the City Center is an appropriate location for 
retailers like Whole Foods that require the large space that is rarely available in San Francisco. The 
San Francisco Planning Commission has a history of approving formula retail CUPs at the City Center, 
and we believe that Whole Foods would make a great, and needed, addition to this area. 


Through the COVID-19 pandemic, we have all come to understand the importance of having immediate 
access to fresh, organic, and healthy food options. In a moment when crowded grocery stores and long 
lines are providing high levels of anxiety for our residents, the importance of more options that are close 
to home and easily accessible has become more critical than ever. 


As San Francisco begins to contemplate the slow, difficult process of economic recovery, it is more 
important than ever to focus on opportunities for employment in the City. This large project will provide 
many jobs during the construction phase, and will permanently employ dozens of San Franciscans 
upon its opening. 


The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce believes that this location is appropriate for a Whole Foods 
Market, and this project will provide much-needed services and jobs at a time when San Francisco 
needs them most. Please do not delay in approving this important project. 


Respectfully, 
    


Jay Cheng 
Public Policy Director 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 







From: Alfred Sodini <ducha931@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 1:56 PM
To: myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
Cc: joel.koppel@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com;
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org
Subject: Whole Foods at the City Center Shopping Mall


Dear President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission: 


I represent the Anza Vista Neighborhood Association which is directly across from the City
Center Shopping Mall at 2675 Geary Blvd.  I would like to take this opportunity to voice our
strong support of Whole Foods’s application to open a new location at the Center.


Unique within San Francisco, the City Center Shopping Mall features large footprint retail
spaces which are ideal for formula retailers.  From its very start, the Center has had a long
history of housing formula retailers.  We believe that Whole Foods is in step with that history
and that they would make an ideal tenant for the former Best Buy location. As many retailers
are moving their businesses online, grocery stores remain, and will always be, a critical element
to any neighborhood’s success.


While there are several large chain grocers in the general area, we believe Whole Foods will
offer a unique choice and will generally benefit those who live and work in the Anza Vista and
surrounding neighborhoods.


We look forward to Whole Foods opening and serving our community.  Whole Foods has our
neighborhood's support and we welcome your approval of this application.


 Sincerely,


Al Sodini


President


Anza Vista Neighborhood Association


*******************************************************************************


ATTENTION:: This email is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the
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individual(s) named. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this email in error,
please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message and then delete this message
and any attachment(s) from your system. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the
author.
*******************************************************************************























Sample Support Cards



















First Name Last Name Zip Code Event
Kesha Rankin 95008 Pride
Nancy Ford 94707 Pride
Anonymous 95758 Pride
Beth Schuy 94111 Pride
Judith McDonald 94124 Pride
Brianti W N/A Pride
Amber Gray 94115 Pride
Peter Hardy 94124 Pride
Randi G 94607 Pride
Eric Gillespie 94607 Pride
Margherita Goppolino 3011 Pride
Jason Hoa 94602 Pride
Diana Greer 94133 Pride
Judy 94112 Pride
Carco Ricardo 94110 Pride
Beth Schutz 94117 Pride
Laurel 94114 Pride
Catherine Chin 94114 Pride
Orizarra 95116 Pride
April 95123 Pride
Greg O'Brien 94013 Pride
Erica Hagle 94063 Pride
Joann Taylor 95112 Pride
Marius Aniexander 94132 Pride
Kat Scheibner 98506 Pride
Gloria Nguyen 94022 Pride
Carlton 94909 Pride
Monalisa Carter 94166 Pride
Karen S 94134 Pride
Natalie Gee 94134 Pride
Dre 94134 Pride
Fernando Lunan 94158 Pride
Jay R. Fields 94158 Pride
Andy Escobar 94309 Pride
Debra Benedict 94103 Pride
Maxx T 94541 Pride
Nersow Henaxuno 95110 Pride
Ser Anzoategui 90042 Pride
Orawan Chanpanya 94107 Pride
Yiouue Fletcher N/A Pride
Jessica Kasanitsky 94124 Pride
Jake M 94117 Pride
Alberto Sera 94705 Pride
Araceli Smith 94521 Pride
Not Legible 94704 Pride
Jason Lee 93277 Pride


Spreadsheet of support card signatures







Gabe Teen 94518 Pride
Not Legible 92104 Pride
Rafael Chang 94605 Pride
Amy Meyers 94044 Pride
Louise Fischer 94102 Pride
Not Legible 94121 Pride
Ayrton Bryan 94590 Pride
Nadia Su-ye 93277 Pride
Sam Wren 94103 Pride
Mary Thompson 95968 Pride
Veronica Garcia 94705 Pride
Janice Hill 94525 Pride
Diana Cov 94117 Pride
Eric Chong 94043 Pride
Christopher Herrera 94122 Pride
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Whole Foods Hearing

The Whole Foods hearing before the Planning Commission to obtain their Conditional Use Permit to
become the key tenant in the City Center Mall will be held sometime in the late afternoon/early evening
this Thursday, May 28th.  This will be a video rather than an in-person hearing so participating should be
much easier this year.

I’ve been informed by the Mall that there will be some serious opposition to Whole Foods’ proposal by at
least one union so getting their Conditional Use Permit will be no slam dunk and, if we want them as a
tenant, we’ve got to work for it.  If you agree that Whole Foods is a good fit for our neighborhood then you
can voice your support by either sending an email to the Planning Commission or by calling in on the
Public Comment call-in line during the hearing or both.

The Mall feels that calling in gives us the biggest bang for our buck.  The toll free call in number is:

 

888-273-3658 and the access code is 310452
 

We’re not sure exactly when the meeting will start but the Mall said that they will let us know in the
afternoon when they are about to be heard so we don’t need to be on hold on a phone waiting to talk any
longer than necessary.  I will be sending out a subsequent email informing you of the anticipated start
time.

Each caller will be given two minutes to make their points so, if you do call in, you don’t need to make a
big speech; just hit a few key points about why Whole Foods is a good fit for our area.  For example, we
need a grocery store in our area that is walkable especially for our seniors who may not be able to drive,
if you can drive there will be 117 parking spaces, other lots in neighboring areas are often full and almost
impossible to get into such as Trader Joe’s parking lot, Whole Foods is a perfect fit for the particular
space in the Mall and will create approximately 200 new permanent jobs, etc., plus add your own
personal reasons for why you feel we need them.  I've attached a Project Sponsor Letter which may also
give you a few more ideas.

Call in instructions can be found at https://sfplanning.org/remotehearings.  They are a little
detailed so please familiarize yourself with them prior to calling in. 

If you prefer to send an email, address it to all of the following:

             commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

joel.koppel@sfgov.org

kathrin.moore@sfgov.org

milicent.johnson@sfgov.org

https://sfplanning.org/remotehearings
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:joel.koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org


sue.diamond@sfgov.org

frank.fung@sfgov.org

 

Please be sure your email arrives no later than the morning of the 28th.

You should be able to view the live meeting on the SFgovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning)
or watch it on Channel 78.

Please give me a call if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Al Sodini

415 931-8988

mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:frank.fung@sfgov.org
https://sfgovtv.org/planning


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at Saint Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:39:18 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: Mr. Michael Shaughnessy <mshaughnessy@siprep.org> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 9:07 AM
To: oel.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: Lights at Saint Ignatius Field
 

 

May 29,2020
 
President Joel Koppel and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
VIA EMAIL
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
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


options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in
accordance to CA State law.
 
I am a life-long Sunset resident and retired last year after teaching for 40 years at Saint Ignatius. My
three adult children played sports for AP Giannini and Saint Ignatius.  I watched the Jim Lucey soccer
fields being constructed from my classroom window and used to watch baseball, softball, soccer and
lacrosse games at West Sunset when SI could still use City fields. I coached Viking soccer teams that
practiced and played at West Sunset, including the lighted softball fields during the evenings with
early sunsets.
 
I remember when the City refused to allow the soccer fields to be lighted after the neighbors
objected. I'm not sure how many of you remember that part of the cause of the objection was in
response to the City's granting permission for adult league games on weekends while not arranging
for the restroom facilities to be opened.
 
Saint Ignatius is a good neighbor and works diligently to provide recreational opportunities to
hundreds of student athletes, currently arranging transportation for hundreds of athletes to Pacifica
for practice and competition. At Saint Ignatius, athletics are considered co-curricular, not extra-
curricular. Lessons of commitment, discipline, service and community are learned on athletic fields
as much as in classrooms.
 
Please vote YES!
 
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Michael
--
Religious Studies - retired
St. Ignatius College Preparatory

2001 37th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
mshaughnessy@siprep.org
 
1374 La Playa Street
San Francisco, CA, 94122

mailto:mshaughnessy@siprep.org


 
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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:38:40 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: Humana Hasana <humanahasana@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 11:04 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
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>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners:

My Name is Humana and I have lived in the West Sunset for 10 plus years. Although I am not an
alumni of Saint Ignatius, I feel as if these lights will be beneficial in a multitude of ways. I’m writing in
strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in order to create more options for student
athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to implement a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I. to build
these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great distances to practice.
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests and
get good grades but to be in service to others. Many of those lessons are learned through the shared
experience on the field. Even the students who participate as spectators gain a
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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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,
 
Humana Hasana



 
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: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:37:53 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: Kevin Hart <kevin@hart-architecture.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 2:25 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
 

 

Respected SF Planning Commissioners:
 
I write in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. The plan has been
developed in an open and transparent process, with the engagement of many of my
neighbors.  The scope of the plan is admirably large and ambitious, and will improve the
immediate neighborhood by:
1. increasing public access to the campus, 
2. enhancing the design of the campus entrances and boundaries,
3. updating the University buildings and open spaces.
 
I believe that the resulting improvements will also help the University do its work, and remain
a leader in the advancement of health in the region and in the world.  I am sure that this
outcome is supported by an overwhelming majority of our fellow San Franciscans.  The
University needs our support to enable its goals.
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I am favorably impressed by the high quality of the design consultants and planners that the
University has engaged, and the encouragement these consultants have received from the
University to pursue excellent solutions.
 
I hope you will support the UCSF CPHP, and, through your leadership, enable and encourage
this ambitious re-imagining.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kevin Hart

KEVIN HART ARCHITECTURE
1248 5th Avenue
San Francisco California 94122
415.244.3010
www.hart-architecture.com

http://www.hart-architecture.com/


 
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: Alumna/Parkside Resident in Support of Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:37:33 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: Nicole Trierweiler <ntrier93@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 2:59 PM
To: 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>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Alumna/Parkside Resident in Support of Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Nicole Trierweiler, and I was born and raised in the Sunset/Parkside
neighborhoods of San Francisco. I graduated from SI in 2011 and still currently live
in Outer Parkside.
 
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
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a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
Sports were an integral part of my education at SI, enriching my social experience
and teaching me the crucial time management skills that eased my transition into
college and carried over into my professional life. I urge you to consider the many
ways in which participation in athletics benefits students and academic institutions,
and the importance of having a safe space on campus for students to participate in
these activities.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing SI 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,
 
Nicole Trierweiler
2666 40th Avenue
ntrier93@gmail.com

mailto:ntrier93@gmail.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Approval of Whole Foods as tenant for City Center Mall
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:37:17 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: Dora Mao <dymao@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 3:19 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: Support for Approval of Whole Foods as tenant for City Center Mall
 

 

To the Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
I was very disappointed to learn that Whole Foods was not approved as a tenant for the City Center Mall
at yesterday's meeting and that the issue was deferred to the June meeting.  I am writing to
wholeheartedly support their tenancy.  We have lived in this neighborhood for over 30 years, having
purchased our home when the City Center Mall was a Sears store.  While we still miss the convenience
of having the Sears within an easy walk, having the Whole Foods would be a great asset for the
neighborhood.  Thank you.
 
--Dora Mao
45 Anzavista Avenue
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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: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:37:04 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: Chris and Lilly Angelopoulos <CLASangelopoulos@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 3:20 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: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
         My name is Chris Angelopoulos. I am born and raised in the Sunset District of San
Francisco and attended St. Ignatius Class of '88 and still reside and do business here in the City
with my family. My oldest daughter graduated from SI in 2018, and I have a son and daughter
still at SI. My son is entering his Senior year of Wildcat Football. I am a strong supporter of the
lights at J.B. Murphy field and feel that it would enhance the experience for both the students
and parents at SI. SI is a place that teaches its students so much, and many of those lessons
are taught through the sport programs that students participate in. Lights will allow for
students to not have to travel far for certain games and practices and allows for a better
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experience all around. I appreciate your time and ask that you please vote yes for the lights on
the Saint Ignatius field.
 
Thank You,
Chris Angelopoulos



 
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: Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:36:45 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: bobtisch@aol.com <bobtisch@aol.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 3:34 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>
Subject: Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org
 

 

May 29,2020

 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
 
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
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My wife and I have lived in the Sunset for 45 years. Our son and daughter are both alumni of St.

Ignatius. I’m writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius Field in
order to create more options for student athletes and also to allow St. Ignatius to
implement a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing S.I.
to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling great
distances to practice.
 
St. Ignatius College Preparatory has been an excellent center of learning not just to take tests
and get good grades but to be in service to others.  Many of those lessons are learned through
the 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,
 
Mr. & Mrs. Robert G. Tischer
4020 Ortega Street
San Francisco, CA 94122
 
bobtisch@aol.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: NO to opening cannabis dispensary on 667/669 Mississippi Street
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:36:27 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: Ray Yang <rayang06@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 3:39 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: NO to opening cannabis dispensary on 667/669 Mississippi Street
 

 

Hi there, 
 
My name is Ray Yang, and I am a resident at 1300 22nd street, San Francisco. I want
to write and register my personal opposition to the building of a cannabis dispensary
on 667/669 Mississippi Street. My strong opposition is based on 3 main reasons.

This will represent the only cannabis retail fronting a completely residential street. It is
also surrounded by residential uses on all four sides. 
There is high density multifamily (for example, the Landing, Knox, Sierra, Live Work
lofts) and many single family houses. This is not appropriate context for a lounge and
dispensary. 
There are already multiple cannabis dispensary within 2 minute drive in any
direction. 

Thank you very much!
 
Best,
Ray
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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 UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:25:33 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: Caleb Krywenko <calebkrywenko@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 4:33 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: In Support of UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
 

 

Dear Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,

 

I'm writing in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan as a neighbor and a

CPHP Committee Member. UCSF has engaged in an open, thorough, and transparent process

with committee members, neighbors, and the public. Regarding the committee—of which I have

been a part of since September of 2019—it was instrumental in developing the CPHP along with

input from neighbors like me, and members of the public. The CPHP is reflective of both the

University’s mission and priorities of providing world-class healthcare and medicine now and

into the future and the needs and desires of the surrounding community.

 

As a renter in my mid-20s, I plan to continue to set up roots in the Inner Sunset and Parnassus

neighborhood and I see UCSF as an incredible community partner now and in the future. Not
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only do they provide employment to hundreds of my neighbors but they also support our local

small business community. They have expressed the need to renovate, remodel to be at pace

with healthcare needs in the future and as someone who will potentially be in their care it's

important that we continue to advance.  

 

Thank you so much for your consideration.

 

Sincerely,

 

Caleb J. Krywenko

1225 3rd Avenue

SF, CA 94122



 
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: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:24:58 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: William Hoskins <wmhoskins@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 5:24 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
 

 

I am very concerned that Westwood park will be ruined by a massive structure planned for the
Balboa Reservoir. For  over 100 years Westwood Park has kept it's promise to be an oasis in the City
with homes separated, nothing above 24 feet, and ample parking. The massively high development
has none of these characteristics and will overwhelm our neighborhood. It will loom over Plymouth
Ave and be the only thing residents see as they look toward what used to be the beautiful science
building of City College with it's "The Truth Shall Make You Free". Well the truth is that this is going
to blight our beautiful and historic neighborhood.  
 
William Hoskins,
Westwood Park Resident since 1958
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (Planning Commission Agenda item no. 11)
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:21:44 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.

-----Original Message-----
From: Christopher Pederson <chpederson@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 10:07 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Murasaki, Alicia (UCSF) <Alicia.Murasaki@ucsf.edu>;
Jones, Sarah (MTA) <Sarah.Jones@sfmta.com>
Subject: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (Planning Commission Agenda item no. 11)

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

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

UCSF’s draft comprehensive plan for Parnassus Heights is dismayingly deficient about how UCSF plans to
minimize automobile commuting. Although the plan discusses in general terms how UCSF hopes to make its
buildings more energy efficient, it does not address reducing greenhouse gas emissions from transportation, which is
the city’s largest source of greenhouse gas emissions. Instead, the plan talks about “welcoming” all modes of
transportation, explicitly including the automobile. It devotes much space to how to manage automobiles once they
arrive at campus, but disregards trying to minimize the number of cars driven to campus in the first place.

Please press UCSF to adopt a Transit/Bicycle/Pedestrian First approach to transportation planning. This would
include not only working with SFMTA to make transit service through campus more efficient and attractive, but
also adopting strategies to affirmatively encourage use of sustainable modes of transportation and discourage use of
the automobile. If the second largest employer in San Francisco does not do much more to promote sustainable
modes, San Francisco has no hope of achieving its goal of having 80 percent of all trips be by sustainable modes by
2030.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,
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Christopher Pederson



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:47:39 AM

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

From: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 at 2:38 PM
To: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)"
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"Hicks, Bridget (CPC)" <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>, Delvin Washington
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>, Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, C Schroeder
<cschroeder.us@gmail.com>, Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Curtis Larsen
<curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Carlos Ibarra <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Request for second continuance — 4118 21st St., 2020-000215CUA
 
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
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
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

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
 

 

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)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 30 Van Ness Letter
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:46:20 AM
Attachments: 30 van ness letter mohcd.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: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2020 at 6:19 PM
To: Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "ffung@ed2intl.com"
<ffung@ed2intl.com>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Ionin,
Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fw: 30 Van Ness Letter
 
 
 

From: Shaw, Eric (MYR) <eric.shaw@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 2:04 PM
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Ely, Lydia (MYR) <lydia.ely@sfgov.org>
Subject: 30 Van Ness Letter
 
Please see attached
 

Eric D. Shaw

Director 
 

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

City and County of San Francisco

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
 

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



Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
City and County of San Francisco


O cot-JNr».
o


N. BreedLondon 
Mayor


Eric D. Shaw
Director


May 20, 2020


Rich Millis
Director
San Francisco Department of City Planning
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103


Dear Director Hillis,


The purpose of this letter is to confirm several of the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development's (MOHCD) goals as they relate to affordable housing in the South of Market
(SOMA) neighborhood. MOHCD is committed to strengthening the social, physical and economic
infrastructure of San Francisco's low-income neighborhoods and communities through the
development of affordable housing everywhere in the City, including in SOMA.


MOHCD currently has investments in SOMA underway for the development of affordable housing
for homeless individuals, homeless seniors, and low-income families, as well as for the acquisition
of rent-controlled properties and their conversion to permanent affordable housing. MOHCD
intends to continue the City's investnents into SOMA and the surrounding area through the support
of new 100% affordable housing projects.


In my capacity as the Director of MOHCD, and subject to applicable law and any required City
approvals, including for example, Board of Supervisor approval and budget allocation, I can
confirm that MOI-ICD is committed to allocating affordable housing funds, including inclusionary
housing fees generated by projects such as 30 Van Ness Avenue, for 100% affordable housing in
the SOMA neighborhood for projects such as 266 4th Street and 921 Howard Street, which together
will provide approximately 273 units of affordable housing.


It is always our practice to work with the SOMA community and perform public outreach regarding
MOI-ICD's use of any future funds allocated to MOHCD and planned for projects in the SOMA
neighborhood.


Like al] affordable housing projects supported by the City, 266 4th Street and 921 Howard Street
are subject to feasibility analysis and underwriting by MOHCD, and subject to approvals,
authorizations and permits from City departments, boards, commissions, or agencies which have
jurisdiction over such projects. If any of these atfordable housing projects is determined to be
infeasible or not approved under the City's regulatory capacity, MOHCD will aim to use its funds


One South Von Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Francisco. CA 94103
Phone 415.7013500 Far: 415.701.5501 TDD: 415.7013503







to support other 100% affordable housing projects in the SOMA neighborhood, to the extent that
any other project is prepared to proceed With financing when the funds are made available.


I write this letter as a statement of MOHCD's sincere intent to prioritize 266 Street and 921
Howard, but without creating any City liability or limit the discretion of any other City department,
board, commission or agency with jurisdiction over affordable housing developments. Together we
can implement our shared mission of expanding the ability of lower income San Franciscans,
including those in SOMA, to remain in the city by providing financing ror the development,
rehabilitation, and purchase of affordable housing,


Kind regards,


Eric Shaw







 



 
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 Project
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:04:47 AM

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

From: Amy Swanson <amyswansonperry@gmail.com>
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 at 11:15 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Alexander, Christy (CPC)" <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "christopher.perry@bain.com" <christopher.perry@bain.com>
Subject: I Support the 98 Franklin Project
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

I am contacting you to express my families support for the proposed 98 Franklin
Street development. My name is Amy Swanson-Perry. My husband Chris Perry and I
are San Francisco residents and the parents of George and Charlotte Perry who have
been a member of the French American and International High School community for
six years.  

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

98 Franklin is exactly the kind of mixed-use, mixed-income, placemaking, transit-
orientated development that will serve San Francisco well into the future. The project
will provide at 80+ affordable units which San Francisco desperately needs and
London Bree has promised this city.

The project will also help address the Haves Valley neighborhood’s challenges with

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


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

French American International School has a history of working collaboratively with the
community. The school has developed several previously dormant properties, added
security staff, and helped increase foot traffic in the neighborhood. The new campus
is uniquely positioned to establish us in San Francisco's urban landscape and will be
a distinct civic landmark that is representative of our culture, mission, and sense of
place.

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

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best,

Amy + Chris 

 
--
Amy Swanson-Perry
415-203-7664



 
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)
Subject: FW: SUPPORT Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units 2019‐014348PCA [Board File

No. 190757]
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:04:21 AM
Attachments: 190757 CPC report 12.5.19.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: Sonja Trauss <sonja.trauss@gmail.com>
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 at 4:06 PM
To: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Stefani, Catherine
(BOS)" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, "Fewer, Sandra (BOS)" <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>,
"Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "MandelmanStaff, [BOS]"
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron
(BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Ronen, Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Safai, Ahsha
(BOS)" <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>, "Walton, Shamann (BOS)" <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>,
"Yee, Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)"
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)"
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, Kathrin
Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, Theresa
Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Merlone, Audrey (CPC)" <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>, Laura Clark
<laura@yimbyaction.org>, Aaron Starr <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>
Subject: SUPPORT Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units
2019‐014348PCA [Board File No. 190757]
 

 

Re:
Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units
2019‐014348PCA [Board File No. 190757]

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Executive Summary 
Planning Code Text Amendment 


HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 5, 2019 
90-DAY DEADLINE: JANUARY 11, 2019


Project Name:   Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized 


Units 


Case Number:   2019‐014348PCA [Board File No. 190757] 


Initiated by:    Supervisor Mandelman / Introduced July 9, 2019 


Staff Contact:   Audrey Merlone, Legislative Affairs 


Audrey.Merlone@sfgov.org, 415‐575‐9129 


Reviewed by:        Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 


aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415‐558‐6362 


Recommendation:    Approval with Modifications 


PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 
The Ordinance would amend the Planning Code to provide an exception from density limit calculations 


for all affordable units in projects not seeking and receiving a density bonus, permit the legalization of all 


unauthorized  dwelling  units  notwithstanding  a  history  of  no‐fault  evictions,  and  principally  permit 


residential care facilities for seven or more persons in all RH (Residential, House) zoning districts. 


The Way It Is Now:  


1. Density Limit Exceptions for Affordable Units:


a. At least 20% of units must be designated as “Affordable” to be exempt from density limit


calculation. No more than 25% of units proposed to be “Affordable” may be exempt from


density limit calculation;


b. May not utilize the Individually Requested State Density Bonus program in conjunction


with this exemption from density limit provision.


2. Accessory Dwelling Units:


a. Legal, nonconforming stand‐alone structures on corner lots proposed to be converted to


ADU’s may be expanded within the existing footprint, up to one additional story.


3. Unauthorized Dwelling Units:


a. No  more  than  one  Unauthorized  Dwelling  Unit  per  lot  may  be  legalized.  The


Unauthorized Dwelling Unit may be legalized if it results in the property being no more


than one unit over the maximum density.


b. Unauthorized Dwelling Units that have had a no‐fault eviction may not be legalized.


4. Residential Care Facilities:


a. Residential  Care  Facilities  with  seven  or more  people must  receive  Conditional  Use


authorization in RH‐1(D), RH‐1, RH‐1(S), and RH‐2 districts.
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The Way It Would Be:  


1. Density Limit Exceptions for Affordable Units: 


a. Any unit designated as “Affordable” would not be counted towards the project’s density 


calculation.  


b. May not utilize the Individually Requested State Density Bonus program in conjunction 


with this exemption from density limit provision (no change). 


2. Accessory Dwelling Units: 


a. Legal, nonconforming stand‐alone structures on corner lots and through lots proposed to 


be converted to ADU’s may be expanded within the existing footprint, up to one additional 


story. 


3. Unauthorized Dwelling Units: 


a. Any  amount  of Unauthorized Dwelling Units  on  a  lot may  be  legalized,  regardless  of 


density limits. 


b. Unauthorized Dwelling Units that have had a no‐fault eviction may be legalized. 


4. Residential Care Facilities: 


a. Residential Care Facilities with seven or more people will no longer require Conditional 


Use authorization in RH‐1(D), RH‐1, RH‐1(S), and RH‐2 districts.  


 


BACKGROUND 


On June 28, 2019, the Mayor approved Board File No. 181156 which would among other things, create a 


ministerial approval process for “no waiver” ADU’s, even  if they propose an expansion of the building 


envelope; and remove the ability for said ADU’s to be appealed through a Discretionary Review process. 


Board File 181156 still required mailed notice. The Planning Commission heard this item on March 7, 2019 


and voted  to approve with modifications  the proposed Ordinance. There  is  currently a duplicated  file 


(Board File No. 190590) which would remove the notice requirement for these types of ADU’s. That file is 


pending at the Land Use and Transportation Committee.  


 


On December 21, 2018, the Mayor approved Board File No. 180915 which would allow Residential Care 


Facilities with seven or more persons as a principally permitted use in all Residential Districts (except for 


RH‐1 and RH‐2), Neighborhood Commercial Districts, and in certain Mixed‐Use Districts. Previously, these 


Residential Districts required a Conditional Use authorization for facilities with seven or more people. The 


Planning Commission heard this item on November 29, 2018 and voted to approve the Ordinance. 


 


ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS  


Density Limits and Affordable Units 


Planning Code Section 207 regulates exceptions to Dwelling Unit density limits. Section 207(c) provides an 


avenue for projects with at least 20% of units designated as “Affordable” to exempt up to 25% of units in 


the total project to be exempt from the total density calculation of the project. All exempted units must meet 


the definition of “Affordable” and the project may not be in an RH‐1 or RH‐2 District. This option cannot 


be used in conjunction with any other bonus program. Other density bonus programs, which were added 


after Section 207(c),  tend  to be  favored over  this option. That  is because  the other programs offer other 


waivers, concessions, and exceptions from Code requirements, whereas the program in Section 207(c) does 


not.  
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Density Limits and Affordable Units 


The proposed Ordinance would eliminate  the RH‐1 and RH‐2 Districts’ restriction  for projects utilizing 


Section 207(c). It would additionally remove the ceiling and floor of the percentage of affordable units that 


may  be  exempt  from  the  density  calculation  of  a  project.  Instead,  the  Ordinance  would  allow  any 


“Affordable” unit in a project to be exempt from the density calculation. The restriction on combining this 


program with any other local or state benefit would remain.  


The proposed Ordinance’s elimination of the floor and ceiling for the affordable units which may be exempt 


from density creates several complications. Mandatory  inclusionary units are also eligible to be exempt 


from the density calculation. The result of removing the “cap” of no more than 25% of units in the building 


being  exempt  from  the density  calculation makes  the  required  inclusionary  calculation  infinitely more 


complicated. If the calculation is conducted as it is now, it may effectively lower the amount of inclusionary 


housing a project contains. If the requirement to retain at least 20% of the units as inclusionary is to remain 


intact, it will require a lengthy and iterative calculation which will only be complete when the project hits 


it’s maximum height and bulk limitations. As an example: A project proposes to build 200 units. Under a 


20%  inclusionary requirement, 40 of  the 200 units must be Affordable. The proposed  legislation would 


allow those 40 Affordable units to be exempt from the density calculation. This means 40 additional market‐


rate units could be added to the project. The new total number of units in the project is now 240. The 20% 


inclusionary requirement is taken from the total number of units in a project, not just the number of market‐


rate units. This means the new inclusionary number of units goes up. Which then means more market‐rate 


units could be built . . . or as illustrated below: 


Proposed 


Total 


Number 


of Units 


# of Units 


Required to 


be Affordable 


(aka 20% of 


total units) 


New # of 


Market 


Rate 


Units 


Allowed 


New 


Total 


Number 


of Units 


New 


Additional # 


of Units 


Required to 


be Affordable 


(aka 20% of 


total units) 


New 


Additional # 


of Market 


Rate Units 


Allowed 


New 


Total 


Number 


of Units 


200  40  40  240  8  8  256  . . . . 


This provision further complicates an already complicated program without providing much benefit. Since 


the enactment of the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, the Planning Department has 


only received one project seeking to utilize Section 207(c). Constructing units that will remain permanently 


Affordable is a costly process, and if not publicly funded, often requires market rate units accompany the 


project to make the project financially feasible. Any project that seeks to build larger amounts of Affordable 


units will  likely  also need  to utilize  the waivers,  concessions,  and  incentives  that  are provided under 


density bonus programs. The proposed Ordinance as written does not offer any waivers, concessions, or 


incentives  from City codes beyond  the exemption  from density calculation, nor  is  it able  to be used  in 


conjunction with  another program.  It  is unlikely  to be utilized over other more  appealing options  for 


building affordable housing.  
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Residential Care Facilities 


In 2016, San Francisco’s Post‐Acute Care Project recommended expanding opportunities for Residential 


Care in San Francisco neighborhoods, including Residential Care Facility for the Elderly (RCFE) facilities. 


Residential Care Facilities are regulated as an Institutional Use, therefore the current controls subject 


Residential Care Facilities to Floor Area Ratio limits.  


A  Residential  Care  Facility  is  designed  to  provide  long‐term  care  in which  the  population  it  serves 


considers  the  facility  their “home”. They are not  considered a Health Service Use, as Residential Care 


Facilities do no offer out‐patient services, may or may not have medical doctors on staff, and are generally 


designed to treat patients of specific demographics, such as the elderly, or those suffering from substance 


abuse, in a residential setting. 


In November of 2018 the Planning Commission approved a proposal to principally permit this use in all 


Residential Districts except RH‐1 and RH‐2, regardless of the number of people a facility serves. Previously, 


these Residential Districts  required  a Conditional Use  authorization  for  facilities with  seven  or more 


people.  


The proposed Ordinance will create additional pathways for legal, non-conforming structures on 
through lots to be converted to much needed housing. 


Altering Legal, Non‐Conforming Structures 


Structures that existed before the effective date of the Planning Code, or of amendments thereto, and which 


do  not  comply with  one  or more  of  the  regulations  for  structures  to‐date,  are  considered  legal,  non‐


conforming structures. In certain instances, it may be beneficial to alter a non‐conforming structure even if 


it increases a discrepancy with the Planning Code regulation to not expand these types of structures. One 


instance where expansion of a legal, non‐conforming structure is beneficial is when said expansion will 


create habitable space for residential uses. Planning Code Sec. 207(c) currently allows one additional story 


of height  to be added  to  legal, non‐conforming stand‐alone structures on corner  lots for  the purposes of 


converting the structure to an ADU. The proposed Ordinance will create additional pathways for legal, 


non‐conforming structures on through lots to be converted to much needed housing.  


Legalizing Unauthorized Dwelling Units (UDU’s) 


Unauthorized Dwelling Units (UDU’s) are residential units that were built without the benefit of permits. 


These units are typically subordinate to the other residential units in the same lot, due to factors such as 


their location on the lot, location of the entrance, low ceiling heights, less light exposure, etc. Such units are 


generally developed using unused spaces within a building or lot, such as a garage, storage, rear yard, or 


an attic. These units are wholly independent from the primary units, with independent kitchen, bathroom, 


sleeping facilities, and access to the street; they may share laundry facilities, yards, and other traditional 


types of  common  spaces with  the primary unit(s). Due  to  their  subordinate nature,  they are generally 


considered a more affordable housing option  to  low and middle‐income  residents and have become a 


valuable type of housing in the City. 
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The “no-fault eviction” provision has become a loophole for property owners to evict their tenants by 
removing their UDU without a CU.  The proposed Ordinance will close that loophole. 


In 2014 the Board of Supervisors approved an Ordinance which amended the Planning and Building Codes 


to provide a process for granting legal status to existing UDU’s, unless there had been a history of a no‐fault 


eviction of the UDU (Board File No. 131148). The policy goal for this provision was to protect tenants from 


potential  evictions;  the  opportunity  to  legalize  a unit  could  incentivize  the  owner  to  evict  the  tenant, 


legalize  the unit, and put  the unit back on  the market  for higher rent. However, subsequent  legislative 


changes conflict with the eviction prohibition in the legalization program and created a loophole. The City 


now  requires Conditional Use  (CU) authorization  to  remove unauthorized units unless  the unit  is not 


eligible for legalization. This change has incentivized property owners who wish to remove the unit to evict 


their tenant, making the unit ineligible for the legalization program. The property owner is then allowed 


to remove  the unit without a CU authorization.  In  this way,  the eviction prohibition  in  the  legalization 


program is no longer serving its original goal to protect tenants. 


In addition, the original concerns driving the eviction prohibition have been addressed through another 


piece of legislation, commonly known as Eviction Protection 2.0 (Board File No. 150646). Approved by the 


Board of Supervisors  in October of 2015,  this  legislation  incorporated a  five‐year price control  into  five 


types of no‐fault evictions: owner move‐in, condo conversions, capital improvements, lead abatement, and 


demolition/removal  from housing. The  latter  is  the most  common  type of  eviction used  for  tenants  in 


unauthorized units. The price control removes the  incentive to evict a tenant prior to legalization, since 


higher rents would not be allowed  for  five years;  therefore,  the need  for an eviction prohibition  in  the 


legalization program is no longer necessary. In addition, a right to return provision can further protect the 


tenants in the unauthorized units. The right to return already exists for three types of no‐fault evictions for 


five years: Ellis Act, owner move‐in, and Capital Improvements. 


The  2014  legislation  additionally  stated  that  only  one UDU  per  parcel  could  be  legalized.  Before  the 


legalization program was established, UDU’s had largely only existed in the shadows. As the City did not 


yet know the full universe of UDU’s in the city, or the feasibility of being able to bring them up to Code, 


the legalization program was limited to one unit per lot.  Because of that limitation some units that could 


have been legalized but were over the one‐per‐lot restriction instead had to be removed. The program has 


since proven to be quite successful, with over 500 permits having been  issued to  legalize a UDU under 


Section 207.3 (see Exhibit A). The program has assisted in bringing affordable units out of the shadows, and 


up to Building Code standards, increasing the housing stock of a desperately needed housing typology. 


Legalizing UDU’s should be encouraged whenever possible to increase the amount of safe, rent‐controlled 


units.  


General Plan Compliance 


 The Housing Element supports fostering a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across


lifecycles. The proposed Ordinance will better enable Residential Care Facilities, including nursing


and retirement homes, to establish themselves by removing many of the process limitations set by


bed number maximums  for  Institutional Uses.  It will additionally assist  in  the development of
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secondary structures on through lots to create new housing, including rental housing, to the City’s 


stock. 


 The Commerce and Industry Element strives to promote the provision of adequate health services


to all geographical districts and cultural groups in the city. The proposed Ordinance will assist in


expanding the reach of Residential Care Facilities across the city, by loosening the restrictions on


where they may locate by‐right, and by removing the size restrictions based on the number of beds


provided.


Racial and Social Equity Analysis 


Understanding the benefits, burdens and opportunities to advance racial and social equity that proposed 


Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments provide is part of the Department’s Racial and Social Equity 


Initiative.  This  is  also  consistent  with  the  Mayor’s  Citywide  Strategic  Initiatives  for  equity  and 


accountability and with  the Office of Racial Equity, which will require all Departments  to conduct  this 


analysis. 


 The Healthcare Services Master Plan found that in San Francisco, emergency room visits due to


acute and chronic alcohol use disorder continue to increase across all race/ethnicity groups, with


the homeless population especially at risk. The Plan recommends San Francisco increase access to


and capacity of long‐term care options for its growing senior population, those seeking treatment


for substance abuse, mental health, and for persons with disabilities to support their ability to live


independently  in  the  community. As Skilled Nursing Facilities  in  the  city  continue  to decline,


Residential Care Facilities have been found to be a positive alternative. These types of facilities are


usually smaller in nature and located across the City in residential and neighborhood commercial


areas.  Their  type  of  care  and  location  increases  the  possibility  for  residents  across  many


demographics to age in place and remain a part of their local community.


 The Housing Element of the General Plan supports fostering a housing stock that meets the needs


of all  residents. ADU’s and UDU’s have been  found  to provide housing options  that are more


affordable than market‐rate units. ADU’s and UDU’s are often rental housing, which also increases


their  accessibility  to  lower‐income  residents.  Theses  types  of  units  are  located  throughout  all


residential  neighborhoods  across  the  city,  and  create  a  more  equitable  balance  of  housing


typologies, ensuring our neighborhoods remain varied in their economic offerings of housing.


Implementation 


The Department has determined that this Ordinance will impact our current implementation procedures 


as  the amendments will be a change  in current processes of eviction history  for UDU  legalization, and 


calculating density and inclusionary requirements; however, the proposed changes can be implemented 


without increasing permit costs or review time.   


RECOMMENDATION 
The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed Ordinance 


and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.  The Department’s proposed recommendations are 


as follows: 


1. Further amend Section 207(c) to state that mandatory inclusionary units may not be exempted from


the  density  calculation  and  clarify  that  all  voluntary Affordable  units  provided  through  this


program will not be included in calculations for determining an inclusionary requirement.
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2. Add  a  subsection  to  Sec.  207(c)  that  would  state  for  100%  Affordable  projects,  no  density


maximums apply.


3. Add  clarifying  language  to  the Administrative  Code  regarding  eviction  protections  for UDU


tenants.


BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The  Planning Department  supports  the  proposed Ordinance with  the  recommended modifications  to 


Section 207(c) because it expands the ability to build Affordable housing and Residential Care Facilities in 


low‐density  districts,  closes  loopholes  in  the UDU  legalization  program,  and  increases  the  ability  to 


build/legalize more ADU’s.    San  Francisco  and  the Bay Area  have  a  housing  shortage.  The  Planning 


Department  is working  to meet  these housing needs. The ADU and UDU  legalization programs have 


helped create new dwelling units, mostly through infill efforts. Any such effort to improve the viability of 


these programs should be supported. The Ordinance will build on these efforts by expanding opportunities 


for underutilized  auxiliary  structures  and UDU’s  to become viable,  affordable housing.  In  addition  to 


facing a traditional housing shortage, San Francisco is also facing a shortage of Skilled Nursing Facilities 


(SNF’s). As the number of SNFs in San Francisco continue to decline, Residential Care Facilities are one 


way of filling the gap in long‐term care. As long‐term care continues to shift to a more residential model, 


Residential Care Facilities are also in increasing demand. The proposed amendments will provide more 


opportunities for Residential Care Facilities to establish themselves in San Francisco. 


Recommendation  1:    Amend  Section  207(c)  to  exempt  voluntary  Affordable  units  only.    Staff 


recommends amending Section 207(c) because although the idea of exempting all Affordable units from 


density calculations seems desirable in theory, in practice it generates undue complications for calculating 


the maximum possible units that can be built in projects that also contain an inclusionary requirement. The 


advanced calculations may be worth  this amendment  if not  for  the additional  fact  that  this program  is 


extremely unlikely to be utilized for  its intended purpose over other, more beneficial programs such as 


HOME SF and the State Density Bonus Program.  


To solve the problem of either lowering the effective inclusionary rate of a project, or creating a long and 


complicated  calculation  cycle,  the  proposed  Ordinance  should  be  amended  to  state  that mandatory 


inclusionary units may not be included in the density exemption. Said voluntary Affordable units would 


not be included in any calculation for determining the number of inclusionary units required from a project. 


By retaining mandatory inclusionary units in a project’s density calculation, the project will always contain 


at least the minimum amount of mandatory inclusionary units. Any voluntary Affordable unit built beyond 


mandatory inclusionary units would not be counted towards total density. These voluntary units would 


additionally not be included the calculation to determine how many inclusionary units are required for the 


project. One  setback of  this  amendment  is  that  the program  is not providing  any  type of market  rate 


housing “bonus”, as the only units a project may exempt from their calculation are voluntary Affordable 


units. It is staff’s understanding that the sponsor’s intent of this amendment was to provide an avenue for 


projects  in RH Districts  that would choose  to build Affordable units without a market‐rate bonus. This 


amendment would still accomplish the sponsor’s intent by being able to provide Affordable units in RH 


Districts even if they would put the project over density.  


To further aid in creating an amendment to 207(c) that may actually provide an attractive alternative to the 


State Density Bonus or HOME SF, Section 207(c) should be further amended to state that 100% affordable 
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projects have no density limits. This amendment could provide an avenue for affordable housing projects 


located in RH Districts that are proposing demolitions and reconstruction over density.  


One such project is a proposal at 2206 Great Highway. The lot is an oversized lot zoned RH‐2 and is owned 


by the Housing Authority. It currently contains 16 dwelling units that require substantial rehabilitation 


which would  likely be  tantamount  to demolition.  If  the units are rebuilt,  the zoning would allow  for a 


maximum of 10 units. The Housing Authority would like to be able to construct 25 units, all proposed to 


be two‐ and three‐ bedroom units priced for households earning 80% AMI and below. The project would 


be able to construct said units without a height increase. They are ineligible to use the HOME‐SF as the 


project  proposes  residential  demolition  and  is  in  an  RH‐2 District.  The  Individually  Requested  State 


Density Bonus Program would only allow for 35% additional density, therefore allowing only 14 units to 


be constructed on the lot. Under the proposed Ordinance with all staff recommended modifications, the 


project could move forward and rebuild 25 affordable units of a desperately needed housing typology.  


Recommendation  2: Add  a  subsection  to  Section  207(c)  for  100% Affordable  projects.  Creating  an 


additional subsection to exempt 100% Affordable projects from density limits ensures that publicly funded 


projects that are more likely to utilize this program, may benefit from density calculation exemptions. This 


alternative to Individually Requested State Density Bonus and HOME SF is most likely to be used by 100% 


affordable projects in RH Districts and/or with projects that include demolition. This alternative would not 


offer additional height or grant any waivers  to modify  the building envelope standards set  forth  in  the 


underlying zoning district.   


Recommendation 3: Remove the prohibition to use the legalization program where no‐fault evictions 


have occurred and amend the Planning and Rent Ordinance to:  


a. Clarify that the existing five year price control applies to no‐fault evictions in unauthorized


units (Section 37.3(£) of the Administrative Code).


b. Require the unit be offered to the previous tenant evicted similar to provisions for capital


improvement (37.9a(11)), Ellis Act (37.9A), and owner move‐in evictions (37.9(B)).


Staff identified a need to address the eviction loophole currently existing in the legalization program in 


2018. Legislation sponsored by Supervisor Tang that would alter the Accessory Dwelling Unit Program 


(Board File No. 180268) came to the Commission in June of 2018. One of staff’s recommended modifications 


was to close the eviction loophole and clarify language to protect tenants of UDU’s in the Administrative 


Code. The 2018 Ordinance and  staff’s  recommended modification were approved by  the Commission. 


Unfortunately,  this provision was deleted  at  the Land Use Committee by Supervisor Tang due  to  the 


complications involved with amending the Administrative Code. The legislation was on a tight timeline 


and the Supervisor was not able to delay the Ordinance to incorporate changes to the Administrative Code. 


The proposed Ordinance that is the subject of this case report would once again, attempt to remove 
the eviction loophole, which the Commission supported in 2018.
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The proposed Ordinance that is the subject of this case report would once again, attempt to remove the 


eviction  loophole, which  the Commission  supported  in  2018. Through  this  loophole, property owners 


inclined to remove an unauthorized unit can evict their tenants, and then remove the unit without a CU 


authorization. The eviction prohibition in the legalization program was originally placed to protect tenants 


but no longer serves this goal. To address this loophole, staffʹs recommendations would maintain the goal 


of tenant protection but change how the legalization program serves this goal. Staff recommends removing 


the  eviction prohibition  in  the  legalization program;  this would  eliminate using  tenant  evictions as an 


excuse to remove the unauthorized unit. It would also help the City to preserve its existing rent‐controlled 


housing stock. In addition, existing price control laws already address the goal of tenant protections. This 


means that property owners no longer have the opportunity to evict a tenant, legalize their unit, and then 


increase the rental price. Instead, to re‐rent a newly legalized unit within five years subsequent to an eligible 


no‐fault eviction, the owner can only ask for the rental rates at the time of eviction (plus allowable annual 


increases).  Staff  recommends  simply making  a  reference  in  the  legalization  program  that  those  price 


controls apply.  


Second, to fully discourage evictions prior to legalization, staff recommends using the right to return model 


currently in practice for Capital Improvement, Ellis Act, and Owner Move‐in evictions. In these models, 


property owners are required to offer the unit to tenants previously evicted, if the unit is being re‐rented 


for a period of time after eviction occurred. Together with price control, this would mean that if an owner 


legalizes a unit subsequent to a no‐fault eviction and then re‐rents the unit, the unit would have to be first 


offered to the same tenant and at the same rate as the time of eviction (plus allowable annual increases). 


This would further prevent using the legalization program as a means for evicting tenants. 


REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with 


modifications. 


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and 15378 


because they do not result in a physical change in the environment. 


PUBLIC COMMENT 
As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has not received any public comment regarding the 


proposed Ordinance. 


Attachments: 


Exhibit A:  Department of Building Inspection Report on Legalization of Units Per Ord. 43‐14 


Exhibit B:  Draft Planning Commission Resolution  


Exhibit C:  Board of Supervisors File No. 190757 







From 5/17/14 to 6/12/14 120 80 2 3 2 0


From 6/13/14 to 7/2/14 108 111 6 4 0 0


From7/3/14 to 7/10/14 32 45 3 2 1 0


From 7/11/14 to 8/3/14 30 129 14 11 4 0


From 8/4/14 to 8/31/14 15 84 15 16 1 1 2 withdraws


From 9/1/14 to 9/30/14 32 112 12 12 0 0


From 10/1/14 to 10/31/14  30 103 16 9 1 0


From 11/1/14 to 11/30/14 32 78 14 15 3 0


From 12/1/14 to 12/5/14 5 24 2 1 0 0


From 12/8/14 to 12/12/14 7 18 4 4 0 1


From 12/15/14 to 12/19/14 7 5 0 1 0 0


From 12/22/14 to 12/26/14 2 10 3 3 1 1


From 12/29/14 to 1/2/15 1 13 2 2 1 0


From 1/5/15 to 1/9/15 10 18 1 1 0 0


From 1/12/15 to 1/16/15 3 23 8 6 2 0


From 1/20/15 to 1/23/15 9 18 1 1 1 0


From 1/26/15 to 1/29/15 14 14 2 2 1 2


From 1/30/15 to 2/5/15 13 31 5 4 0 0


From 2/6/15 to 2/12/15 18 34 3 2 2 1


From 2/13/15 to 2/19/15 20 25 2 3 1 0


From 2/20/15 to 2/26/15 17 33 4 2 0 0


From 2/27/15 to 3/5/15 23 37 2 3 0 1


From 3/6/15 to 3/12/15 12 33 5 5 1 1


From 3/13/15 to 3/19/15 16 53 9 6 1 1


From 3/20/15 to 3/26/15 16 34 5 5 0 3


From 3/27/15 to 4/2/15 18 35 7 8 1 1


From 4/3/15 to 4/9/15 12 30 7 7 1 3


From 4/10/15 to 4/16/15 8 40 10 9 2 2


From 4/17/15 to 4/23/15 17 28 6 7 1 4


From 4/24/15 to 4/30/15 18 35 9 2 2 0


From 5/1/15 to 5/7/15 15 29 4 7 1 2


From 5/8/15 to 5/17/15 20 71 44 23 2 2


From 5/18/15 to 5/21/15 18 25 12 4 0 1


From 5/22/15 to 5/28/15 9 30 4 3 0 0


From 5/29/15 to 6/4/15 10 39 3 4 0 4 1 withdraw


From 6/5/15 to 6/11/15 30 27 1 2 0 1


From 6/12/15 to 6/18/15 9 35 4 4 0 0


From 6/19/15 to 6/25/15 10 36 6 5 1 2


From 6/26/15 to 7/2/15 8 26 4 2 1 3


From 7/3/15 to 7/8/15 10 18 3 0 0 2


From 7/9/15 to 7/16/15 16 33 2 1 0 3 1 withdraw


From 7/17/15 to 7/23/15 12 33 3 4 1 2 1


From 7/24/15 to 7/30/15 6 36 1 2 0 3 0


From 7/31/15 to 8/6/15 14 27 2 3 1 2 0


From 8/7/15 to 8/13/15 15 30 2 6 1 4 2


From 8/14/15 to 8/20/15 7 27 1 2 0 1 1


From 8/21/15 to 8/27/15 8 30 4 3 0 3 1


From 8/28/15 to 9/3/15 10 28 3 0 0 1 1


From 9/4/15 to 9/10/15 7 16 2 4 0 2 0


From 9/11/15 to 9/17/15 9 23 3 2 0 1 1


From 9/18/15 to 9/24/15 11 30 2 2 2 1 0


From 9/25/15 to 10/1/15 10 22 0 1 0 0 2


From 10/2/15 to 10/8/15 12 47 3 2 0 4 0 1 withdraw


From 10/9/15 to 10/15/15 12 20 6 4 0 0 2


From 10/16/15 to 10/22/15 8 20 4 3 1 1 0


From 10/23/15 to 10/29/15 9 27 3 5 1 2 1


From 10/30/15 to 11/5/15 4 27 3 3 0 1 2


From 11/6/15 to 11/12/15 6 28 8 8 5 0 0


From 11/13/15 to 11/19/15 6 30 0 0 0 1 2


From 11/20/15 to 11/25/15 5 28 11 3 3 0 0


From 11/30/15 to 12/3/15 6 14 1 3 2 1 1
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From 12/4/15 to 12/10/15 7 19 1 2 1 1 0


From 12/11/15 to 12/17/15 9 21 1 5 3 1 0


From 12/18/15 to 12/24/15 11 18 4 4 0 1 1


From 12/25/15 to 12/31/15 8 13 1 1 0 1 0


From 1/1/16 to 1/7/16 10 15 1 2 1 4 1


From 1/8/16 to 1/14/16 16 22 2 2 0 2 0


From 1/15/16 to 1/21/16 9 10 1 1 0 4 3


From 1/22/16 to 1/28/16 16 23 9 6 1 3 0


From 1/29/16 to 2/4/16 12 28 3 4 1 4 2


2/5/16 to 2/11/16 10 30 5 2 1 0 0


2/12/2016 to 2/18/16 6 20 0 1 0 1 1


2/19/16 to 2/25/16 5 31 7 5 0 4 2


2/26/16 to 3/3/16 5 12 0 2 2 2 1


3/4/16 to 3/10/16 5 26 4 6 1 1 2


3/11/16 to 3/17/16 8 30 3 3 0 0 1


3/18/16 to 3/24/16 5 30 4 2 1 1 0


3/25/16 to 3/31/16 17 35 2 1 1 5 0


4/1/16 to 4/7/16 17 24 2 3 2 0 0


4/8/16 to 4/14/16 10 25 4 4 1 3 1


4/15/16 to 4/21/16 6 33 10 6 1 1 0


4/22/16 to 4/28/16 9 27 2 1 0 2 1


4/29/16 to 5/5/16 14 22 2 5 1 2 0


5/6/16 to 5/12/16 6 27 4 5 1 6 2


5/13/16 to 5/17/16 3 16 1 2 0 1 0


5/18/16 to 5/26/16 18 40 3 4 0 1 2


5/27/16 to 6/2/16 5 20 5 2 1 3 0


6/3/16 to 6/9/16 13 15 3 3 0 4 1


6/10/2016 to 6/16/16 8 15 6 5 1 4 0


6/17/2016 to 6/23/16 6 31 3 5 1 4 2


6/24/16 to 6/30/16 15 21 1 2 0 1 1


7/1/16 to 7/7/16 15 30 2 2 1 0 0


7/8/16 to 7/14/16 17 32 1 3 0 3 1


7/15/16 to 7/21/16 13 38 8 6 3 6 4


7/22/16 to 7/28/16 13 40 3 2 0 2 4


7/29/16 to 8/4/16 9 30 2 2 0 1 1 1 withdraw


8/5/16 to 8/11/16 7 29 3 6 2 1 1


8/12/16 to 8/18/16 8 30 7 3 0 0 1


8/19/16 to 8/25/16 10 36 4 5 0 3 1


8/26/16 to 9/1/16 8 50 3 4 2 1 0


9/2/16 to 9/8/16 7 24 3 4 2 3 0


9/9/16 to 9/15/16 7 18 3 2 0 0 2


9/16/16 to 9/22/16 4 20 8 7 1 3 1


9/23/16 to 9/29/16 16 31 3 5 0 1 0


9/30/16 to 10/12/16 22 45 3 3 0 4 1


10/13/16 to 10/20/16 5 30 1 3 0 2 3


10/21/16 to 10/27/16 5 23 5 5 1 4 1


10/28/16 to 11/3/16 11 24 4 3 0 1 1


11/4/16 to 11/10/16 9 28 6 4 0 2 0 1 withdraw


11/11/16 to 11/17/16 20 20 2 2 2 0 4


11/18/16 to 11/24/16 15 20 1 1 0 0 3


11/25/16 to 12/1/16 11 13 6 6 0 2 1


12/2/16 to 12/8/16 10 28 0 1 0 2 3


12/9/16 to 12/15/16 10 28 6 2 0 3 3


12/16/16 to 12/22/16 9 31 8 3 1 2 1


12/23/16 to 12/31/16 6 18 2 1 0 4 2


1/1/17 to 1/5/17 3 8 4 4 0 1 1 1 withdraw


1/6/17 to 1/12/17 7 21 7 7 1 1 2


1/13/17 to 1/19/17 10 22 2 2 0 2 0


1/20/17 to 1/26/17 4 25 3 4 1 3 1


1/27/17 to 2/2/17 11 19 0 0 0 2 3


2/3/17 to 2/9/17 9 20 2 3 1 2 0
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2/10/17 to 2/16/17 3 26 2 2 1 2 2


2/17/17 to 2/23/17 5 16 1 1 1 4 4


2/24/17 to 3/2/17 10 20 7 6 2 3 0


3/3/17 to 3/9/17 8 18 2 2 1 1 1


3/10/17 to 3/16/17 9 22 1 0 0 0 0


3/17/17 to 3/23/17 12 25 4 3 1 3 2


3/24/17 to 4/6/17 15 32 4 4 0 4 2


4/7/17 to 4/13/17 14 28 3 2 0 3 0


4/14/17 to 4/20/17 21 34 3 2 1 1 1


4/21/17 to 4/27/17 18 22 3 4 2 4 0


4/28/17 to 5/4/17 29 33 5 6 3 1 4


5/5/2017 to 5/11/17 19 29 3 2 0 2 1


5/12/17 to 5/18/17 22 31 3 5 0 3 2


5/19/17 to 5/25/17 16 35 5 3 1 2 1


5/26/17 to 6/1/17 18 38 4 8 0 3 1


6/2/17 to 6/8/17 19 33 8 6 4 2 0


6/9/17 to 6/16/17 15 25 7 9 1 4 3


6/17/17 to 6/22/17 13 19 1 2 1 2 3


6/23/17 to 7/7/17 17 22 4 3 1 5 4


7/8/17 to 7/13/17 10 16 0 4 0 2 1


7/14/17 to 7/20/17 11 21 4 3 0 4 1


7/21/17 to 7/27/17 9 19 5 2 0 2 2


7/28/17 to 8/3/17 10 23 0 1 1 7 1


8/4/17 to 8/10/17 11 12 2 2 2 2 2


8/11/17 to 8/17/17 23 18 3 2 1 2 1


08/18/17 to 08/24/17 13 29 3 3 1 0 2


08/25/17 to 08/31/17 15 33 5 7 0 3 0


09/1/17 to 09/7/17 16 22 4 4 0 1 1


09/8/17 to 09/14/17 12 17 7 5 1 1 2


09/15/17 to 09/21/17 26 21 6 4 1 0 0 1 withdraw


09/22/17 to 09/28/17 25 19 5 6 1 2 2


9/29/17 to 10/5/17 29 22 4 7 1 1 2


10/6/17 to 10/12/17 20 18 3 3 0 1 1


10/13/17 to 10/19/17 16 19 2 1 1 0 2


10/20/2017 to 10/26/17 23 26 6 4 1 1 0


10/27/17 to 11/2/17 26 21 9 9 5 1 0


11/3/17 to 11/9/17 22 25 5 4 1 3 0


11/10/17 to 11/16/17 19 23 1 1 0 2 0


11/17/17 to 11/30/17 37 35 3 5 1 6 7


12/1/17 to 12/7/17 17 26 7 6 2 1 4


12/8/17 to 12/14/17 23 31 6 6 3 0 0


12/15/2017 to 12/21/2017 19 22 5 6 2 1 1


12/22/2017 to 12/28/2017 21 15 3 3 1 0 2


12/29/2017 to 1/4/2018 17 18 1 0 0 3 0


1/5/2018 to 1/11/2018 29 26 2 4 0 1 1


1/12/2018 to 1/18/2018 22 25 2 2 2 1 2


1/19/2018 to 1/25/2018 30 27 6 6 2 4 2 1 withdraw


1/26/2018 to 2/1/2018 28 33 2 2 0 3 2


2/2/2018 to 2/8/2018 26 31 1 1 1 2 1 1 withdraw


2/9/2018 to 2/15/2018 29 22 4 3 1 1 3


2/16/2018 to 2/22/2018 25 23 7 6 3 2 2 1 withdraw


2/23/2018 to 3/1/2018 26 25 2 1 1 2 0


3/2/2018 to 3/8/2018 25 24 5 5 2 2 0


3/9/2018 to 3/15/2018 27 25 4 4 0 2 0


3/16/2018 to 3/22/2018 29 28 6 6 3 4 0


3/23/2018 to 3/29/2018 30 29 3 5 2 3 1


3/30/2018 to 4/5/2018 32 28 5 5 0 2 1


4/6/2018 to 4/12/2018 35 30 5 5 4 3 0


4/13/2018 to 4/19/2018 34 31 3 2 0 3 1


4/20/2018 to 4/26/2018 33 29 7 7 4 0 1


4/27/2018 to 5/3/2018 35 32 6 8 3 4 6 1 withdraw
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5/4/2018 to 5/10/2018 34 33 7 7 2 0 2


5/11/2018 to 5/17/2018 32 34 0 1 0 2 0


5/18/2018 to 5/24/2018 33 32 1 1 1 2 0 1 withdraw


5/25/2018 to 5/31/2018 34 31 3 3 0 3 1


6/1/2018 to 6/7/2018 35 30 5 4 1 4 1


6/8/2018 to 6/14/2018 30 33 2 2 1 2 1


6/15/2018 to 6/21/2018 32 34 5 5 0 2 1


6/22/2018 to 6/28/2018 29 31 4 4 2 2 0


6/29/2018 to 7/5/2018 33 29 5 4 2 4 2


7/6/2018 to 7/12/2018 31 35 2 3 2 1 2


7/13/2018 to 7/19/2018 28 27 0 0 0 4 2


7/20/2018 to 7/26/2018 27 30 4 4 2 2 1


7/27/2018 to 8/2/2018 30 32 5 5 1 1 0


8/3/2018 to 8/9/2018 29 28 2 1 0 2 3 1 withdraw


8/10/2018 to 8/16/2018 28 26 0 0 0 3 0


8/17/2018 to 8/23/2018 25 31 6 4 3 3 2


8/24/2018 to 8/30/2018 32 33 2 2 0 3 3


8/31/2018 to 9/6/2018 30 29 6 5 1 2 3


9/7/2018 to 9/13/2018 33 34 7 6 3 4 0


9/14/2018 to 9/20/2018 31 35 4 4 1 1 1


9/21/2018 to 9/27/2018 35 27 2 1 0 2 0 1 withdraw


9/28/2018 to 10/4/2018 34 32 7 3 0 2 1


10/5/2018 to 10/11/2018 30 33 1 2 1 8 1


10/12/2018 to 10/18/2018 29 31 2 4 2 3 1


10/19/2018 to 10/25/2018 31 29 6 6 3 6 0


10/26/2018 to 11/1/2018 28 28 3 3 2 2 2 1 withdraw


11/2/2018 to 11/8/2018 30 27 2 1 0 1 0


11/9/2018 to 11/15/2018 27 29 6 6 3 2 2


11/16/2018 to 11/29/2018 44 41 3 3 1 7 2


11/30/2018 to 12/6/2018 40 39 4 3 0 1 2


12/7/2018 to 12/14/2018 32 30 9 8 0 3 4


12/15/2018 to 12/21/2018 29 31 2 3 2 3 4


12/22/2018 to 12/28/2018 33 34 2 2 1 1 0


12/29/2018 to 1/4/2019 26 24 2 3 1 4 0


1/5/2019 to 1/11/2019 24 30 7 7 0 5 0 1 withdraw


1/12/2019 to 1/18/2019 22 24 4 3 0 4 1 1 withdraw


1/19/2019 to 1/23/2019 20 23 3 4 4 0 2


1/24/2019 to 1/30/2019 25 27 4 4 2 1 3 1 withdraw


1/31/2019 to 2/6/2019 22 26 2 12 5 1 1


2/7/2019 to 2/13/2019 18 22 8 6 3 2 2


2/14/2019 to 2/20/2019 15 18 5 4 3 2 2


2/21/2019 to 2/27/2019 17 17 3 2 2 6 2


2/28/2019 to 3/6/2019 14 12 4 2 0 2 0


3/7/2019 to 3/13/2019 16 15 6 7 6 4 1


3/14/2019 to 3/20/2019 18 16 2 1 1 4 3


3/21/2019 to 3/27/2019 15 14 4 7 4 1 1


3/28/2019 to 4/3/2019 14 18 4 2 0 1 2 1 withdraw


4/4/2019 to 4/10/2019 17 21 4 5 0 2 0


4/11/2019 to 4/17/2019 18 22 10 4 0 1 1 1 revised


4/18/2019 to 4/24/2019 19 22 4 5 1 1 2


4/25/2019 to 5/1/2019 22 19 4 3 1 1 2 1 withdraw


5/2/2019 to 5/8/2019 18 16 2 5 2 2 5 1 withdraw


5/9/2019 to 5/15/2019 19 17 4 3 2 1 1


5/16/2019 to 5/22/2019 15 17 0 0 0 1 1 thdraw and 1 rev


5/23/2019 to 5/29/19 12 15 5 3 1 9 2


5/30/2019 to 6/05/2019 15 13 1 2 1 3 4


6/6/2019 to 6/12/2019 11 16 4 5 2 2 2


6/13/2019 to 6/19/2019 12 14 4 2 0 2 3 1 withdrawn


6/20/2019 to 06/26/2019 14 13 7 5 3 9 0


6/27/2019 to 07/03/2019 10 12 4 3 1 6 3 hdrawn and 1 re
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7/04/2019 to 7/10/2019 7 10 2 0 0 2 2


7/11/2019 to 07/17/2019 5 7 4 3 1 1 1


7/18/2019 to 07/24/2019 8 10 2 2 0 3 1


07/25/2019 to 07/31/2019 6 7 3 3 0 1 1 1 withdrawn


08/01/2019 to 08/07/2019 5 10 6 3 1 4 0 1 withdrawn


08/08/2019 to 08/14/2019 7 11 4 3 0 8 1 1withdrawn


08/15/2019 to 08/21/2019 6 9 4 6 1 2 0 1 withdrawn


08/22/2019 to 08/28/2019 5 7 3 1 0 1 1


08/29/2019 to 09/04/2019 3 6 3 4 1 3 3


09/05/2019 to 09/11/2019 6 3 1 2 0 3 4


09/12/2019 to 09/18/2019 4 7 5 4 2 3 1


09/19/2019 to 09/25/2019 3 5 3 2 0 1 3


09/26/2019 to 10/02/2019 4 2 2 1 0 2 3


10/03/2019 to 10/09/2019 2 5 1 2 0 3 0


10/10/2019 to 10/16/2019 5 8 6 7 3 0 2


10/17/2019 to 10/23/2019 3 7 4 6 3 4 2 2 withdrawn


TOTAL: 4430 6957 1056 980 260 540 290
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Planning Commission Draft Resolution 
HEARING DATE DECEMBER 5, 2019 


Project Name:   Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized 


Units  


Case Number:   2019‐014348PCA [Board File No. 190757] 


Initiated by:  Supervisor Mandelman / Introduced July 9, 2019  


Staff Contact:   Audrey Merlone, Legislative Affairs 


Audrey.Merlone@sfgov.org, 415‐575‐9129 


Reviewed by:           Aaron D Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 


aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415‐558‐6362 


RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE 
PLANNING CODE TO PROVIDE AN EXCEPTION FROM DENSITY LIMIT CALCULATIONS 
FOR ALL AFFORDABLE UNITS IN PROJECTS NOT SEEKING AND RECEIVING A 
DENSITY BONUS, PERMIT THE LEGALIZATION OF ALL UNAUTHORIZED DWELLING 
UNITS NOTWITHSTANDING A HISTORY OF NO-FAULT EVICTIONS, AND PRINCIPALLY 
PERMIT RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITIES FOR SEVEN OR MORE PERSONS IN ALL RH 
(RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) ZONING DISTRICTS.; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING 
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, PLANNING CODE SECTION 302 FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS 
OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.  


WHEREAS, on  July 9, 2019 Supervisor Mandelman  introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of 


Supervisors  (hereinafter  “Board”)  File  Number  190757,  which  would  amend  the  Planning  Code  to 


provide an exception from density  limit calculations for all affordable units  in projects not seeking and 


receiving a density bonus, permit the legalization of all unauthorized dwelling units notwithstanding a 


history of no‐fault evictions, and principally permit residential care facilities for seven or more persons in 


all RH (Residential, House) zoning districts; 


WHEREAS,  The  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  “Commission”)  conducted  a  duly  noticed  public 


hearing at a  regularly  scheduled meeting  to  consider  the proposed Ordinance on November 21, 2019; 


and, 


WHEREAS,  the  proposed  Ordinance  has  been  determined  to  be  categorically  exempt  from 


environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15060(c); and 


WHEREAS,  the Planning 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 


Department staff and other interested parties; and 


EXHIBIT B
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WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be  found  in  the  files of  the Department, as  the  custodian of 


records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 


WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and 


WHEREAS,  the  Planning  Commission  finds  from  the  facts  presented  that  the  public  necessity, 


convenience, and general welfare require the proposed amendment; and 


MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance.  


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  Planning  Commission  supports  the  proposed  Ordinance  with  the  recommended


modifications  to Section 207(c) because  it expands  the ability  to build Affordable housing and


Residential  Care  Facilities  in  low‐density  districts,  closes  loopholes  in  the  UDU  legalization


program, and increases the ability to build/legalize more ADU’s.  San Francisco and the Bay Area


have a housing shortage. The Planning Department is working to meet these housing needs. The


ADU and UDU  legalization programs have helped create new dwelling units, mostly  through


infill efforts. Any such effort to improve the viability of these programs should be supported. The


Ordinance will  build  on  these  efforts  by  expanding  opportunities  for  underutilized  auxiliary


structures and UDU’s  to become viable, affordable housing.  In addition  to  facing a  traditional


housing shortage, San Francisco is also facing a shortage of Skilled Nursing Facilities (SNF’s). As


the number of SNFs in San Francisco continue to decline, Residential Care Facilities are one way


of  filling  the gap  in  long‐term  care. As  long‐term  care  continues  to  shift  to a more  residential


model, Residential Care Facilities are also in increasing demand. The proposed amendments will


provide  more  opportunities  for  Residential  Care  Facilities  to  establish  themselves  in  San


Francisco.


2. General  Plan  Compliance.    The  proposed  Ordinance  and  the  Commission’s  recommended


modifications are is consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:


HOUSING ELEMENT


OBJECTIVE 1


IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE


CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.


Policy 1.5


Consider secondary units  in community plans where  there  is neighborhood support and when


other  neighborhood  goals  can  be  achieved,  especially  if  that  housing  is  made  permanently


affordable to lower‐income households.
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The proposed Ordinance would provide further flexibility for Accessory Dwelling unit program in pursuit 


of goals  to  increase housing opportunities.  It would also provide more opportunities  to preserve existing 


unauthorized units.  


OBJECTIVE 4 


FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 


LIFECYCLES. 


The proposed Ordinance will expand opportunities for Residential Care in San Francisco neighborhoods, 


including Residential Care Facility for the Elderly (RCFE) facilities, those seeking treatment for substance 


abuse, mental health, and for persons with disabilities to support their ability to live independently in the 


community. 


OBJECTIVE 7 


SECURE  FUNDING  AND  RESOURCES  FOR  PERMANENTLY  AFFORDABLE  HOUSING, 


INCLUDING  INNOVATIVE  PROGRAMS  THAT  ARE  NOT  SOLELY  RELIANT  ON 


TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.  


Policy 7.7  


Support housing for middle income households, especially through programs that do not require 


a direct public subsidy.  


ADUs and UDU’s are subordinate  to  the original unit due  to  their size,  location of  the entrance,  lower 


ceiling heights, etc. ADUs and UDU’s provide a lower rent compared to the residential units developed in 


newly  constructed  buildings  and  therefore  the  proposed Ordinance would  support  housing  for middle 


income households. 


Removing dwelling unit density  limits  for 100% affordable projects and  excluding voluntary affordable 


units from density calculations will additionally assist in building permanently affordable housing without 


public subsidy. 


COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 


OBJECTIVE 7 


ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCOʹS POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL CENTER FOR 


GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES. 


Policy 7.3 


Promote the provision of adequate health and educational services to all geographical districts 


and cultural groups in the city. 


The proposed Ordinance will assist in expanding the reach of Residential Care Facilities across the city, by 


loosening the restrictions on where they may locate by‐right, and by removing the size restrictions based 


on the number of beds provided. 
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3. Planning Code  Section  101  Findings.    The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Planning Code  are


consistent with  the eight Priority Policies  set  forth  in Section 101.1(b) of  the Planning Code  in


that:


1. That  existing  neighborhood‐serving  retail  uses  be  preserved  and  enhanced  and  future


opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;


The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will


not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood‐


serving retail.


2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected  in order  to


preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;


The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character.


3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;


The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.


4. That  commuter  traffic  not  impede  MUNI  transit  service  or  overburden  our  streets  or


neighborhood parking;


The  proposed Ordinance would  not  result  in  commuter  traffic  impeding MUNI  transit  service  or


overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.


5. 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 proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office


development, and  future opportunities  for resident employment or ownership  in these sectors would


not be impaired.


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


The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City’s preparedness against injury and


loss of life in an earthquake.


7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;


The  proposed Ordinance would  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  City’s  Landmarks  and  historic


buildings.


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


The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s parks and open space and their 


access to sunlight and vistas. 


4. Planning Code Section 302 Findings.  The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented


that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to


the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.


NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  hereby  APPROVES  WITH 


MODIFICATIONS the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  at  its  meeting  on 


November 21, 2019. 


Jonas P. Ionin 


Commission Secretary 


AYES:  


NOES:   


ABSENT:  


ADOPTED:  November 21, 2019 
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[Planning Code - Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable and Unauthorized Units; 
Residential Care Facilities]


Ordinance amending the Planning Code to provide an exception from density limit 


calculations for all affordable units in projects not seeking and receiving a density 


bonus, permit the legalization of all unauthorized dwelling units notwithstanding a 


history of no-fault evictions, and principally permit residential care facilities for seven 


or more persons in all RH (Residential, House) zoning districts; affirming the Planning 


Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making 


findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 


Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, 


and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 


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


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


Section 1.  Findings. 


(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this


ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 


Code Sections 21000 et seq.).  Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 


Supervisors in File No. 190757 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 


this determination.   


EXHIBIT C
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(b) On ___________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. __________,


adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 


with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 


Board adopts these findings as its own.  A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 


the Board of Supervisors in File No. __________, and is incorporated herein by reference. 


(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that these Planning


Code amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare for the 


reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. __________.  


Section 2.  The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 207, 207.3, 


and 209.1, to read as follows: 


SEC. 207.  DWELLING UNIT DENSITY LIMITS. 


*  *   *  * 


(c) Exceptions to Dwelling Unit Density Limits. An exception to the calculations


under this Section 207 shall be made in the following circumstances: 


(1) Affordable Units in Projects with 20 Percent or More Affordable Units. For


projects that are not located in any RH-1 or RH-2 zoning district, or are not seeking and receiving 


a density bonus under the provisions of Planning Code Section 206.5 or 206.6, California 


Government Code Section 65915, where 20 percent or more of the Dwelling Units on-site are 


"Affordable Units," the on-site Affordable Units shall not count towards the calculation of 


dwelling unit density. This Planning Code Section 207(c)(1) does not provide exceptions to any 


other Planning Code requirements such as height or bulk. For purposes of this Section 


207(c)(1), "Affordable Units" shall be defined as meeting (A) the criteria of Section 406(b); (B) 


the requirements of Section 415 et seq. for on-site units; or (C) restricted units in a project 


using California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax-exempt bond financing and 4% 
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percent tax credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC). If a project sponsor 


proposes to provide "Affordable Units" that are not restricted by any other program, in order to 


receive the benefit of the additional density permitted under this Ssubsection (c)(1) or 


Ssubsection (c)(2), the project sponsor shall elect and the Planning Department and MOHCD 


shall be authorized to enforce, restricting the units as affordable under Planning Code Section 


415.6 up to a maximum of 25 percent of the units in the principal project. The project sponsor shall 


make such election through the procedures described in Section 415.5(g) including submitting 


an Affidavit of Compliance indicating the project sponsor's election to pursue the benefits of 


Ssubsection (c)(1) or (c)(2) and committing to up to 25 percent on-site units restricted under 


Section 415.6 prior to approval by the Planning Commission or Planning Department staff. If a 


project sponsor obtains the exemption from the density calculation for Affordable Units 


provided in this subsection (c)(1), the exemption shall be recorded against the property. Any 


later request to decrease the number of Affordable Units shall require the project to go back to 


the Planning Commission or Planning Department, whichever entity approved the project as a 


whole. 


(2) Designated Child Care Units. A Designated Child Care Unit that meets all the


applicable standards of Planning Code Section 414A.6 shall not count towards the calculation of 


maximum density permitted on the site. 


(2) Affordable Units in RTO Districts. In the RTO District, on site Dwelling Units


that are "Affordable Units," as defined in Subsection (a), shall not count toward density calculations or 


be limited by lot area. 


*  *   *  * 


(4) Local Accessory Dwelling Unit Program: Accessory Dwelling Units


in Multifamily Buildings; Accessory Dwelling Units in Single-Family Homes That Do Not 


Strictly Meet the Requirements in Subsection (c)(6). 
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*  *   *  * 


(B) Applicability. This subsection (c)(4) shall apply to the construction


of Accessory Dwelling Units on all lots located within the City and County of San Francisco in 


areas that allow rResidential uUse, except that construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit is 


regulated by subsection (c)(6), and not this subsection (c)(4), if all of the following 


circumstances exist: 


*  *   *  * 


(iii) the ADU is either attached to or will be constructed entirely


within the “living area” (as defined in subsection (c)(6)(B)(iii)) or the buildable area of the 


proposed or existing primary dwelling, or constructed within the built envelope of an existing 


and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot; provided, however, that (A) when a stand-


alone garage, storage structure, or other auxiliary structure is being converted to an ADU, an 


expansion to the envelope is allowed to add dormers even if the stand-alone garage, storage 


structure, or other auxiliary structure is in the required rear yard and (B) on a cCorner lLot or 


through lot, a legal stand-alone nonconforming garage, storage structure, or other auxiliary 


structure may be expanded within its existing footprint by up to one additional story in order to 


create a consistent street wall and improve the continuity of buildings on the block. 


*  *   *  * 


(H) Regulatory Agreements. A Regulatory Agreement required by


subsection (c)(4)(G) as a condition of approval of an Accessory Dwelling Unit shall contain the 


following: 


(i) a statement that the ADU(s) are not subject to the Costa-


Hawkins Rental Housing Act (California Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq.) because, under 


Section 1954.52(b), the owner has entered into this agreement with the City in consideration 


for a complete or partial waiver of the density limits, and/or bicycle parking, rear yard, 
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exposure, or open space standards of this Code or other direct financial contribution or other 


form of assistance specified in California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. 


(“Agreement”); and 


*  *   *  * 


(6) State Mandated Accessory Dwelling Unit Program: Accessory


Dwelling Units in Existing or Proposed Single-Family Homes or in a Detached Auxiliary 


Structure on the Same Lot. 


*  *   *  * 


(B) Lots Zoned for Single-Family or Multifamily Use and


Containing an Existing Single-Family Home; Controls on Construction. An Accessory 


Dwelling Unit located on a lot that is zoned for single-family or multifamily use and contains an 


existing or proposed single-family dwelling and constructed pursuant to this subsection (c)(6) 


shall meet all of the following: 


*  *   *  * 


(ix) No parking is required for the ADU. If existing parking is


demolished in order to construct the ADU, only the parking space required by this Code for the existing 


single-family home must be replaced. If replacement parking is required, it may be located in any 


configuration on the lot including but not limited to covered, uncovered, or tandem space or by the use 


of mechanical automobile parking lifts. 


(x) When a stand-alone garage, storage structure, or other


auxiliary structure is being converted to an ADU, an expansion to the envelope is allowed to 


add dormers even if the stand-alone garage, storage structure, or other auxiliary structure is in 


the required rear yard. 


(xi) On a cCorner lLot or through lot, a legal stand-alone


nonconforming garage, storage structure, or other auxiliary structure may be expanded within 
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its existing footprint by up to one additional story in order to create a consistent street wall and 


improve the continuity of buildings on the block. 


*  *   *  * 


(7) A Designated Child Care Unit that meets all the applicable standards of Planning


Code Section 414A.6 shall not count towards the calculation of maximum density permitted on the site. 


SEC. 207.3.  AUTHORIZATION OF DWELLING UNITS CONSTRUCTED WITHOUT A 


PERMIT IN AN EXISTING BUILDING ZONED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE. 


Notwithstanding Section 207.2 or any other provision of this Code, certain dwelling 


units that were constructed without benefit of permit in an existing residential building or in an 


ancillary structure located on the same lot, defined for purposes of this Section 207.3 and in Section 


317(b) as “unauthorized units,” may be granted legal status subject to the conditions and 


procedures set forth below. For purposes of this Section 207.3, a dwelling unit shall not include 


single room occupancy units. 


(a) Purpose and Findings.


*  *   *  * 


(4) Providing a mechanism to grant legal status to an illegally constructed


dwelling units in an existing building zoned for rResidential uUse furthers several public policy 


objectives. By encouraging the legalization of these unauthorized units, the City can add 


legitimate units to the City's supply of affordable housing, ensure that these units are safe and 


habitable, and properly include these units when calculating the City's existing housing 


supply. 


(b) Scope.  (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) below, tThis Section 207.3 shall


apply to an existing building or an ancillary structure on the same lot, that is located in a 


district where residential use is principally permitted, and that has one or more unauthorized 


dwelling units that were constructed prior to January 1, 2013 without benefit of permit and 
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used as residential space. One of tThe unauthorized dwelling units on the lot that meet this 


threshold requirement and the requirements of this Section 207.3 may be granted legal status 


under this Section 207.3, regardless of the density limits of the zoning district. 


(2) No-fault Eviction. The Department shall not approve an application for


legalization if any tenant has been evicted from the unit pursuant to Administrative Code Sections 


37.9(a)(9) through (a)(14) where the tenant was served with the notice of eviction after March 13, 2014 


if the notice was served within ten (10) years prior to filing the application for legalization. 


Additionally, the Department shall not approve an application for legalization of the unit if any tenant 


has been evicted pursuant to Administrative Code Section 37.9(a)(8) where the tenant was served with 


a notice of eviction after March 13, 2014 if the notice was served within five (5) years prior to filing the 


application for legalization. The Department shall verify with the Rent Board that no no-fault eviction 


had been filed. This subsection (b)(2) shall not apply if the tenant was evicted under Administrative 


Code Section 37.9(a)(11) and the applicant(s) have either: (A) certified that the original tenant 


reoccupied the unit after the temporary eviction or (B) submitted to the Department a declaration from 


the property owner or the tenant certifying that the property owner or the Rent Board has notified the 


tenant of the tenant's right to reoccupy the unit after the temporary eviction and the tenant chose not to 


reoccupy it. 


(c) Notices of Violation. If the Director or Zoning Administrator has issued a notice


of violation for the an unauthorized unit for which legalization is being sought and all violations 


would be corrected by legalization of the unit, the Director or Zoning Administrator shall: 


*  *   *  * 


(d) Legalization Application. The Department shall approve an application to


legalize an existing unauthorized dwelling unit if the unit complies with Planning Code 


requirements as specified in subsection (e) below and with other City codes as specified in 


subsection (f) below, if the Rent Board verifies that no no-fault eviction was filed pursuant to 
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subsection (b)(2) above, and if the permit application is completed at and plans approved by the 


Department of Building Inspection. In compliance with the State's Second Accessory Dwelling 


Unit Law (California Government Code 65852.2), the Department shall exercise ministerial 


approval of approve the application ministerially if the dwelling unauthorized unit is in a single-


family home and thus within the scope of the State's Second Unit Law approved as an Accessory 


Dwelling Unit pursuant to Section 206(c)(6) of this Code. 


(e) Compliance with Planning Code Requirements; Exceptions.


(1) A dDwelling uUnits authorized under this Section 207.3 must satisfy all


applicable requirements of this Code except for the rear yard requirements set forth in Section 


134, the usable open space requirements set forth in Section 135, and the light and air 


requirements set forth in Section 140, and except as otherwise provided in this Section 207.3. 


(2) One such dDwelling uUnits on the lot is are allowed to exceed the permitted


density authorized for that zoning district provided that a rResidential uUse is a pPrincipally 


pPermitted Use in that zoning district. Authorization of an the additional units over the density 


limits will not change the official zoning classification of the lot; provided, however, that the 


additional dDwelling uUnits shall count towards the density limits if the parcel is under its 


density limit capacity.  


(3) Off-street parking requirements may be reduced to the extent necessary to retain


dwelling units authorized under this Section 207.3, without requiring compliance with Sections 305, 


161(j) or 307(g) or (i) of this Code. 


(f) Compliance With Other City Codes. A dDwelling uUnit authorized under this


Section 207.3 must meet all applicable provisions of other City codes other than the 


provisions of the Planning Code cited in subsection (e). Any Code equivalencies authorized 


under the Building Code, Electrical Code, Plumbing Code, Mechanical Code, Fire Code, or 


other applicable Code shall be considered by the relevant agency. 
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Legalization Authorization of a dDwelling uUnit under this Section 207.3 shall not affect 


whether the dDwelling uUnit is subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 


Ordinance (Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code). A dDwelling uUnit that was subject to the 


Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance prior to legalization under this Section 


207.3 shall remain subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance after 


legalization. Landlords shall pay relocation assistance to tenants who are temporarily 


displaced due to work required for dwelling unit legalization pursuant to the provisions in 


Section 37.9C of the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance or California 


Civil Code Section 1947.9 for displacements of less than 20 days. 


(g) Additional Dwelling Unit Considered a Lawful Nonconforming Use. Any


dDwelling uUnit authorized under this Section 207.3 shall be considered a lawful 


nonconforming use subject to the provisions of Planning Code Sections 180 through 189; 


provided, however, that expansion of the additional dDwelling uUnit within the building 


envelope shall be permitted as part of the legalization process. 


*  *   *  * 


(k) Master List of Additional Dwelling Units Approved. The Planning


Department shall create and maintain a master list of dDwelling uUnits approved pursuant to 


the provisions of this Section 207.3 and corresponding property addresses for use by the San 


Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, Tax Assessor, and other interested City 


departments, boards or commissions. 


SEC. 209.1.  RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS. 


*  *   *  * 


Table 209.1 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS 


Zoning Category § References RH-1(D) RH-1 RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3 
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* *  *  * 


NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 


* *  *  *  


Institutional Use Category 


Institutional Uses* § 102     NP    NP    NP    NP    NP 


* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 


Residential Care 
Facility 


§ 102   P(3) P(3) P(3) P(3)   P 


* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 


* Not listed below.


(3) [Note deleted] C required for seven or more persons.


*  *   *  * 


Section 3.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 


enactment.  Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 


ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 


of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance. 


Section 4.  Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 


intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 


numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 


Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment  
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additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under 


the official title of the ordinance.   


APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 


By: 
JUDITH A. BOYAJIAN 
Deputy City Attorney 
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Hi all,
 
I am writing to support the above captioned legislation, literally legalizing existing housing, and also
exempting affordable housing from density limits. I support this legislation because we are in a
housing shortage, it will produce new housing and legalize existing housing, and because I agree with
the philosophy ‐ we should not have laws that limit affordable housing.
 
On page 3 of the planning staff report, attached here, planning objects to removing the “cap” of no
more than 25% of units in the building being exempt from the density calculation because it makes
the required inclusionary calculation "infinitely more complicated."
 
While infinity does come into it, calculating the sum of a geometric series is actually super simple.
Here is the wikipedia page about it: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Geometric_series#Formula
 

Using the formula for the numbers in the staff report example, the total number of units in the
project will be
 
200 * (1 / [1 ‐ 0.2]) = 200 * (1/0.8) = 200 * (10/8) = 200 * (1.25) = 250.
 
200 MR units and 50 BMR units.
 
Because they don't know how to find the sum of a converging geometric series, the planning staff
recommended that the Board "amend Section 207(c) to state that mandatory inclusionary units may
not be exempted from the density calculation," basically gutting this part of the legislation.
 
If Supervisor Mandelman's proposed policy change doesn't pass because planning staff, planning
commissioners and the whole Board of Supervisors all didn't notice that we are dealing with a
geometric series, and all don't know how to calculate a sum of one, that would be really very
embarrassing.
 
Hopefully this came up in the testimony at the Planning Commission, and my email is redundant.
 
Best,
Sonja Trauss
215 900 1457
 
APPENDIX
 
If you want more explanation of the arithmetic, read here.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Geometric_series#Formula


 
The staff report has the following example:
 
"If the requirement to retain at least 20% of the units as inclusionary is to remain intact, it will
require a lengthy and iterative calculation which will only be complete when the project hits 
it’s maximum height and bulk limitations. As an example: A project proposes to build 200 units.
Under a 20% inclusionary requirement, 40 of the 200 units must be Affordable. The proposed
legislation would allow those 40 Affordable units to be exempt from the density calculation. This
means 40 additional market‐rate units could be added to the project. The new total number of units
in the project is now 240. The 20% inclusionary requirement is taken from the total number of units
in a project, not just the number of market‐rate units. This means the new inclusionary number of
units goes up. Which then means more market‐rate units could be built . . ."
 
Here are the calculations:
200 units * 0.20 inclusionary rate = 40 units
 
New project: 240 units.
Another way of writing 240 is 200 + 40, or 200 + 200(0.20).  In math,
240 =
200 + 40 =
200 + 200(0.20)
 
But wait! We have to find out what 20% of 240 is! No problem.
240(0.20) = 48
 
Ok so the new project is 248 units.
Another way of writing 248 is ...
248 =
200 + 40 + 8 =
200 + 200(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)
 
But wait! We have to find out what 20% of 248 is! No problem.
248(0.2) = 49.6
 
Ok so the new project is 249.6 units.
Another way or writing 249.6 is ...
249.6 =
200 + 40 + 8 + 1.6 =
200 + 200(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)(0.2)
 
But wait! We have to find out what 20% of 249.6 is! No problem.
249.6(0.2) = 49.92
 
Ok so the new project is 249.92 units.
Another way of writing 249.92 is ...



249.92 =
200 + 40 + 8 + 1.6 + 0.32 =
200 + 200(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)(0.2)(0.2)
 
But wait! We have to find out what 20% of 249.92 is. No problem,
249.92(0.20) = 49.98
 
Ok, so the new project is 249.98 units.
Another way of writing 249.98 is ...
249.98 =
200 + 40 + 8 + 1.6 + 0.32 + 0.064 =
200 + 200(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)(0.2)(0.2) + 200(0.2)(0.2)(0.2)(0.2)
(0.2)
 
But wait! I'll cut to the chase, because I think you can start to see the pattern. The next project size is
249.9928.
249.9928 = 200 + 40 + 8 + 1.6 + 0.32 + 0.064 + 0.0128
 
Every time we multiply the new project size by 20% we are adding smaller and smaller numbers.
First we added 40, then 8, then 1.6 then 0.32 then 0.064 then 0.0128. To get the next number to
add, we multiply the last number by 20%. Yes, a planner could do this forever, but since we are
dealing in whole numbers, and because our inclusionary rate is less than 100%, after a while, the
total number of units stops changing. 
 
No one need do any of these calculations, forever or not, because the formula for this sum is known
and has been known since at least 300 BC when Euclid's Elements was published. Possibly much
longer.  Elements is claimed by some to be second only to the Bible in number of editions and
readership since the advent of the printing press.
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Euclid%27s_Elements


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICIALS ANNOUNCE CURFEW IN

SAN FRANCISCO TO BEGIN TONIGHT AT 8PM
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:03:09 AM
Attachments: 05.31.20 Curfew.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: Sunday, May 31, 2020 at 11:40 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND PUBLIC SAFETY
OFFICIALS ANNOUNCE CURFEW IN SAN FRANCISCO TO BEGIN TONIGHT AT
8PM
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Sunday, May 31, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICIALS

ANNOUNCE CURFEW IN SAN FRANCISCO TO BEGIN
TONIGHT AT 8PM

Following a day of peaceful protests, incidents of vandalism and violence last night in
San Francisco have highlighted the need for residents to stay home at night to protect

themselves and their communities
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, in consultation with the City’s public safety
officials, announced last night that she will implement a citywide curfew beginning Sunday,
May 31, 2020 at 8:00 p.m. The curfew requires people within the City of San Francisco to stay
indoors from 8:00 p.m. on Sunday until 5:00 a.m. Monday, June 1, 2020. 
 
The Mayor’s order comes following vandalism and violence yesterday evening, May 30, after
a day of peaceful protests following George Floyd’s death in Minneapolis. This Order shall
remain in effect until the Declaration of Local Emergency is terminated, or sooner at the
direction of the Mayor.
 

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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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Sunday, May 31, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICIALS 


ANNOUNCE CURFEW IN SAN FRANCISCO TO BEGIN 
TONIGHT AT 8PM 


Following a day of peaceful protests, incidents of vandalism and violence last night in 
San Francisco have highlighted the need for residents to stay home at night to protect themselves 


and their communities 
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, in consultation with the City’s public safety 
officials, announced last night that she will implement a citywide curfew beginning Sunday, May 
31, 2020 at 8:00 p.m. The curfew requires people within the City of San Francisco to stay 
indoors from 8:00 p.m. on Sunday until 5:00 a.m. Monday, June 1, 2020.   
 
The Mayor’s order comes following vandalism and violence yesterday evening, May 30, after a 
day of peaceful protests following George Floyd’s death in Minneapolis. This Order shall remain 
in effect until the Declaration of Local Emergency is terminated, or sooner at the direction of the 
Mayor. 
 
“The murder of George Floyd is only the latest in a long history of African-American men who 
have lost their lives as a result of police violence. There is a lot of pain right now here in 
San Francisco and across the country,” said Mayor Breed. “We’re committed to doing the work 
to rectify past injustices and continue implementing reforms to ensure that our police force is not 
just policing our communities, but also a part of them as well. Peaceful protests in San Francisco 
will continue to have my full support and the full support of the City. Unfortunately, some of the 
violence and vandalism we saw last night is unacceptable, and we will be instituting a curfew 
beginning tonight. Please stay safe today. Let’s make our voices heard and keep the focus on 
George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, and everyone else whose death demands our 
attention.” 
 
Exemptions to the curfew include:  


• Peace officers, firefighters, other City and County employees engaged in authorized 
emergency operations, members of the National Guard, or any other responding 
personnel deployed to the City and County;  


• Individuals who can establish to the satisfaction of a peace officer that they are in such 
place for the sole purpose of traveling to a home or workplace or to obtain medical 
assistance;  


• Authorized representatives of any news service, newspaper, radio or television station or 
network, or other media organization; 


• People experiencing homelessness. 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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“Like Mayor Breed, I understand the strong feelings motivating people to protest what happened 
in Minneapolis, and all of us in the San Francisco Police Department are committed to protecting 
the constitutional rights and safety of everyone who wishes to express themselves in First 
Amendment activities,” said San Francisco Police Chief William Scott. “At the same time, we’re 
also seeing lawlessness and looting that has no place in our City. We will continue to enforce the 
law and protect public safety, and we ask all San Franciscans to heed the curfew order.” 
 
“The San Francisco Fire Department responded to scores of incidents in the downtown area 
between Saturday afternoon and Sunday morning, often for small fires that were quickly 
contained. We will always support and protect our First Amendment rights. The majority of 
people taking to the streets are doing it peacefully, powerfully, and with respect and compassion 
for the cause they’re fighting for,” said Fire Chief Jeanine Nicholson. “However, yesterday 
following a day of peaceful protests, incidents of violence and vandalism ensued. Together we 
need to protect our communities from those not intent of peaceful protest. This curfew is in place 
to protect our San Francisco communities—and the safety of all who live and work in our city, 
and our first responders.” 
 
“The women and men of the Sheriff’s Office are the community of San Francisco,” said Sheriff 
Paul Miyamoto. “We are people of color, people with family and friends, people who deal with 
social injustice and inequalities every day. We too are upset and frustrated by George Floyd’s 
death. When public safety is threatened, we stand by the Mayor and our fellow first responders to 
protect every resident, prevent further tragedy and violence and ensure a safe resolution.” 
 
“San Francisco has a proud history of standing up against oppression and making our voices 
heard in the face of injustice,” said Mary Ellen Carroll, Executive Director of the Department of 
Emergency Management. “But the violence and vandalism we saw last night was shocking and 
heartbreaking. One of the most important roles our 911 dispatchers provide to public safety is 
keeping our first responders informed and safe, yet last night our dispatchers were overwhelmed. 
This curfew is necessary to keep our community safe, and to protect our city’s first responders 
and essential employees.” 
 
The City and County of San Francisco Department of Emergency Management will be using 
numerous alerting systems to ensure the public knows about the curfew and to whom it applies. 
These alerting systems include the Wireless Emergency Alert System, which sends a text 
message to all cell phones connected to a cell tower in San Francisco; the Emergency Alert 
System, which airs the emergency message on TV and radio; and AlertSF, the City’s standard 
emergency alert system that sends a text message or email to registered users. To register for 
AlertSF text you zip code to 888-777. 
 
 


### 







“The murder of George Floyd is only the latest in a long history of African-American men
who have lost their lives as a result of police violence. There is a lot of pain right now here in
San Francisco and across the country,” said Mayor Breed. “We’re committed to doing the
work to rectify past injustices and continue implementing reforms to ensure that our police
force is not just policing our communities, but also a part of them as well. Peaceful protests in
San Francisco will continue to have my full support and the full support of the City.
Unfortunately, some of the violence and vandalism we saw last night is unacceptable, and we
will be instituting a curfew beginning tonight. Please stay safe today. Let’s make our voices
heard and keep the focus on George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, and everyone
else whose death demands our attention.”
 
Exemptions to the curfew include:

Peace officers, firefighters, other City and County employees engaged in authorized
emergency operations, members of the National Guard, or any other responding
personnel deployed to the City and County;
Individuals who can establish to the satisfaction of a peace officer that they are in such
place for the sole purpose of traveling to a home or workplace or to obtain medical
assistance;
Authorized representatives of any news service, newspaper, radio or television station or
network, or other media organization;
People experiencing homelessness.

 
“Like Mayor Breed, I understand the strong feelings motivating people to protest what
happened in Minneapolis, and all of us in the San Francisco Police Department are committed
to protecting the constitutional rights and safety of everyone who wishes to express
themselves in First Amendment activities,” said San Francisco Police Chief William Scott.
“At the same time, we’re also seeing lawlessness and looting that has no place in our City. We
will continue to enforce the law and protect public safety, and we ask all San Franciscans to
heed the curfew order.”
 
“The San Francisco Fire Department responded to scores of incidents in the downtown area
between Saturday afternoon and Sunday morning, often for small fires that were quickly
contained. We will always support and protect our First Amendment rights. The majority of
people taking to the streets are doing it peacefully, powerfully, and with respect and
compassion for the cause they’re fighting for,” said Fire Chief Jeanine Nicholson. “However,
yesterday following a day of peaceful protests, incidents of violence and vandalism ensued.
Together we need to protect our communities from those not intent of peaceful protest. This
curfew is in place to protect our San Francisco communities—and the safety of all who live
and work in our city, and our first responders.”
 
“The women and men of the Sheriff’s Office are the community of San Francisco,” said
Sheriff Paul Miyamoto. “We are people of color, people with family and friends, people who
deal with social injustice and inequalities every day. We too are upset and frustrated by
George Floyd’s death. When public safety is threatened, we stand by the Mayor and our
fellow first responders to protect every resident, prevent further tragedy and violence and
ensure a safe resolution.”
 
“San Francisco has a proud history of standing up against oppression and making our voices
heard in the face of injustice,” said Mary Ellen Carroll, Executive Director of the Department
of Emergency Management. “But the violence and vandalism we saw last night was shocking



and heartbreaking. One of the most important roles our 911 dispatchers provide to public
safety is keeping our first responders informed and safe, yet last night our dispatchers were
overwhelmed. This curfew is necessary to keep our community safe, and to protect our city’s
first responders and essential employees.”
 
The City and County of San Francisco Department of Emergency Management will be using
numerous alerting systems to ensure the public knows about the curfew and to whom it
applies. These alerting systems include the Wireless Emergency Alert System, which sends a
text message to all cell phones connected to a cell tower in San Francisco; the Emergency
Alert System, which airs the emergency message on TV and radio; and AlertSF, the City’s
standard emergency alert system that sends a text message or email to registered users. To
register for AlertSF text you zip code to 888-777.
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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); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
Date: Monday, June 01, 2020 9:01:08 AM

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

From: Maureen O'Riordan Lundy <oriordanmaire524@gmail.com>
Date: Sunday, May 31, 2020 at 6:04 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>
Cc: "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>
Subject: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 

 

May 31, 2020
 
President Joel Koppel
and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall
  
Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field
 
Dear Commissioners:
 

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


Our family has lived in Parkside and the Sunset districts for more than 30 years – 25
years just three blocks from St. Ignatius Prep. Our three adult children graduated
from St. Ignatius and continue to work professionally in the Bay Area, two in the
medical field and currently on the front lines of the pandemic, the third a high
school teacher. My husband and I consider their education at St. Ignatius to be the
foundation on which they built their professional education. On graduating from St.
Ignatius, they were ready to commit to university; and on graduating university with
various distinctions, to take on careers that support and enhance the quality of life
for all in their native city.  The opportunity to be educated at a Jesuit school
presented a major financial challenge for us, an immigrant family.  We will always
be thankful for the decision we made in sending our children to St. Ignatius, and we
wish to support St. Ignatius in its effort to continue to provide for its student
population.
 
My husband and I are writing in strong support for approval of lights at St. Ignatius
Field in order to create more options for student athletes and also to allow St.
Ignatius to implement a later start time in accordance to CA State law.
 
There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and
allowing S.I. to build these lights will keep students closer to the campus rather than
traveling great distances to practice.
 
Men and women educated at St. Ignatius College Preparatory provide leadership in
all areas of life in this city. They are front-runners in service careers, and in
nonprofit and volunteer projects wherever they settle. Important lessons in
teamplay, in sustained commitment, and in stepping up to the plate when needed
are learned through shared experience on the field.  Students who participate as
spectators along with their families gain a strong feeling of community by
supporting their friends and fellow classmates. This is the cohesion needed in our
city now in time of crisis. Every effort should be made to support the development
of community and the pursuit of common goals. Where better to naturally nurture
this growth than on a sports field?
 
Please vote YES! to the lights at St. Ignatius Field, yes to the consistent development
of community and leadership in our youth; and thank you for your consideration.



 
Sincerely,
 
Seamus and Maureen Lundy

2174 33rd Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94116
Oriordanmaire524@gmail.com
 

mailto:Oriordanmaire524@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: 10 SVN - Two-Week packet
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 5:16:09 PM

Commissioners,

Please be advised that the 10 SVN case report (scheduled to be heard on June 11th) is being
provided to you and the public two-weeks in advance under our Supporting Documents page.
 
https://sfplanning.org/resource/planning-commission-june-4-2020-supporting-documents
 
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
https://sfplanning.org/resource/planning-commission-june-4-2020-supporting-documents
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT)
Subject: Re: CPC Calendars for June 4, 2020
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 5:03:22 PM
Attachments: 20200604_cal.docx

20200604_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20200604.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2020.docx

Oops.
 
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: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 at 5:01 PM
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN -
SENIOR MANAGERS <CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org>, "YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)"
<Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org>, KRISTEN JENSEN <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>, KATE STACY
<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: CPC Calendars for June 4, 2020
 
Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for June 4, 2020.
 
Commissioner Chan,
In order to participate you will need to review the previous hearings and materials for items 13 and
14 on the DR Calendar. You may access the video and audio here:
 
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=20
 
and the packet materials here:
 
https://sfplanning.org/past-hearings-cpc
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=20
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Agenda





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, June 4, 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.



1a.	2015-004568ENV	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

[bookmark: _Hlk41561466][bookmark: _Hlk41562089]10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of Adoption of CEQA Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020)



1b.	2015-004568SHD	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of Adoption of Shadow Findings  pursuant to Section 295 that shadows from the project would not adversely affect use of seven (7) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission (Patricia’s Green; Page and Laguna Mini Park; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park and Learning Center; Howard and Langton Mini Park; Buchanan Street Mall; and the 11th and Natoma Future Park Site). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor.   The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020)



1c.	2015-004568DNX	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of a Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 with exceptions from Planning Code requirements for: (1) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140); (2) Sunlight Access to Public Sidewalks (Section 146); (3) Maximum Ground-Level Wind Currents (Section 148); (4) Maximum Projections Over the Public Right-of-Way (Section 136); (5) Height and Bulk Limits (Sections 263.19 and 270(f)); (6) Mid-Block Alleys for Large Lot Development (Section 270.2); and (7) Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020)



1d.	2015-004568CUA	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Sections 303 and 249.33(b)(7) for a non-residential use size larger than 6,000 square feet within the Van Ness and Market Residential SUD. The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor. The Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020)



1e.	2015-004568VAR	(A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017)

10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Zoning Administrator consideration of a Variance request from maximum garage entry width (Section 145.1(c)(2)). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor.   The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments.

(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020)



2a.	2019-000634DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

876 ELIZABETH STREET – between Hoffman and Douglass Streets; 022 in Assessor’s Block 2806 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.0114.0265 to expand below grade at basement level to the rear of an existing non-conforming structure. The proposal also includes and a vertical and horizontal addition on an existing single-family home within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020)



2b.	2019-000634VAR	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

876 ELIZABETH STREET – north side of Hoffman Avenue and Douglass Street; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 2806 (District 8) – Request for Rear Yard Variance, proposing to expand below grade at basement level to the rear of an existing noncomplying structure. The proposal is also to construct a vertical and horizontal addition on the existing single-family home within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is subject to a rear-yard variance per Planning Code Section 134.  

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020)



3.	2018-015993DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

762 DUNCAN STREET – between Douglass and Diamond Streets; 007B in Assessor’s Block 6588  (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.1121.6550 to construct a one-story vertical addition, horizontal rear addition, and alterations to the front facade to an existing two-story single-family-home within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

	Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020)



4.	2020-000909DRP	(M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8715)

3591 20TH STREET – on the south side of 20th Street between Valencia and Lexington streets, Lot 042 of Assessor’s Block 3609 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.11.12.7026 for a Change of Use from an existing vacant commercial storefront to a Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. “Matcha N’ More”). The interior of the 3591 20th Street storefront will be renovated, but no expansion of the existing commercial space or the building is proposed. This change of use is limited to the storefront at 3591 20th Street; all other commercial storefronts in the building will remain in their current use. The subject property is located within the Valencia NCT (Neighborhood Commercial - Transit) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Proposed for Continuance to June 25, 2020)



5.	2019-015984CUA	(A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178)

590 2ND AVENUE – on east side of 2nd Avenue between Anza Street and Balboa Street, Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 1544 (District 1) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.2, to install a new AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility at rooftop consisting of installation of ten (10) panel antennas, and ancillary equipment as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. Antennas and ancillary equipment will be screened within two (2) FRP enclosures. The subject property is located within a RM-2 (Residential-Mixed, Moderate Density), and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to July 16, 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.	2019-017877CUA	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

2 GENEVA STREET – on south side of Geneva Avenue, Lot 057 of Assessor’s Block 6946 (District 11) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.2, to install a new AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility at rooftop consisting of twelve (12) panel antennas screened behind FRP enclosures; installation of eighteen (18) remote radio heads; four (4) DC-9 surge suppressors; one (1) GPS antenna; and ancillary equipment as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the Ocean Avenue NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Oceanview Large Residence SUD (Special Use District) and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions




[bookmark: _GoBack]C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



7.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Regular Planning 

· Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Joint Rec and Park



8.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



9.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

E.	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.



11.	2020-002347CWP	(J. SWITZKY: (415) 575-6815)

UCSF COMPREHENSIVE PARNASSUS HEIGHTS PLAN – Informational Presentation by the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) on their draft Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (“CPHP”), published in October 2019, to guide changes and investment for the next 30 years at the Parnassus Heights campus, the oldest and largest campus in the UCSF system. The CPHP would accommodate up to approximately 2.05 million gross square feet of net new development at the 107-acre Parnassus campus, including approximately 750 housing units and approximately 1.15 million square feet of new clinical and research space, along with improvements in open spaces, circulation and support facilities. A Draft EIR is scheduled for publication by UCSF in June and approval will be sought by the UC Regents in November 2020.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational



12.	2018-015790CUA	(S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)

342 22ND AVENUE – east side between Clement Street and Geary Boulevard; Lot 034 in Assessor’s Block 1453 (District 1) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing two-story, two-unit residential building and construct a new four-story four-unit residential building within a RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



13.	2019-014211DRP	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

667 MISSISSIPPI STREET – east side of Mississippi Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 4103 (District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109 which proposes to establish a new, 1,016 square foot Cannabis Retail use, including an on-site smoking and vaporizing room, within an existing non-storefront cannabis production facility within a MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020)

Note: On February 6, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to March 19, 2020 by a vote of +4 -1 (Richards absent). On March 19, 2020, without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020. On March 26, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 9, 2020. On April 9, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 21, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On May 21, 2020, without hearing, continued to June 4, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0.



14.	2019-014251DRP-02	(M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)

2001 CHESTNUT STREET – corner of Fillmore Street; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0491 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6081 for the addition of a nighttime entertainment use to an existing restaurant (d.b.a. The Dorian). The nighttime entertainment use would permit a Place of Entertainment permit to be issued for cabaret performances and other live music within a NC-2 (Neighborhood, Commercial, Small Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020)

Note: On February 13, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to March 12, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On March 12, 2020, without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020. On March 19, 2020, without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020. On March 26, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 9, 2020. On April 9, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to June 4, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0.



15.	2019-020151DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

486 DUNCAN STREET – between Noe and Sanchez Streets; 021 in Assessor’s Block 6591  (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.1205.8713 to construct a deck over an existing 2-story portion of a single family house which extends partially in the required rear yard within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020)



16a.	2019-016969DRM	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

4326-4336 IRVING STREET – on north side of Irving Street between 44th Avenue and 45th Avenue, Lot 071 of Assessor’s Block 1706 (District 4) – Request for a Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 to construct a one-story vertical addition to the existing three-story residential building within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Five ADUs (Accessory Dwelling Units) were previously approved at the ground story per permit no. 201811166157, resulting in 17 approved dwelling units at the property. Environmental review is not required for the Planning Commission to disapprove the project.

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications



16b.	2019-016969VAR	(D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177)

4326-4336 IRVING STREET – on north side of Irving Street between 44th Avenue and 45th Avenue, Lot 071 of Assessor’s Block 1706 (District 4) – Request for a Variance from the Zoning Administrator, pursuant to Planning Code Section 140 to construct a one-story vertical addition to the existing three-story residential building within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Two of the existing dwelling units face an open area of less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension and are therefore legally nonconforming to the dwelling unit exposure requirement. The proposed vertical addition will intensify noncompliance for these two units. Therefore, a variance is required.



17a. 	2018-000528DRP-04	(E. GORDON-JONCKHEER: (415) 575-8728) 

440 AND 446-48 WALLER STREET  – between Steiner and Fillmore Streets; 012 and 013 in Assessor’s Block 0860 (District 5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.’s. 2019.0130.1623, 2019.0130.1617, 2019.0130.1621, and 2019.0130.1630 to merge and re-subdivide two lots fronting on Waller Street (lots 12 & 13) and create two new lots fronting on Laussat Street. The existing non-complying building in the rear yard that straddles the current lot line will be demolished and replaced with two new 3-story over-basement two-family dwellings. One-story vertical additions and 4-story horizontal additions at the rear of each of the dwellings on Waller Street are proposed, plus a new garage is proposed for 440 Waller Street. This is within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications 

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020)



17b. 	2015-008247VAR	(E. GORDON-JONCKHEER: (415) 575-8728) 

440 AND 446-48 WALLER STREET – between Steiner and Fillmore Streets; 012 and 013 in Assessor’s Block 0860 (District 5) – Request for Variance from the Zoning Administrator for lot size, rear yard and front setback.  The proposal is to merge and re-subdivide two lots fronting on Waller Street and create two new lots fronting on Laussat Street. The existing noncomplying building in the rear yard that straddles the current lot line will be demolished and replaced with two new 3-story-over-basement two-family dwellings. One-story vertical additions and 4-story horizontal additions at the rear of each of the dwellings on Waller Street are proposed, plus a new garage is proposed for 440 Waller Street. Planning Code Section 121 requires a minimum lot size of 2,500 square feet. The newly created lots fronting on Laussat Street measure 1,250 each. Therefore, a lot size variance is required. Planning Code Section 134 requires properties to maintain a rear yard of approximately 17 feet for the proposed 70-foot deep lot. The proposed setback is 12 feet. Therefore, a rear yard variance is required. Planning Code Section 132 requires the proposed 50-foot deep lot at the rear of 446-448 Waller Street to maintain a front setback of approximately 1.5 feet. The proposed setback is 1 foot. Therefore, a front setback variance is required.  Variances for lot size and rear yard were originally heard at a public hearing on January 22, 2020. An additional request for a front setback variance has since been submitted. Thus, a new hearing for all three variance requests will be conducted by the Zoning Administrator concurrent with the Discretionary Review hearing.  This is within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.



18a.	2017-009796DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 3726  (District 6) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0702.3483 for the merging of lots 030 and 031 and construction of a six-story vertical and horizontal addition (approximately 24,000 square feet) above a one-story commercial building resulting in 24 residential units within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

[bookmark: _Hlk40288455](Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020)



18b.	2017-009796VAR	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 3726 (District 6) – Request for a Variance from the Dwelling Unit Exposure requirement under Planning Code Section 140 within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020)



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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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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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. 


 
 
 
 
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. 


 
1a. 2015-004568ENV (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to 
the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning 
Commission consideration of Adoption of CEQA Findings, a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-
story commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use 
residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units 
(consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), 
approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement 
garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading 
spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-
way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station 
within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block 
alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor. The 
Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, 
the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height 
and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-
2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
Amendments. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020) 


 
1b. 2015-004568SHD (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to 
the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning 
Commission consideration of Adoption of Shadow Findings  pursuant to Section 295 that 
shadows from the project would not adversely affect use of seven (7) properties under the 
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission (Patricia’s Green; Page and Laguna 
Mini Park; Hayes Valley Playground; Koshland Community Park and Learning Center; 
Howard and Langton Mini Park; Buchanan Street Mall; and the 11th and Natoma Future 
Park Site). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building 
and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building 
(approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 
studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 
square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 
255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle 
spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include 
creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject 
property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets 
would also be included at the ground floor.   The Project Site is located within a C-3-G 
(Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential 
Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 
120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk 
Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020) 


 
1c. 2015-004568DNX (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to 
the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning 
Commission consideration of a Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 
with exceptions from Planning Code requirements for: (1) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 
140); (2) Sunlight Access to Public Sidewalks (Section 146); (3) Maximum Ground-Level 
Wind Currents (Section 148); (4) Maximum Projections Over the Public Right-of-Way 
(Section 136); (5) Height and Bulk Limits (Sections 263.19 and 270(f)); (6) Mid-Block Alleys 
for Large Lot Development (Section 270.2); and (7) Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6). The 
Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial building and 
construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building 
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(approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 
studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 
square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 
255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle 
spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include 
creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject 
property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets 
would also be included at the ground floor. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G 
(Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential 
Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 
120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk 
Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020) 


 
1d. 2015-004568CUA (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to 
the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Planning 
Commission consideration of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Sections 303 
and 249.33(b)(7) for a non-residential use size larger than 6,000 square feet within the Van 
Ness and Market Residential SUD. The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story 
commercial building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use 
residential building (approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units 
(consisting of 347 studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), 
approximately 29,443 square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement 
garage levels consisting of 255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading 
spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-
way. The Project would also include creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station 
within the ground floor of the subject property. New public open space and a mid-block 
alley between Market and 12th Streets would also be included at the ground floor. The 
Project Site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, 
the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height 
and Bulk Districts, and proposed 120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-
2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan 
Amendments. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020) 


 
1e. 2015-004568VAR (A. PERRY: (415) 575-9017) 


10 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE – located at the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue, bound by those two streets and 12th Street to 
the west; Lots 003A and 004 in Assessor’s Block 3506 (District 6) – Request for Zoning 
Administrator consideration of a Variance request from maximum garage entry width 
(Section 145.1(c)(2)). The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story commercial 
building and construction of a new 55-story, 590-foot tall, mixed-use residential building 
(approximately 906,811 gross square feet) with 966 dwelling units (consisting of 347 
studios, 433 1-bedrooms, 165 2-bedrooms, and 21 3-bedrooms), approximately 29,443 
square feet of retail sales and service uses, over two basement garage levels consisting of 
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255 off-street parking spaces, 4 off-street freight loading spaces, 2 off-street service vehicle 
spaces, 6 car-share spaces, and 321 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, plus 61 class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces located within the public right-of-way. The Project would also include 
creation of a new entry to the Van Ness Muni Station within the ground floor of the subject 
property. New public open space and a mid-block alley between Market and 12th Streets 
would also be included at the ground floor.   The Project Site is located within a C-3-G 
(Downtown – General Commercial) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential 
Special Use District, 120/400-R-2 and 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts, and proposed 
120/400-R-2//140/590-R-2 and 120/400-R-2/120-R-2//140/590-R-2 Height and Bulk 
Districts under the Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendments. 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 11, 2020) 


 
2a. 2019-000634DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


876 ELIZABETH STREET – between Hoffman and Douglass Streets; 022 in Assessor’s Block 
2806 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.0114.0265 to 
expand below grade at basement level to the rear of an existing non-conforming structure. 
The proposal also includes and a vertical and horizontal addition on an existing single-
family home within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020) 


 
2b. 2019-000634VAR (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


876 ELIZABETH STREET – north side of Hoffman Avenue and Douglass Street; Lot 022 in 
Assessor’s Block 2806 (District 8) – Request for Rear Yard Variance, proposing to expand 
below grade at basement level to the rear of an existing noncomplying structure. The 
proposal is also to construct a vertical and horizontal addition on the existing single-family 
home within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and 
Bulk District. The proposal is subject to a rear-yard variance per Planning Code Section 
134.   
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020) 
 


3. 2018-015993DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 
762 DUNCAN STREET – between Douglass and Diamond Streets; 007B in Assessor’s Block 
6588  (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.1121.6550 to 
construct a one-story vertical addition, horizontal rear addition, and alterations to the front 
facade to an existing two-story single-family-home within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 


 Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Proposed for Continuance to June 18, 2020) 


 
4. 2020-000909DRP (M. GIACOMUCCI: (415) 575-8715) 


3591 20TH STREET – on the south side of 20th Street between Valencia and Lexington 
streets, Lot 042 of Assessor’s Block 3609 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of 
Building Permit Application No. 2019.11.12.7026 for a Change of Use from an existing 



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://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=Permit&PermitNumber=201912058713&Stepin=1

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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vacant commercial storefront to a Limited Restaurant (d.b.a. “Matcha N’ More”). The 
interior of the 3591 20th Street storefront will be renovated, but no expansion of the 
existing commercial space or the building is proposed. This change of use is limited to the 
storefront at 3591 20th Street; all other commercial storefronts in the building will remain 
in their current use. The subject property is located within the Valencia NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial - Transit) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
(Proposed for Continuance to June 25, 2020) 
 


5. 2019-015984CUA (A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178) 
590 2ND AVENUE – on east side of 2nd Avenue between Anza Street and Balboa Street, Lot 
026 of Assessor’s Block 1544 (District 1) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.2, to install a new AT&T Mobility Macro 
Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility at rooftop consisting of installation of ten 
(10) panel antennas, and ancillary equipment as part of the AT&T Mobility 
Telecommunications Network. Antennas and ancillary equipment will be screened within 
two (2) FRP enclosures. The subject property is located within a RM-2 (Residential-Mixed, 
Moderate Density), and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Proposed for Continuance to July 16, 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. 2019-017877CUA (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 


2 GENEVA STREET – on south side of Geneva Avenue, Lot 057 of Assessor’s Block 
6946 (District 11) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 303 and 209.2, to install a new AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless 
Telecommunications Services Facility at rooftop consisting of twelve (12) panel antennas 
screened behind FRP enclosures; installation of eighteen (18) remote radio heads; four (4) 
DC-9 surge suppressors; one (1) GPS antenna; and ancillary equipment as part of the AT&T 
Mobility Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the Ocean 
Avenue NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Oceanview Large 
Residence SUD (Special Use District) and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://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/2019-017877CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


7. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Regular Planning  
• Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Joint Rec and Park 


 
8. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. 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. 


 
11. 2020-002347CWP (J. SWITZKY: (415) 575-6815) 


UCSF COMPREHENSIVE PARNASSUS HEIGHTS PLAN – Informational Presentation by the 
University of California San Francisco (UCSF) on their draft Comprehensive Parnassus 
Heights Plan (“CPHP”), published in October 2019, to guide changes and investment for 
the next 30 years at the Parnassus Heights campus, the oldest and largest campus in the 
UCSF system. The CPHP would accommodate up to approximately 2.05 million gross 
square feet of net new development at the 107-acre Parnassus campus, including 
approximately 750 housing units and approximately 1.15 million square feet of new 
clinical and research space, along with improvements in open spaces, circulation and 
support facilities. A Draft EIR is scheduled for publication by UCSF in June and approval will 
be sought by the UC Regents in November 2020. 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20200521_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20200521_RecParkJnthrg_min

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-002347CWP.pdf
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Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 


12. 2018-015790CUA (S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346) 
342 22ND AVENUE – east side between Clement Street and Geary Boulevard; Lot 034 in 
Assessor’s Block 1453 (District 1) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing two-story, two-unit 
residential building and construct a new four-story four-unit residential building within a 
RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 
 
13. 2019-014211DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


667 MISSISSIPPI STREET – east side of Mississippi Street, between 20th and 22nd Streets; Lot 
029 in Assessor’s Block 4103 (District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building 
Permit Application No. 2019.0717.6109 which proposes to establish a new, 1,016 square 
foot Cannabis Retail use, including an on-site smoking and vaporizing room, within an 
existing non-storefront cannabis production facility within a MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020) 
Note: On February 6, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to March 
19, 2020 by a vote of +4 -1 (Richards absent). On March 19, 2020, without hearing, 
continued to March 26, 2020. On March 26, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 9, 
2020. On April 9, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On 
April 23, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 21, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On May 21, 
2020, without hearing, continued to June 4, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. 


 
14. 2019-014251DRP-02 (M. DITO: (415) 575-9164) 


2001 CHESTNUT STREET – corner of Fillmore Street; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0491 
(District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 
2019.0717.6081 for the addition of a nighttime entertainment use to an existing 
restaurant (d.b.a. The Dorian). The nighttime entertainment use would permit a Place of 
Entertainment permit to be issued for cabaret performances and other live music within a 
NC-2 (Neighborhood, Commercial, Small Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 23, 2020) 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-015790CUA.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/2019-014211DRP.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/2019-014251DRP.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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Note: On February 13, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to 
March 12, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On March 12, 2020, without hearing, 
continued to March 19, 2020. On March 19, 2020, without hearing, continued to March 26, 
2020. On March 26, 2020, without hearing, continued to April 9, 2020. On April 9, 2020, 
without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On April 23, 2020, without 
hearing, continued to June 4, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. 


 
15. 2019-020151DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


486 DUNCAN STREET – between Noe and Sanchez Streets; 021 in Assessor’s Block 6591  
(District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2019.1205.8713 to 
construct a deck over an existing 2-story portion of a single family house which extends 
partially in the required rear yard within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning 
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for 
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020) 
 


16a. 2019-016969DRM (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 
4326-4336 IRVING STREET – on north side of Irving Street between 44th Avenue and 45th 
Avenue, Lot 071 of Assessor’s Block 1706 (District 4) – Request for a Mandatory 
Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 to construct a one-story 
vertical addition to the existing three-story residential building within a RH-2 (Residential-
House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Five ADUs (Accessory 
Dwelling Units) were previously approved at the ground story per permit no. 
201811166157, resulting in 17 approved dwelling units at the property. Environmental 
review is not required for the Planning Commission to disapprove the project. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications 
 


16b. 2019-016969VAR (D. WEISSGLASS: (415) 575-9177) 
4326-4336 IRVING STREET – on north side of Irving Street between 44th Avenue and 45th 
Avenue, Lot 071 of Assessor’s Block 1706 (District 4) – Request for a Variance from the 
Zoning Administrator, pursuant to Planning Code Section 140 to construct a one-story 
vertical addition to the existing three-story residential building within a RH-2 (Residential-
House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Two of the existing 
dwelling units face an open area of less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension and are 
therefore legally nonconforming to the dwelling unit exposure requirement. The proposed 
vertical addition will intensify noncompliance for these two units. Therefore, a variance is 
required. 
 


17a.  2018-000528DRP-04 (E. GORDON-JONCKHEER: (415) 575-8728)  
440 AND 446-48 WALLER STREET  – between Steiner and Fillmore Streets; 012 and 013 in 
Assessor’s Block 0860 (District 5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No.’s. 2019.0130.1623, 2019.0130.1617, 2019.0130.1621, and 2019.0130.1630 
to merge and re-subdivide two lots fronting on Waller Street (lots 12 & 13) and create two 
new lots fronting on Laussat Street. The existing non-complying building in the rear yard 
that straddles the current lot line will be demolished and replaced with two new 3-story 
over-basement two-family dwellings. One-story vertical additions and 4-story horizontal 
additions at the rear of each of the dwellings on Waller Street are proposed, plus a new 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-020151DRP-02.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-016969DRMVAR.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-016969DRMVAR.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-000528DRP-04.pdf
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garage is proposed for 440 Waller Street. This is within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  
Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications  
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 14, 2020) 


 
17b.  2015-008247VAR (E. GORDON-JONCKHEER: (415) 575-8728)  


440 AND 446-48 WALLER STREET – between Steiner and Fillmore Streets; 012 and 013 in 
Assessor’s Block 0860 (District 5) – Request for Variance from the Zoning Administrator for 
lot size, rear yard and front setback.  The proposal is to merge and re-subdivide two lots 
fronting on Waller Street and create two new lots fronting on Laussat Street. The existing 
noncomplying building in the rear yard that straddles the current lot line will be 
demolished and replaced with two new 3-story-over-basement two-family dwellings. One-
story vertical additions and 4-story horizontal additions at the rear of each of the dwellings 
on Waller Street are proposed, plus a new garage is proposed for 440 Waller Street. 
Planning Code Section 121 requires a minimum lot size of 2,500 square feet. The newly 
created lots fronting on Laussat Street measure 1,250 each. Therefore, a lot size variance is 
required. Planning Code Section 134 requires properties to maintain a rear yard of 
approximately 17 feet for the proposed 70-foot deep lot. The proposed setback is 12 feet. 
Therefore, a rear yard variance is required. Planning Code Section 132 requires the 
proposed 50-foot deep lot at the rear of 446-448 Waller Street to maintain a front setback 
of approximately 1.5 feet. The proposed setback is 1 foot. Therefore, a front setback 
variance is required.  Variances for lot size and rear yard were originally heard at a public 
hearing on January 22, 2020. An additional request for a front setback variance has since 
been submitted. Thus, a new hearing for all three variance requests will be conducted by 
the Zoning Administrator concurrent with the Discretionary Review hearing.  This is within 
a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 


 
18a. 2017-009796DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 
3726  (District 6) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0702.3483 for 
the merging of lots 030 and 031 and construction of a six-story vertical and horizontal 
addition (approximately 24,000 square feet) above a one-story commercial building 
resulting in 24 residential units within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 85-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020) 


 
18b. 2017-009796VAR (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159) 


1088 HOWARD STREET – between 7th and Russ Streets; 030 and 031 in Assessor’s Block 
3726 (District 6) – Request for a Variance from the Dwelling Unit Exposure requirement 
under Planning Code Section 140 within a MUG (Mixed Use-General) Zoning District and 
85-X Height and Bulk District.  
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 21, 2020) 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-000528DRP-04.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-009796DRPc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-009796DRPc1.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. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, June 4, 2020 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 13 of 14 
 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to 
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
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. 
 


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				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: 6/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015993DRP-02		762 DUNCAN ST				to: 6/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-000909DRP		3591 20th Street				to: 6/25		Giacomucci

						vacant design professional office to limited restaurant

		2019-015984CUA		590 2nd Avenue 				to: 7/9		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility 

		2019-017877CUA		2 Geneva Street				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Macro Wireless 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

		2019-016969DRMVAR		4326-4336 Irving Street 						Weissglass

						Staff-Initiated

				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.		Chan - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-015039DRP		350-352 SAN JOSE AVE				fr: 3/12; 3/19; 3/26; 4/16		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 7/9

		2020-001942CUA		1699 Van Ness Avenue				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility 

		2019-014433DRP-02		3640 21ST ST				CONSENT		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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

		2017-009964DRPVAR		526 LOMBARD 				fr: 3/12; 4/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000634DRPVAR		876 Elizabeth Street				fr: 6/4		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015993DRP-02		762 DUNCAN ST				fr: 6/4		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 25, 2020 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		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		to: 7/30

		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 

		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

		2019-004110CUA		2675 Geary Blvd				CONSENT		May

						Whole Foods formula retail 

		2020-000909DRP		3591 20th Street				fr: 6/4		Giacomucci

						vacant design professional office to limited restaurant

		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

		2019-015984CUA		590 2nd Avenue 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility 		fr: 6/4

		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

		2017-015039DRP		350-352 SAN JOSE AVE				fr: 3/12; 3/19; 3/26; 4/16; 6/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-014214DRP		457 MARIPOSA ST				fr: 4/16; 4/23; 5/21		Christensen

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000507DRP		3537 23RD Street						Winslow

						2 story vertical addition & roof decks. Horizontal rear yard addition

				July 16, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		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

		2020-005179PCA		Nonconforming Parking Lots - Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District						Flores

						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

		2020-003177CUA		621-635 Sansome Street				CB3P		Hughen

						Renewal of a commercial Public Parking Lot

				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

		2016-003351CWP		Racial & Social Equity Initiative - Phase II						Flores

						Informational

		2020-000052PCA 		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval 				fr: 2/27; 3/19; 4/2; 4/30; 5/21		Flores

						Adoption

		2018-012576CUA		1769 Lombard St				fr: 1/16; 2/13; 3/5; 4/23; 5/28; 6/30		Weissglass

						1-year update on the CUA approved last year for the Kennel Use

		2018-009487SHD		811 Valencia Street						Samonsky

						no adverse impact on the Mission Playground park

		2019-015999DRP		246 Eureka Street						Winslow

						vertical and horizontal addition, single-family residence

				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: 20737

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0696

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   May 28, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-021795CUA

		650 Frederick Street

		Chandler

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-015239DRP

		1222 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012442DRP

		436 Tehama Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		M-20722

		2019-020527CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20723

		2019-020831CUA

		1117 Irving Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20724

		2020-000200CUA

		1240 09th Avenue

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 14, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20725

		2020-003041PCA

		Conditional Use Review and Approval Process

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20726

		2016-014802ENV

		98 Franklin Street

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20727

		2016-014802SHD

		98 Franklin Street

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20728

		2016-014802DNX

		98 Franklin Street

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions including minor corrections and cross-references to comply with the HUB Plan

		+7 -0



		M-20729

		2019-019985CUA

		755 Stanyan Street/670 Kezar Drive

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20730

		2018-007883ENV

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Poling

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20731

		2018-007883ENV

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Adopted Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

		+7 -0



		R-20732

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval as Amended

		+7 -0



		R-20733

		2018-007883PCA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20734

		2017-016313CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20735

		2018-007883MAP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20736

		2018-007883DVA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016230CWP

		Housing Element 2022 Update

		Haddadan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-004110CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 25, 2020

		+4 -3 (Diamond, Fung, Koppel against)





  

  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 with Corrections noted by Staff

		+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 with Corrections noted by Staff

		+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 with Corrections noted by Staff

		+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 with Corrections noted by Staff

		+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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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE FIRST NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING

DEVELOPMENT ON TREASURE ISLAND IS MOVING FORWARD
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 2:03:28 PM
Attachments: 05.29.20 Maceo May Affordable Housing.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 29, 2020 at 1:00 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE
FIRST NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON TREASURE ISLAND IS
MOVING FORWARD
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, May 29, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE FIRST NEW

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON
TREASURE ISLAND IS MOVING FORWARD

Maceo May Apartments will be the first 100% affordable project built as part of the Treasure
Island redevelopment plan and will feature 104 new homes for homeless and formerly

homeless veterans
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City has taken a major
step forward in the development of 104 permanently affordable homes on Treasure Island with
the construction finance closing of the Maceo May Apartments. Site work and construction
will commence this summer. The redevelopment of Treasure Island will ultimately include
8,000 new homes, over 27% of which will be affordable, 550,000 square feet of retail and
commercial space, 300 hotel rooms, and 290 acres of public open space.
 
“These last few months have shown us how crucial it is to have a safe, affordable place to call
home,” said Mayor Breed. “It’s more important than ever that we keep building high-quality
affordable housing and supporting our most vulnerable residents. Making progress on these

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, May 29, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE FIRST NEW 


AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON 
TREASURE ISLAND IS MOVING FORWARD 


Maceo May Apartments will be the first 100% affordable project built as part of the Treasure 
Island redevelopment plan and will feature 104 new homes for homeless and formerly homeless 


veterans  
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City has taken a major step 
forward in the development of 104 permanently affordable homes on Treasure Island with the 
construction finance closing of the Maceo May Apartments. Site work and construction will 
commence this summer. The redevelopment of Treasure Island will ultimately include 8,000 new 
homes, over 27% of which will be affordable, 550,000 square feet of retail and commercial 
space, 300 hotel rooms, and 290 acres of public open space.  
 
“These last few months have shown us how crucial it is to have a safe, affordable place to call 
home,” said Mayor Breed. “It’s more important than ever that we keep building high-quality 
affordable housing and supporting our most vulnerable residents. Making progress on these new 
homes for veterans is an exciting step in the City’s promise create a revitalized Treasure Island 
and make San Francisco a more affordable place to live for everyone.”  
 
Maceo May Apartments is a 100% affordable, all-electric modular-built housing project and is 
being developed by Swords to Plowshares (STP), in partnership with Chinatown Community 
Development Center. Maceo May Apartments will provide 104 permanent supportive housing 
units for homeless and formerly homeless veterans, including veterans who currently live on 
Treasure Island. STP is a charter member of One Treasure Island, a non-profit organization 
committed to fostering an equitable, inclusive, and thriving community that includes formerly 
homeless and low-income San Franciscans.  
 
“As the first new affordable housing project on Treasure Island, Maceo May is an exciting part 
of the redevelopment that will provide critical replacement units for current residents, and house 
additional formerly homeless and low-income veterans,” said Supervisor Matt Haney. “The 
Island is one the most diverse and low-income communities in San Francisco, and it’s exciting to 
see new affordable housing come to life with the incredible partnership of Swords to Plowshares 
and Chinatown CDC.” 
 
The building is named in recognition of the dedication and advocacy of Maceo May, a Vietnam 
War veteran who worked at STP for 12 years and subsequently served as a board member for 14 
years, until his passing in 2014. Maceo’s advocacy played a crucial role in ensuring homeless 
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veterans would be recognized and served on Treasure Island and in the Presidio, and he remains 
a role model today for his staunch perseverance.  
 
Treasure Island was activated as a United States Naval Base in 1940 and played a substantial role 
in World War II and the Korean War. In 1993, the Federal Government placed the Treasure 
Island Naval Station on its Base Realignment and Closure list and it was formally 
decommissioned in 1997. In 1994, the City began to conduct hearings and community meetings 
that informed the redevelopment plan that will result in a new San Francisco neighborhood 
incorporating residents of various socio-economic backgrounds. The Treasure Island 
Development Authority (TIDA) was also formed in 1997 as a non-profit, public benefit agency 
dedicated to the economic development of the former Naval Station and the administration of 
municipal services. 
 
“Local history has been made with the final financing approvals for the Maceo May 
Apartments,” said Sherry Williams, Executive Director of One Treasure Island. “After 25 years 
of planning, a former military base will now begin its housing development in earnest, with the 
first affordable project serving homeless and formerly homeless veterans. It is a fitting honor to 
those who have served and who have struggled with housing and it is a fitting tribute to Maceo 
May, our first Board President and Swords to Plowshares’ tireless Housing Director.” 
 
“This is a tremendous milestone in the process of converting the Naval Station to civilian use, 
and it was important to everyone involved that this first project acknowledge the service of our 
nation’s veterans,” said TIDA Director, Bob Beck.  
 
Maceo May Apartments will be completed in 2022 and is made possible by financing support 
from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, TIDA, the State of 
California Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program, Raymond James, Silicon 
Valley Bank, and the California Community Reinvestment Corporation. Operating subsidies will 
be delivered through the City’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing 
Continuum of Care program and the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing program. 
 
“We are thrilled to be moving ahead with Maceo May Supportive Housing for formerly 
homeless veterans,” said Michael Blecker, Executive Director of Swords to Plowshares. “I think 
Maceo, our first-ever Housing Director and champion for homeless veterans, said it best himself 
that ‘former military bases that were once used to transform young men and women into 
instruments of war now are used to eliminate their depression, desperation and destitution while 
beginning to cultivate once buried dignity, dreams and aspirations.’ It truly represents the 
meaning of turning swords into plowshares.” 
 
“Chinatown CDC is proud to be partnering with Swords to Plowshares to build housing for 
homeless veterans at a time when the cost of our homelessness crisis could not be more clear,” 
said Chinatown CDC Executive Director, Malcolm Yeung. “Starting construction on this critical 
supportive housing project in the middle of a pandemic and financial crisis is a huge 
accomplishment that took perseverance from our City and private financing partners. We are 
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thrilled to be carrying out their mandate to build 104 apartments for veterans exiting 
homelessness.” 
 
Community Driven Partners 
Founded in 1994, One Treasure Island’s (One TI) charter was to ensure that supportive housing 
and employment programs for formerly homeless households were an integral component of the 
reuse plan.  Maceo May was One Treasure Island’s first Board President. Since 1999 both 
market rate and formerly homeless households have been living in former Navy housing on an 
interim basis. Well over 10,000 homeless and low-income San Franciscans have been and 
continue to be served on Treasure Island in housing, employment and financial services provided 
by One Treasure Island and its members, including Swords to Plowshares and Chinatown 
Community Development Center who are codevelopers of Maceo May Apartments. Other One 
TI members include Catholic Charities, Community Housing Partnership, Mercy Housing 
California, Health Right360, Rubicon Programs, and Toolworks. 
 
Redeveloping the Island 
Treasure Island Community Development (TICD) was selected to be the master developer for 
Treasure Island in 2003 and played an integral role in shaping the reuse plan that was approved 
by the Board of Supervisors and then-Mayor Newsom in 2011 along with environmental 
findings and transaction documents. As the master developer, TICD is responsible for 
all utilities, site improvements, and other public facilities and infrastructure and will oversee the 
development of more than 6,000 market rate housing units. TICD’s first new 
residential project on adjacent Yerba Buena Island will be completed in 2021.   
 
 


### 







new homes for veterans is an exciting step in the City’s promise create a revitalized Treasure
Island and make San Francisco a more affordable place to live for everyone.”
 
Maceo May Apartments is a 100% affordable, all-electric modular-built housing project and is
being developed by Swords to Plowshares (STP), in partnership with Chinatown Community
Development Center. Maceo May Apartments will provide 104 permanent supportive housing
units for homeless and formerly homeless veterans, including veterans who currently live on
Treasure Island. STP is a charter member of One Treasure Island, a non-profit organization
committed to fostering an equitable, inclusive, and thriving community that includes formerly
homeless and low-income San Franciscans.
 
“As the first new affordable housing project on Treasure Island, Maceo May is an exciting part
of the redevelopment that will provide critical replacement units for current residents, and
house additional formerly homeless and low-income veterans,” said Supervisor Matt Haney.
“The Island is one the most diverse and low-income communities in San Francisco, and it’s
exciting to see new affordable housing come to life with the incredible partnership of Swords
to Plowshares and Chinatown CDC.”
 
The building is named in recognition of the dedication and advocacy of Maceo May, a
Vietnam War veteran who worked at STP for 12 years and subsequently served as a board
member for 14 years, until his passing in 2014. Maceo’s advocacy played a crucial role in
ensuring homeless veterans would be recognized and served on Treasure Island and in
the Presidio, and he remains a role model today for his staunch perseverance.
 
Treasure Island was activated as a United States Naval Base in 1940 and played a substantial
role in World War II and the Korean War. In 1993, the Federal Government placed the
Treasure Island Naval Station on its Base Realignment and Closure list and it was formally
decommissioned in 1997. In 1994, the City began to conduct hearings and community
meetings that informed the redevelopment plan that will result in a new San Francisco
neighborhood incorporating residents of various socio-economic backgrounds. The Treasure
Island Development Authority (TIDA) was also formed in 1997 as a non-profit, public benefit
agency dedicated to the economic development of the former Naval Station and the
administration of municipal services.
 
“Local history has been made with the final financing approvals for the Maceo May
Apartments,” said Sherry Williams, Executive Director of One Treasure Island. “After 25
years of planning, a former military base will now begin its housing development in earnest,
with the first affordable project serving homeless and formerly homeless veterans. It is a
fitting honor to those who have served and who have struggled with housing and it is a fitting
tribute to Maceo May, our first Board President and Swords to Plowshares’ tireless Housing
Director.”
 
“This is a tremendous milestone in the process of converting the Naval Station to civilian use,
and it was important to everyone involved that this first project acknowledge the service of our
nation’s veterans,” said TIDA Director, Bob Beck. 
 
Maceo May Apartments will be completed in 2022 and is made possible by financing support
from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, TIDA, the State of
California Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program, Raymond James, Silicon
Valley Bank, and the California Community Reinvestment Corporation. Operating subsidies



will be delivered through the City’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
Continuum of Care program and the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing program.
 
“We are thrilled to be moving ahead with Maceo May Supportive Housing for formerly
homeless veterans,” said Michael Blecker, Executive Director of Swords to Plowshares. “I
think Maceo, our first-ever Housing Director and champion for homeless veterans, said it best
himself that ‘former military bases that were once used to transform young men and women
into instruments of war now are used to eliminate their depression, desperation and destitution
while beginning to cultivate once buried dignity, dreams and aspirations.’ It truly represents
the meaning of turning swords into plowshares.”
 
“Chinatown CDC is proud to be partnering with Swords to Plowshares to build housing for
homeless veterans at a time when the cost of our homelessness crisis could not be more clear,”
said Chinatown CDC Executive Director, Malcolm Yeung. “Starting construction on this
critical supportive housing project in the middle of a pandemic and financial crisis is a huge
accomplishment that took perseverance from our City and private financing partners. We are
thrilled to be carrying out their mandate to build 104 apartments for veterans exiting
homelessness.”
 
Community Driven Partners
Founded in 1994, One Treasure Island’s (One TI) charter was to ensure that supportive
housing and employment programs for formerly homeless households were an integral
component of the reuse plan.  Maceo May was One Treasure Island’s first Board
President. Since 1999 both market rate and formerly homeless households have been living in
former Navy housing on an interim basis. Well over 10,000 homeless and low-income San
Franciscans have been and continue to be served on Treasure Island in housing, employment
and financial services provided by One Treasure Island and its members, including Swords to
Plowshares and Chinatown Community Development Center who are codevelopers of Maceo
May Apartments. Other One TI members include Catholic Charities, Community Housing
Partnership, Mercy Housing California, Health Right360, Rubicon Programs, and Toolworks.
 
Redeveloping the Island
Treasure Island Community Development (TICD) was selected to be the master developer for
Treasure Island in 2003 and played an integral role in shaping the reuse plan that was
approved by the Board of Supervisors and then-Mayor Newsom in 2011 along with
environmental findings and transaction documents. As the master developer, TICD is
responsible for all utilities, site improvements, and other public facilities and infrastructure
and will oversee the development of more than 6,000 market rate housing units. TICD’s first
new residential project on adjacent Yerba Buena Island will be completed in 2021.  
 
 

###



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES TIMELINE AND PLAN FOR SAFELY
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Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 10:25:18 AM
Attachments: 05.28.20 Reopening Plan.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2020 at 1:02 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES
TIMELINE AND PLAN FOR SAFELY REOPENING SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, May 28, 2020
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES TIMELINE AND

PLAN FOR SAFELY REOPENING SAN FRANCISCO
Plan formulated by the Economic Recovery Task Force allows outdoor dining, indoor retail,

and certain outdoor activities to resume on June 15th, assuming they are allowed by the State;
additional activities will be permitted to resume with modifications in phases.

 
As part of plan to safely reopen, San Franciscans will need to wear face coverings when

around other people not in their household.
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a plan for reopening
San Francisco that will allow certain businesses and activities to resume with modifications in
phases over the coming weeks and months. As long as San Francisco continues to make
progress slowing the spread of COVID-19, meets key health indicators, and state guidance
continues to allow more activities, San Francisco restaurants will be able to offer outdoor
dining, retail businesses will be able to allow customers to shop inside with modifications, and
additional outdoor activities can resume on June 15th. The City plans to allow additional
activities and businesses to resume in July and August.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:dempress@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, May 28, 2020 
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org   
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES TIMELINE AND 


PLAN FOR SAFELY REOPENING SAN FRANCISCO 
Plan formulated by the Economic Recovery Task Force allows outdoor dining, indoor retail, and 


certain outdoor activities to resume on June 15th, assuming they are allowed by the State; 
additional activities will be permitted to resume with modifications in phases. 


 
 As part of plan to safely reopen, San Franciscans will need to wear face coverings when around 


other people not in their household. 
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a plan for reopening 
San Francisco that will allow certain businesses and activities to resume with modifications in 
phases over the coming weeks and months. As long as San Francisco continues to make progress 
slowing the spread of COVID-19, meets key health indicators, and state guidance continues to 
allow more activities, San Francisco restaurants will be able to offer outdoor dining, retail 
businesses will be able to allow customers to shop inside with modifications, and additional 
outdoor activities can resume on June 15th. The City plans to allow additional activities and 
businesses to resume in July and August. 
 
“Our residents have a lot to be proud of with how we responded to this pandemic, with many 
people making enormous sacrifices to protect the health and safety of their fellow residents,” 
said Mayor Breed. “We’re entering a new phase of this crisis and we feel comfortable that we’re 
at a place that we can begin reopening parts of our economy, but that is not to say that this virus 
doesn’t continue to threaten our city. As we begin recovering and reopening, all of us are going 
to have to play our part to adjust to the new normal until we have a vaccine, and we’ll continue 
to do everything we can to offer clear guidelines and precautions to support residents and 
businesses with the new adjustments that will be needed moving forward.” 
 
San Francisco’s reopening plan is aligned with the State’s guidelines and is based on a 
San Francisco-specific risk model to control the spread of COVID-19 and protect public health. 
The plan is also informed by the work of the San Francisco COVID-19 Economic Recovery 
Task Force. The timeline for allowing certain businesses and activities to resume will be adjusted 
as needed based on public health data. 
 
Part of San Francisco’s plan for safely reopening includes requiring residents to wear face 
coverings on most occasions when they leave their home and are near other people, both indoors 
and outdoors. The public also must comply with other health and safety requirements and 
recommendations such as social distancing, handwashing, and cleaning frequently touched 
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surfaces. The Department of Public Health will issue a new Health Order today with updated 
requirements regarding face coverings. 
 
San Francisco’s Plan separates the State’s second stage into three phases – Phase 2A, 2B, and 
2C. San Francisco’s Phases 3 are 4 are aligned with the State’s stages. San Francisco has already 
entered into Phase 2A, which allows curbside pickup permitted for most retail, construction, 
elective surgeries, and outdoor businesses like carwashes, flea markets, and garden stores to 
operate.  
 
San Francisco’s current Stay Home Health Order does not have an expiration date and will be 
amended over the coming weeks and months to allow for a gradual and safer reopening. Today’s 
plan details the next phases, and provides dates that the City anticipates additional businesses 
and activities can resume with modifications. The dates in the plan will be finalized through 
amendments to the Health Order or directives, and will be guided by health indicators. If the City 
make progress faster than expected, then the timeline outlined below may shift to allow some 
reopening to occur earlier. For each phase, guidance will be issued to provide businesses and 
operators with adequate time for planning and compliance with health and safety requirements.  
 
Guidance for personal activities and interactions, such as visiting friends, having play dates and 
dinner parties is forthcoming. The plan and timeline to reopen businesses and activities was 
created in coordination with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) 
Transportation Recovery Plan. For each reopening phase, SFMTA will add and adjust services 
incrementally. 
 
“San Francisco’s early and aggressive actions were key to the success we have had fighting the 
coronavirus,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “As we move to reopen, continuing to 
prioritize community health will be essential. Every San Franciscan can and must help if we are 
going to reach better times ahead. That means, covering your face, keeping social distance and 
getting tested if you have any symptoms. These actions have saved lives and are going to be 
more important than ever as we start to move around the city again.” 
 
“San Francisco led the way with our public health response and we can lead the way again with a 
thoughtful and responsible approach to reopening,” said Assessor Carmen Chu, co-chair of the 
Economic Recovery Task Force. “Through the task force, we heard from hundreds of 
San Franciscans on the need to balance our public health needs with our ability to make ends 
meet and today’s announcement provides a roadmap for all of us to plan and prepare for the 
future.” 
 
“As we move to reopen, this framework provides business with the information they need to plan 
their next steps towards recovery,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development. “And as our communities follow good public health practices, we will 
see an increase in the activities necessary to move San Francisco towards full economic 
vibrancy.”  
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San Francisco Planed Reopening Timeline 
The list below does not include all the businesses and activities that the City has included in the 
plan for reopening. San Francisco will only allow reopening of businesses and activities that are 
permitted under the State’s guidelines. For full information about the City’s plan to allow 
additional activities and business to reopen in phases, go to SF.gov/reopening. 
 
Phase 2A – June 1st    


- Child care 
- Botanical gardens 
- Outdoor museums and historical sites 
- Outdoor curbside retail for services with minimal contact (shoe repair, dog grooming, 


etc.) 
 
Phase 2B – June 15th 


- Most indoor retail 
- Outdoor dining 
- Summer camps 
- Private household indoor services 
- Religious services and ceremonies 
- Outdoor exercise classes 
- Professional sports games, tournaments, and other entertainment venues with no 


spectators 
- Non-emergency medical appointments 


 
Phase 2C – July 13th  


- Indoor dining with modifications 
- Hair salons and barbershops 
- Real estate open houses (by appointment only) 


 
Phase 3 – Mid-August – to be determined, will be more than one sub-phase  


- Schools with modifications 
- Bars 
- Other personal services 


o Nail salons 
o Massage parlors  
o Tattoo parlors 


- Gyms and fitness centers 
- Playgrounds 
- Swimming pools 
- Indoor Museums 


 
Phase 4 – Date to be determined 


- Concert venues 
- Live audience sports and performances 
- Nightclubs 



https://sf.gov/reopening
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- Festivals 
- All hotels and lodging for leisure and tourism 


 
The Shared Spaces program, which Mayor Breed announced on Tuesday, May 26th, 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. Outdoor dining is permitted to resume locally on June 15th, 
and if the State allows outdoor dining by that time, restaurants will be able to apply for a permit 
to set up tables and chairs in the public right-of-way.  
 
 


### 







“Our residents have a lot to be proud of with how we responded to this pandemic, with many
people making enormous sacrifices to protect the health and safety of their fellow residents,”
said Mayor Breed. “We’re entering a new phase of this crisis and we feel comfortable that
we’re at a place that we can begin reopening parts of our economy, but that is not to say that
this virus doesn’t continue to threaten our city. As we begin recovering and reopening, all of
us are going to have to play our part to adjust to the new normal until we have a vaccine, and
we’ll continue to do everything we can to offer clear guidelines and precautions to support
residents and businesses with the new adjustments that will be needed moving forward.”
 
San Francisco’s reopening plan is aligned with the State’s guidelines and is based on a
San Francisco-specific risk model to control the spread of COVID-19 and protect public
health. The plan is also informed by the work of the San Francisco COVID-19 Economic
Recovery Task Force. The timeline for allowing certain businesses and activities to resume
will be adjusted as needed based on public health data.
 
Part of San Francisco’s plan for safely reopening includes requiring residents to wear face
coverings on most occasions when they leave their home and are near other people, both
indoors and outdoors. The public also must comply with other health and safety requirements
and recommendations such as social distancing, handwashing, and cleaning frequently
touched surfaces. The Department of Public Health will issue a new Health Order today with
updated requirements regarding face coverings.
 
San Francisco’s Plan separates the State’s second stage into three phases – Phase 2A, 2B, and
2C. San Francisco’s Phases 3 are 4 are aligned with the State’s stages. San Francisco has
already entered into Phase 2A, which allows curbside pickup permitted for most retail,
construction, elective surgeries, and outdoor businesses like carwashes, flea markets, and
garden stores to operate.
 
San Francisco’s current Stay Home Health Order does not have an expiration date and will be
amended over the coming weeks and months to allow for a gradual and safer reopening.
Today’s plan details the next phases, and provides dates that the City anticipates additional
businesses and activities can resume with modifications. The dates in the plan will be finalized
through amendments to the Health Order or directives, and will be guided by health indicators.
If the City make progress faster than expected, then the timeline outlined below may shift to
allow some reopening to occur earlier. For each phase, guidance will be issued to provide
businesses and operators with adequate time for planning and compliance with health and
safety requirements.
 
Guidance for personal activities and interactions, such as visiting friends, having play dates
and dinner parties is forthcoming. The plan and timeline to reopen businesses and activities
was created in coordination with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s
(SFMTA) Transportation Recovery Plan. For each reopening phase, SFMTA will add and
adjust services incrementally.
 
“San Francisco’s early and aggressive actions were key to the success we have had fighting
the coronavirus,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “As we move to reopen,
continuing to prioritize community health will be essential. Every San Franciscan can and
must help if we are going to reach better times ahead. That means, covering your face, keeping
social distance and getting tested if you have any symptoms. These actions have saved lives
and are going to be more important than ever as we start to move around the city again.”

https://sf.gov/reopening
https://covid19.ca.gov/roadmap/


 
“San Francisco led the way with our public health response and we can lead the way again
with a thoughtful and responsible approach to reopening,” said Assessor Carmen Chu, co-
chair of the Economic Recovery Task Force. “Through the task force, we heard from hundreds
of San Franciscans on the need to balance our public health needs with our ability to make
ends meet and today’s announcement provides a roadmap for all of us to plan and prepare for
the future.”
 
“As we move to reopen, this framework provides business with the information they need to
plan their next steps towards recovery,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development. “And as our communities follow good public health
practices, we will see an increase in the activities necessary to move San Francisco towards
full economic vibrancy.”
 
San Francisco Planed Reopening Timeline
The list below does not include all the businesses and activities that the City has included in
the plan for reopening. San Francisco will only allow reopening of businesses and activities
that are permitted under the State’s guidelines. For full information about the City’s plan to
allow additional activities and business to reopen in phases, go to SF.gov/reopening.
 
Phase 2A – June 1st  

Child care
Botanical gardens
Outdoor museums and historical sites
Outdoor curbside retail for services with minimal contact (shoe repair, dog grooming,
etc.)

 
Phase 2B – June 15th

Most indoor retail
Outdoor dining
Summer camps
Private household indoor services
Religious services and ceremonies
Outdoor exercise classes
Professional sports games, tournaments, and other entertainment venues with no
spectators
Non-emergency medical appointments

 
Phase 2C – July 13th

Indoor dining with modifications
Hair salons and barbershops
Real estate open houses (by appointment only)

 
Phase 3 – Mid-August – to be determined, will be more than one sub-phase

Schools with modifications
Bars
Other personal services

Nail salons
Massage parlors
Tattoo parlors

https://sf.gov/reopening


Gyms and fitness centers
Playgrounds
Swimming pools
Indoor Museums

 
Phase 4 – Date to be determined

Concert venues
Live audience sports and performances
Nightclubs
Festivals
All hotels and lodging for leisure and tourism

 
The Shared Spaces program, which Mayor Breed announced on Tuesday, May 26th, 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. Outdoor dining is permitted to resume locally on June 15th,
and if the State allows outdoor dining by that time, restaurants will be able to apply for a
permit to set up tables and chairs in the public right-of-way.
 
 

###


