From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Northern Neighbors advocates to deny DR for 2417 Green Street 2017-002545DRP-03
Date: Thursday, June 18, 2020 8:46:48 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: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2020 7:52 AM

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

Cc: hello@northernneighbors.org; DPH - ttunny <ttunny@reubenlaw.com>

Subject: Re: Northern Neighbors advocates to deny DR for 2417 Green Street 2017-002545DRP-03

Hi Michael,

Thank you for your email in support of the project at 2417 Green Street. | will be sure to keep your letter on file and
advise the Planning Commissioners of your support. Please note that this item is proposed for continuance at this
afternoon's hearing to the July 16 hearing, in order to allow the project sponsor and the DR requestors to an
opportunity to resolve some outstanding concerns.

Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | www.sfplanning.org

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

From: Michael Chen <cheninator@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 7:18 PM

To: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@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>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: hello@northernneighbors.org <hello@northernneighbors.org>; DPH - ttunny
<ttunny@reubenlaw.com>

Subject: Northern Neighbors advocates to deny DR for 2417 Green Street 2017-002545DRP-03

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

Dear Christopher May and members of the Planning Commission,

My name is Mike Chen and | am writing on behalf of Northern Neighbors. We urge the Planning
Commission to deny the Discretionary Review 2017-002545DRP-03 and approve the project at
2417 Green Street.

Northern Neighbors is a club of 400 residents of District 2, encompassing the neighborhoods from
Sea Cliff and Presidio to Pacific Heights and Russian Hill. We support lively, livable neighborhoods
that are welcome, environmentally sustainable, economically vibrant, and diverse across race and
class.

In terms of the housing picture, this project adds an ADU and helps District 2 contribute to San
Francisco's housing supply. District 2 has not built its fair share of housing and we need to do more
in our district. In the past 10 years, while District 6 has built 1,512 homes per year, District 2 has only
built an average of 98 homes per year. One ADU is a drop in the bucket, but every project helps build
more homes here.

This is a code compliant project and | am frustrated that it has been delayed by over two years by
Discretionary Review for non-extraordinary reasons. It is not a good use of time from planning staff,
and from the Planning Commission, to spend so much effort on a project for a single home.
Northern Neighbors calls for a reform to Discretionary Review, so that San Francisco can meet its
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goal to build 150,000 homes by 2050.

Thank you,
Mike Chen
Northern Neighbors



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: FW: GS Warriors Hotel Project - I Support This
Date: Thursday, June 18, 2020 8:46:27 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: Bruce Kin Huie <brucehuie@me.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2020 7:08 AM

To: OCll, CommissionSecretary (Cll) <commissionsecretary.ocii@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>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Vanessa Gonzalez <VGonzalez@warriors.com>; Yoyo Chan <YChan@warriors.com>; Katherine
Doumani <kdoumani@gmail.com>; donovanlacysf@gmail.com; Joel Bean <jdbean46@gmail.com>;
vanessa.r.aquino@gmail.com; Susan Eslick <eslickdesigns@mindspring.com>; Bruce Agid
<bruce.h.agid@gmail.com>

Subject: GS Warriors Hotel Project - | Support This

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

Dear Planning Commissioners and OCIl team —

As a Dogpatch resident within walking distant of this site — | ask for your support.

The Warrior’s team members working on the plan for this project have been busy working to unveil

project details and solicit community feedback during this era of “social distance” and remote online
meetings. | expect this will continue and not slow down over the next few months. As one of 3


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:mathew.snyder@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

hotel lodging projects within walking distance of my home, | support the current Warriors hotel
project plan. | ask you to join us in support for this project.

Best —

BRUCE KIN HUIE

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

twitter: @brucehuie
email: brucehuie@me.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Record # 2019-017309CUA
Date: Thursday, June 18, 2020 8:45:46 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: Charles Whitney <charlesrwhitney@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 10:04 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposition to Record # 2019-017309CUA

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

| would like to formally lodge opposition to the application for Record # 2019-017309CUA at 1700-
1702 LOMBARD STREET — Northwest corner of Octavia Street; Lot 002A in Assessor’s Block 0495
(District 2) to be used as a cannabis commercial space.

As a homeowner on Columbus and Lombard | oppose the location of a cannabis retailer on the
grounds of it’s proximity to a childcare facility (North Beach Kids, 724 Lombard), Preschool (720
Lombard) public library (850 Columbus) and Jo DiMaggio Park all of which are family centric zones
at the same intersection of Lombard and Columbus as the proposed business. The introduction of
such a business and operating hours introduce unfavorable influences and concerns to minors and
surrounding businesses.

Regards

Charles Whitney
402-769-8978

950 Columbus Ave #18
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San Francisco CA 94133



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)
Subject: FW: Warriors Hotel Project Hearing

Date: Thursday, June 18, 2020 8:44:40 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: vanessa r aquino <vanessa.r.aquino@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 9:37 PM

To: OCll, CommissionSecretary (Cll) <commissionsecretary.ocii@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>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Vanessa Gonzalez <VGonzalez@warriors.com>; Yoyo Chan <YChan@warriors.com>

Subject: Warriors Hotel Project Hearing

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

Good afternoon Planning Commissioners,

As you may know, I am a native San Franciscan, Latina, resident, and board member of Dogpatch
Neighborhood Association for 16 years. I am writing to show my support for the Warriors Hotel
Project.

In the past, I have attended several SF Planning hearings, in support of the Chase Arena, the new
home of the Golden State Warriors, the Giants Mission Rock Development, Pier 70, and the Power
Station Project.

Having the Warriors Hotel located adjacent to the Chase Arena will add on more great opportunities
to the area, community, and city at large! The Warriors Hotel Project will bring people from around
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the world and introduce them to a whole new look and view of our already great global city,
help shine a light on the neighboring communities such as Dogpatch, Bayview and Potrero Hill
beside the rest of the city.

I support the Warriors Hotel Project.

vanessa ross aquino
Membership Coordinator | Social-Media | Photographer

Dogpatch Neighborhood Association
Dogpatch Block Party Coming Back Soon

My Website | www.movingroovin.com
My Twitter | @sfmovingroovin
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 6/18/20 Agenda ilem 12: Mission Bay South Plan Amendments--please support
Date: Thursday, June 18, 2020 8:08:09 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Alice Rogers <arcomnsf@pacbell.net>

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:22 PM

To: "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)"
<deland.chan@sfgov.org>

Cc: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Yoyo Chan <ychan@warriors.com>
Subject: 6/18/20 Agenda ilem 12: Mission Bay South Plan Amendments--please support

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

Dear President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Commissioners Chan, Diamond, Fong, Imperial,
and Johnson,

While not a resident of Mission Bay per se, my South End Historic District neighborhood has become
closely knit with the redevelopment neighborhoods surrounding it: Mission Bay to the South, South
Beach adjacent, and Rincon to the east. Our residents mix and mingle in a variety of neighborhood
groups and we eagerly support the neighborhood-serving businesses that are taking root.

In this context, I'm writing to offer my support for the plan amendments that would allow a hotel,
residential units, and additional retail on the Chase Center site. Each use seems appropriate and
useful in supporting the growing neighborhood. The Warriors management team has done extensive
outreach on their intended project and has proven admirable in actively managing probable impacts
the activities at the Chase Center might have on the City’s transportation network as a whole, and on
the immediate neighborhood. | believe they will be effective in integrating these uses to best
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advantage.
Please support these plan amendments to further enhance the area.
Sincerely,

Alice Rogers

Alice Rogers
10 South Park St
Studio 2
San Francisco, CA 94107

415.543.6554



From:
e

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

FW: 876 Elizabeth Street

Wednesday, June 17, 2020 7:28:50 PM
867 DR.docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 4:21 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 876 Elizabeth Street

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: Russell Murphy <russ.murphy777 @gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:47 PM

To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: ktimpane@aol.com

Subject: 876 Elizabeth Street

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

Dear David,

Please include the attached PDF file for tomorrow's DR regarding 876 Elizabeth Street.
Also, | have copied below another letter from the neighbor that lives directly behind the subject property of 876 Elizabeth Street.

| am trusting that all the letters the community has written expressing their opposition to the new rear yard development are being included as part of this DR process.

Thank you ,

Russ Murphy
415-726-3063

876 Elizabeth St.

Inbox

" @ link Tue, Jun 16, 3:00 PM (1 day ago)

to me, Russell@TenderLand.com

L |

L

Dear Russel and Anita:

First, thank you for taking the lead on responding to the Dept of Planning re: the proposed building changes to 876 Elizabeth St. You've clearly done a lot of
work on this already.

We support your findings to date and from our perspective as the Northern neighbor to 876 Elizabeth, our concerns are these:

1. We are most concerned that the proposed build out will, by increasing the height of the structure and installing a roof deck, will serve to reduce the privacy we currently enjoy in our back yard and, by
extension, that of the neighbors on either side. This seems like a material detriment to each of us and will no doubt lead to a reduced property value.

2. We also agree that the cases presented for the requested variance were not met. In fact, if anything, it seems that IF the requested variances—especially having to do with the reduced space in the
backyard of the property---will result in a NEW “community standard™---one that would only set a precedence for other future and current owners to embark on such projects---which would further change the
nature and tone of the properties in our neighborhood. The existing tone of our neighborhood is one that specifically allows for “indoor-outdoor” living and provides sheltered and protected “back yards” where
children can safely play and socializing can occur. Allowing the kinds of changes requested here would only set the stage for an increasingly dense occupancy something that the home owners in our area
were specifically trying to avoid when purchasing in this neighborhood.

3. Lastly, we i requested assurance from the develop: itect, that should and as this project goes forward, we wanted to be sure that the trees currently sharing our southern fence with their
property would be maintained. This again is a request to maintain as much privacy as possible between our two lots. We phoned the architect re: this issue and when he replied, he only said he would “bring
up the issue with the owner” and get back to us. This has not occurred despite more than 4 months having gone by.
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Dear neighbors,



Anita and I are writing to ask for your support. 



The developer who purchased Mrs. Carmack’s house at 876 Elizabeth St. has submitted plans for a single-family residence.  Currently, there is a legal non-complying building with a pitched roof extending 28 feet into the rear yard, and it has been there at least 50 years.  



I would like to use this opportunity to bring the new proposed project into rear yard compliance, as per the quidelines set by the planning code.

SF Planning Code Section 134,  in RH2 zones, requires a back yard depth 45% of the lot, which is 50 feet 8 inches in our neighborhood. 

The variance is to build their 3 story building 5’ 8” farther into the rear yard open space  (Note:  the signage posted on the property by the Planning Department regarding the variance request is not correct.  There will NOT be 45’ of rear yard after variance approval, as it states, because the developers intend to leave the existing rear yard build-out , reduce it by 7’, modify it, and put a deck on top of it.) 



One of the important features of our 800 block of Elizabeth is the majority of homes have deep backyards.  Trees, shrubs and other foliage in the center of the block provide a level of visual privacy while still allowing for “cross fence” conversations. Many of us in the neighborhood have remodeled our homes respecting and preserving the openness, and the nature of our back yards.

Decks, landings, staircases, small sheds, greenhouses are different then building mass.  This time it is 1 story and a roof deck,  tomorrow could it be 2 story….?



Anita and I met with the developers to discuss this issue, however they are resisting modifying their plans to allow the back yard depth to be in compliance with rear yard setback requirements. Therefore we will file a Request for Discretionary Review.  



Many of you have offered to write letters in support of our appeal.  Now is the time. While we technically have until the actual hearing to submit letters, we’d like to have as many letters as possible go in before our filing which is this Friday, January 17, by 4:30pm.  Once the DR is filed, the hearing for the variance on January 22nd will be cancelled.



Letters can be sent by email to the SF Planner at Cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org. 

Please reference the address of the project; 	876 Elizabeth Street, 

the application number				# 201901140265

And also, please copy me on your email so that it shows as a letter of support for the Discretionary Review I am requesting.



Your message does not have to be long, just a statement from you regarding how you feel about keeping the rear yard open space in our neighborhood.

A letter of support means you value the rear yard open space we currently enjoy, and that housing development into the back yards should be discouraged.





We would also be happy to meet with you to show you the plans if you have not seen them.  It would take approximately 15-20 minutes, just let us know if that would be helpful.





Thank you,



Anita and Russ

872 Elizabeth Street

russ.murphy777@gmail.com



415-726-3063






Thanks again and we look forward to participating further in the conversation with the Planning Department.
Sincerely,

James Dilley and Jorge Morales, Owners
4371 237st.

San Francisco, Ca 94114

415-647-1751



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: subject oppose 15. 2020-001158CUA June 18 hearing
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:57:13 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: Teevee Foole <tfoole123@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:13 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: subject oppose 15. 2020-001158CUA June 18 hearing

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

Attention SF Planning :

PLEASE REJECT THEIR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL OR AT LEAST any
consideration / hearing / decision should be postponed for at least two months
for the following reasons:

We strongly oppose the establishment of a cannabis retail store at 899 Columbus
Ave. The hearing for conditional use approval is June 18,2020 item 15 2020-
001158CUA.

PLEASE REJECT THEIR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL OR AT LEAST Any
approval should be postponed for at least two months for the following
reasons:

e There has not been proper notification of neighbors under the Good Neighbor
policy. The owners are making a mockery of it. Although they joined some
online groups there was no notification posted in the Telegraph Hill Dwellers
website for example. The only notification was mailed by the planning
commission on May 29,2020 only 11 business days before the hearing. The
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sponsor and the building owner made no effort to notify their immediate
neighbors-taking advantage of the Covid-19 pandemic lockdown and the
financial distress people are experiencing. It is impossible to make
contact and get timely response with the district supervisor, library staff,
Park staff, etc.due to pandemic.

The May 29th,2020 notice from the Planning Commission was the first we heard
of this although they have apparently been working on this secretly since August
at least.

They gave no notice to the community and had no community meetings -1 do not
count zoom meetings of pro-cannabis activists. Doing this only online is
discriminatory - if you are not tech savvy, if you do not belong to their social
media group, if you are older, if you don’t have an internet connection then you
would have no notice of their plans.

We have received no communications from the community liason - have not
been informed of the name and contact information of this person as required
by law.

This is not an appropriate location being within 600 feet of a school: North
Beach Kids, the NorthBeach Library, Tel-Hi Community Center, Joe
DiMaggio Park which has very popular children’s park, and their Rec
center and the North Beach pool. This location is a nexus for young people -
students attending North Beach Kids School, students from nearby schools that
are slightly out of the arbitrary 600” radius but who pass by every day, students
participating in activities at the pool,the Rec center, Tel-Hi, students going to the
bus stop from Francisco Middle School etc. etc.

There are many more appropriate empty storefronts on Columbus Avenue
between Greenwich and Vallejo Streets where there is more action, more
stores, more nightlife.

Neither the sponsor nor the building owner live in the neighborhood or even in
San Francisco. The landlord lives in Oakland and the sponsor lives in Hayward.
(Why do his children attend school in SF-and are they in SF schools just so he
can qualify for Equity classification?) How can he qualify for Equity, and how
long does he have to maintain those qualifying criteria?

There is no commitment not to apply for permission to have on site smoking -
once the store is established they can add that any time with minimal effort.
They will allow people to consume edibles in the store.

There is a large homeless population - many buildings in the immediate area
have had to install gates because of aggressive homeless people. Jansen alley
- behind the store - is narrow and poorly lit - it attracts homeless and police
patrols ignore it. Now that the police are not supposed to deal with the homeless
as per London Breed, there is no one to call to manage them 24/7 and with an
immediate response.

They have not specified what security measures they will provide- a staff
member checking ID at the door is not the same as a security guard. A cheap



Nest camera is not the same as a real security system that reliably stores
footage for more than 72 hours or preferable more. A guard should be there
24/7.

e The hours for now are until 10 PM but there is nothing to stop them from
extending until 2 AM whenever they want.

e The neighborhood is quiet after 10 pm when food mart closes. Neighbors have
infants and young children. How late will he be open?

» They have made no commitment to quiet- they have not committed to no
outside speaker and no loud music emanating from the store.

(b) Commercial And Industrial Property Noise Limits. No person shall
produce or allow to be produced by any machine, or device, music or
entertainment or any combination of same, on commercial or industrial property
over which the person has ownership or control, a noise level more than eight
dBA above the local ambient at any point outside of the property
plane.DON'T BE SNEAKY AND MEASURE THE AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL
WHEN A BUS AND CABLE CAR ARE GOING BY AND THE CHURCH BELLS
ARE RINGING!THOSE ARE TRANSIENT SOUNDS THAT LAST 2 MINUTES
MAX.

« They have not revealed where they will put the 2 required bicycle parking
spaces - there is a # 30 bus stop in front, the ally behind has a narrow sidewalk,
the sidewalk where Jansen and Columbus meet is small and if bicycles are
parked there they will obstruct the pedestrians walking on Lombard Street.

e There is a bus stop in front of the store that is used by students from Galileo HS
- | know from substitute teaching there years ago when cannabis was only
available for medicinal purposes that students can and do easily buy it.

e There needs to be a commitment not to host events at this location - it's just a
sneaky way to circumvent the limitations on smoking and vaping and having
groups hanging around the store.

e What insurance do they have and what will it cover?

» Guarantee that their guard will keep people out of the alley and off people’s
doorsteps 24/7.

« Patricia Cardenas has owned the building for years. IWe’ve never seen the
place being shown. Obviously she preferred the tax advantages of having
an empty store. Now that she can’t do that anymore... Obviously she
wants to charge a high rent - we spoke to her when she first bought the
building and she was very bitter that she wasn’t allowed to have a liquor
store there because two others are located nearby and because of the
proximity to schools and community centers. If she really wanted a tenant
she could have made an effort - improved the space - and reduced her
expectations for rent.

Non problematic tenants: Art supply-2 large art schools are located within 3
blocks and the nearest art supply store is a half mile away on Pacific Street./
shoe store /cosmetic supply / bike/scooter store-citizen chain nearby closed



needs a new location.
Nowadays storefronts aren’t worth what they were 20 years ago because of the
internet. Landlords can no longer expect the storefronts to pay the landlords’
mortgages.

e How can they be remodeling when they haven’t even been approved yet?
signed - Neighbors afraid of repercussions - please respect privacy



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA -- Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street -- Hearing on
6/18/20

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:56:36 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: Christina Yep <chrisyep@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:06 PM

To: Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; jack.gallagher@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>; Chan, Deland
(CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Subject: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA -- Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street --
Hearing on 6/18/20

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

Dear leaders,

Our family strongly opposes the opening of the Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street.

We have been residents (3 blocks from this location) since 1976. I have personally grown up in this neighborhood
and disappointed how the environment has changed. I am raising two young children (attending Sherman
Elementary School) and strongly oppose having a second dispensary in this neighborhood. Please consider those
who are trying to raise families and good nature human beings who should not be exposed to this type of retail.

Thank you.
Christina
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: oppose 15. 2020-001158CUA June 18 hearing
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:56:18 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: Teevee Foole <tfoole123@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:05 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: oppose 15. 2020-001158CUA June 18 hearing

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

Attention SF Planning :

PLEASE REJECT THEIR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL OR AT LEAST any
consideration / hearing / decision should be postponed for at least two months
for the following reasons:

We strongly oppose the establishment of a cannabis retail store at 899 Columbus
Ave. The hearing for conditional use approval is June 18,2020 item 15 2020-
001158CUA.

PLEASE REJECT THEIR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL OR AT LEASTany
consideration / hearing / decision should be postponed for at least two months for
the following reasons:

o There has not been proper notification of neighbors under the Good Neighbor
policy. The owners are making a mockery of it. Although they joined some
online groups there was no notification posted in the Telegraph Hill Dwellers
website for example. The only notification was mailed by the planning
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commission on May 29,2020 only 11 business days before the hearing. The
sponsor and the building owner made no effort to notify their immediate
neighbors-taking advantage of the Covid-19 pandemic lockdown and the
financial distress people are experiencing. It is impossible to make
contact and get timely response with the district supervisor, library staff,
Park staff, etc.due to pandemic.

The May 29th,2020 notice from the Planning Commission was the first we heard
of this although they have apparently been working on this secretly since August
at least.

They gave no notice to the community and had no community meetings -I do not
count zoom meetings of pro-cannabis activists. Doing this only online is
discriminatory - if you are not tech savvy, if you do not belong to their social
media group, if you are older, if you don’t have an internet connection then you
would have no notice of their plans.

We have received no communications from the community liason - have not
been informed of the name and contact information of this person as required
by law.

This is not an appropriate location being within 600 feet of a school: North

Beach Kids, the NorthBeach Library, Tel-Hi Community Center, Joe

DiMaggio Park which has very popular children’s park, and their Rec
center and the North Beach pool. This location is a nexus for young people -
students attending North Beach Kids School, students from nearby schools that
are slightly out of the arbitrary 600” radius but who pass by every day, students
participating in activities at the pool,the Rec center, Tel-Hi, students going to the
bus stop from Francisco Middle School etc. etc.

There are many more appropriate empty storefronts on Columbus Avenue
between Greenwich and Vallejo Streets where there is more action, more
stores, more nightlife.

Neither the sponsor nor the building owner live in the neighborhood or even in
San Francisco. The landlord lives in Oakland and the sponsor lives in Hayward.
(Why do his children attend school in SF-and are they in SF schools just so he
can qualify for Equity classification?) How can he qualify for Equity, and how
long does he have to maintain those qualifying criteria?

There is no commitment not to apply for permission to have on site smoking -
once the store is established they can add that any time with minimal effort.
They will allow people to consume edibles in the store.

There is a large homeless population - many buildings in the immediate area
have had to install gates because of aggressive homeless people. Jansen alley
- behind the store - is narrow and poorly lit - it attracts homeless and police
patrols ignore it. Now that the police are not supposed to deal with the homeless
as per London Breed, there is no one to call to manage them 24/7 and with an
immediate response.

They have not specified what security measures they will provide- a staff



member checking ID at the door is not the same as a security guard. A cheap
Nest camera is not the same as a real security system that reliably stores
footage for more than 72 hours or preferable more. A guard should be there
24/7.

e The hours for now are until 10 PM but there is nothing to stop them from
extending until 2 AM whenever they want.

e The neighborhood is quiet after 10 pm when food mart closes. Neighbors have
infants and young children. how late will he be open?

e They have made no commitment to quiet- they have not committed to no
outside speaker and no loud music emanating from the store.

(b) Commercial And Industrial Property Noise Limits. No person shall
produce or allow to be produced by any machine, or device, music or
entertainment or any combination of same, on commercial or industrial property
over which the person has ownership or control, a noise level more than eight
dBA above the local ambient at any point outside of the property
plane.DON'T BE SNEAKY AND MEASURE THE AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL
WHEN A BUS AND CABLE CAR ARE GOING BY AND THE CHURCH BELLS
ARE RINGING!MTHOSE ARE TRANSIENT SOUNDS THAT LAST 2 MINUTES
MAX.

e They have not revealed where they will put the 2 required bicycle parking
spaces - there is a # 30 bus stop in front, the ally behind has a narrow sidewalk,
the sidewalk where Jansen and Columbus meet is small and if bicycles are
parked there they will obstruct the pedestrians walking on Lombard Street.

e There is a bus stop in front of the store that is used by students from Galileo HS
- | know from substitute teaching there years ago when cannabis was only
available for medicinal purposes that students can and do easily buy it.

e There needs to be a commitment not to host events at this location - it’s just a
sneaky way to circumvent the limitations on smoking and vaping and having
groups hanging around the store.

o What insurance do they have and what will it cover?

o Guarantee that their guard will keep people out of the alley and off people’s
doorsteps 24/7.

« Patricia Cardenas has owned the building for years. We’ve never seen the
place being shown. Obviously she preferred the tax advantages of having
an empty store. Now that she can’t do that anymore... Obviously she
wants to charge a high rent -

« We spoke to her when she first bought the building and she was very bitter
that she wasn'’t allowed to have a liquor store there because two others are
located nearby and because of the proximity to schools and community
centers. If she really wanted a tenant she could have made an effort -
improved the space - and reduced her expectations for rent.

Non problematic tenants: Art supply-2 large art schools are located within 3
blocks and the nearest art supply store is a half mile away on Pacific Street./



shoe store /cosmetic supply / bike/scooter store-citizen chain nearby closed
needs a new location.
Nowadays storefronts aren’t worth what they were 20 years ago because of the
internet. Landlords can no longer expect the storefronts to pay the landlords’
mortgages.

e How can they be remodeling when they haven’t even been approved yet?
signed - Neighbors afraid of repercussions - please respect privacy



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: oppose June 18,2020 item 15 2020-001158CUA
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:55:49 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: PIC, PLN (CPC) <pic@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 2:45 PM

To: Teevee Foole <tfoole123@gmail.com>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Michael (CPC)
<michael.christensen@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: oppose June 18,2020 item 15 2020-001158CUA

Correspondence regarding this item is best directed to the planner listed below or to the
Planning Commission, in copy -- as you have noted the item on the agenda for tomorrow.

Report for: 2020-001158CUA
2020-001158PRJ Project Profile (PRJ) 899 Columbus AVE

Opened: 1/24/2020 Status: Accepted 3/11/2020
Assigned Planner: Michael Christensen: michael.christensen@sfgov.org / 415-575-8742
Tenant Improvement for Cannabis Retail in existing space (940sf).

Address: 899 COLUMBUS AVE 94133 ‘
Further Info: “Related Records: |

Related Documents 2020-001158PRJ
Project Features -2020-001158CUA
Accela Citizen Access

MORE DETAILS

Property Information Map (PIM): http://sfplanninggis.org/pim
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The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of information provided
by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the project or request. For a more
extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a project review meeting. The information
provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning Administrator letter of determination. To receive a
letter of determination you must submit a formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For
complaints, please contact the Code Enforcement Division.

From: Teevee Foole <tfoole123@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 2:39 PM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC) <pic@sfgov.org>

Subject: oppose June 18,2020 item 15 2020-001158CUA

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

Attention SF Planning :

PLEASE REJECT THEIR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL OR AT LEAST any
consideration / hearing / decision should be postponed for at least two months
for the following reasons:

We strongly oppose the establishment of a cannabis retail store at 899 Columbus
Ave. The hearing for conditional use approval is June 18,2020 item 15 2020-
001158CUA.

PLEASE REJECT THEIR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL OR AT LEAST Any
approval should be postponed for at least two months for the following
reasons:

« There has not been proper notification of neighbors under the Good Neighbor
policy. The owners are making a mockery of it. Although they joined some
online groups there was no notification posted in the Telegraph Hill Dwellers
website for example. The only notification was mailed by the planning
commission on May 29,2020 only 11 business days before the hearing. The
sponsor and the building owner made no effort to notify their immediate
neighbors-taking advantage of the Covid-19 pandemic lockdown and the
financial distress people are experiencing. It is impossible to make
contact and get timely response with the district supervisor, library staff,
Park staff, etc.due to pandemic.

The May 29th,2020 notice from the Planning Commission was the first we heard
of this although they have apparently been working on this secretly since August
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at least.

They gave no notice to the community and had no community meetings -I do not
count zoom meetings of pro-cannabis activists. Doing this only online is
discriminatory - if you are not tech savvy, if you do not belong to their social
media group, if you are older, if you don’t have an internet connection then you
would have no notice of their plans.

e | have received no communications from the community liason - have not been
informed of the name and contact information of this person as required by law.

e This is not an appropriate location being within 600 feet of a school: North
Beach Kids, the NorthBeach Library, Tel-Hi Community Center, Joe
DiMaggio Park which has very popular children’s park, and their Rec
center and the North Beach pool. This location is a nexus for young people -
students attending North Beach Kids School, students from nearby schools that
are slightly out of the arbitrary 600” radius but who pass by every day, students
participating in activities at the pool,the Rec center, Tel-Hi, students going to the
bus stop from Francisco Middle School etc. etc.

e There are many more appropriate empty storefronts on Columbus Avenue
between Greenwich and Vallejo Streets where there is more action, more
stores, more nightlife.

e Neither the sponsor nor the building owner live in the neighborhood or even in
San Francisco. The landlord lives in Oakland and the sponsor lives in Hayward.
(Why do his children attend school in SF-and are they in SF schools just so he
can qualify for Equity classification?) How can he qualify for Equity, and how
long does he have to maintain those qualifying criteria?

e There is no commitment not to apply for permission to have on site smoking -
once the store is established they can add that any time with minimal effort.
They will allow people to consume edibles in the store.

e There is a large homeless population - many buildings in the immediate area
have had to install gates because of aggressive homeless people. Jansen alley
- behind the store - is narrow and poorly lit - it attracts homeless and police
patrols ignore it. Now that the police are not supposed to deal with the homeless
as per London Breed, there is no one to call to manage them 24/7 and with an
immediate response.

e They have not specified what security measures they will provide- a staff
member checking ID at the door is not the same as a security guard. A cheap
Nest camera is not the same as a real security system that reliably stores
footage for more than 72 hours or preferable more. A guard should be there
24/7.

e The hours for now are until 10 PM but there is nothing to stop them from
extending until 2 AM whenever they want.

e The neighborhood is quiet after 10 pm when food mart closes. Neighbors have
infants and young children. how late will he be open? They have made no



commitment to quiet- they have not committed to no outside speaker and no
loud music emanating from the store. (b) Commercial And Industrial
Property Noise Limits. No person shall produce or allow to be produced by
any machine, or device, music or entertainment or any combination of same, on
commercial or industrial property over which the person has ownership or
control, a noise level more than eight dBA above the local ambient at any
point outside of the property plane.DON'T BE SNEAKY AND MEASURE
THE AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL WHEN A BUS AND CABLE CAR ARE GOING
BY AND THE CHURCH BELLS ARE RINGING!'"THOSE ARE TRANSIENT
SOUNDS THAT LAST 2 MINUTES MAX.

« They have not revealed where they will put the 2 required bicycle parking
spaces - there is a # 30 bus stop in front, the ally behind has a narrow sidewalk,
the sidewalk where Jansen and Columbus meet is small and if bicycles are
parked there they will obstruct the pedestrians walking on Lombard Street.

e There is a bus stop in front of the store that is used by students from Galileo HS
- | know from substitute teaching there years ago when cannabis was only
available for medicinal purposes that students can and do easily buy it.

e There needs to be a commitment not to host events at this location - it’s just a
sneaky way to circumvent the limitations on smoking and vaping and having
groups hanging around the store.

o What insurance do they have and what will it cover?

« Guarantee that their guard will keep people out of the alley and off people’s
doorsteps 24/7.

« Patricia Cardenas has owned the building for years. I've never seen the
place being shown. Obviously she preferred the tax advantages of having
an empty store. Now that she can’t do that anymore... Obviously she
wants to charge a high rent - | spoke to her when she first bought the
building and she was very bitter that she wasn’t allowed to have a liquor
store there because two others are located nearby and because of the
proximity to schools and community centers. If she really wanted a tenant
she could have made an effort - improved the space - and reduced her
expectations for rent.

Non problematic tenants: Art supply-2 large art schools are located within 3
blocks and the nearest art supply store is a half mile away on Pacific Street./
shoe store /cosmetic supply / bike/scooter store-citizen chain nearby closed

needs a new location.

Nowadays storefronts aren’t worth what they were 20 years ago because of the
internet. Landlords can no longer expect the storefronts to pay the landlords’
mortgages.

e How can they be remodeling when they haven’t even been approved yet?
Thank you - Neighbors. afraid of repercussions






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Third Slide

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:55:03 PM
Attachments: 526-lombard fjosephbutler.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: Joe Butler <fjosephlbutler@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 1:40 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>

Subject: Fwd: Third Slide

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

2017-009964DRP(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)526-530
LOMBARD STREET

President Koppel:
Mr. Scott Sanchez:
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- All dimensions are at
existing grade; in
decimals of a foot

- All dimensions are at
29.76' higher than city
datum

- Dimensions Iin
(parentheses) are
calculated: i.e. not from
GSE, Inc.

slide 1

(92.98')

POINT OF MEASURE
SUN ACCESS PLANE
MID HT NORTH PL

%

%

_dP_

93.1"

‘ 92.86'

_ﬁ

Fielding
Alley

104.85'

-$-MD HT

0063/010

ADJACENT LOT

135.61
, ROOF
101.4 AD.
97.93' BW 137.5' f;
S
=
o
Q =
: SUBJECT LOT T
Q I
% vio HeiGHT ¢104.7 2 % (100.68')
REAR PL HIGH PT N MID HEIGHT TC
(95.86') LOT POINT OF MEASURE
¢ FOR HEIGHT
105.79 FF SFPC---
93.78' PROPERTY LINE $98.93, TC
127.69’
ROOF
ADJ. Lombard
Street






Figure
261.1A

San Francisco
Planning Code

Chestnut St

Note how the Northerly side of Fielding
Alley is measured from a sidewalk on

Grade, at the Property Line
slide 2

| ~RearYard |
. Garden
2 units S | 427 Chestnut | 5
| P | )
2 units g :
| ' 1
2 units T ot Al
G I_I_|—| I'I Northerly Side Southerly Side
427 Chestnut line Lombard
Chestnut rear yard rear yard
6 unit bldg
Figure 261.1A

(Added by Ord. 72-08, File No. 071157, App. 4/3/2008; Ord. 298-08, File No. 081153, App. 12/19/2008; Ord. 85-10, File No.
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Section header amended; division (b)(4) added; divisions (c), (d)(1), and (d)(2) amended; former division (d)(3) redesignated
as division (d)(4) and amended; new divisions (d)(3)-(d)(3)(B) added; Ord. 296-18, Eff. 1/12/2019. Divisions (a), (c), (d)(1), and
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| forward my notes for oral testimony, to the Commission, with the
graphics attached. | am not guaranteed that the graphics will be
shown when | make public comment on behalf of my client, Lynda
Griffith. See my letter to her below with our exhibits to be shown in
Public comment on June 18th Items 19a and 19b, supporting the
Discretionary Review and opposing two of the three Variances as
unnesential to the project, and without any demonstrable hardship.

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Joe Butler <fjosephlbutler@gmail.com>

Date: Sun, Jun 14, 2020 at 9:02 AM

Subject: Third Slide

To: Ray Yuen <rayuen@gmail.com>

Cc: Lynda Griffith <casarosaQ09@gmail.com>, Hartmut Gerdes <cap94941@yahoo.com>, Steve
Williams <smw @stevewilliamslaw.com>

Lynda:

The elevation 135.61" is the roof height of the blue shingle
building on the lot abutting to your own. That is from the
Sponsor's Topographic Survey. On Fielding however It's top of
ground elevation is at 104.85, so it is 31 feet high minimum at
the Alley. The subject lot, 526- 530 Lombard has a high point
of grade on Fielding at elevation 97.93". It makes sense that
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with a seven foot high difference at their respective frontages,
theat the project sponsor can build a new three story building
at Fielding that would top out at 125.86', or 30 feet higher
than the mid height at Fielding for this lot. This would make it
7'-10" lower than the adjacent blue building. Roof vents,
skylights, etc can rise only two feet above that, to meet the
building Code. That is stepping down the hill.

No deck on top, like all the others, no parapets, or tall attic,
just vents and a low curb skylight, making the upper most of
those appurtenances at 127.86". We respectfully request that
the Commission adopt this envelope for any rear building on
Fielding on this site. With a 37.5 foot long floor plate, and a
turned stair on the front building two of three Variances are
eliminated.

We think this is the reasonable, nearly planning code
compliant, and with Public Works Code compliant common
and general use right of way improvements at Fielding, and
consistent with ALL other development on alleys on Telegraph
Hill. Access to the upper floors of their new construction is
carved out of their private property, like every other alley
building on THill.
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The sidewalk of a public right of way is for common and

general use. We all share that in common. One should not
make exclusive or private access to more than 25% of the
width of the sidewalk, and then only if there is a similar
pattern on the same block. By following the urban design
pattern of streets and narrow Alleys with sidewalks following
grade, Fielding Alley Stair will serve 7 more properties, 14
potential new units, down below 526-530. See the orange
colored lots. No applicant is entitled to more, or less. The
vellow rear yard buildings already exist, but the orange lots are
a hidden resource, soon to be developed if everyone respects
the right of way. Of the 174 units of housing on this block, only



9 are condominium. 165 rent controlled apartments make this
a stable century old housing stock, not of wealthy San
Franciscans, but of people who look like the Planning
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the newly constructed, but in their original location existing
retaining walls, and then run on grade 4' wide, up against their
PL. Building a ramp to serve their construction site is not a
minor sidewalk encroachment. There will not be an 11 foot
high bridge to nowhere on the Fielding Stair. Cathi House need
only relinquishes only 48" of her garden, to common and
general use. She agrees. Not more than one third of it.



The Commission should take Discretionary Review and limit
the new construction to three stories on grade at the rear,
only if the 30% rear yard is provided, and the front of the
Fielding Street entrance is a sidewalk on existing grade.

Finally, the Commission should protect adjacent neighbors to
the front building, and disallow the rear building without a
code compliant 30% rear yard between. This would make the
sponsor flip the new stair away from the PL, onto his own rear
wall and not build a new firewall on the adjacent property line.



No rear yard variance would be required. This project can
meet the Code, could meet the Code, the Sponsor is choosing
not to meet the code. He needs favors to get his entitlement,
big favors, bestowed when the Zoning Administrator takes to a
little summer fiction writing on your behalf.

Take Discretionary Review, make this building a participant in
its context, not the leader of some newly favored public
normal.

Sincerely,

Joe

F. Joseph Butler, AIA Emeritus
324 Chestnut Street

San Francisco, CA

94133



(415) 990 6021



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In Support of 2018-015993DRP-02 (762 Duncan Street) Project
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 3:54:09 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: KWOK TSUI <wckctsui@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 11:46 AM

To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: In Support of 2018-015993DRP-02 (762 Duncan Street) Project

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

Dear President, Vice-President, Commissioners,
My name is Kwok Tsui. | am Amy's father and Barry's father-in-law.

My wife passed away in 2016. | am now 88 years old. It is my wish that | can move
in with Amy and Barry so that | do not need to live alone.

| am an architect myself. | know Amy and Barry worked diligently with their architect,
James, to come up with the current remodeling plan. One of their goals in this
remodeling is to provide room so that | can live with them. Another goal is to allow
them to restore their privacy. Their next door neighbor to the west has a deck built
very closely to the property line. When the neighbor and other people are on the
deck, their line of sight is directly into the kitchen. Amy and Barry's plan is in full
compliance with the requests from the Planning Department and with the Residential
Design Guideline.
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Please approve this project and allow Amy and Barry to expand their house so that
we can be together and our well being is restored.

Thank you.

Yours sincerely,
Kwok Tsui
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Add"l requests for Continuances
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 2:04:22 PM

Commissioners,

Please be reminded that 2417 Green is now proposed for Continuance to July 16" and we have
received additional requests for 1566 Haight and 526 Lombard to be continued to August 271 and

September 10t respectively, by their project sponsors.
As such, your Agenda has been significantly reduced.

Cheers,

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 762 Duncan Street Project (2018-015993DRP-02)
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 11:11:52 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Quinlan Alexander <quinlan.alexander@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 10:52 AM

To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for 762 Duncan Street Project (2018-015993DRP-02)

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

Hi President, Vice President, Commissioners, and Mr. Winslow,

My name is Quinlan Alexander. My parents are Amy Tsui and Barry Alexander. | am sending you this
email in support of their project.

| grew up at 762 Duncan Street. After my grandmother passed away, my parents welcomed my
grandfather to move in with us. Our house is very small, with just two bedrooms and one
bathroom. It can be challenging to accommodate everyone’s needs. During the school year, | will
be in Santa Cruz. However, during breaks and summer time, | have to sleep on the couch in the
living room. | remember one day last summer when | came home after my summer work, my dad
was in the living room teleconferencing with his coworkers. My mom was in the kitchen preparing
dinner, and my grandfather was in my room. | was on the balcony outside of the dining room
listening to music. Our next door neighbor, Patricia, came out to her balcony and asked me to turn
the music off even though it was not played loud. This is how cramped our living situation is.
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Please allow my parents to expand their house as planned and approve their project.
Thank you.

With warm regards,
Quinlan Alexander



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 762 Duncan Street Project,2018-015993DRP-02
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 9:32:38 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Anne Collins <anne.collins.sf@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 at 8:41 AM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for 762 Duncan Street Project,2018-015993DRP-02

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

Jonas lonin
Director of Commission Affairs at San Francisco Planning Department

Dear Jonas lonin,

| am writing in support of my good friends Amy Tsiu and Barry Alexander. My name is
Anne Collins and | have owned my own home in San Francisco since 1996. | worked with
Amy Tsui for 5 years in my first job in San Francisco in 1986 and we have been friends
since then. | know her husband Barry and son Quinlin. Both of our children graduated
from UC Santa Cruz.

Amy and Barry are caring, thoughtful and generous people. They have spent a great deal
of time and effort to work with their architect to revise their remodeling plans to have it
finally approved by the SF Planning Department late last year. Amy has always been very
close to her parents and helped support them. Now that her mother has passed away, both
Amy and Barry want to take care of her father and have him live with them in their home. |
have been to their house. It is a modest size and they truly need more room to provide a
home for Amy’s father. | am here to support their project (762 Duncan Street Project, 2018-
015993DRP-02). Please reject the DR applications and approve this project.

Thank you,
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Notice of Public Hearing
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:51:52 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

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

Per Your Notice:
Members of public not required to provide personal identifying information
of communication with Commission or Department.

Comments for Hearing Date: Thursday, June 18, 2020
submitted 06-17-2020

Re: Conditional Use Authorization to establish
Approx. 940 sg ft Cannabis Retail Use - 15% Flr below

Project/Applicant Information

Project Address: 899 Columbus Av.

Cross Street: Lombard Street

Block/Lot No.: 0074/055

Zoning District: North Beach NCD/40-X
Record No.: 2020-001158CUA

Planner: Michael Christensen

Applicant: Henry Chan

I express deep concern(s)on the wisdom & safety for your location
of this project. This is a residential neighborhood with seniors &
young families with small children.

Two elementary schools: Yick Wo, John Hancock, and one middle school:
Francisco Jr. High are within close walking proximity.

North Beach Public Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground is directly
across the street.

Telegraph Hill Neighborhood Center: San Francisco Senior Community
Center also close by.
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Unfortunately, transients and homeless people already frequent and loiter by

the playground and public library. (I guess they feel “safe” here-- a nice
un-gated area.) This business would attract_more of such and is not

conducive to the further safety of the neighborhood. Further, it could
introduce a criminal element with regard to trash/drug use of cannabis, etc.
and continue to devolve this area. There is no need for further property
degradation and devaluation of this once lovely, safe, and family-friendly
neighborhood.

Do you want this type of business, in close proximity of families

with n hildren nior in r nei rh ? This is 1ill
advised. Please reconsider-- another location for this business
would be a better fit. Thank you for your consideration.

Email cc: Aaron Peskin, SF District 3 Supervisor - to express opposition of
proposed business location for above



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 762 Duncan Street Project, 2018-015993DRP-02
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:49:51 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Anne Collins <anne.collins.sf@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:36 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for 762 Duncan Street Project, 2018-015993DRP-02

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

Dear Commissioners,

| am writing in support of my good friends Amy Tsiu and Barry Alexander. My name
is Anne Collins and | have owned my own home in San Francisco since 1996. |
worked with Amy Tsui for 5 years in my first job in San Francisco in 1986 and we
have been friends since then. | know her husband Barry and son Quinlin. Both of
our children graduated from UC Santa Cruz.

Amy and Barry are caring, thoughtful and generous people. They have spent a great
deal of time and effort to work with their architect to revise their remodeling plans to
have it finally approved by the SF Planning Department late last year. Amy has
always been very close to her parents and helped support them. Now that her
mother has passed away, both Amy and Barry want to take care of her father and
share their home with him. | have been to their house. It is a modest size and they
truly need more room to provide a home for Amy’s father. | am writing to support their
project (762 Duncan Street Project, 2018-015993DRP-02). Please reject the DR
applications and approve this project.
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Thank you.

Best,
Anne Collins



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:48:59 AM

Attachments: FGW Haight.png

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Joe Reiss <fgwhaight@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:23 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Damien Posey <damien.posey@yahoo.com>; marti brass
<brass@freegoldwatch.com>; Matt Henri <matt@freegoldwatch.com>

Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

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

Good morning Commissioner Koppel,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary and
consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and attached are
details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to email us
at FEGWHaight@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his wife
Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They actually live
around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue Cyclery. Damien, an SF
native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the community, is our CEO and co-owner--a
shining example of the city’s social equity program. Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity
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FROM OUR HOUSE,WITHLOVE

STANYAN PARK HOTEL, AVENUE CYCLERY,
KEZAR PUB— AND A CLOSED-OFF GARAGE

WE ARE MATTHEW HENRI &
MARTI BRASS

THE SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
WE HOPE TO CREATE BELOW OUR

The ground floor of our building is

We run our small screen currently just private storage, the only HOME

printing and arcade business, building on this stretch of Stanyan that

Free Gold Watch, at 1767 isn't open to the community.

Waller, and we live around the

corner at 764 Stanyan in a We want to make our old storage space part of the Stanyan small business
two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.

WE HOPE TO OPEN A SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.

In support of San Francisco’s
cannabis equity program to create
opportunity for those who've
too-often been left behind, Matthew
OWNERS and Marti have partnered with

MATTHEW HENRI & Damien Posey.
MARTI BRASS

e e
 Haight-Ashbury residents for over 20 years. CO-OWNER&CEO = g 0w ]

® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




activist. He is helping us through the very complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan Park
Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It used to be
the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our team wants to
activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial corridor, attract more
foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are confident that making this a
cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety on the block and reduce illegal
drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to consume
cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any Section 8 or
federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have a place to
consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are disproportionately impacted by
police enforcement against public consumption. In Washington D.C., which legalized cannabis but
has not created enough consumption sites, African Americans are 11 times more likely to be
arrested for public cannabis consumption than white people. Consumption spaces are a social
equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight and
Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We are proud to
have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—including all of the
tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the Kezar Pub directly next door
to us. We hope to earn your support as well.

These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all of us in
the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We think our
dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely, tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 762 Duncan Street 2018-015993DRP-02 Project
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:45:16 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Qingwen Xi <gingwen.xi@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 7:57 AM

To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for 762 Duncan Street 2018-015993DRP-02 Project

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

Dear Commissioners and Mr. Winslow,
My name is Qingwen Xi. I am a San Francisco resident and I am here in support of this project.

My husband and I have known Amy and Barry for more than twenty years. Our children went to school together at
Chinese American International School. While at CAIS, Amy and I have been active parents volunteering our time
as classroom liaisons to facilitate classroom activities. Through the interactions we have we become very good and
close friends because we found that Amy and Barry are very loving, caring, generous and compassionate individuals
towards their family, friends and community.

Since we live close to each other, we have been taking weekly walks for years. We know that Amy and Berry have
been planning this project to allow Amy’s elderly father to move in with them ever since Amy’s mother passed
away. Recently, we heard Amy and Barry describing to us how they have worked with SF Planning Department to
revise their floor plan to comply with all the applicable Planning Department’s requirements. Please approve this
project as proposed. We always say that our parents take care of us when we are young. Now that they are old, it’s
our turn to take care of them. These are not just words for Amy and Berry. They are taking actions through this
project to create a more spacious and comfortable space for Amy's elderly father.

Thank you!
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Best Regards,
Qingwen Xi



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Agenda Item #18, 2018-015993 DRP-02, 762 Duncan St.
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:44:52 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Jonathan Riley <jonriley20@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 7:44 AM

To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for Agenda ltem #18, 2018-015993 DRP-02, 762 Duncan St.

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

Dear President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Commissioners,

My name is Jonathan Riley. | am the Aquatics Director at the Boys & Girls Clubs of San Francisco and
was the swimming coach to Amy and Barry's son, Quinlan Alexander. | have known Amy and Barry
for more than ten years now - they are caring parents to Quinlan and loving caregivers to their
parents. Amy and Barry had been actively involved in the swimming community, volunteering their
time during swimming competitions and taking care of not only Quinlan, but other youth on our
team, some of which were at-risk, at meets by offering both food and transportation to and from
competitions. | remember meeting Amy's mother and father every summer in swim meets when
they visited them when they would support Quinlan. Sadly, Amy's mother passed away recently and
it is both Amy and Barry's wish to invite Amy's father to live with them. Their house is very small,
just about 1000 sq. ft., making it very difficult to house four people. Please approve this project so
that Amy's father can comfortably stay with them and provide the care and space they need.

Sincerely yours,


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

Jonathan Riley

p.s. Please reach out with any questions or concerns.

Best Regards,

Jonathan Riley

415.565.9470 Cell
415.221.6100 Work



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA -- Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street -- Hearing on
6/18/20

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:44:35 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: Cynthia lkeda Owatari <cyikedal@me.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 12:50 AM

To: Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; jack.gallagher@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@sfgov.org; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Subject: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA -- Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street --
Hearing on 6/18/20

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

Dear SF Planning Commissioners:

My family has lived on Octavia Street for over 45 years. My mother is 87-years old; | have a six-year
old enrolled at Sherman Elementary School. We are longtime Marina residents and homeowners.
We do not oppose the use or legalization of marijuana. However, we strongly oppose the proposed
Johnny Love's cannabis dispensary at 1700 Lombard, which, if approved, will be half a block away
from our home. We ask the Planning Commission to take into account the following:

1. CUA applicant claims cannabis retail will “complement the mix of goods and services
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in the district” and support the “economic vitality of the neighborhood” by occupying
a storefront that would otherwise be empty. There is already a cannabis dispensary in
the neighborhood, specifically, the Apothecarium, located at 2414 Lombard, only 7
blocks away from the proposed location. We believe one cannabis dispensary is
sufficient to complement the goods and services in this immediate area. Moreover,
the economic benefit to the community of having the empty commercial space at
1700 Lombard occupied does not outweigh the fact that another marijuana store will
strengthen an element that is neither necessary nor desirable for this primarily
residential neighborhood, with its high concentration of public and private preschools
elementary schools, middle schools and high schools.

2. The intersection where 1700 Lombard is located is one where you frequently see
families with children. On weekdays, you will see young children on Octavia Street
crossing Lombard Street to go to and from Sherman Elementary School, as well as the
various private schools located in Pacific Heights. On the weekends, you will see
young children and teenagers on their bicycles, scooters, etc. crossing Lombard Street
to access the Octavia Street entrance to Fort Mason. Should 1700 Lombard be
approved for cannabis retail, a significant number of minors will be passing by the

“corner cannabis store” on a daily basis. Regardless of whether, as CUA applicant
notes, cannabis retail is legal in California for adults, placing a marijuana store at this

intersection is simply not appropriate.

3. The foot and automobile traffic on Octavia Street increases a great deal on the
weekends due to Fort Mason’s popularity.  Many are visiting from other
neighborhoods, as well as other cities. CUA applicant highlights the project is “located
in a walkable, accessible area...that is served by multiple Muni lines”, and mentions
that having the dispensary at the proposed location will provide “vastly improved
access...for residents and tourists looking for adult use cannabis.” However, what CUA
applicant fails to mention is that, as a result, the families living in the
neighborhood will be forced a) to tolerate even more foot and automobile traffic,
including double parked cars along Octavia and Lombard Streets for customer pickups
because, unlike what CUA applicant claims, there is no metered parking and very
limited unmetered residential parking near the property, and b) to share the streets
and parks in the neighborhood, including Moscone Recreation Center, with an
increased number of adults, who may be not only under the influence of alcohol, but
also marijuana. Although cannabis is not allowed at Fort Mason, a federal property, it
would be naive to think that a dispensary located at the corner of Lombard and
Octavia Streets would not result in more usage at the park, leading to an eventual
enforcement issue.

4. The owner of the business and sponsor of the project, Johnny "Love" Metheny, owns
four bars in San Francisco (including the Blue Light on Union Street) and has some
history of poor code compliance and lawsuits. Mr. Metheny also has a reputation, in
connection with The Blue Light, for showing a lack of consideration and respect towards
his residential neighbors. Without more information regarding Mr. Metheny’s past acts,



we are not confident he will conduct his cannabis business in a manner that is legally

compliant or with a sense of community (e.g., we doubt that Mr. Metheny will “forbid
customers who double park” from entering the store, as explicitly stated by CUA

applicant).

In conclusion, we ask that the Planning Commission deny the Conditional Use Authorization based
on the lack of justifiable economic benefits to the community, risks to the children, day-to-day
burden on the residents and questionable history of the sponsor .

Respectfully Yours,
Cynthia lkeda Owatari
3148-50 Octavia Street, SF 94123



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2018-015993 DRP-02 on June 18 Hearing, Offering my Support for 762 Duncan St Project
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:44:16 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: jjc_888@yahoo.com <jjc_888@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:32 PM

To: david.winslow.@sfgov.org

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

Subject: 2018-015993 DRP-02 on June 18 Hearing, Offering my Support for 762 Duncan St Project

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

Hello,

My name is Dr. Jenny Chen and [ am a San Francisco resident. I have known Amy and Barry
for close to fifteen years and I am willing to lend my support to their remodeling project. Both
Amy and Barry are honest, hard working people. When Amy's mother was sick, Amy would
travel back and forth between San Francisco and Los Angeles to care for her mom. Now that
her mother has passed away and her father is in his high eighties, Amy and Barry feel that it is
best for Amy's dad to move in with them. Over the last two years, they worked tirelessly with
the architects of the San Francisco Planning Department and abide by their requests. Please
allow them to expand their house as it is.

Thank you.
Regards,

Dr. Jenny Chen
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter of Support For Item 12 of the June 18, 2020 Planning Commission Agenda, Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan Amendments

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:43:53 AM

Attachments: ChaseCenterHotelplanninacommission061820.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: Bruce Agid <bruce.h.agid@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:05 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>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; deland.chan@sfgov.org

Cc: OCll, CommissionSecretary (Cll) <commissionsecretary.ocii@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>

Subject: Letter of Support For Item 12 of the June 18, 2020 Planning Commission Agenda, Mission
Bay South Redevelopment Plan Amendments

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

Commission President Koppel
Commission Vice President Moore
Commissioner Chan
Commissioner Diamond
Commissioner Fung
Commissioner Imperial
Commissioner Johnson
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June 16, 2020

Planning Commission
1650 Mission St, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Golden State Warriors Hotel Mixed-Use Project
Commission President Koppel, Members of the Planning Commission and Director Hillis,

My name is Bruce Agid. For identification purposes, I'm a native San Franciscan, a 11 year resident of Mission
Bay and a Board member and transportation rep of the South Beach/Rincon/Mission Bay Neighborhood
Association. I'm writing in support of the Golden State Warriors’ proposed hotel mixed-use project outlined in
item 12 of the agenda, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Amendments.

As a resident of Mission Bay for the past 11 years, | believe this project and its proposed uses are much needed
in our neighborhood, where hotels and hospitality amenities are currently lacking. This proposed project will
also complement the existing activities at Chase Center and help to create additional public activation and retail
opportunities that will benefit our neighborhood. In addition to the economic development and revenue this
project will bring to the City, as we emerge from the current public health crisis, it is so important to move
projects such as this one forward as we know it will create hundreds of jobs in construction and on a going
forward basis.

I have a few comments regarding the Warriors and the Chase Center as neighbors. During the planning and
construction of the Arena, we in the community were engaged on a regular basis, brought in to learn about
specific aspects of the project (community impacts regarding design, lighting, sound, etc.), outreach to
neighborhood stakeholders and general next steps. Specifically during construction, contractors were sensitive
and took immediate action to resolve any complaints or areas of concerns identified by neighbors and
community. | have confidence this will be replicated in any efforts going forward.

Since the opening of Chase Center in September 2019, | have been impressed with the ongoing operations and
the Warriors’ collaboration and communications with the surrounding community. In addition, as a member of
the Board of the South Beach/Rincon/Mission Bay Neighborhood Association and Mission Bay Transportation
Improvement Fund Advisory Committee, I've had the opportunity to engage in very detailed conversations with
the Warriors team. What has pleased me to this point over several years is their commitment to not only
execute on what is required by their development and related agreements, but go above and beyond to engage
with the community, incorporate feedback, bring on resources to ensure deep dives into operational matters
and be proactive in managing all aspects of operations. With the exception of a few minor issues (which were
immediately identified, analyzed and corrective actions integrated into going forward planning), the results of
their efforts has the community talking about the wonderful entertainment and experiences associated with the
Center and NOT about impacts on the neighborhood.

I hope you will support this item. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Sone B

Bruce Agid







Attached please find my letter of support for the Golden State Warriors Hotel Mixed-Use
Project, Item 12, on the June 18, 2020 Planning Commission Agenda.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my comments.

Bruce Agid



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Subject: FW: Supplemental Brief in Opposition to DR 762 Duncan Street; Hearing Date June 18 2020; Agenda Item #18
Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:43:08 AM

Attachments: Sponsors" Supplemental Brief in Opp to DR 762 Duncan Street June 18 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: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 6:36 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
deland@stanford.edu; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; James G Stavoy <jgstavoy@pacbell.net>; Amy Tsui
<bigroundbelly@gmail.com>; Barry Alexander <barry.alexander@gmail.com>

Subject: Supplemental Brief in Opposition to DR 762 Duncan Street; Hearing Date June 18 2020;
Agenda Item #18

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

President Koppel and Commissioners:

Please excuse the late submittal. I represent the Sponsors of the Project, 22-year
resident homeowners, Amy Tsui and Barry Alexander at 762 Duncan Street. [
previously submitted a brief on May 22, 2020, for the first hearing date set for
June 4, 2020. The hearing was continued to June 18 by the Commission due to
scheduling issues.
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LAW OFFICES OF

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

1934 Divisadero Street | San Francisco, CA 94115 | TEL: 415.292.3656 | FAX: 415.776.8047 | smw@stevewilliamslaw.com

Via Email June 16, 2020

President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94107

Re: 762 Duncan Street; Case No. 2018-015993DRP and 2018015993DRP-02
SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF
RE: LAST SECOND, UNREASONABLE AND EXTRAORDINARY
REQUESTS FOR ALTERATIONS OF DESIGN BY DEPT. STAFF
Hearing Date: June 18, 2020 (continued from June 4); Agenda Item # 18

President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Commissioners:

Pleasc forgive this last-minute submittal.... Sponsors” initial brief was submitted on May
22, 2020, for a June 4, hearing date. The DR Requestors have not submitted any material.
However, extraordinary, and unprecedented last second demands for substantial changes
to the design of Sponsors’ home by Dept Staff requires a totally new response and
objection. On June 4, (less than two weeks ago!) Dept Staff recommended that the
Commission Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve. For unknown reasons
staff completely reversed itself a few days ago and now is unfairly recommending
substantial new and unwarranted changes (5-foot setbacks) to the approved design.

As sct forth in the prior briefing, our clients, Sponsors Amy Tsui and Barry Alexander
moved into the home as newly-weds more than 22 years ago. They have now reached a
breaking point where they must expand their tiny (two-bedroom, one bath) 1,028 sq. ft.
home to accommodate four adults, including their adult son and Amy’s elderly father.

Sponsors Worked with Dept Staff for More Than One Year-—-3 Different Plan Sets

Sponsors and their architect James Stavoy worked diligently with staff for more than one
year (BPA Application filed 11/21/18) to reach a design the Dept found acceptable
(Section 311 Notification sent by Dept on 01/24/20) and which met the Sponsors’ needs.
Three different sets of plans were submitted, reviewed, amended and substantial
reductions to all three floors were made and 3°6” side setbacks were incorporated into the
design. As set forth below and confirmed in emails from Staff, Sponsors fully complied
with every directive and request from RDAT and Planning Dept Staff and received
written confirmation that all requested changes to the design had been fully realized.

At the Project Review meeting in May 2018, Mr. Winslow made recommendations which

were fully incorporated into the design. The plans were submitted November 2018 and on
August 15, 2019, the sponsors received the RDAT notes on the plans from Senior City
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Joel Koppel, President June 16, 2020
San Francisco Planning Commission 762 Duncan Street

Planner Jeff Horn as representatives of the RDAT. (Attached as Exhibit 10). In his email
notes from the RDAT, Mr. Horn states action items as follows:

“Recommend pulling back the 3rd story portion to alien with pop outs of neichbors. st
Vi ) g

and 2nd story volumes may extend 15' out from this line. Setback at west may be filled in

on Ist/ 2nd floor if desired.”

The 3 foot side setback on the 1 & 2™ floor was filled in on the okay of the RDAT and
Mr. Horn....As set forth below, the Staff has now reversed itself just days before the
hearing with no explanation and is demanding FIVE FOOT SETBACK at the 2" and 3™
floors. This is unfair and outrageously far outside the “usual™ process,

After receiving the RDAT notes from Mr. Horn, the sponsors then met with Senior
Planner Horn and Senior Staff Architect Trent Greenan (both RDAT members) at the
Dept on August 30, 2019. The RDAT asked for some additional changes and reductions
which were made, and the final revisions were submitted on November 7. 2019.

Once again the revised plans were reviewed by RDAT members Senior Planner Horn and
Senior Staff Architect Trent Greenan and on November 20, 2019, the assigned planner
Jeff Horn wrote back to the Sponsors thanking them for, “revising the plans to address
the Dept’s comments™ and asked for two additional minor changes. (See, Exhibit 11). Mr.
Horn also included a drawing with his handwritten notes (2" page of Exhibit 11) so as to
avoid any misunderstanding as to what he was asking the sponsors to change. He asked
for a five-foot setback of the railing (just the railing) on the rear decks and noted that
request on the drawings. Astoundingly, Staff is now requesting that the ENTIRE
BUILDING be setback 5’ feet on the west side!

Following the final “minor” changes requested by the Staff, the Section 311 Notification
was authorized by the Dept and sent out by the Dept on January 24, 2020. The neighbors
filed for DR one month later on February 24, 2020.

Staff Reviewed the Project Again After DR was Filed and Recommended Approval

Because of the prior substantial reductions and the intensive review of the design of the
project by Staff, after the adjacent neighbors filed for Discretionary Review in February,
the Dept spent weeks again re-reviewing the DRs, and found them to be without merit.

In fact, David Winslow revisited the exact same objections he is raising now before he
wrote the first DR Analysis for the prior June 4 Commission hearing date. On March 3,
2020, in preparation for the first DR hearing date on June 4, Mr. Winslow wrote to the
project Architect James Stavoy as follows:

On Tuesday, March 3, 2020, 03:57:07 PM PST, Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfqov.org> wrote:

The following RDAT comments from 6.19 do not appear to have been adhered to:
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e “The extent of the addition in the rear would impact light and privacy to neighbors. Recommend
pulling back the 3rd story portion to align with popouts of neighbors. 1st and 2nd story volumes
may extend 15" out from this line. Setback at west may be filled in on 1st/ 2nd floor if desired. *

e “Entry steps and planters are built into the public right of way. Must be contained within the private
property.”

* 'The extent of glazing on the front fagade is excessive relative to nearby homes. Recommend
raising sill height of floor to ceiling window on bay and using a less transparent railing material
instead of the glass.

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 Project Architect James Stavoy immediately wrote back to Mr. Winslow the
following day and explained that all issues were resolved and all RDAT requests had
been fulfilled. Stavoy sent to him the emails from Horn and Greenan approving the
project on behalf of the RDAT and approvals dating from five months earlier.

From: James G Stavoy <jgstavoy@pacbell.net>

Date: Wed, Mar 4, 2020 at 11:16 AM

Subject: Fw: 762 Duncan DR

To: Winslow David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>, Amy Tsui
<bigroundbelly@gmail.com>, Barry Alexander <barry.alexander@gmail.com>

Hi David:

Per vour questions about our responsc to the RDAT tcam comments of 6.19.19 [ have
attached below items that addressed those questions in particular and responded in bold
to cach item mentioned. We had a project review mecting with Jeft Horn on 8.30.19 to
review those items after which additional revisions were made per his review with Trent
Gireenan of the RDAT team.

All of the rear yard popouts and setbacks were discussed at length and the current
submittal supported by planning staff per Jeft Horn's email of 11.20 19 also attached
below,

Let me know any questions on the attachments.

Thank vou,

Jim

Tames G Stavoy Architeet AIA

679 Sanchez St. San Francisco, CA 94114
G15-5353-8G96

www.StavoyArchitecture.com
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That was it! After March 4, 2020, Mr. Winslow completely dropped the dialogue and did
not question the approvals or further question Mr. Stavoy---at all. Mr. Winslow then went
on to write up the original recommendation to the Commission to approve the project as
proposed. Please also note that he also stated in his email from March 3, 2020(above),
that, ““Setback at west may be filled in on 1st/ 2nd floor if desired” This is the exact same area into
which he now wants to insert a new 5 foot setback...after directing the sponsors to fill in
the area!

For the June 4, 2020, Commission Hearing (less than two weeks ago!) Mr. Winslow had
re-questioned the project architect, was provided with the prior approval letters, and
marked up plans and then he personally fully recommended approval of the project to the
Planning Commission. Below is the Agenda Item from June 4 written by Mr. Winslow:

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)

Last Week Mr. Winslow Suddenly Changed His Mind (Again) Without Explanation

Shockingly, AFTER the June 4 hearing date passed and the items was continued (at the
request of Staff) and the matter was moved to the June 18 hearing date, Mr. Winslow
suddenly demanded new and substantial changes (these are not small tweaks) to the
design of the Project. Without explanation, the Dept is now suddenly requesting changes
that are directly at odds with the directives for the past 9-10 months as follows:

I. A5 side setback at 3™ floor on the West starting nor further than 5° from the rear

of the adjacent neighbors’ side property line wall (approximately column line 6):

Another 5 side setback at the 2™ floor on the West starting at approximately

column line 4, and:;

3. Sectting the front deck back 3° from the side property lines to reduce the need for a
solid fire-rated parapet wall.

o)

This last minute (Actually AFTER the Fact) request for new deep cuts are unfair, more
than a little bizarre, and arbitrary. Amy and Barry were given the “green light” for nearly
10 months... and relied to their detriment on the Dept’s written assurances the Project
met all requirements. These last-minute demands are also oddly FAR outside of the
“normal™ procedure and process of feedback to the architect and refinement of the design.
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Thesc changes will cost tens of thousands of dollars in revisions and will also require a
complete redesign of the master bedroom and second floor---climinating the only bath.

This is not the way the Dept review process is supposed to work. Mr. Winslow offers no
plausible or rational explanation for these very hurtful last second changes he is
demanding other than, “oops™ ... “I guess I missed it.”” So, that means he “missed it” in
August with the RDAT second review of the project, he “missed it” in November with
the RDAT final review, he “missed it” in January when the Sec. 311 Notification was
sent out, he “missed it” in February and March when the DR’s were filed and he
personally once again contacted the project architect to ask the same questions and check
the same approvals, he “missed it™ again just two weeks ago when he wrote up the
analysis for the June 4, 2020, Planning Commission hearing, and he “missed it™ right up
until last week when he suddenly brought up the exact same questions that have already
been reviewed and answered for the project on at least three occasions.

This is not right, and the Commission must not allow Amy and Barry to bear the brunt of
alleged errors and omissions by Mr. Winslow. The Project is code-compliant and as of
right. Prior to this hearing we asked for a written explanation or some type of rationale
for these recycled demands and we were met with complete silence by Mr. Winslow.

The New Demanded Changes Are Far Outside the Norm and the Code---A FIVE
Foot Setback is Unprecedented in an RH-1 Neighborhood With 25’ Foot Wide Lots

The unprecedented and extraordinary last second request for a new five (5°) foot side
property line setback on the top two floors is outrageous and not in any code section or
even the Resident Design Guidelines....Such large side setbacks are rare in an RH-1
neighborhood on lots that are only 25’ feet wide. Side setbacks (of any kind) are required
by the Code only in RH-1(D) zoning but then only on much wider lots. The Code states,
“Required for lots 28 feet and wider. Width of side setback depends on width of lot.™

In fact, the RH-1(D) lots do not require a 5’foot set back until the width of the lot reaches
50 feet! (see, Sec. 133(a)(5)). No side yard setbacks are required at all in RH-1 zoning. A
demand for a 5-foot setback just days before the hearing after many months of review
and revision is outrageous, unfair, and unprecedented.

This will create a design with side setbacks of 5 feet from the west side and 3 4 on the
cast side which equals 8 ' feet, 35% of the width of the entire lot. Unprecedented, not
requested or required anywhere in the Code or the RDG’s. The “usual” setback is 3° feet
and the project already provides 3 ' foot setbacks. This creates an impractical envelope.
This leaves a buildable arca only 16 ' feet wide and effectively limits the possibilities in
the layout. This is a last second demand to cut more than 150 square feet from the
approved design and cuts into the Master Bedroom and removes the only bathroom on
the main living floor in a manner that makes it extremely difficult to recover the design.
Attached hereto as Exhibit 12 are plan sheets showing the proposed cuts demanded at the
last second on this project.
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The Setbacks on the West Side Are Being Requested to Protect Illegal/Unpermitted
Decks Improperly Constructed to the Property Line Without Permits or Firewall

Finally, the focus of these new, huge setback requests seems to be to protect large side
decks on the building to the West which are completely unpermitted/illegal and are built
to the property line without a firewall. These are extraordinary steps requested to protect
unpermitted construction which should be removed as a violation of several codes.

The decks to the west were built without permits or a firewall although they are very
close to directly on the property line. Amy and Barry have not filed any complaints or
moved to have these removed (although now it appears, they should have) because that is
Jjust not who they are. Exhibit 13 is a series of photos of the illegal and extensive decking
built on the structure to the west for which Staff is now seeking 5 foot setbacks. Amy
and Barry have suffered with these decks for years. The building to the west is regularly
rented out under AirBnb and the deck is often filled with crowds of strangers smoking
and drinking into the late hours (see photos). These decks are directly on the property line
and the resulting invasion of privacy, smoke and noise has been a nuisance for years.

It is manifestly unfair for Staff to now, long after the design was reviewed and vetted
over and over, request massive cutbacks in the approved project at the last minute to
protect illegal decks.....Below are the only five (5) permits drawn on the property to the
west at 766 Duncan Street for the past three and 2 decades (since 1983). Ms. Fisher
purchased the building in 2008:

I

Apphcalion 1440280021

Number:

Form

Number: 8

Address(es): 65688 /007C/0 766 DUNCAN ST
Description: BUILD MEDIA ROOM AND BATHROOM IN GARAGE SPACE.
Cost: $90,000.00

Occupancy )

Code: R=d

:j“_':_':_““‘-‘ 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Comments
10/28/2014 TRIAGE
10/28/2014 FILING
10/28/12014 FILED
10/28/2014 APPROVED
10/28/2014 ISSUED
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7110/2015 COMPLETE 2619394 Final Inspection/Approved
2
Application Number: 200708079039

Form Number:

Address{es):

Description:

Cost:
Occupancy Code:

Building Use:

Disposition / Stage:
Action Date

i)

6588 /007C/0 766 DUNCAN ST

INSTALL EPA CERTIFIED WOOD STOVE PER MANUFACTURER'S REQUIREMENTS, AND
SF. BUILDING CODE. PROPER CLEARANCES TO COMBUSTIBLE WILL BE PROVIDED,
HEARTH AND FLOOR PROTECTION AND CLEARANCES WILL BE TO CODE. FLUE WILL
TERMINATE AT LEAST 2' ABOVE OBJECTS WITHIN 10' AND WILL BE PROPERLY
SUPPORTED (MALTA)

$5.000.00
R-3
27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

Comments _

8/7/2007 TRIAGE

B/7/2007 FILING

8/7/2007 FILED

8/28/2007 APPROVED

8/28/2007 ISSUED

8/31/2007 COMPLETE Final Inspection/Approved

3.
Application Number: 200708038639
Form Number: 8
Address(es): 6588 /007C/0 766 DUNCAN ST
Description: REROOFING
Cosl: $6.875.00
Occupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage:

. on Da ade - -

81312007 TRIAGE

8/3/2007 FILING

B/3/2007 FILED

B/3/2007 APPROVED
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8/3/2007 ISSUED

8/23/2007 COMPLETE Final Inspection/Approved
4.

Applicaton Number: 200608078715

Form Number:
Address(es):
Description

Cost

Occupancy Code:

Building Use:

Disposition / Stage:

8
6588 /007C/0 766 DUNCAN ST

REMOVE DRYROT UNDER DECK (THE LEDGER BOARD) REPLACE 1 SLIDING GLASS
DOOR & REPLACE (1) WINDOW ON THE SIDE OF THE HOUSE.

$3,500.00
R-3
27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

Action Date Stage Comments

B8/7/2006 TRIAGE

8/7/2006 FILING

BI7/2006 FILED

BI7/2006 APPROVED

BI7/2006 ISSUED

9/27/2006 COMPLETE Final Inspection/Approved

8
Application Number: 9907051
Form Number: 8
Address(es): 6588 /007C/0 766 DUNCAN ST

Description:
Cost:
Occupancy Code:

Building Use:

Disposition / Stage:

INSTALL NEW KITCHEN CABINETS, COUNTERTOP, SINK, HOOD & APPLNCS
$9.000.00

R-3

27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

d 0 pate ade ° g
4/13/1999 FILED
4/13/1999 APPROVED
4/13/1999 ISSUED
712311999 COMPLETE Final Inspection/Approved
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The DR Requestor’s ex-husband is Mike Fisher of the General Contracting firm Irwin
Fisher out of San Carlos....He did the work authorized by permit #1 and presumably he
built the unpermitted decks as well....Regardless of how the decks got there, the real
trouble is that Staff is requesting that the property at 762 Duncan provide ALL of the
setback at 5°! With zero setback on the illegal decks at 766 Duncan. I have never seen a
five-foot setback as a requirement from the Dept (three is usually max) outside of a larger
RH-1(D) zoning. Below is the Agent information from the permits.

Top of Form
Permit Number: 201410280021
Firm Name ! Agent Name
MF ARCHITEGT MICHAEL FROEHLICH ARCHITECT 10/28/2014
IRWIN FISHER INC MIKE FISHER CONTRACTOR 10/28/2014

Bottom of Form

CONCLUSION

Requiring deep LAST SECOND five-foot wide cuts in a legal and to be permitted “as of
right” project in order to protect illegal and unpermitted construction is simply not

right. It is unfair, arbitrary, and far outside of anything reasonable under the code or the
Dept’s processes. If you look beyond the immediate neighbors, the approved project
certainly fits the larger pattern of the neighborhood and is far smaller than recent
construction just two doors down. See attached hand marked photo (Exhibit 14). We are
asking you to reconsider these last second and extremely unfair requests and consider the
unpermitted property line decks staff is apparently trying to protect. Please deny the DR
and approve the project as proposed.

VERY TRULY YOQURS;

e Wu.

’

e T

[/

V
STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

ce: Jonas lonin, Commission Sccretary
Kathrin Moore, Vice President
Sue Diamond, Commissioner
Frank Fung, Commissioner
Theresa Imperial, Commissioner
Milicent Johnson, Commissioner
Declan Chan, Commissioner

9]
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---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>

Date: Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 2:57 PM

Subject: RE: 762 Duncan Street - 2018-015993ENV

To: James G Stavoy <jgstavoy@pacbell.net>, Amy Tsui <bigroundbelly@gmail.com>, Barry Alexander
<barry.alexander@gmail.com>

Hi Jim,
The RDAT’s main concern is related to the depth of the addition

» Entry steps and planters are built into the public right of way. Must be contained within
the private property.

» Show landscape and permeable surfaces requirements with calculations in plans.

e The extent of the addition in the rear would impact light and privacy to neighbors.
Recommend pulling back the 3rd story portion to align with pop outs of neighbors. 1st
and 2nd story volumes may extend 15' out from this line. :Setback at west may be filled
in on 1st/ 2nd floor if desired.

« Additionally, the width of the entry is overly wide relative to surroundings. Recommend
narrowing to approx. the width of door with side lite.

o Show location of utility panels.

e Show dimension of garage door.

o The extent of glazing on the front fagade is excessive relative to nearby
homes. Recommend raising sill height of floor to ceiling window on bay and using a less
transparent railing material instead of the glass.

e Show window details in plans.

Thanks,
Jeff Horn, Senior Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisca, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-6925 | Email: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org

www.sfplanning.org |San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>

Date: Wed, Nov 20, 2019 at 5:31 PM

Subject: RE: Tsui Alexander top floor resesses

To: James G Stavoy <jgstavoy@pacbell.net>, Amy Tsui <bigroundbelly@gmail.com>, Barry Alexander
<barry.alexander@gmail.com>

Hi James,

Thank you for the revised plans that address the Department’s comments. | have reviewed the revised
design with Trent Greenan, and overall the revised design is supported. There are two minor comments.
Below and on the attached marked-up plans.

+ Due to the prominence of the bay window, the addition opaque glass does meet the intent of
the Department’s comments to reduce the glazing proportions at the front facade.. Please raise
the bottom sill height of this window or propose an opaque, non-glass material.

e Atthe 2" and 3" floor decks at the rear of the building, please setback the side railings 5 feet
from the west property line. Within this 5 foot setback, please propose a fire-rated roof with a
minimum sized curb/parapet at the property line wall.

With the following issues addressed, the project would be ready for Section 311 neighborhood
notification:

Thank you,
Jeff Horn, Senior Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-6925 | Email: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org

www,sfplanning.org |San Francisco Property Information Map





@

R T

LS B ]

R L S T T






EXHIBIT 12





NV 1d 50012 ANOLS 15aid d35040ud  +

I|
v

— A fe———— -

! \ K Y FUOEED AT LN Bl CCs S0 S Ee | ]

. R . [ S—

G-V

.,
N
Y . - F & e L]
- / & ..\v [ O % L N/n 4.‘\4_‘ % .w.v - € E L Pl moBe INBa_ OO0 S0V The "- .“
[ \ o R . .. S o - e i e s - (R
i M g .
LRI gt B N\ R — — — e 205 a0
zd Za gy % SRS R N
e, Y i p— = T
etiet, e = e = 55 |
2% %7 ba | . | . | H
I g | || | | —— InEa N
R - : : ; 1 g
) e | s |
r wm = AEATRE TR h = .._ u - W
: =F y v
: is m: 2ovEve | i M s
g P S | : i [
- _“NJ g ! vemmgzea | | Teemgied | n .. - i mm -
T Lz - SNSRI 1. SR ) R A =T o v —
_!m z g s i £ m o .mm 3 T e
e clw | 4 o, i
o = o £ i <
v L] i
m.nNu i w ) amewws = L) i L 1§ >
3 = . 7 e Sy ] 4
|d | 11 Dl i e s .M F
g S R i :
o 3 . b . ! T
c..w » br] T -, I ||_ N i
L E | H
1 v El um FonEA W
) | L P i [ _
- 1

WEE * SYINY e OGNy
s D6 @r LE » SvEaY Jaaw DRIy - e %
iz DCECET « waNY CaYa NCHd TYLOL % "

NYId ®OOT2 LHOL1S ANODIS dIS0J0u4 <

TEAOWTS FONIAISTH FDIANYXITW/INGL || 15312 3802084
1
-—-(/h
E

n
Zy
MC
ad : N A AANRRRANNRNNNNNN 10048 s sxwascCs SO | i
G| = N \ \ , o
og w/ -3 L ﬁ< G L .o ;Hs < .wJ r £ T L LS OB N L OO SOV T _
o N N emmesewm b kmeea=
> . 3 ; : N SIS3'CT d3SLFE OTOT Hl v §
i R e
24 : 2 =
w L+ aw S "
— T — ——
N i} . :
. P D ale i
‘ | § 1KCJ(C _ 3
- o ] |
Tl Lt ] Srr _m
(A - _.m
= (L] Lot H
O =iy e e i E
$oTT . | e wm e e
Sy J 4 =) . = WLy ] 1 Cuva |9 %
m - n "w A.m
3 L N |
- 1
2 ca ’ ‘ W TR el i e— “m =
3 ) - T = . = i 1
-~ o amiNva 5 “ H H o
. ) — — SRR, SR RPN | .
=11 . o H ' =
J ¥ s ! !
A N T N N %
o /.
» -
- - - -
ot & oy o= AV c n//.. L <& ,W T £ z
N " G =]






9-v

) T

NYld HOOT3 ANO1G AniHL a3504054 b

CUORED T LN BEOC T | ]

Fodih e N BelO0E S0 Tha .

o
ity
P AL,
o g7 A%
& g
Y
5z g
T 2% KX
I Ia &
M
mx
Nv
“8
O
|

ALpmou

1S NY'ONNg
-

HPMALISE

R T}

&

13THLS NYONNG Z9L

TIAOWTH IONIAISTA HIANYXI /NG || GRIHL dE5080d

LELYE W2 'ODSIONYHL NYS

19

/.E\

1 e
¢
it
e =ar"] .m. a
Euva _ .
i3 Lo aEvisves
I o
i g
|12
i
" |
|
' R
' ~r
| S
| i
i
N2 OO d35020a48 &=
pr=——— -
TR0 mTas INBelOTd 6 Tna | ]
- IIIII 4
lllll ..
SRl RCEd IN B OO S T _

1S NN

= WAIIE

|
i
| &
i
F
|
£ =
_.A i a ea BT
wom3a 1 =L P L
Clva 1= -
[ Ly
" <
§
B
-

T SR s T ——






6-V

PP

e s

sEpa 24t
Rt
A
¢ g
i 8% 8¢
¢ It 83

SNOILDIS S506D
aasodoxd

LELPE W2 'ODSIDNYaL NYS
13341S NY2NNG TIL

T2dOKWTA IONIAISTA HFTANYXIV/INSL

1S NyONIE narns

S ERv. -

[IR

NOILD3S ONIATING TWNIANLIONO T d26040a4 L

e W P

Onva HvIm

sgns

AN

Do

i

T

i ol e o SRap ot e o e e S

— - —

TewEw s

i .l.wllll.ll.l.ll|.|..1|v?.|ﬁ#|||

- 4 — ==

I

-4 — = s

TS 20

i et — =

NOILDIS ONIQTING 26=IASNvall 35004 €

B s

BT e






EXHIBIT 13
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DECKS; AT 766 DUNCAN STRFET 70 THE WEST ARE BUILT TO THE PROPEFTY LINE WITHOUT
PERMITS OR A FIREWALL





THE DECKS TO THE WEST AT 766 LUNCAN STREET HAVE LONG BEEN A SOURCE OF DISCOMFORT:
FOR AMY & BARRY. THIER PRIVACY HAS BEEN INVADEL FOR YEARS.





-

THE OWMER OF 766 DUNCAN STREET TC THE WEST OF THE SUBJECT SITE HAS D)ECKS ON THE
PROPERTY LINE ANL A TCWERING STRUCTURE OF HIGH, UNPEFMITTED AND ILIEGAL FINCES





766 DUNCAN STREET TO THE WEST PROVIDES NO SETEACK ON THE ILLEGAL
AN UNFERMITTED DECKS. STAFF NCW WANTS A FIVE FOOT' SETBACK TC
PROTECT TEE ILLECAL/UNPERMITTED STRUCTURES.





766 DUNCAN STREET IS RECULFRLY RENTEL OUT ON AIRENB AND THERE IS A STEALYY PARADE OF OUT OF TOWN
VISITORS CN THE ILLEGAL DECKS HANGING CUT; SMOKING, DRINKING AND TALKING UNT.L LATE AT NIGHT. THIS
IS WHAT STAFF NOW DEMANDS TO PROTECT WITH A MASSIVE 5 FOOT SETBACK. THERE IS ZERO SETBACK ON THE

CTHER SIDE AT 766 DUNCAN STREET





STAFF IS DEMANDING IAST SECOND MASSIVE SETBACKS TO PROTECT ILLEGAL/UNPIRMITTED DECKS AND SHORT TERM RENTALS





EXHIBIT 14
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I am forced to file a Supplemental brief out of unfortunate necessity because up
until a few days ago, Sponsors and their Architect James Stavoy enjoyed the
full approval of the Dept for the proposed project and the recommendation for
June 4 (less than two weeks ago!) was Do Not Take Discretionary Review and
Approve Project as Proposed. A few days ago, completely out of the blue and
without explanation other than a claim, “I missed it”, Mr. Winslow announced
that the Dept was changing its mind and changing the recommendation (after 9-
10 months of approval) and now is demanding very substantial (5’-FIVE- foot
side setbacks on two floors!) and completely unreasonable changes to the
Project. Accordingly, Sponsors must now submit a new brief and argue against
these outrageous, last second alterations demanded by the Staff, reversing the
determination reached after more than a year of review and revision. The DR
Requestors have not filed anything new.

Thank you for you consideration and understanding.

Steve Williams

Law Office of Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.

San Francisco, CA 94115

Ph: (415) 292-3656

Fax: (415) 776-8047

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact sender and delete the material from any computer.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd.

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:40:43 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: Abiah Karthauser <abiahkarthauser@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 3:57 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, 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>;
deland.chan@sfgov.org

Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd.

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

| strongly support bringing a Whole Foods Market to 2675 Geary Blvd. | have been a San
Francisco resident for 43 years, | feel we need more access to the raw, natural, organic, and
healthy options found at Whole Foods. This project is convenient for me and my family as we
live on Manzanita Ave. and it would be a welcome addition to this shopping center and the
city as a whole. Please do not delay in approving thus project!


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:delandsf@gmail.com
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
x-apple-data-detectors://9/

Sincerely,

Abiah Karthauser



From: Joe Reiss

To: deland.chan@sfgov.org

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Damien Posey; marti brass; Matt Henri
Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:26:53 AM

Attachments: FGW Haight.png

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

Good morning Commissioner Chan,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary
and consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and
attached are details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t
hesitate to email us at FGWHaight(@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-
1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his
wife Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They
actually live around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue
Cyclery. Damien, an SF native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the
community, is our CEO and co-owner--a shining example of the city’s social equity program.
Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity activist. He is helping us through the very
complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan
Park Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It
used to be the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our
team wants to activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial
corridor, attract more foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are
confident that making this a cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety
on the block and reduce illegal drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to
consume cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any
Section 8 or federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have
a place to consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are
disproportionately impacted by police enforcement against public consumption. In
Washington D.C., which legalized cannabis but has not created enough consumption
sites, African Americans are 11 times more likely to be arrested for public cannabis
consumption than white people. Consumption spaces are a social equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight
and Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We
are proud to have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—
including all of the tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the
Kezar Pub directly next door to us. We hope to earn your support as well.


mailto:fgwhaight@gmail.com
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:damien.posey@yahoo.com
mailto:brass@freegoldwatch.com
mailto:matt@freegoldwatch.com
mailto:FGWHaight@gmail.com

FROM OUR HOUSE,WITHLOVE

STANYAN PARK HOTEL, AVENUE CYCLERY,
KEZAR PUB— AND A CLOSED-OFF GARAGE

WE ARE MATTHEW HENRI &
MARTI BRASS

THE SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
WE HOPE TO CREATE BELOW OUR

The ground floor of our building is

We run our small screen currently just private storage, the only HOME

printing and arcade business, building on this stretch of Stanyan that

Free Gold Watch, at 1767 isn't open to the community.

Waller, and we live around the

corner at 764 Stanyan in a We want to make our old storage space part of the Stanyan small business
two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.

WE HOPE TO OPEN A SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.

In support of San Francisco’s
cannabis equity program to create
opportunity for those who've
too-often been left behind, Matthew
OWNERS and Marti have partnered with

MATTHEW HENRI & Damien Posey.
MARTI BRASS

e e
 Haight-Ashbury residents for over 20 years. CO-OWNER&CEO = g 0w ]

® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all
of us in the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We
think our dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely,
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: Joe Reiss

To: Johnson, Milicent (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Damien Posey; marti brass; Matt Henri
Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:23:20 AM

Attachments: FGW Haight.png

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

Good morning Commissioner Johnson,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary
and consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and
attached are details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t
hesitate to email us at FGWHaight@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-
1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his
wife Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They
actually live around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue
Cyclery. Damien, an SF native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the
community, is our CEO and co-owner--a shining example of the city’s social equity program.
Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity activist. He is helping us through the very
complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan
Park Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It
used to be the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our
team wants to activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial
corridor, attract more foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are
confident that making this a cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety
on the block and reduce illegal drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to consume
cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any Section 8 or
federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have a place to
consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are disproportionately impacted
by police enforcement against public consumption. In Washington D.C., which legalized
cannabis but has not created enough consumption sites, African Americans are 11 times
more likely to be arrested for public cannabis consumption than white people.
Consumption spaces are a social equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight
and Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We are
proud to have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—
including all of the tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the
Kezar Pub directly next door to us. We hope to earn your support as well.

These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all
of us in the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We


mailto:fgwhaight@gmail.com
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FROM OUR HOUSE,WITHLOVE

STANYAN PARK HOTEL, AVENUE CYCLERY,
KEZAR PUB— AND A CLOSED-OFF GARAGE

WE ARE MATTHEW HENRI &
MARTI BRASS

THE SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
WE HOPE TO CREATE BELOW OUR

The ground floor of our building is

We run our small screen currently just private storage, the only HOME

printing and arcade business, building on this stretch of Stanyan that

Free Gold Watch, at 1767 isn't open to the community.

Waller, and we live around the

corner at 764 Stanyan in a We want to make our old storage space part of the Stanyan small business
two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.

WE HOPE TO OPEN A SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.

In support of San Francisco’s
cannabis equity program to create
opportunity for those who've
too-often been left behind, Matthew
OWNERS and Marti have partnered with

MATTHEW HENRI & Damien Posey.
MARTI BRASS

e e
 Haight-Ashbury residents for over 20 years. CO-OWNER&CEO = g 0w ]

® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




think our dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely,
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: Joe Reiss

To: Imperial, Theresa (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Damien Posey; marti brass; Matt Henri
Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:23:18 AM

Attachments: FGW Haight.png

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

Good morning Commissioner Imperial,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary
and consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and
attached are details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t
hesitate to email us at FGWHaight@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-
1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his
wife Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They
actually live around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue
Cyclery. Damien, an SF native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the
community, is our CEO and co-owner--a shining example of the city’s social equity program.
Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity activist. He is helping us through the very
complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan
Park Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It
used to be the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our
team wants to activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial
corridor, attract more foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are
confident that making this a cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety
on the block and reduce illegal drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to consume
cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any Section 8 or
federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have a place to
consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are disproportionately impacted
by police enforcement against public consumption. In Washington D.C., which legalized
cannabis but has not created enough consumption sites, African Americans are 11 times
more likely to be arrested for public cannabis consumption than white people.
Consumption spaces are a social equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight
and Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We are
proud to have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—
including all of the tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the
Kezar Pub directly next door to us. We hope to earn your support as well.

These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all
of us in the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We


mailto:fgwhaight@gmail.com
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:damien.posey@yahoo.com
mailto:brass@freegoldwatch.com
mailto:matt@freegoldwatch.com
mailto:FGWHaight@gmail.com

FROM OUR HOUSE,WITHLOVE

STANYAN PARK HOTEL, AVENUE CYCLERY,
KEZAR PUB— AND A CLOSED-OFF GARAGE

WE ARE MATTHEW HENRI &
MARTI BRASS

THE SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
WE HOPE TO CREATE BELOW OUR

The ground floor of our building is

We run our small screen currently just private storage, the only HOME

printing and arcade business, building on this stretch of Stanyan that

Free Gold Watch, at 1767 isn't open to the community.

Waller, and we live around the

corner at 764 Stanyan in a We want to make our old storage space part of the Stanyan small business
two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.

WE HOPE TO OPEN A SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.

In support of San Francisco’s
cannabis equity program to create
opportunity for those who've
too-often been left behind, Matthew
OWNERS and Marti have partnered with

MATTHEW HENRI & Damien Posey.
MARTI BRASS

e e
 Haight-Ashbury residents for over 20 years. CO-OWNER&CEO = g 0w ]

® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




think our dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely,
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: Joe Reiss

To: Fung, Frank (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Damien Posey; marti brass; Matt Henri
Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:23:17 AM
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Good morning Commissioner Fung,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary
and consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and
attached are details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t
hesitate to email us at FGWHaight@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-
1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his
wife Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They
actually live around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue
Cyclery. Damien, an SF native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the
community, is our CEO and co-owner--a shining example of the city’s social equity program.
Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity activist. He is helping us through the very
complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan
Park Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It
used to be the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our
team wants to activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial
corridor, attract more foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are
confident that making this a cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety
on the block and reduce illegal drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to consume
cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any Section 8 or
federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have a place to
consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are disproportionately impacted
by police enforcement against public consumption. In Washington D.C., which legalized
cannabis but has not created enough consumption sites, African Americans are 11 times
more likely to be arrested for public cannabis consumption than white people.
Consumption spaces are a social equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight
and Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We are
proud to have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—
including all of the tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the
Kezar Pub directly next door to us. We hope to earn your support as well.

These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all
of us in the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We
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The ground floor of our building is

We run our small screen currently just private storage, the only HOME

printing and arcade business, building on this stretch of Stanyan that

Free Gold Watch, at 1767 isn't open to the community.

Waller, and we live around the

corner at 764 Stanyan in a We want to make our old storage space part of the Stanyan small business
two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.

WE HOPE TO OPEN A SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.

In support of San Francisco’s
cannabis equity program to create
opportunity for those who've
too-often been left behind, Matthew
OWNERS and Marti have partnered with
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® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




think our dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely,
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: Joe Reiss

To: Diamond, Susan (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Damien Posey; marti brass; Matt Henri
Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:23:17 AM
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Good morning Commissioner Diamond,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary
and consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and
attached are details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t
hesitate to email us at FGWHaight@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-
1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his
wife Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They
actually live around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue
Cyclery. Damien, an SF native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the
community, is our CEO and co-owner--a shining example of the city’s social equity program.
Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity activist. He is helping us through the very
complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan
Park Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It
used to be the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our
team wants to activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial
corridor, attract more foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are
confident that making this a cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety
on the block and reduce illegal drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to consume
cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any Section 8 or
federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have a place to
consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are disproportionately impacted
by police enforcement against public consumption. In Washington D.C., which legalized
cannabis but has not created enough consumption sites, African Americans are 11 times
more likely to be arrested for public cannabis consumption than white people.
Consumption spaces are a social equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight
and Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We are
proud to have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—
including all of the tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the
Kezar Pub directly next door to us. We hope to earn your support as well.

These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all
of us in the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We
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The ground floor of our building is

We run our small screen currently just private storage, the only HOME

printing and arcade business, building on this stretch of Stanyan that

Free Gold Watch, at 1767 isn't open to the community.

Waller, and we live around the

corner at 764 Stanyan in a We want to make our old storage space part of the Stanyan small business
two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.

WE HOPE TO OPEN A SMALL CANNABIS DISPENSARY
FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.

In support of San Francisco’s
cannabis equity program to create
opportunity for those who've
too-often been left behind, Matthew
OWNERS and Marti have partnered with
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® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




think our dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely,
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: Joe Reiss

To: Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Damien Posey; marti brass; Matt Henri
Subject: Item 16 tomorrow: cannabis dispensary at 764 Stanyan

Date: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 8:23:17 AM
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Good morning Commissioner Moore,

We are writing about item 16 on your agenda tomorrow, a CU for a cannabis dispensary
and consumption space in the existing storage space at 764 Stanyan St. Below and
attached are details about our team and our project. If you have any questions, please don’t
hesitate to email us at FGWHaight@gmail.com or call our outreach liaison Joe at 415-481-
1263.

Our team is Matt Henri, Marti Brass, Damien Posey, and our advisor Joe Reiss. Matt and his
wife Marti have owned and operated the Free Gold Watch on Waller for ten years. They
actually live around the corner on Stanyan in the building between Kezar Pub and Avenue
Cyclery. Damien, an SF native and well-known activist and mentor for youth in the
community, is our CEO and co-owner--a shining example of the city’s social equity program.
Joe is an advisor, SF native, and Social Equity activist. He is helping us through the very
complex application and outreach process.

Of all the ground-floor spaces on this stretch of Stanyan, from Lavation down to the Stanyan
Park Hotel, Matt and Marti’s building is the only one that does not have an active retail use. It
used to be the garage for the two units above, but recently they’ve just used it as storage. Our
team wants to activate this unused space, connect and strengthen the Stanyan commercial
corridor, attract more foot traffic, and open another locally-owned small business. We are
confident that making this a cannabis retail space with a consumption area will improve safety
on the block and reduce illegal drug sales and use in the Park and by Alvord Lake.

Providing a safe, regulated consumption area is especially important. It is not legal to consume
cannabis in the Park, on the sidewalk, in a car, on Muni, in a bar, in a hotel, in any Section 8 or
federally-funded housing, or in most apartments. That means tourists don’t have a place to
consume the cannabis they buy. And it means people of color are disproportionately impacted
by police enforcement against public consumption. In Washington D.C., which legalized
cannabis but has not created enough consumption sites, African Americans are 11 times
more likely to be arrested for public cannabis consumption than white people.
Consumption spaces are a social equity issue.

We’ve done extensive neighborhood outreach, reaching out to every merchant in the Haight
and Cole Valley and meeting with every neighborhood and merchant group in the area. We are
proud to have dozens of supporters—all of whom support our consumption area too—
including all of the tenants in our building, Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, and the
Kezar Pub directly next door to us. We hope to earn your support as well.

These are tough times for local businesses. Free Gold Watch is closed now, and we know all
of us in the Haight will need to work together to bounce back from the COVID impacts. We
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two-unit building that we own. corridor. We want to provide medicine and service to our neighborhood.
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FROM OUR HOUSE, WITH LOVE.
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OWNERS and Marti have partnered with
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® Raising our two kids in the neighborhood,

who are both SFUSD students.

e Started Free Gold Watch in a garage on
Page St. in 2006.

® We work with many businesses in the
neighborhood and are friends with many

more.
¢ Host competitive pinball and neighbors of
all ages in our Free Gold Watch arcade.

DAMIEN POSEY

e Damien is an SF native and award-winning Bay Area mentor
affectionately known as Uncle Damien in the community.

® Born at SF General Hospital to a 16-year-old mother, he spent time in
the neighborhood as a kid and was even briefly homeless on Haight as
a teen.

® A natural protector, he started a security company at 18.

® For the past 10 years, Damien has dedicated himself to advocating
nonviolence and helping youth in the community.

WE WOULD LOVE TO HEAR YOUR THOUGHTS, QUESTIONS, OR CONCERNS.

PLEASE REACH OUT ANYTIME AT




think our dispensary can definitely help.

Please reach out with any questions. We look forward to seeing you, albeit remotely,
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Matt, Marti, Damien, & Joe



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES BALLOT MEASURE TO FUND TEACHER
SALARIES

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:27:11 PM

Attachments: 06.16.20 Education Funding Ballot Measure.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 at 1:05 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES BALLOT
MEASURE TO FUND TEACHER SALARIES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 16, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.or

%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES BALLOT MEASURE
TO FUND TEACHER SALARIES

Ballot measure will replace existing parcel tax passed in 2018 that is trapped in litigation

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a ballot measure for the
November 2020 election to fund teacher salaries. The measure will generate approximately
$50 million in funding for teachers who work in the San Francisco Unified School District
(SFUSD). It will replace an existing parcel tax that is trapped in litigation, which has
prevented funding for increased salaries from being distributed.

The passage of this parcel tax would significantly solve for anticipated budget shortfalls in
future years. If the funding from this measure were available today, it would have helped close
SFUSD’s budget gap for Fiscal Year 2021-22 by between 27% to 57% depending on the final
outcome of the state budget. This measure would provide critical funding to keep San
Francisco teachers paid, providing stability for educators and our students during these
unprecedented times. Deeper budget cuts that would occur without this parcel tax would have
a devastating impact on student learning and outcomes.

“Everyone is struggling right now under the weight of the COVID-19 pandemic, including our
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*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES BALLOT MEASURE
TO FUND TEACHER SALARIES

Ballot measure will replace existing parcel tax passed in 2018 that is trapped in litigation

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a ballot measure for the
November 2020 election to fund teacher salaries. The measure will generate approximately $50
million in funding for teachers who work in the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD).
It will replace an existing parcel tax that is trapped in litigation, which has prevented funding for
increased salaries from being distributed.

The passage of this parcel tax would significantly solve for anticipated budget shortfalls in future
years. If the funding from this measure were available today, it would have helped close
SFUSD’s budget gap for Fiscal Year 2021-22 by between 27% to 57% depending on the final
outcome of the state budget. This measure would provide critical funding to keep San Francisco
teachers paid, providing stability for educators and our students during these unprecedented
times. Deeper budget cuts that would occur without this parcel tax would have a devastating
impact on student learning and outcomes.

“Everyone is struggling right now under the weight of the COVID-19 pandemic, including our
schools, our students, and our teachers,” said Mayor Breed. “We are currently collecting a tax to
support our educators that we can’t spend because of a lawsuit, so it’s time we step up and
remove that risk by taking this parcel tax back to the ballot. This is an essential step to help our
schools avoid devastating budget cuts and make sure all of our students get the quality education
that they deserve.”

In June 2018, voters passed Proposition G with 61% of the vote. Though the measure passed
with a simple majority, a lawsuit was filed contending that the measure needed a two-thirds vote
to pass. Although the taxes are being collected, the disbursement of funds has been placed on
hold by the Controller until that litigation is resolved. The new ballot measure introduced by
Mayor Breed today will replace the existing $320 parcel tax with a $288 parcel tax if it passes
with a two-thirds vote. The proceeds from the new proposed parcel tax will mirror those of the
existing parcel tax.

“Now more than ever we need to honor our public schools and support our educators any way
we can,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safai. “The recent pandemic has proven how essential our
educators are, and what better way than to commit to providing critical funds when our education
system is facing a dire economic crisis. This has to be one of San Francisco’s top priorities this
fall and I am committed 100% to passing this measure.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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“This proposal would reduce taxes for homeowners while allowing the school district and our
employees to plan with more certainty,” said SFUSD Board of Education President Mark
Sanchez. “This thoughtful and balanced proposal will help San Francisco’s taxpayers, educators,
students and families.”

“Creating a stable funding source to maintain salaries for our hard working teachers and staff is
critical, especially as they, like so many others, are facing economic anxiety,” said SFUSD
Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews. “This measure will also be critical in allowing the district
to weather the budgetary crisis that has deepened as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic.”

“The Executive Board of United Educators of San Francisco has voted unanimously in favor of
placing the Fair Wages for Educators Act initiative on the November 3, 2020 ballot,” said Susan
Solomon, President, United Educators of San Francisco (UESF). “Though Proposition G, the
Living Wage for Educators Act, was passed by a wide margin of San Francisco voters in 2018,
the as-yet unresolved court challenge to Prop G by anti-fair taxation forces has left our students
and their educators with an uncertain and unstable future. Instead of expecting our students to
wait for the final legal outcome—in the time of a pandemic, when our kids need more support
than ever before—UESF supports an initiative that will not only bring much-needed revenue into
our schools, but will do so while decreasing property owners’ taxes. UESF thanks Mayor
London N. Breed and is proud to be part of this effort to provide support for the schools all of
our students deserve.”

The COVID-19 pandemic has greatly intensified fiscal challenges due to economic shutdown
resulting in decreased local and state education revenue. The Governor’s budget has identified a
$54 billion state budget shortfall. Under the current proposed May Revised Budget, it is
projected that the San Francisco Unified School District will face a $148 million deficit in Fiscal
Year 2021-22, which is a 16% reduction from the current budget.

The State Legislature proposes that if no federal stimulus funds are provided, cash payments to
school districts statewide would be deferred in order to maintain budgets for school districts for
FY 2020-21. Even with the State Legislature’s proposal, SFUSD will need to identify further
reductions and budget solutions in order to meet a balanced budget.
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schools, our students, and our teachers,” said Mayor Breed. “We are currently collecting a tax
to support our educators that we can’t spend because of a lawsuit, so it’s time we step up and
remove that risk by taking this parcel tax back to the ballot. This is an essential step to help
our schools avoid devastating budget cuts and make sure all of our students get the quality
education that they deserve.”

In June 2018, voters passed Proposition G with 61% of the vote. Though the measure passed
with a simple majority, a lawsuit was filed contending that the measure needed a two-thirds
vote to pass. Although the taxes are being collected, the disbursement of funds has been
placed on hold by the Controller until that litigation is resolved. The new ballot measure
introduced by Mayor Breed today will replace the existing $320 parcel tax with a $288 parcel
tax if it passes with a two-thirds vote. The proceeds from the new proposed parcel tax will
mirror those of the existing parcel tax.

“Now more than ever we need to honor our public schools and support our educators any way
we can,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safai. “The recent pandemic has proven how essential our
educators are, and what better way than to commit to providing critical funds when our
education system is facing a dire economic crisis. This has to be one of San Francisco’s top
priorities this fall and I am committed 100% to passing this measure.”

“This proposal would reduce taxes for homeowners while allowing the school district and our
employees to plan with more certainty,” said SFUSD Board of Education President Mark
Sanchez. “This thoughtful and balanced proposal will help San Francisco’s taxpayers,
educators, students and families.”

“Creating a stable funding source to maintain salaries for our hard working teachers and staff
is critical, especially as they, like so many others, are facing economic anxiety,” said SFUSD
Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews. “This measure will also be critical in allowing the
district to weather the budgetary crisis that has deepened as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic.”

“The Executive Board of United Educators of San Francisco has voted unanimously in favor
of placing the Fair Wages for Educators Act initiative on the November 3, 2020 ballot,” said
Susan Solomon, President, United Educators of San Francisco (UESF). “Though Proposition
G, the Living Wage for Educators Act, was passed by a wide margin of San Francisco voters
in 2018, the as-yet unresolved court challenge to Prop G by anti-fair taxation forces has left
our students and their educators with an uncertain and unstable future. Instead of expecting
our students to wait for the final legal outcome—in the time of a pandemic, when our kids
need more support than ever before—UESF supports an initiative that will not only bring
much-needed revenue into our schools, but will do so while decreasing property owners’
taxes. UESF thanks Mayor London N. Breed and is proud to be part of this effort to provide
support for the schools all of our students deserve.”

The COVID-19 pandemic has greatly intensified fiscal challenges due to economic shutdown
resulting in decreased local and state education revenue. The Governor’s budget has identified
a $54 billion state budget shortfall. Under the current proposed May Revised Budget, it is
projected that the San Francisco Unified School District will face a $148 million deficit in
Fiscal Year 2021-22, which is a 16% reduction from the current budget.

The State Legislature proposes that if no federal stimulus funds are provided, cash payments



to school districts statewide would be deferred in order to maintain budgets for school districts
for FY 2020-21. Even with the State Legislature’s proposal, SFUSD will need to identify
further reductions and budget solutions in order to meet a balanced budget.

HiHt



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: 526 Lombard questions & answers

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:25:57 PM

FYI

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 at 3:23 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: 526 Lombard questions & answers

Jonas,

Commissioner Diamond had requested the following information. Could you please forward to the
commissioners?

Thanks.

Q1: How is Unit #1 accessed on the Fielding St. building? The sidewalk entrance goes into unit #2
but there is no clear access to unit #1.
Al:

e The Entry to Unit #1 is located off the rear yard and is accessed through an existing exterior
breezeway from Lombard Street (as is the newly created unit at the ground floor of the
existing building fronting Lombard Street). An exterior exit door is located fronting Fielding (at
the lower level of Fielding). In the Pre-App with DBI & Fire it was determined that access
through the breezeway would be permitted by bringing the fire rating of the existing
breezeway up to a one-hour fire rated assembly (walls and “ceiling”) and that an exit directly
to the public way (Fielding Street) would also be required. Please refer to the attached Sheet
A0.72 from the DR Hearing Set. Happy to pass along the Pre-App notes from DBI if needed.

Q2: Please provide a detailed list of the work to be performed at the Lombard Street building.
A2:

e Rear building mass to be removed is: 7’(d) x 13’(w); ie. rear wall of building is being pulled
back 7;

e Rear non-code compliant exterior egress stair to be removed: 12'(d) x 6’(w);

e New code compliant exterior egress stair to be constructed: 16’(d) x 7.5’ (w), which will be
located at the new rear wall, and projects into the required rear yard 3’ less than the existing
non-conforming stairs; and
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¢ New dwelling unit to be constructed at rear of ground floor (behind garage).
e Note that the work on the Lombard Street buildng is under a separate permit and not subject
to the DR.

Q3: Confirm total number of dwelling units at the property.
A3:
e Existing: 3 existing units at the Lombard Street building
e Proposed: 6 total units at Property
o 2 new units at Fielding Street;
o 1 new unit at Lombard St. buiding
o =6 total (maxing out the density for the property)

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 lic is encouraged t rticipate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES BALLOT MEASURE TO SUPPORT SAN
FRANCISCO SMALL BUSINESSES

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:22:44 PM

Attachments: 06.16.20 Save Our Small Businesses Ballot Measure.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 at 4:01 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES BALLOT
MEASURE TO SUPPORT SAN FRANCISCO SMALL BUSINESSES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 16, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.or

%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES BALLOT MEASURE
TO SUPPORT SAN FRANCISCO SMALL BUSINESSES

In wake of economic devastation of COVID-19, ballot measure will eliminate bureaucracy
and make it easier for small businesses to open and operate throughout San Francisco

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today introduced a ballot measure to
streamline the process for new small businesses to open and make it easier for existing small
businesses to operate and adapt. The Save Our Small Businesses initiative introduced by
Mayor Breed has two main priorities: eliminate bureaucracy in the permitting and inspection
process, and modernize zoning along neighborhood commercial corridors.

This measure is a continuation of Mayor Breed’s commitment to support small businesses
during the City’s response to COVID-19, and her previous efforts to streamline permitting to
make it easier for small businesses to open and operate in San Francisco.

“Many of our small businesses were already struggling before COVID-19, and now they are
barely hanging on,” said Mayor Breed. “We’re doing what we can with the resources we
currently have available, but we know it’s not enough and, all too often, our current system
makes it frustrating to own and operate a business in this city—or keeps people from wanting
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 16, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES BALLOT MEASURE
TO SUPPORT SAN FRANCISCO SMALL BUSINESSES

In wake of economic devastation of COVID-19, ballot measure will eliminate bureaucracy and
make it easier for small businesses to open and operate throughout San Francisco

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today introduced a ballot measure to streamline
the process for new small businesses to open and make it easier for existing small businesses to
operate and adapt. The Save Our Small Businesses initiative introduced by Mayor Breed has two
main priorities: eliminate bureaucracy in the permitting and inspection process, and modernize
zoning along neighborhood commercial corridors.

This measure is a continuation of Mayor Breed’s commitment to support small businesses during
the City’s response to COVID-19, and her previous efforts to streamline permitting to make it
easier for small businesses to open and operate in San Francisco.

“Many of our small businesses were already struggling before COVID-19, and now they are
barely hanging on,” said Mayor Breed. “We’re doing what we can with the resources we
currently have available, but we know it’s not enough and, all too often, our current system
makes it frustrating to own and operate a business in this city—or keeps people from wanting to
open a business in the first place. We have to do better for our small businesses if we want our
neighborhood corridors to not only survive, but thrive.”

By signing this measure directly onto the ballot, Mayor Breed intends to move it forward for the
November 2020 election.

Eliminate Bureaucracy and Streamline Permit Process

The Save Our Small Businesses measure will cut bureaucracy in the permitting and inspection
process, making it simpler, faster and less expensive for businesses to open, operate, and adapt.
Specifically, the ballot measure would require that permit applications for storefront uses that are
allowed by the current zoning be reviewed within 30 days, compared to what can sometimes be
months of review. This improvement is critical because new small businesses often have to pay
months of rent after securing a location before getting their permits from the City.

Currently, multiple City departments review permit applications sequentially. This measure
would streamline the application process by allowing parallel cross-department review of
applications. The measure also would eliminate lengthy notification requirements for permitted
uses in Neighborhood Commercial Districts and streamline the permit inspection process.

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



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org



LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Modernizing Zoning and Regulations

The Save Our Small Businesses measure will also modernize zoning along neighborhood
commercial corridors to allow businesses to open up more quickly and at lower costs. More
businesses will be eligible for streamlined approvals, including cafes, restaurants, community
serving facilities, social services, philanthropy, and arts activities. The measure will also support
businesses that want to change or diversify their products or services. Additionally, uses that are
permissible on the ground floor of buildings will now also be permissible on the second floor.

The Save Our Small Businesses measure would also allow non-profit organizations to rent or
purchase space in neighborhood commercial districts. Non-profit organizations have been
increasingly priced out of San Francisco and have had trouble securing spaces at a price they can
afford. By allowing these organizations to rent space in neighborhood districts, this measure
would help keep organizations in San Francisco while also filling vacant commercial storefronts.

Save Our Small Businesses will help restaurants and businesses adapt to a new normal with
COVID-19 and operate in compliance with social distancing and other health requirements.
Since restaurant capacity will be reduced and as more restaurants transition to providing outdoor
dining, the ballot measure would permit food service in Parklets and facilitate outdoor dining by
making it easier to for businesses to operate in the rear of their building.

“San Francisco small businesses don’t just enliven our neighborhoods, they also support
hundreds of thousands of workers and their families,” said Joaquin Torres, Director of the Office
of Economic and Workforce Development. “As we work together as a City to climb out of the
global recession, supporting small businesses to adapt and reopen is a major key to bringing
people back to work, rebuilding equity, and renewing our economy.”

“The COVID-19 pandemic has devastated our small businesses community,” said Rodney Fong,
President and CEO, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. “We need strong, decisive action to
help our merchant corridors and storefront businesses. This ballot measure is the perfect
combination of reforms, streamlining, and support to get our beloved neighborhood businesses
back on their feet.”

“Over and over | hear from businesses who have been trapped for months in planning
purgatory,” said Sharky Laguana, President, Small Business Commission, and CEO and Founder
of Bandago. “They spend money every day, but can’t open their store, or transform their
restaurant to do what needs to be done to stay alive - because the process itself has become the
obstacle. This measure tackles these problems head on. It’s about time we addressed the real
problems facing small business every day in San Francisco. | can’t support this measure
enough.”

“For years, the San Francisco small business community—particularly in arts and
entertainment—has been collapsing under the weight of red tape and unnecessary bureaucracy,”
said Ben Bleiman, President, San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and owner of the Tonic
Nightlife Group. “By removing onerous barriers, adding flexibility, and streamlining the
permitting process, this measure will help new businesses open faster and allow existing
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businesses to adapt their models to survive. It will make a huge impact on the vibrancy of our
beloved neighborhoods and offer a much needed lifeline to our arts and entertainment
industries.”

“The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Association believes this measure will offer
many opportunities for small neighborhood businesses to overcome the often difficult process of
doing business in San Francisco,” said Maryo Mogannam, President, San Francisco Council of
District Merchants Association.

“I’m glad to see the City moving forward concrete policy changes to fix outdated zoning rules
and streamline the permitting process in San Francisco,” said Laurie Thomas, Executive
Director, Golden Gate Restaurant Association. “Mayor Breed understands that we need to make
it easier and less expensive for restaurants and other small businesses to operate, especially in the
face of the economic challenges of COVID-19. Restaurants are looking for ways to stay afloat
and adapt to make their businesses safer for everyone, and the Save Our Small Businesses
measure will provide the much-needed regulatory changes to help businesses get through this
and come out even stronger than before.”

Today’s ballot measure builds upon Mayor Breed’s Small Business Streamlining legislation
from fall 2019. The legislation focused on streamlining the City’s often burdensome and
confusing small business permitting process by clarifying ambiguous provisions in City codes,
eliminating redundant requirements and removing outdated barriers so that local entrepreneurs
can provide residents and visitors with experiences and services that are reflective of each
neighborhood’s unique character. The Small Business Streamlining legislation was passed as
part of Mayor Breed’s Citywide Storefront Vacancy Strategy that also included nearly $1 million
dollar in program investments and implementation of administrative reforms to support small
businesses vibrancy and vitality.

Since the beginning of the global COVID-19 pandemic, the City has identified $15.5 million in
grants and loans to support small businesses. The San Francisco Resiliency Fund and

San Francisco Hardship Emergency Loan Program serve small businesses, sole proprietors, and
independent contractors with little to no access to traditional credit in underserved communities.
The programs are a result of public and private partnerships that leverage various resources,
including the generous donations to the Give2SF COVID-19 Response and Recovery Fund. The
City has also awarded nearly $800,000 in Neighborhood Small Business Mini Grants to 276
small independently owned businesses in underserved commercial corridors.

Mayor Breed’s additional initiatives to support small businesses during the COVID-19 pandemic
include:

- Deferring business registration fees with up to $49 million for 89,000 businesses and
further delaying the City’s collection of the unified license fee until September 30, 2020.
This will lead to $14 million in deferrals impacting 11,000 payees. In March, Mayor
Breed announced an initial three-month delay for the collection of the fee.
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- Business tax deferrals for small businesses with up to $10 million in gross receipts.
Mayor Breed and Treasurer Cisneros notified small businesses that their first quarter
businesses taxes can be deferred until February 2021. No interest payments, fees, or fines
will accrue as a result of the deferral.

- $10 million Workers and Families First Paid Sick Leave Program, providing up to 40
hours of paid sick leave per employee;

- $2.5 million in support for working artists and arts and cultural organizations financially
impacted by COVID-19;

- Issuing a Moratorium on Commercial Evictions for small and medium sized businesses
that can’t afford to pay rent;

- Capping the commission on 3™ party food delivery companies;

- Advocating for additional resources for small business and workers through the federal
CARES Act;

- Launching a one-stop City website for businesses and workers seeking resources,
contacts, and updates during the COVID-19 emergency: www.oewd.org/covid19.

HiH
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to open a business in the first place. We have to do better for our small businesses if we want
our neighborhood corridors to not only survive, but thrive.”

By signing this measure directly onto the ballot, Mayor Breed intends to move it forward for
the November 2020 election.

Eliminate Bureaucracy and Streamline Permit Process
The Save Our Small Businesses measure will cut bureaucracy in the permitting and inspection

process, making it simpler, faster and less expensive for businesses to open, operate, and
adapt. Specifically, the ballot measure would require that permit applications for storefront
uses that are allowed by the current zoning be reviewed within 30 days, compared to what can
sometimes be months of review. This improvement is critical because new small businesses
often have to pay months of rent after securing a location before getting their permits from the
City.

Currently, multiple City departments review permit applications sequentially. This measure
would streamline the application process by allowing parallel cross-department review of
applications. The measure also would eliminate lengthy notification requirements for
permitted uses in Neighborhood Commercial Districts and streamline the permit inspection
process.

Modernizing Zoning and Regulations
The Save Our Small Businesses measure will also modernize zoning along neighborhood

commercial corridors to allow businesses to open up more quickly and at lower costs. More
businesses will be eligible for streamlined approvals, including cafes, restaurants, community
serving facilities, social services, philanthropy, and arts activities. The measure will also
support businesses that want to change or diversify their products or services. Additionally,
uses that are permissible on the ground floor of buildings will now also be permissible on the
second floor.

The Save Our Small Businesses measure would also allow non-profit organizations to rent or
purchase space in neighborhood commercial districts. Non-profit organizations have been
increasingly priced out of San Francisco and have had trouble securing spaces at a price they
can afford. By allowing these organizations to rent space in neighborhood districts, this
measure would help keep organizations in San Francisco while also filling vacant commercial
storefronts.

Save Our Small Businesses will help restaurants and businesses adapt to a new normal with
COVID-19 and operate in compliance with social distancing and other health requirements.
Since restaurant capacity will be reduced and as more restaurants transition to providing
outdoor dining, the ballot measure would permit food service in Parklets and facilitate outdoor
dining by making it easier to for businesses to operate in the rear of their building.

“San Francisco small businesses don’t just enliven our neighborhoods, they also support
hundreds of thousands of workers and their families,” said Joaquin Torres, Director of the
Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “As we work together as a City to climb out
of the global recession, supporting small businesses to adapt and reopen is a major key to
bringing people back to work, rebuilding equity, and renewing our economy.”

“The COVID-19 pandemic has devastated our small businesses community,” said Rodney



Fong, President and CEO, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. “We need strong, decisive
action to help our merchant corridors and storefront businesses. This ballot measure is the
perfect combination of reforms, streamlining, and support to get our beloved neighborhood
businesses back on their feet.”

“Over and over I hear from businesses who have been trapped for months in planning
purgatory,” said Sharky Laguana, President, Small Business Commission, and CEO and
Founder of Bandago. “They spend money every day, but can’t open their store, or transform
their restaurant to do what needs to be done to stay alive - because the process itself has
become the obstacle. This measure tackles these problems head on. It’s about time we
addressed the real problems facing small business every day in San Francisco. I can’t support
this measure enough.”

“For years, the San Francisco small business community—particularly in arts and
entertainment—has been collapsing under the weight of red tape and unnecessary
bureaucracy,” said Ben Bleiman, President, San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and
owner of the Tonic Nightlife Group. “By removing onerous barriers, adding flexibility, and
streamlining the permitting process, this measure will help new businesses open faster and
allow existing businesses to adapt their models to survive. It will make a huge impact on the
vibrancy of our beloved neighborhoods and offer a much needed lifeline to our arts and
entertainment industries.”

“The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Association believes this measure will offer
many opportunities for small neighborhood businesses to overcome the often difficult process
of doing business in San Francisco,” said Maryo Mogannam, President, San Francisco Council
of District Merchants Association.

“I’m glad to see the City moving forward concrete policy changes to fix outdated zoning rules
and streamline the permitting process in San Francisco,” said Laurie Thomas, Executive
Director, Golden Gate Restaurant Association. “Mayor Breed understands that we need to
make it easier and less expensive for restaurants and other small businesses to operate,
especially in the face of the economic challenges of COVID-19. Restaurants are looking for
ways to stay afloat and adapt to make their businesses safer for everyone, and the Save Our
Small Businesses measure will provide the much-needed regulatory changes to help
businesses get through this and come out even stronger than before.”

Today’s ballot measure builds upon Mayor Breed’s Small Business Streamlining legislation
from fall 2019. The legislation focused on streamlining the City’s often burdensome and
confusing small business permitting process by clarifying ambiguous provisions in City codes,
eliminating redundant requirements and removing outdated barriers so that local entrepreneurs
can provide residents and visitors with experiences and services that are reflective of each
neighborhood’s unique character. The Small Business Streamlining legislation was passed as
part of Mayor Breed’s Citywide Storefront Vacancy Strategy that also included nearly $1
million dollar in program investments and implementation of administrative reforms to
support small businesses vibrancy and vitality.

Since the beginning of the global COVID-19 pandemic, the City has identified $15.5 million
in grants and loans to support small businesses. The San Francisco Resiliency Fund and

San Francisco Hardship Emergency Loan Program serve small businesses, sole proprietors,
and independent contractors with little to no access to traditional credit in underserved



communities. The programs are a result of public and private partnerships that leverage
various resources, including the generous donations to the Give2SF COVID-19 Response and
Recovery Fund. The City has also awarded nearly $800,000 in Neighborhood Small Business
Mini Grants to 276 small independently owned businesses in underserved commercial
corridors.

Mayor Breed’s additional initiatives to support small businesses during the COVID-19
pandemic include:

e Deferring business registration fees with up to $49 million for 89,000 businesses and
further delaying the City’s collection of the unified license fee until September 30,
2020. This will lead to $14 million in deferrals impacting 11,000 payees. In March,
Mayor Breed announced an initial three-month delay for the collection of the fee.

» Business tax deferrals for small businesses with up to $10 million in gross receipts.
Mayor Breed and Treasurer Cisneros notified small businesses that their first quarter
businesses taxes can be deferred until February 2021. No interest payments, fees, or
fines will accrue as a result of the deferral.

e $10 million Workers and Families First Paid Sick Leave Program, providing up to 40
hours of paid sick leave per employee;

e $2.5 million in support for working artists and arts and cultural organizations financially
impacted by COVID-19;

e Issuing a Moratorium on Commercial Evictions for small and medium sized businesses
that can’t afford to pay rent;

e Capping the commission on 3rd party food delivery companies;

¢ Advocating for additional resources for small business and workers through the federal
CARES Act;

o Launching a one-stop City website for businesses and workers seeking resources,
contacts, and updates during the COVID-19 emergency: www.oewd.org/covid19.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:57:03 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: Charlotte Milan <charlotte@cmilancomm.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:00 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, 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>;
deland.chan@sfgov.org

Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, I strongly support Whole Foods going in to 2675
Geary Street. I’'m born and raised San Franciscan and have lived in Presidio Heights for the
better part of the last 25 years.

The location is central, easy to get to and has ample parking. (The California and Franklin
street’s location has such terrible parking, I haven’t been in years). Whole Foods would
provide the surrounding neighborhoods with access to healthy food, and it would be great to
have a nearby grocery store that has lower cost organic items (Bryan’s and Cal-Mart are very
expensive).

Please do not delay in approving thus project!

Thank you,
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Charlotte Milan
318 Maple Street
San Francisco, CA 94118



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support - UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:55:47 PM

Attachments: UCSF Parnassus BAC Support.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Alysia Vigil <avigil@bayareacouncil.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 12:28 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>

Cc: Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Smeallie, Kyle (BOS) <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>; Xiomara
Cisneros <xcisneros@bayareacouncil.org>; Matt Regan <mregan@bayareacouncil.org>

Subject: Support - UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan

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

Dear Planning Commissioners, Supervisor Yee, and Supervisor Preston,

On behalf of the Bay Area Council, please find attached a letter of support for the UCSF
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan.

Please let us know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Alysia Vigil | Housing Policy Intern | BAYAREA COUNCIL

th
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June 3, 2020
SENT VIA EMAIL

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA, 94103

RE: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan
Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners,

California is experiencing an unprecedented housing shortage that, without significant
intervention, will devastate our cities and communities. The California Department of Housing
and Community Development estimates that the state needs to build 180,000 new units of
housing annually by 2025 to meet projected population growth - over 100,000 more units than
our current pace. According to Next 10’s Missing the Mark: Examining the Shortcomings of
California's Housing Goals, San Francisco is far behind in most of their RHNA (Regional
Housing Needs Allocation) targets. In fact, the report estimates the County will not meet its
very low income target until 2030, low income until 2025, and moderate income levels until
2045. This shortage is degrading the quality of life for all of San Francisco, pushing out long-
time residents and future generations alike.

The UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan includes a densification and expansion of
housing opportunities on campus, more than quadrupling the number of units that currently
exists. This plan will create new on-campus housing opportunities for students, trainees,
faculty, and staff. As you are aware, there is a significant need for additional housing in San
Francisco, especially for students and the workforce. For this and the following reasons, the
Bay Area Council strongly supports this proposed project:

e New On-Campus Housing for Students and Trainees — This project will increase the
amount of housing on site by over 4x and provide housing for students, medical
trainees, faculty and workforce housing. The on-campus housing opportunities will allow
residents to walk to their daily activities on campus. This project demonstrates that
locating housing near jobs can alleviate traffic with new housing, rather than exacerbate
it. The housing densification project is a priority and will occur in first 10 years of the
project as part of the Initial Phase.
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e Transit Accessibility & Alternative Transportation — Over half of those arriving to
UCSF Parnassus arrive by transit or bicycle. The campus is directly connected to the
SFEMTA transit system via the N Judah light rail line which runs by the Irving Street
entrance. Improvements to the Irving Street entrance will further encourage use of
public transit, improve the arrival experience, and create a welcoming campus to
visitors, patients and the public. The plan includes a mobility component to promote and
support alternative transportation strategies and provide pedestrian safety
improvements.

e Robust Community Engagement and Community Benefits — Community
engagement efforts for this project have been ongoing since the fall of 2018. The
process began with a community working group in which the neighborhood was
engaged in a re-envisioning process to inform the plan. Over 1,000 survey responses
with community member concerns and feedback were considered. The ongoing effort
has included focused discussions on the public realm, connectivity to nature, mobility,
and housing. A wide range of community benefits have been incorporated into the plan
in order to offset impacts to the existing community, including a new network of public
open spaces, improved streetscapes, and publicly-accessible connections between
Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro.

e New Hospital at Parnassus — A new hospital will increase patient capacity to keep
pace with demand and provide additional space for research, academic, support, and
clinical uses. The new hospital will address issues with overcrowding, seismic
compliance, and functional obsolescence that the aging Moffit Hospital currently faces.

The UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan improves upon the existing condition of
the campus by drastically increasing the amount of housing on-site, expanding medical and
research capacity with new state-of-the-art facilities, and improving the public realm for the
community. On behalf of the Bay Area Council, we urge you to support this project.

Sincerely,

Myt~

Matt Regan
Senior Vice President
Bay Area Council
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2020-001158CUA Public Comment Concern
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:55:13 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: Jackson Yu <jacksonyu24@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 12:04 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 2020-001158CUA Public Comment Concern

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

All,
In regards to:

Project Information

Project Address: 899 Columbus Ave
Cross Street(s): Lombard Street

Block /Lot No.: 0074/055

Zoning District(s): North Beach NCD/40-S
Area Plan:

Record Number: 2020-001158CUA

I'm writing to voice my concerns on the proposed Cannabis Retail shop on the first floor of the
subject property. | support publicly accessible Cannabis retail shops in the city but only when the
vicinity is safe to do so. The cross street, Lombard and Columbus, of the proposed business contains
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a public library, child care center, and a major Muni bus line. Across the street, a busy and heavily
used public library, pool, and playground is open to the public - often visited by families with young
children. Right outside the door of the proposed Cannabis shop is a busy Muni bus stop which is
frequented by people of all ages.

Use of Cannabis is always a possibility outside or near the vicinity of the proposed shop - whether or
not it's legal to do so, the risk is always there. My concern with this is there are always kids around
this block which may be exposed to this. Due to this, | disagree with the location of the Cannabis
shop as it will degrade the family-friendly atmosphere of the surrounding block.

Sincerely,
Jackson Yu



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SFDPH-LOP Site #12076 Investigation/Remediation (2020-002484ENV)
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:54:53 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: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 11:29 AM
Subject: SFDPH-LOP Site #12076 Investigation/Remediation (2020-002484ENV)

To all interested parties,

Please see the following link to access the CEQA clearance document that was published today.
h ://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/SharedLink X?

accesskey=0301ada756c4ac3eb71dd61a83b7e51ae7f7bab4c99¢c336623f53ec6771e445b&VaultGUID=A4A7DACD-
BODC-4322-BD29-F6F07103C6EQ

Sincerely,

Jeanie Poling, Senior Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9072 | 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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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: June 18 Agenda item 122014.1441.GPR Golden State Warriors’ proposed hotel mixed-use project at Blocks
29-32 in Mission Bay

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:54:30 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: John deCastro <2jbdecastro@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16,2020 11:28 AM

To: OCII, CommissionSecretary (CII) <commissionsecretary.ocii@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>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: June 18 Agenda item 122014.1441.GPR Golden State Warriors’ proposed hotel mixed-use project at
Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay

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

John B deCastro

243 Missouri St.

San Francisco CA 94107
June 16, 2020

Joel Koppel, President
San Francisco Planning Commission

Sent via email

Re: June 18 Agenda item 122014.1441.GPR Golden State Warriors’ proposed hotel mixed-use project at Blocks
29-32 in Mission Bay
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Dear Mr. Koppel:

I am writing to express my support for the Golden State Warriors’ proposed hotel mixed-use project at Blocks 29-32
in Mission Bay.

As a 41 year resident of Potrero Hill, I believe this project and its proposed uses are much needed in our community,
where hotels and hospitality amenities are currently lacking.

This proposed project will also complement the existing activities at Chase Center, and help to create additional
public activation and retail opportunities that will benefit our neighborhood.

Since the opening of Chase Center in September, I have been impressed with the ongoing operations and the
Warriors’ collaboration and communications with the surrounding community.

I especially appreciate the Warriors collaboration with SFMTA on traffic and parking issues impacting Potrero Hill
and Dogpatch.

I am confident they will uphold the same process and standards as the hotel project moves forward.
I hope you will support this item. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

John B deCastro



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd.

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 11:17:43 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: Mary Miller <mary.miller@softbank.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:05 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; deland.chan@sfgov.org
Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd.

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

Hello,
| am super supportive of a Whole Foods coming to 2675 Geary. It would create jobs and bring an
upscale clientele to the neighborhood. | would shop their regularly!

Mary Miller
= SoftBank Investment Advisers

mary.miller@softbank.com | +1 650 533 4931
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson Street.

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:52:23 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: Patrick Chang <patricknchang@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:40 AM

To: Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: 469 Stevenson Street.

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

Hi Commissioner Moore and Commissioner Fung

My name is Patrick Chang and | live in District 6. | came across an article about 469 Stevenson Street,
a project I've been following and support.

| saw the commentary and changes that were done and wanted to try to understand planning's
thought process.

SF has a major housing issue which has caused rent and home prices to sky rocket, there has been
some relief due to covid19 with significant amount of people moving out of the city. However, we
are still under developed. There is almost no other region in SF proper that allows for density
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development.

East Soma by the train station and the Hub are about to have a high density of great tall beautiful
buildings where this middle area (parts are east and west soma) are going to be a waste land / no
mans land.

Planning department should be advocating for more development in this area. More development =
more supply, more supply = lower rent to ease the demand.

Higher density = more BMRs which significantly helps the community. This is all net positive. | love
the federal study by HUD on moving to opportunity and the harvard study that followed up on it that
showed BMRs mixed in significantly help children of those families. It has lasting long term effects,
much more than 100% affordable housing.

Planning should propose to upzone the entire east and west soma area to over 60 stories or more.
Allow developers to choose to build as high as possible.

There is no character in the neighborhood to disrupt
There is very little displacement in the neighborhood as many are either old factories, warehouses,
or etc.

EAST and West Soma are PRIME locations to allow significantly high density. These are such
undesirable locations given the freeway, and rundown buildings.

You guys should also push for required commercial retail on ground levels to increase available
ground level foot traffic, allow small businesses to feel ownership and increase available commercial
retail footprint.

PLanning also needs to address that there should be no back sides on alleyways of buildings since
this is the main cause of alley ways to become blighted and filled with homeless. No foot traffic
causes crime and encampments to form.

The main problem with 469 stevenson is that it got cut down by 20%, this should be even higher
than the original plans. We need MORE units in the area.

| know this is still early in the phase of planning for 469 stevenson but | believe this project and many
more in the area should be built. Planning needs to overhaul zoning and allow for investment in the
area. The numbers done work without density. Please help.

Best,
Patrick



Patrick Chang

patricknchang@gmail.com
832-746-3378
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:50:36 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: Alicia Engstrom <alicia.engstrom@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:39 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; deland.chan@sfgov.org; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)

<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

1 strongly support bringing a Whole Foods Market to 2675 Geary Blvd. I have been a San
Francisco resident for 45 years, I feel we need more access to the raw, natural, organic, and
healthy options found at Whole Foods. This project is convenient for me and my family, and
would be a welcome addition to this shopping center and the city as a whole. Please do not
delay in approving thus project.

Sincerely,
Alicia
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+1 415-254-1422



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Project at 3601 Lawton St.
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:49:28 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: Grace <gtsai27@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 8:47 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Project at 3601 Lawton St.

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

Dear Planning Dept.

I strongly oppose this project in regards to how big it has become. How does it get approved for 15 then go to 41
units?!?!

I have lived here in the Outer Sunset my entire life (48 yrs). Attended grammar school and high school here and now
my kids are doing the same.

The project here on 42nd and Lawton Is right across the street from me and I oppose what it has become. There
already is no parking in the neighborhood especially with the school nearby and Andytown on the corner. I have
been blocked in my garage by people double parking or blocking my driveway at least on a daily basis. I know there
will be parking available for the units but you and I both know there will be far more number of cars than spots.

Thank you,
Grace Tsai
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Balboa Reservoir Project
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:48:17 AM
Attachments: OKF Balboa Res Project 6 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: Delia Fitzpatrick <fitzpatrick.delia@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:08 AM

To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC) <seungyen.hong@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Scott Falcone <scott@falconedevelopment.com>

Subject: Balboa Reservoir Project

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

Greetings,

Attached is my support letter for the Balboa Reservoir Project on behalf of Our Kids First.

Thanks.
Delia

Delia Fitzpatrick
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OUR KIDS FIRST AFTER SCHOOL/SUMMER PROGRAM
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 Delia Fitzpatrick and | work in the OMI/Excelsior neighborhood with the OMI Community
Collaborative, a group of neighbors and nonprofit community-based organizations, and Our Kids First,
an afterschool and summer program. | have been participating in the community planning process for
the Balboa Reservoir and am writing in support of the development proposal being reviewed by the
Planning Commission on May 28, 2020.

Affordable Housing and Family Friendly Amenities

Given our City’s dire housing crisis and the lack of affordable housing, | 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.
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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
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 he City
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
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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.

Sincerely,

Delia Fitzpatrick

Our Kids First

5845 Mission Street, #301
San Francisco, CA. 94112
415-298-8367
okfprogram@yahoo.com










From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPQ)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:47:54 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

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

From: Ellen Koivisto & Gene Thompson <offstage@earthlink.net>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:04 PM

To: Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
mooreurban@aol.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: SF Ocean Edge <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

Subject: Please direct Planning Dept to analyze state housing bills ASAP - SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385

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

That’s it — please analyze SB 902, 995, 1085, 1120, and 1385 to see what the impact would be of any or all of these
on SF. Now is not the time to be spending money fighting off bad legislation that damages our community and the
environment. So, are these good, bad, or just a waste of time?

Thank you,
Ellen Koivisto
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA, Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street, on calendar for
6/18/20

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:46:02 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: Cassie Brown <cassieb0103@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 7:34 PM

To: Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; Jack (BOS) <jack.gallagher@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@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@sfgov.org

Subject: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA, Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street, on
calendar for 6/18/20

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

Dear Mrs. Ajello and Planning Committee,

My name is Cassaundra and | am writing in regards to the planned proposal of Mr. Methany's
Cannabis Club, slated to open at 1700 Lombard Street, San Francisco California, 94123. | am writing
to oppose the planned operation of Mr. Methany's Cannabis club for the following reasons.

| ask you to take into consideration | live on the same side of the street, Octavia at the other end of
the block, | was born and raised here, living here for 39 years. While | have no issues with the sale,
procurement of Cannabis, Cannabis use, in general terms, | do not think this location is best, to open
a dispensary.
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It has been fore mentioned that the product is "high end" and that the class of clientele this
particular club would service, would not be harmful to our neighbors, neighboring businesses,
block/neighborhood; however | disagree.

Whether or not the Marina Merchants Association, or the Marina District Board Committee wants to
convey it or not, the truth is, the Marina District has had many changes, especially in the last few
years. Robbery or persons, vehicle theft as well as mail theft has increased dramatically. During the
Covid-19 Quarantine alone, mailbox theft has occured 2-3 times a week. | am speaking of
experience, as | sleep above the mailboxes in our building. Imagine what it feels like to be woken up
by thieves on a nightly basis three times a week? Then, one Saturday | had the pleasure to stare
one of the many thieves in his face as he attempted to vandalize our mailboxes in broad daylight. He
used the heavy foot traffic to play it off in front of those who passed by on their way to Fort Mason.
These groups of people were totally oblivious to this man crow-barring our mailboxes at 2pm in the
afternoon.

It may not happen in a year, but | am almost certain this dispensary would not make things better for
us in time. It may attract a certain type of business at first, but in due time, as people catch on, it
will bring about a host of other problems. We have enough increased noise from transients with
mental health issues, people (foot traffic) and vehicle traffic, we don't need people hanging out,
double parked cars, people casing our block, strangers around our homes and vehicles. Not to
mention, did Mr. Methany consider, there are two minority owned businesses within less than 55
feet, who were forced to move because of a rent increase? Might | mention that one is a Black
Owned Business, the ONLY Black owned business in the Marina. There is a possibility this business
may have to leave because of a proposed rent increase.

My answer is no. | would be willing to support Mr. Methany's business in any other location but
1700 Lombard street is NOT the location for his business. If he wants to do it up towards Van Ness,
near to more retail places, | will support him, but | cannot support him in this residential area. |
thank you ahead of time for consideration of my vote.

Regards,

Cassaundra Brown
Resident of the Marina
415-359-3871
cassieb0103@gmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Feeney, Claire (CPC)

Subject: FW: IBNA support for 355 Bayshore Conditional Use Permit
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:45:49 AM

Attachments: IBNA support for Grocery Outlet 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: Jill Fox <jlfox713@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 7:24 PM

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

Subject: IBNA support for 355 Bayshore Conditional Use Permit

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

Hello Planning Commission,
Please see attached letter from the India Basin Neighborhood Association (IBNA) in support of the
Planning Commission issuing a Conditional Use Permit for the Grocery Outlet store at 355 Bayshore.

Please contact me if you have any questions. Thank you.
Jill Fox, Chair
India Basin Neighborhood Association


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Claire.Feeney@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

o N

INDIA BASIN
Neighborhood Association
Advocating for our community since 1994

June 16, 2020

Jonas lonin and Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 355 Bayshore Boulevard Conditional Use Permit

The India Basin Neighborhood Association (IBNA) supports the Planning Commission issuing a Conditional
Use Permit for a Grocery Outlet at 355 Bayshore Boulevard. You should know that our southeast part of San
Francisco is a food desert. While one store will not completely solve the problem, we welcome this effort to fill
our community’s need for fresh food at affordable prices.

IBNA especially appreciates that Grocery Outlet reached out to our organization, met with our Board of
Directors (before shelter in place), thoroughly explained their plans for the space, and listened to our concerns.
We shared that we would like to see an abundance of fresh produce, local hiring, and carrying local
manufacturers as possible. We hope to see these ideas implemented in the new store.

Advocating for our community since 1994, IBNA is a membership organization of residents, local business
owners and workers, and friends of the community managed by a volunteer Board of Directors. The IBNA
mission is to “preserve the maritime history, natural beauty, diverse character and unique ambiance of the
vibrant mixed-use neighborhood of India Basin through community organizing.” Learn more about our
organization at indiabasin.org.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jill Fox, Chair

India Basin Neighborhood Assaociation
415 285-9211

P.O. Box 880953 - San Francisco, CA 94188 - INDIABASIN.org
BOARD OF DIRECTORS: Jill Fox, Chair; Michael Hamman; Sean Karlin; Max Khusid; Richard Laufman; Monica Padilla-Stemmelen; David Springer






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: TAKE DR AND DISAPPROVE - 526-530 Lombard Street (Fronting on Fielding Street)
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:41:25 AM

Attachments: THD Ltr to Pl Comm 526-530 Lombard FINAL 6-15-20.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: Stan Hayes <stanhayes1967@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 6:40 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary @sfgov.org>

Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
deland@stanford.edu; 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>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David
(CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; tsullivan@reubenlaw.com; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>

Subject: TAKE DR AND DISAPPROVE - 526-530 Lombard Street (Fronting on Fielding Street)

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

President Koppel and Commissioners -

Please accept these comments on our letterhead asking you to take discretionary review and then
DISAPPROVE this project at 526-530 Lombard Street.

Sincerely,

Stan Hayes


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

June 15, 2020 ni e

S e
Joel Koppel, President 1]
San Francisco Planning Commission \/’ N
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 \g
TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS
RE: TAKE DR AND DISAPPROVE
526-530 Lombard Street ---Fronting on Fielding Street

President Koppel and Commissioners -

The Telegraph Hill Dwellers stands with the many affected neighbors in asking you to take
discretionary review and then DISAPPROVE this project.

I spent 16 years on a planning commission in Marin County. To me, and we hope to you, this
much is clear. Despite assertions to the contrary, this building as proposed does not meet the
requirements of Section 261.1 of the Planning Code.

Section 261.1 sets limits on new construction intended to ensure that the scale of narrow streets
and alleys is preserved to provide "ample sunlight and air." To prevent new construction from
casting shadows on properties on the northerly side of east-west running narrow streets or alleys,
no feature of new construction on the "southern side of east-west narrow streets," such as on 17.5-
foot wide Fielding Street, is allowed to penetrate a 45-degree "sun access plane."

At the heart of the matter is the location of the measurement point for the 45-degree sun access
plane. Section 261.1's Figure 261.1A (see below) clearly illustrates that the 45-degree plane is
measured at-grade from the northerly-side property line, across the narrow street or alley.
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Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic traditions of San Francisco's Telegraph Hill and to represent the communily interests of its residents ond property owners





June 15, 2020
Page 2

This makes sense, since the purpose of Section 261.1 is to minimize blockage of sunlight by
southerly-side new construction on northerly-side properties. It follows that a 45-degree sun
access plane measured from the at-grade northerly-side property line, as illustrated in the figure,
would minimize blockage of sunlight from the new construction. Any other measurement point
for the 45-degree sun access plane, vertically extended above the at-grade property line (e.g., by
11 feet, as proposed for this project), would allow more shadow than the at-grade measurement
point.

Nowhere in Section 261.1 does it say, or even imply, that the measurement point for the 45-
degree sun access plane should be a point extended across the narrow street from a newly-created,
and not-yet-built “curb”, as asserted by Planning staff and the applicant's attorneys.

To approve this project, you would have to find that the correct measurement point for the 45-
degree sun access plane is in mid-air, projected across Fielding from an imaginary "curb" floating
11 feet in the air, from a land bridge not yet built and encroaching into the public right of way.
This is a misinterpretation of the code, represents a clear misunderstanding of the intent of
Section 261.1, and sets a dangerous precedent for future projects.

And, you would have to ignore or discount the specific wording and clear intent of Section 261.1
to protect sunlight and air access for properties on the northerly side of Fielding, and find instead
in favor of a new and intrusive, four-story development, a development that is strongly opposed
by neighbors in emails to you (see your packet), including seven residents of the property (427
Chestnut) directly to the north across Fielding.

We don't think that you can make those findings.

Please take DR and disapprove this project.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Stan Hayes
President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

cc: <Commissions.secretary(@sfgov.org>, <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>,
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, deland.chan@sfgov.org, <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>, <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
<Jonas.lonin@sfgov.org>, <David. Winslow(@sfgov.org>, <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com>,
<Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org>, <smw(@stevewilliamslaw.com>











President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter in Support of UCSF Parnassus Campus Plan and Process
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:41:03 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: Monday, June 15, 2020 6:16 PM

To: Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Smeallie, Kyle (BOS) <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>;
Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary

<commissions.secretary @sfgov.org>

Cc: Jones, Allie (UCSF) <Allie.Jones@ucsf.edu>; PrestonStaff (BOS) <prestonstaff@sfgov.org>;
Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Wong, Lily (UCSF) <lily.wong3@ucsf.edu>; Jeanne
Myerson <jrmyerson@icloud.com>

Subject: Fwd: Letter in Support of UCSF Parnassus Campus Plan and Process

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

Dear San Francsico Planning Commissioners, SF Planning Staff, Supervisor Yee,

| previously sent this letter of support to some parties and understand that | should have
communicated with additional officials and staff. Accordingly, | am doing so to be sure that it
becomes part of the public comment record, while cc-ing original parties for the record.

Please let me know if you have any questions about my letter. | would be happy to discuss further if
that would be helpful.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission
Re: Future of UCSF Parnassus Campus
Date: June 4, 2020

Dear Planning Commissioners;

| write this letter in support of the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. | do so as a
long-time resident of Cole Valley — | 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, | 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. Asthe 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. | appreciate that.
And | 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. | appreciate UCSF commitment to keeping its campus within existing confines.

3. Ifind their conceptual campus plan to be thoughtful and do not have an issue with the
significantly increased square footage proposed.





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

7. |appreciate the other creative ideas for housing addressing the City’s housing
challenges that UCSF has proposed. | 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/9t" 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. | 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. | 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






Best,

Jeanne Myerson
100 Belgrave Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94117

Jeanne Myerson
jrmyerson@icloud.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jeanne Myerson <jrmyerson@icloud.com>

Subject: Letter in Support of UCSF Parnassus Campus Plan and Process
Date: June 4, 2020 at 9:49:13 AM PDT

To: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

Cc: Lily Wong <lily.wong3@ucsf.edu>, andrea@en?action.org, prestonstaff@sfgov.org,

Dean.Preston@sfgov.org

Dear Planning Commissioners,

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

Thank you.
Jeanne Myerson
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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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Cannibus store on Columbus Ave.
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:38:49 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: Lili <lilsilvera@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 4:16 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Cannibus store on Columbus Ave.

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

Dear Planning Department,

North Beach is my home. Went to Francisco Jr. High
School and S. F. Art Institute, never lived more than 3
blocks from Joe DiMaggio Playground where we
learned how to swim at North Beach Pool and all kinds
of ball games. As an adult play tennis every chance |
get. There is always neighborhood children at the
children play area. We basically had a trouble free
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environment to live in.

| can’t say | had the same experience about the
Cannabis history. Early condemnation as a bad drug,
criminalization of users, no legalizing research on the
subject, especially how it affects young people after
long use. My careful observation of the Cannabis
influence on people has not been completely positive.
Although | do believe that Cannabis may have a place
for medical usage.

| can’t think of any benefit for the neighborhood having
a Cannabis Retail Store so near a playground except
making money for the owner. It is asking for trouble.

Sincerely,
Lili Wong Silvera






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Cannibus Retail
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:38:05 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

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

From: Isaac Silvera <silvera@g.harvard.edu>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 1:39 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Isaac Silvera <silvera@g.harvard.edu>

Subject: Opposition to Cannibus Retail

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

Dear Planning Commission:

My wife and I own the 6 unit apartment building on at 864-868 Greenwich Street, a block away form the proposed
Cannibus Retail store. We have lived in the building earlier (not currently due to work location) and our son and
daughter lived there for several years, in different apartments. When we lived there, every morning we would play
tennis at the nearby DiMaggio playground before going to work. We enjoyed seeing children playing there and in
the neighborhood. It is a lovely area and we plan to return when I retire.

Although we are not opposed to the medical use of Cannibus, we are strongly opposed to establishing a retail
Cannibus store in the neighborhood. Although it might attract needy people, it might also attract a different type of
person and with no experience in such matters we fear that it might create safety problems for the neighborhood, for
the children, or our grandchildren when we return to SF. The Cannibus store should not be in this neighborhood, so
please do not approve of Henry Chan’s application.

Sincerely yours,

Isaac F. Silvera
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Isaac F. Silvera

Thomas Dudley Cabot Professor of the Natural Sciences Lyman Laboratory of Physics, 17 Oxford St.
Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 02138

617-495907



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Comment #2 for 6/16 meeting: Item 11--Balboa Reservoir Development Agreement
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:33:43 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: aj <ajahjah@att.net>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 1:15 PM

To: Boomer, Roberta (MTA) <Roberta.Boomer@sfmta.com>; MTABoard <mtaboard@sfmta.com>
Cc: 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>; delandsf@gmail.com

Subject: Comment #2 for 6/16 meeting: Item 11--Balboa Reservoir Development Agreement

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

SFMTA Board:

You will be asked to endorse the Balboa Reservoir Development Agreement at your 6/16
meeting.

It would be unexpected that you would have the time to examine the Development Agreement
in detail. Neither would I expect you to know much about the Reservoir Project other than the

marketing PR of "affordable housing" within the context of a severe housing crisis.

Objectively, outside of the marketing PR, the Reservoir Project is a Privatization Scam. Itis a
Bait & Switch Scam:

Here are some examples of Bait & Switch that contrasts the marketing hype with the
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actual content of the Development Agreement:

« affordable in perpetuity vs. Development Agreement's 57 years

e 50% affordable vs. 33% in DA [17% will be from "City's Affordable Funding
Share", which is our own public money--aj]

o market-rate subsidizing affordable units vs. $124.2 Million in State and City
subsidies for affordable units

« Fair market return for PUC ratepayers vs. $11.2M giveaway price for
Reservoir

The following was submitted on Friday 6/12/2020:

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020, 11:17:37 PM PDT
Subject: EPS Feasibility Memo: Evidence of the myth of 'market-rate housing
subsidizing affordable units'

PUC, Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, BRCAC, Planning Commission:

Subject: EPS Feasibility Memo--Evidence of the myth/deception of market-rate
housing subsidizing affordable units

Page 1250 of the 2256-page Planning Commission

packet https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-
007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf contains an EPS Feasibility Memo. Within the Memo

isa"Table 1." Table 1 is essentially a profit-loss statement for the Reservoir Project.

Table 1 has two sections:

e Uses (equivalent to 'Expenditures' plus 'Profit' of a standard profit/loss
statement),
e Sources (equivalent to 'Revenue’ of a standard P/L statement)
Table 1 is not in a standard profit/loss statement format.

Here, for clarity and transparency, | present Table 1 in a standard profit/loss
statement format. Additionally, | have returned the $40 Million CA grants (from MHP
and AHSC Programs) amount back to the Revenue section where it belongs...instead
of the $40M amount being hidden in a footnote in Table 1: Reservoir Project--EPS

Feasibility Memo Profit-Loss Sheet

Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility Memo Profit-Loss
2] Sheet
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The "Affordable Housing Program" (Exhiibit D of the Development Agreement, on p.
1580 of 2256-page Planning Commission packet) specifies the City's Affordable
Funding Share to be $239K per unit. Thus for 187 City-subsidized units, RCP will
receive $44.693 Million (187 units X $239K).

It is unclear if "Uses" in Table 1 includes the costs for the 187 "additional affordable"
City-subsidized units.

Neither does Table 1 include the $44.7 Million that Reservoir Community Partners is
expecting to receive from the "City's Affordable Funding Share."

Despite the unclarity in Table 1, the "Affordable Housing Program" of the
Development Agreement states:

Developer will cause at least 50% of the total number of dwelling units constructed on the Project
Site to be Affordable Units. Developer will be responsible for the pre-development, planning,
permitting, construction, and management of all

Affordable Units. The Parties agree that the Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability
level of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt of City’s Affordable Funding Share.

THE MYTH/DECEPTION OF MARKET-RATE HOUSING SUBSIDIZING
AFFORDABLE UNITS

The Reservoir Project has been promoted as 550 market-rate units subsidizing 550
affordable units. With the recent release of the Development Agreement, this can be
shown to be a myth and to be deceptive advertising.

The EPS Feasibility Memo and the Development Agreement provide evidence for the
fact that the affordable units will be subsidized by public monies.

State and City funding is expected to total $124.2 Million:

e $79.5 M from State grants

o $39.5M from Statewide Park Program (SPP) and Infill Infrastructure Grant
(IG) Program,

o $40.0M from Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and Affordable Housing
& Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC);

o $44.7 M from "City's Affordable Funding Share."
PROPORTION OF PUBLIC FUNDING FOR PROJECT: 55-69%
Because of the unclarity of whether Table 1 covers the 187 City-subsidized units or
not, here are two calculations: 1) for the Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover all



550 affordable units; 2) for the Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover only the
Developer's 363 affordable units:

In both cases, public sources of funds total $124.2 Million ($39.5M + $40M +
$44.7M)

The proportion of public monies for the Project depends on whether or not the Table 1
figures cover the 187 City-subsidized units:

1. If 187 City-subsidized units are covered: $124.2M / $180.6M cost = 69%
2. If 187 City units are not covered: $124.2M/ ($180.6M + $44.7M) = 55%

So in either case, well over half (55- 69%) of the funding of affordable units will be
paid for with public monies, while Avalon Bay will get at least half or more of the
total number of units.

From this, it should be evident that, in reality, the public will be subsidizing the
private developer by:

« Privatization of public land, which will be given up in perpetuity for a
scandalous 98%-discounted price of $11.2 Million;
 Instead of the marketing sweet-talk of affordablility "in perpetuity", affordability
will only be assured for 57 years.
 Providing $124.2 Million in public monies to fund 55-69% of the cost of 550
affordable units.
Please don't just blindy rubberstamp this Privatization Scam.

Sincerely,
Alvin Ja



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: THINK SIMPLY: COMBINE HOUSING & RETAIL
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:03:45 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: "WongAlA@aol.com" <wongaia@aol.com>
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 at 7:23 AM

To: "WongAlA@aol.com" <wongaia@aol.com>
Subject: THINK SIMPLY: COMBINE HOUSING & RETAIL

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

Hello Everyone: One should look at simplest responses to new economic forces, especially with
changing concepts of work and income. Throughout history, people and societies adapt to the
constraints of the moment. Regards, Howard Wong, AIA

COMBINING STREET-LEVEL HOUSING & COMMERCIAL/ RETAIL

Zoning can create smaller affordable spaces for homes and stores. In cities like Hong Kong and Paris,
people live in small dwellings, with “living rooms” in the public realm and streets. When resources are
scarce, dwellings and businesses are combined, pushing tables/ chairs/ racks outside the “home” and
combining two leases into one. An artist’s studio can double as a gallery/ home. Whether a pie stand on
the front porch or a noodle café on the sidewalk, human ingenuity spurs street activation.
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SYDNEY MORNING HERALD: Laneway culture is the beating heart of Melbourne But it wasn't
always like this http://www.smh.com.au/comment/out d

very-melbourne-20170330-gv9z8f.html

We take it for granted now that Melbourne is a thriving 24-hour city, with bustling laneways full of bars,
clubs, restaurants and ever-so-photogenic street art. We take it for granted that it's a place humming with
a resident population and economic activity, with cyclists, pedestrians and trams jostling for position on a
car-free Swanston Street. We take it for granted that Melbourne Is alive. But it wasn't always like this.
The emergence of this thriving city of tiny public spaces didn't happen completely by chance. Changes to
our licensing laws (making it permissible to have a drink without ordering a meal), the boom in CBD
residents (from a few hundred in 1990 to 37,000 in 2016, two-thirds of them under the age of 35), and a
deliberate strategy to focus on education, hospitality, culture and design have all shaped Melbourne's
modern identity.

ABUNDANT ARTIST: Artist Housing Projects https:/theabundantartist.com/artist-housing-projects/
There is a boom in artist housing communities going on in the USA. As artists are priced out of the New
York’s and the LA’s, and as the Internet makes it easier for artists to get the word out about their work,
smaller cities and towns are becoming gathering places for the artistic elite.

FROMMERS: The World's Best Markets and Bazaars: 11 Top Cities
https://Iwww.frommers.com/slideshows/818659-the-world-s-best-markets-and-bazaars-11-top-

cities

* * % % * % % %
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 640 21st Street 2019-014433DRP-03

Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:03:01 AM

Attachments: 20-0522 3640 21st Street Site Permit DR Revs.pdf
See below:

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 at 5:34 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: 640 21st Street 2019-014433DRP-03

Dear Commissioners,

| apologize for the inconvenience and late notice, but it has come to my attention that | had
neglected to upload the most current drawings in your packets for the above referenced DR. These
drawings were revised to reflect the agreed upon changes by the DR requestors and the project
sponsor. All of the agreed upon conditions are enforceable by the Planning Department. The reason
for this being on your consent calendar is to memorialize this agreement. The drawings are attached.
Thank you.

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.


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
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CODES

*2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE)

*2016 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 NATIONAL ELECTRIC CODE)

*2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE)

*2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

*2016 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE - (CALGREEN)

2

EXISTING FRONT FACADE

SITE PERMIT/ 311 NOTIFICATION SET - REV2

3640 21ST STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING 3-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AND ADJACENT 1 STORY DETACHED GARAGE. NEW CONSTRUCTION OF A 3-STORY
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE OVER BASEMENT .

DRAWING LIST:

SUMMARY OF PLANNING CODE STANDARDS

- ZONING DISTRICT:

- SPECIAL USE DISTRICT:

- MIN. LOT AREA:

- MIN. LOT WIDTH:

- SIDE YARD SETBACK:

- FRONT YARD SETBACK:

- REAR YARD SETBACK:

- REAR YARD PROJECTIONS:

- OPEN SPACE:

- MAX. HEIGHT LIMIT:

- GARAGE DOOR WIDTH:

- CURB CUTS:

- CAR PARKING REQ'TS:

- BICYCLE PARKING:

RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL - HOUSE, ONE FAMILY)
DOLORES HEIGHTS

2500 SQ.FT.

25-0"

NONE REQUIRED

AVERAGE OF ADJACENT BUILDINGS

45% OF TOTAL DEPTH OF THE LOT ON WHICH BUILDING IS SITUATED, BUT IN
NO CASE SHALL THE REAR YARD BE LESS THAN 25 FEET DEEP (REF. SEC. 241.
DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT).

PERMITTED OBSTRUCTIONS INTO SETBACKS: MIN. 7-6" HEADROOM FOR
OVERHEAD HORIZONTAL PROJECTIONS. MAX. 3-0" DEPTH FOR PROJECTIONS
INTO REQUIRED OPEN AREA. THE COMBINED LENGTH OF ALL BAY WINDOWS
AND BALCONIES PROJECTING INTO THE REQUIRED OPEN AREA IS LIMITED TO
2/3 OF THE BUILDABLE WIDTH OF THE LOT ALONG A REAR BUILDING WALL.
(REF., SEC. 136 (c)(3))

- 300 SQ.FT. MIN. AREA (REF. TABLE 135A). ANY PRIVATE USABLE OPEN SPACE
MIN. HORIZONTAL DIMENSION 6'-0", AND MIN. AREA OF 36 SQ.FT. IF LOCATED
ON DECK, ROOF OR BALCONY; AND MIN. HORIZONTAL DIMENSION 10" AND MIN
AREA OF 100 SQ.FT. IF LOCATED ON OPEN GROUND.(REF. SEC. 135(f))

- OPEN SPACE MUST FACE A STREET OR REAR-YARD AND BE UNOBSTRUCTED
TO THE SKY

- 35'-0" MAX. ABOVE EXISTING GRADE OF THE LOT. BUILDING ENVELOPE SHALL
SLOPE UPWARD OR DOWNWARD WITH THE SLOPE OF PROPERTY. (REF. SEC.
241. DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT).

- HEIGHT LIMIT APPLICABLE TO FRONT PORTION OF THE PROPERTY OF 30' AT
THE FRONT LOT OR AT FRONT SET BACK LINE, AND SHALL INCREASE AT AN
ANGLE OF 45 DEGREES FROM THE HORIZONTAL TOWARD THE REAR OF LOT
UNTIL HEIGHT LIMIT 35' (RH-1). (REF. SEC. 261 (c)(1))

- HEIGHT SHOULD BE MEASURED FROM THE POINT, TAKEN AS AN AVERAGE OF
THE GROUND ELEVATIONS AT EITHER SIDE OF THE BUILDING. THE GROUND
ELEVATIONS USED SHALL BE OF EXISTING GRADE (REF. SEC.102.12)

10" MAX (REF. SECTION 144)
WIDTH OF NEW CURB CUT IS 10!
NONE REQUIRED; UP TO 1.5 SPACES PER DWELLING UNIT. (REF. SECTION 151)

ONE CLASS 1 BICYCLE PARKING SPACE PER UNIT. (REF. SECTION 155.1(b)(1))

PROJECT DATA:

PROJECT ADDRESS:
YEAR BUILT:
BLOCK:

LOT:

EXISTING:
CONSTRUCTION TYPE:
OCCUPANCY:

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS:
NUMBER OF FLOORS:
SPRINKLERED:

LOT AREA:

3640 21ST STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

1917
3605
017

TYPE "V-B"
R-3

1

3

NO

2850 SQ.FT.

AREA CALCULATIONS:

AS CALCULATED TO OUTSIDE FACE OF BUILDING ENVELOPE

CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE "V-B"

R-3

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS: 1
NUMBER OF FLOORS:
SPRINKLERED:

3 (OVER BASEMENT)
YES - PER NFPA 13R STANDARD
2850 SQ.FT. (NO CHANGE)

(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)
(NO CHANGE)

EXISTING / DEMO |

FLOOR 01:

- STORAGE / MECHANICAL: +/-) 625 GSF
- HABITABLE AREA: +/-) 355 GSF
FLOOR 02 :

- GARAGE NON-HABITABLE AREA: +/-) 221 GSF
- HABITABLE AREA: +/-) 1052 GSF
FLOOR 03:

- HABITABLE AREA: (+/-) 655GSF
TOTALS :
- STORAGE / MECHANICAL: (+/-) 625 GSF
- GARAGE NON-HABITABLE AREA: (+/-) 221 GSF
- HABITABLE AREA: +/-) 2062 GSF
- TOTAL GROSS AREA: (+/-) 2908 GSF

PROPOSED

BASEMENT :
- HABITABLE AREA:

FLOOR 01 :
- HABITABLE AREA:

- GARAGE NON-HABITABLE AREA:

FLOOR 02 :
- HABITABLE AREA:

FLOOR 03 :
- HABITABLE AREA:

TOTALS

(+/-) 1420 GSF

(+/-) 950 GSF
(+/-) 426 GSF

(+/-) 1155 GSF

(+/-) 952 GSF

- HABITABLE AREA:

- GARAGE NON-HABITABLE AREA:

(+/-) 4477 GSF

(+/-) 426 GSF

- TOTAL GROSS AREA:

(+/-) 4903 GSF

NOTE: FOR THE PURPOSE OF OCCUPANCY LOAD CALCULATIONS GROSS FLOOR AREA IS MEASURED AS AREA WITHIN THE INSIDE PERIMETER OF
THE EXTERIOR WALLS OF THE BUILDING PER CBC SECTION 1002. REFER TO SHEET A0.70 FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

ARCHITECTURAL SERIES:
----- COVER SHEET
SITE SURVEY
GS-1 SAN FRANCISCO GREEN BUILDING SITE PERMIT SUBMITTAL FORM
A0.10 LEGENDS, ABBREVIATIONS, & GENERAL NOTES
A0.21 EXISTING CONTEXT PHOTOS - AERIAL
A0.22 EXISTING CONTEXT PHOTOS - STREET
A0.23 EXISTING BUILDING PHOTOS - INTERIOR
A0.31 EXISTING STREETSCAPE PHOTO + EXISTING/ DEMO ELEVATION
A0.32 EXISTING STREETSCAPE PHOTO + PROPOSED ELEVATION
A0.41 PROPOSED EXTERIOR RENDERING
A0.42 PROPOSED EXTERIOR RENDERING
A0.43 PROPOSED EXTERIOR RENDERING
A0.50 SFDBI PRE-APPLICATION CONCLUSIONS
A0.70 EXITING DIAGRAMS & CALCULATIONS
A0.71 FIRE FLOW INFO
A1.01 SITE PLAN - EXISTING/ DEMO
A1.02 SITE PLAN - PROPOSED
D1.11 EXISTING/ DEMO FLOOR PLAN - FIRST FLOOR
D1.12 EXISTING/ DEMO FLOOR PLAN - SECOND FLOOR
D1.13 EXISTING/ DEMO FLOOR PLAN - THIRD FLOOR
D1.14 EXISTING/ DEMO FLOOR PLAN - ROOF
A1 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN - BASEMENT
A1.22 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN - FIRST FLOOR
A1.23 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN - SECOND FLOOR
A1.24 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN - THIRD FLOOR
A1.25 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN - ROOF
D2.11 EXISTING/ DEMO ELEVATION - SOUTH (FRONT)
D2.12 EXISTING/ DEMO ELEVATION - NORTH (REAR)
D2.13 EXISTING/ DEMO ELEVATION - EAST (SIDE)
D2.14 EXISTING/ DEMO ELEVATION - WEST (SIDE)
A2.11 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION - SOUTH (FRONT)
A2.12 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION - NORTH (REAR)
A2.13 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION - EAST (SIDE)
A2.14 PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATION - WEST (SIDE)
A3.01 EXISTING/ DEMO BUILDING SECTION (FOR REFERENCE ONLY)
A3.02 EXISTING/ DEMO BUILDING SECTION (FOR REFERENCE ONLY)
A3.11 PROPOSED BUILDING SECTION
A3.12 PROPOSED BUILDING SECTION
L1 PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN
L2 PROPOSED LANDSCAPING SECTION
L3 TREES / PLANTING IMAGES
PROJECT TEAM:
OWNER: ARCHITECT:

RENOVATE SF, LLC

1459 18th STREET, #247
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
E: hepstein@gmail.com
T:415.710.1302

C: HOWARD EPSTEIN

DUMICAN MOSEY ARCHITECTS
128 10TH STREET 3RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

T: 415.495.9322

F: 415.651.9290

E: edumican@dumicanmosey.com
C: ERIC DUMICAN

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER: HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSULTANT:
DIVIS CONSULTING, INC TIM KELLEY CONSULTING, LLC
378 PARK STREET 2912 DIAMOND STREET #330

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110
T: 415.420.3498
E: christian@divisconsulting.com

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
T: 415.337.5824
E: tim@timkelleyconsulting.com

C: CHRISTIAN DIVIS C: TIM KELLEY

SITE SURVEY: ARBORIST:
WESTOVER SURVEYING, INC. TREE MANAGEMENT EXPERTS
336 CLAREMONT BLVD., SUITE 1 3109 SACRAMENTO STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94127

T: 415.242.5400

E: dan@westoversurveying.com
C: DANIEL J. WESTOVER

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115

T: 415.606.3610

E: Roy@treemanagementexperts.com
C: ROY LEGGITT

DUMIGAN MOSEY

ARCHITECTS
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BOUNDARY NOTE:

336 CLAREMONT BLVD. STE 1
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94127
(415) 242-5400
WWW.WGS'[OVGI’SUI‘VGying.COTn

40

I ™ ey —

( IN FEET )

1 inch =

10

ft.

BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS FOR PLANNING
PURPOSES ONLY. PROPERTY AND RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES SHOWN
HEREON ARE BASED ON RECORD DATA AND EXISTING
IMPROVEMENTS AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO BE A FINAL
BOUNDARY SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY WHICH REQUIRES FILING A
RECORD OF SURVEY OR SUBDIVISION MAP WITH THE COUNTY
RECORDER. NO PROPERTY LINES OR CORNERS WERE SET ON
THIS SURVEY.

GENERAL NOTES

1. ALL DISTANCES ARE IN DECIMAL FEET UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

2. ALL ANGLES ARE AT 90° UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
3. THIS MAP REPRESENTS THE SITE CONDITIONS ON DATE OF FIELD
SURVEY. APRIL 03, 2019.

BASIS OF ELEVATION

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO DATUM (OLD) DETERMINED
FROM A BENCHMARK + CUT W RIM MRY MH IN WALK LOCATED AT
NORTHWEST OF INTERSECTION OF 21% AND CHURCH STREETS.
ELEVATION = 230.270'

OWNER
CHRIS DURKIN

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

THIS MAP CORRECTLY REPRESENTS A SURVEY MADE BY ME AT
THE REQUEST OF THE OWNERS IN APRIL OF 2019.

BoNY)Vf 7w

DANIEL J. WESTOVER, P.L.S 7779

oate. 4/10/2019
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PLAN LEGEND

GENERAL CONSTR[JCTION NOTES

ATIREVIATIONS

LUI0

NEW PARTITION
1-HOUR FIRE-RATED CONSTRUCTION

2-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

1-HR FIRE RESISTANCE RATED ROOFING ASSEMBLY

(E) CONSTRUCTION TO BE REMOVED

(E) ASSEMBLY TO BE REMOVED

AREA OF EXCAVATION

REFERENCE SYM[JOLS

- - GRIDLINE

SECTION

SECTION IDENTIFICATION

SHEET DESIGNATION

DETAIL

DETAIL IDENTIFICATION

SHEET DESIGNATION

EXTERIOR ELEVATION

ELEVATION IDENTIFICATION

SHEET DESIGNATION

INTERIOR ELEVATION

DRAWING IDENTIFICATION

SHEET DESIGNATION

— ELEVATION IDENTIFICATION
X'-X"/000.00 ELEVATION
ELEV. DESCRIPTION
ROOM NAME
ROOM NAME
e[ # 4 ROOM NUMBER

'\X/AX.X-

ENLARGED INTERIOR PLAN /
ELEVATION SHEET

[ F—

O

PERONORONO

EXISTING
PARTITION TYPE

SHEET NOTE

DEMOLITION SHEET NOTE/BATH
ACCESSORY REFERENCE

DOOR REFERENCE

WINDOW REFERENCE

FINISH REFERENCE

PLUMBING FIXTURE / APPLIANCE /
BATH ACCESSORY / EQUIPMENT
REFERENCE

REVISION

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL MATERIALS AND
WORKMANSHIP FOR CONSTRUCTION REQUIRED HERIN AND SHALL BE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH ALL LOCAL AND STATE CODES INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO:

2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL

BUILDING CODE

& AS AMENDED BY THE 2016 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE)
2016 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 UNIFORM

MECHANICAL CODE)

2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 UNIFORM

PLUMBING CODE)

2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC CODE (BASED ON THE 2014 NATIONAL

ELECTRIC CODE)

INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL

2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2012
CODE)
2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL FIRE

CODE)

0o

2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE
2016 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE - (CALGREEN)
2016 NFPA 13 STANDARDS

ANY ERRORS, OMISSIONS, OR CONFLICTS FOUND IN THE VARIOUS PARTS
OF THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE
ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT FOR CLARIFICATION BEFORE PROCEEDING
WITH THE WORK.

THE ARCHITECT SHALL HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO REJECT ANY WORK THAT
IS NOT IN COMFORMANCE WITH THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND ANY SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL
IMMEDIATELY EXAMINE THE SITE AND PORTIONS THEREOF WHICH WILL
AFFECT THIS WORK. CONTRACTORS SHALL COMPARE IT WITH THE
DRAWINGS AND SATISFY THEMSELVES AS TO CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH
THE WORK IS TO BE PERFORMED. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL
VERIFY THAT NO CONFLICTS EXIST IN LOCATIONS OF ANY AND ALL
MECHANICAL, TELEPHONE, ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING (TO INCLUDE ALL
PIPING, DUCT WORK, AND CONDUIT) AND THAT ALL REQUIRED
CLEARANCES FOR INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ABOVE
EQUIPMENT ARE PROVIDED. EXPOSED OR CONCEALED ELEMENTS SHALL
BE DETERMINED AND REVIEWED WITH ARCHITECT PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION PROCEEDING.

WRITTEN DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE. ] ONOTI00LEIRID INI (7
DETAILS SHALL GOVERN OVER PLANS AND ELEVATIONS.

0LLOIMENIIONI 0 RETO0D D EOD [ Rl MINI , UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
DIMENSIONS NOTED AS "CLR" OR "CLEAR" ARE TO BE PRECISELY
MAINTAINED. DIMENSIONS ARE NOT ADJUSTABLE WITHOUT ARCHITECT'S
APPROVAL UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED AS "+/-"

ALL DIMENSIONS NOTED AS "V.I.F." ARE TO BE CHECKED BY THE
CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. IMMEDIATELY REPORT ANY
DISCREPANCIES TO THE ARCHITECT.

ALL DIMENSIONS, NOTES, AND DETAILS SHOWN ON ONE PORTION OF THE
DRAWING SHALL APPLY TYPICALLY TO ALL OPPOSITE HAND AND/OR
SIMILAR CONDITIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

VERIFY ALL EQUIPMENT SIZES BEFORE BEGINNING WORK.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

FURNISH AND INSTALL ALL MISCELLANEOUS AND STRUCTURAL ITEMS
(STEEL, ALUMINUM, ETC. INCLUDING MATERIALS FOR SEPARATION OF
DISSIMILAR MATERIALS) FOR EXTERIOR WALL SYSTEMS, WINDOWS,
ARCHITECTURAL GLASS, RAILINGS, PARAPET WALLS, ETC. ASSOCIATED
WITH THE BUILDING ENVELOPE AND ROOF.

COORDINATE LOCATION- AND PROVIDE BLOCKING, BACKING, AND/OR
REINFORCEMENTS IN PARTITIONS FOR ALL CABINETS, COUNTERTOPS,
AND ANY WALL-MOUNTED ITEMS. REFER TO ELEVATIONS AND DETAILS
FOR LOCATIONS OF WALL STANDARDS AND OTHER SUPPORTS.

NEW WALL SURFACES SHALL ALIGN WITH EXISTING, ADJACENT, OR
ADJOINING SURFACES, U.O.N. JOINTS SHALL BE TAPED AND SANDED
SMOOTH WITH NO VISIBLE JOINTS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ADEQUATELY FRAMING,
BRACING, AND STRUCTURING ALL WALL, BULKHEAD, AND OTHER
DRYWALL CONSTRUCTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE TYPICAL
DETAILS CONTAINED IN THE DRAWINGS WHETHER OR NOT SPECIFICALLY
REFERENCED IN THE PLANS.

PROVIDE BLOCKING/BACKING AND REINFORCEMENT IN WALLS AND IN
CEILINGS FOR SUPPORT OF MILLWORK, HANDRAILS, APPLIANCES, LIGHT
FIXTURES, EQUIPMENT, OR ANY OTHER CEILING OR WALL MOUNTED
ITEMS.

ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS WHICH
SHALL INCLUDE THE OUTLINE SPECIFICATIONS, THE DRAWINGS, AND ALL
ADDENDA AND MODIFICATIONS ISSUED BY THE ARCHITECT.

GRID LINES AND COLUMN CENTER LINES ARE SHOWN FOR REFERENCE
ONLY. VERIFY EXACT LOCATION IN FIELD

IN CASE OF CONFLICT OR DISCREPANCIES IN CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.
CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY.

FEATURES OF CONSTRUCTION NOT FULLY SHOWN SHALL BE OF THE
SAME CHARACTER AS SHOWN FOR SIMILAR CONDITIONS.

"TYPICAL" OR "TYP." SHALL MEAN THAT THE CONDITION IS
REPRESENTATIVE FOR SIMILAR CONDITIONS THROUGHOUT, UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED. DETAILS ARE USUALLY KEYED AND NOTED "TYP"
ONLY ONCE, WHEN THEY FIRST OCCUR

"SIMILAR" OR "SIM." MEANS COMPARABLE CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE
CONDITIONS NOTED. VERIFY DIMENSIONS, ORIENTATION, AND
CONDITIONS ON PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

PROVIDE NEW ACOUSTIC BATT INSULATION AT ALL INTERIOR WALLS (R-13
@ 2X4, R-19 @ 2x6) PROVIDE NEW THERMAL INSULATION AT ALL EXTERIOR
ASSEMBLIES AS INDICATED BELOW, FURTHERMORE REFER TO TITLE-24
REPORT FOR ADDITIONAL INSULATION REQUIREMENTS:

WALLS: R-13 U.O.N. @ 2X4 FRAMING
R-21 U.O.N. @ 2X6 FRAMING
ROOF / CEILING: R-38 U.O.N.

FLOOR / CEILING FLOOR: R-19 U.O.N.

DRAWINGS OF EXISTING CONSTRUCTION ARE INTENDED TO AID IN
REHABILITATION AND CANNOT BE ASSUMED ACCURATE IN DETAIL. THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK AND VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS,

23.

24.

25.

0o

0o

0oe

0oe

0oo

0o

ELEVATIONS, AND CONDITIONS AT THE SITE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT
OF WORK AND NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IN WRITING OF ANY
DISCREPANCIES IN PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS BEFORE PROCEEDING.

DEMOLITION DRAWINGS ARE TO FACILITATE THE REHABILITATION OF THIS
BUILDING. ALL DEMOLITION WORK MUST BE COORDINATED WITH THE
ARCHITECTURAL, STRUCTURAL, MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING,
AND FIRE PROTECTION AND LIGHTING DRAWINGS TO VERIFY REASON AND
INTENT OF DEMOLITION WORK.

CUT AND FIT COMPONENTS FOR ALTERATION OF EXISTING WORK AND
INSTALLATION OF NEW WORK. PATCH DISTURBED AREAS TO MATCH
EXISTING MATERIAL UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

IN THE COURSE OF DEMOLITION, SHOULD ANY UNFORESEEN ISSUES
BECOME APPARENT CONTRARY TO THE APPROVED PLANS, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT.
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AB.
ABV.

ACOUST.

ACT
ACT.
A.D.
ADDN'L
ADJ.
AF.F.
AGGR.
ALUM.
ALT.
ANC.
ARCH.
AVG.

BD.
B.F.
BLDG.
BLK.
BLKG.

Anchor Bolt
Above

Acoustical
Acoustical Tile
Above Counter Top
Area Drain
Additional
Adjacent

Above Finish Floor
Aggregate
Aluminum
Alternate
Anchor/Anchorage
Architectural
Average

Board

Both Faces
Building

Block
Blocking
Beam

Bottom Of
Building Paper
Bedroom
Below

Bearing
Bracket
Bronze
Bottom

Batten

Better
Between
Built-Up Roofing
Beveled

Both Ways

Catch Basin
Cabinet

Cold Air Return
Cable Television
Center To Center
Cubic Feet

Corner Guard
Cast-In-Place Concrete
Control Joint
Caulking

Ceiling

Clear

Concrete Masonry Unit
Corrugated Metal Pipe
Counter

Cleanout

Cleanout To Grade
Column

Concrete
Connection
Construction
Continuous
Contractor
Corrugated

Carpet
Course/Courses
Countersunk Screw
Ceramic Tile
Center

Custodian

Cold Water

Cubic Yard

Double
Department
Detail

Douglas Fir
Drill-In-Bolt
Diameter
Diaphragm
Dimension
Dispenser
Division/Divider
Dead Load
Down

Drawing
Drinking Fountain
Dishwasher

East

Existing

Each

Expansion Bolt
Exterior Insulation
Finish System
Expansion Joint
Electric/Electrical
Elevation
Emergency

Edge Nailing
Enclosure

Edge Of Pavement
Edge Of Slab
Electrical Panel Board
Equal

Equipment
Easement

Electric Water Cooler
Exhaust

Exposed

Exterior

Fire Alarm

Fire Alarm Control Panel
Forced Air Unit

Fire Control Center

Fan Coil Unit

Floor Drain

Fire Department Connection

Foundation

Fire Extinguisher
Fire Extinguisher Cabinet
Finish Floor

Finish Floor Break
Finish Floor Elevation
Fixed Glass/Glazing
Fire Hydrant

Fire Hose Cabinet
Fire Hose Valve
Finish

Flowline

Flush Joint

Flashing

Floor

Fluorescent

Face Of

Face Of Concrete
Face Of Masonry
Face Of Stud

Face Of Wall
Fireplace

Fireproof

Framing

Footing
Furred/Furring

H.B.
H.C.
H.D.
HDR.
HDWR.
HGR.
H.M.
HORIZ.
H.P.
HR.
HT.
HTG.

HV.AC.

H.W.

I.B.

I.D.
INCL.
INFO.
INSUL.
INT.
INTER.
INV.

JST.
JT.

K.P.
KIT.

LAM.
LAV.
L.B.
LB.
L.F.
L.L.
LT.
LTL.
LKR.
L.P.G.
LVR.
L.V.L.

MAS.
MAT'L.
MAX.
M.B.
M.C.
MECH.
MED.
MFD.
MFR.
M.H.
MICRO.
MIN.
MIR.
MISC.
M.O.
M.R.
M.R.O.
MOD.
MOV.
MTD.
MTG.
MTL.
MUL.

(N)
N.I.C.
N/A
NO.
N.T.S.

o/
0BS

O.D.
OFCI
OFF.
O.F.D.
O.H.
OPNG.
OPP.
OVHG

PART.
P.C.
P.C.F.
P.D.F.
PERF.
PFB.
PKT
PLT.
P.LEF.
P.LAM.

PLYWD.

P.H.
PNT.
PRJ.
P.S.F.
P.S.L
P.T.
PT.
P.T.D.

P.T.D.F.
P.T.D.R.

P.T.R.
P.V.C.
PVMT.

Gas

Gauge

Galvanized

Grab Bar

General Contractor
Ground Fault Interrupter
Glass

Grid Line
Galvanized Iron
Glu-Lam Beam
Ground

Grade

Girder

Gypsum Sheathing
Gypsum Wall Board

Hose Bibb
Hollow Core
Hold Down
Header
Hardware
Hanger

Hollow Metal
Horizontal

High Point
Hour

Height

Heating
Heating/Ventilating/
Air Conditioning
Hot Water

Infiltration Barrier
Inside Diameter
Included/Including
Information
Insulation

Interior
Intermediate
Invert

Joist
Joint

Kick Plate
Kitchen

Laminate
Lavatory

Lag Bolt

Pound

Linear Foot

Live Load

Light

Lintel

Locker

Low Point

Low Pressure Gas
Louver

Laminated Veneer

Masonry

Material
Maximum
Machine Bolt
Medicine Cabinet
Mechanical
Medium
Manufactured
Manufacturer
Manhole
Microwave
Minimum

Mirror
Miscellaneous
Masonry Opening
Moisture Resistance
Masonry Rough Opening
Module

Movable
Mounted
Mounting

Metal

Mullion

North
New

Not In Contract
Not Applicable
Number

Not To Scale

Over

Obscure

On Center
Outside Diameter
Owner Furnished /
Contractor Install
Office

Overflow Drain
Overhead
Opening
Opposite
Overhang

Partition

Precast Concrete
Pounds Per Cubic Foot
Powder Driven Fastener
Perforated
Prefabricated

Pocket

Plate

Pounds Per Lineal Foot
Plastic Laminate
Plywood

Paperholder

Paint

Project/Projected
Pounds Per Square Foot
Pounds Per Square Inch
Pressure Treated

Point

Paper Towel Dispenser

Pressure Treated Douglas Fir

Combination Paper Towel

Dispenser And Receptacle

Paper Towel Receptacle
Polyvinylchloride Pipe
Pavement

QT.

RAG.
RAD.
R.B.
R.C.
R.D.
RDWD.
REINF.
REF.
REFR.
REG.
REQUD.
RET.
REV.
RM.
R.O

ROOFG.

R.W.L.

S.B.
S.C.
S.CD.
SCHED.
S.D.
S.DR.
SECT.
S.ED.
S.F.
S.F.B.
S.F.S.D.
SHT.
SHTHG.
SHLVS.
SHWR.
SIM.
SLR.
S.M.D.
S.N.D.
SN.R.

SPECS.
S.P.D.

SPL.BLK.

sQ.
s&p
S.S.
S.S.D.
S.SK.
S.ST.
STA.
S.T.C.
STD.
STL.
STO.

STRUCT.

SUSP.
S.W.

SY.
SYS.

T.B.
T.C.
TEL.
TEMP.
T.0.C.
T.&.G.
THK.
THR.
T.0.B.
T.0.G.
T.O.P.
T.0.S.
T.O.STL.
T.O.W.
T.P.D.
T.S.
T.T.B.
T.V.
TXT.
TYP.

U.B.C.
UNF.
U.O.N.
UR.

V.B.
V.BR.
V.C.P.
V.C.T.
VENT.
VERT.
VEST.
V.LF.
VIN.
VNR.
V.T.

Quarry Tile

Riser

Return Air Grille
Radius

Rubber Base
Reinforced Concrete
Roof Drain
Redwood
Reinforcing Steel
Reference
Refrigerator/Refrigeration
Register

Required
Retain/Retaining
Revision

Room

Rough Opening
Roofing

Rain Water Leader

South

Solid Blocking

Solid Core

Seat Cover Dispenser
Schedule

Soap Dispenser

Storm Drain

Section

See Electrical Drawings
Square Foot

Split Face Block

See Food Service Drawings
Sheet

Sheathing
Shelves/Shelving

Shower

Similar

Sealer

See Mechanical Drawings
Sanitary Napkin Dispenser
Sanitary Napkin Receptacle

Specifications

See Plumbing Drawings
Splash Block

Square

Shelf And Pole

Sanitary Sewer

See Structural Drawings
Service Sink

Stainless Steel

Station

Sound Transmission Coefficient
Standard

Steel

Storage
Structure/Structural
Suspended

Shear Wall

Square Yard

System

Thread

Towel Bar

Trash Compactor
Telephone
Tempered

Top Of Concrete
Tongue And Groove
Thick/Thickness
Threshold

Top Of Beam

Top Of Grate

Top Of Paving

Top Of Slab

Top Of Steel

Top Of Wall

Toilet Paper Dispenser
Tube Steel
Telephone Termination Board
Television

Texture

Typical

Uniform Building Code
Unfinished

Unless Otherwise Noted
Urinal

Vinyl Base

Vapor Barrier
Vitrified Clay Pipe
Vinyl Composition Tile
Ventilator/Ventilation
Vertical

Vestibule

Verify In Field

Vinyl

Veneer

Vinyl Tile

West

With

Water Closet
Wood
Washer/Dryer
Wired Glass
Water Heater
Wall Hydrant
Window
Without
Waterproof
Wainscot
Weight
Welded Wire Fabric

Yard
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FLOOR 04 EGRESS CALCULATIONS / DIAGRAMS
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EGRESS PLAN GENERAL NOTES

WALL CONSTRUCTION TYPE LEGEND

MEANS OF EGRESS

EGRESS / OCCUPANT LOAD CALCULATIONS

1.

PLANS ON THIS SHEET ARE FOR EGRESS CALCULATIONS ONLY. FOR ALL ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REFER

TO A1-SERIES DRAWINGS.

1-HR FIRE RESISTANCE RATED SEPARATION

EGRESS PLAN KEY NOTES

EGRESS PLAN LEGEND

OOEGO | O

7 3/4" MAX. RISERS / 10" MAX. TREADS AT EXIT ACCESS STAIRWAYS

POINT OF MAX. EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL DISTANCE FOR BUILDING

EGRESS DOOR / EXIT DISCHARGE

EXIT ACCESS CONTINUES FROM ABQOVE

EMERGENCY EGRESS WINDOW

PATH OF EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL

f TRAVEL DISTANCE START POINT FROM FLOOR

MAXIMUM TOTAL TRAVEL DISTANCE TO EXIT DISCHARGE FROM FLOOR
TRAVEL DISTANCE CONTINUING POINT FROM ABOVE/BELOW
MAXIMUM TOTAL TRAVEL DISTANCE ON FLOOR TO STAIRWAY

EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL DISTANCE:

MAX. ALLOWED SPRINKLERED ACTUAL MAX. DISTANCE EXIT USED
(TABLE 1017.2) (ROOM LOCATION)
GROUP 'U' GARAGE: 400" 84'-5" (GARAGE) EXIT DISCHARGE #1
GROUP R 250" 131'-5" (BEDROOM 02) ~ EXIT DISCHARGE #1 & #2
114-7" (GAME RM / TV RM) EXIT DISCHARGE #1

@ * PER CBC TABLE 1006.3.2(1) EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL DISTANCE UNLIMITED FOR UP TO 3RD STORY ABOVE GRADE PLANE INCLUDING BASEMENT FOR GROUP R-3

EQUIPPED WITH AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM THROUGHOUT.

VERTICAL EGRESS: FOR HABITABLE LEVELS OR BASEMENTS IN R-3 OCCUPANCIES OR TOWNHOUSES THAT ARE LOCATED MORE THAN ONE STORY ABOVE OR BELOW
AN EGRESS DOOR, MAX. TRAVEL DISTANCE FROM ANY OCCUPIED POINT TO A STAIRWAY OR RAMP THAT PROVIDES EGRESS FROM SUCH HABITABLE LEVEL SHALL NOT

EXCEED 50 FEET (SFBC 1014.4 AND CRC R311.4).

@ THE MEANS OF EGRESS SYSTEM SERVING ANY STORY OR OCCUPIED ROOF SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH THE NUMBER OF EXITS OR ACCESS TO EXITS BASED ON THE
AGGREGATE OCCUPANT LOAD SERVED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS SECTION. THE PATH OF EGRESS TRAVEL TO AN EXIT SHALL NOT PASS THROUGH MORE THAN ONE

ADJACENT STORY. (CFC 1006.3)

AREA (IN SQ. FT.) OCCUPANT LOAD (TABLE 1004.1.2) NO. OF OCCUPANTS  NO. OF EXITS REQ'D **  NO. OF EXITS PROVIDED

FLOOR 1:

HABITABLE / R-3 1,245 200 GSF 7 1 1
FLOOR 2:

HABITABLE / R-3 785 200 GSF 4 1 1

GARAGE (COMMON) / U 415 200 GSF 3 1 1
FLOOR 3:

HABITABLE / R-3 1,060 200 GSF 6 1 1
FLOOR 4:

HABITABLE / R-3 865 200 GSF 5 1 1

TOTAL OCCUPANT LOAD: 25

NOTE!

FOR THE PURPOSE OF OCCUPANCY LOAD CALCULATIONS GROSS FLOOR AREA IS MEASURED AS AREA WITHIN THE INSIDE PERIMETER OF THE EXTERIOR WALLS OF
THE BUILDING PER CBC SECTION 1002.

** PER CBC SECTION 1006.3.2 A SINGLE EXIT OR ACCESS TO A SINGLE EXIT SHALL BE PERMITTED FROM ANY STORY OR OCCUPIED ROOF WHERE  ONE OF THE
FOLLOWING EXISTS:

4. GROUP R-3 AND R-4 OCCUPANCIES SHALL BE PERMITTED TO HAVE ONE EXIT OR ACCESS TO A SINGLE EXIT.
** PER CBC TABLE 1006.3.2(1) BASEMENT, FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD STORIES ABOVE GRADE PLANE IN GROUP R-3 OCCUPANCIES ARE PERMITTED TO HAVE

ACCESS TO ONE EXIT PROVIDED THEY ARE EQUIPPED THROUGHOUT WITH AN AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 903.3.1.1 OR
903.3.1.2 AND PROVIDED WITH EMERGENCY ESCAPE AND RESCUE OPENINGS IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 1030.
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SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION

PLAN CHECK DIVISION/WATER FLOW
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FAX # 415-875-6933
Email: WaterflowSFFD@sfgov.org

DATE: 04, 03 ;2019 REQUEST IS FOR: X FIRE FLOW

[[] SPRINKLER DESIGN
CONTACT PERSON: ~\nne Poon ADDREsS: 129 10th Street, San Francisco, CA 84103
PHONE NO. (415 ) 495 ,9322x115  FAXNO.{ ) /

EMAIL: apoon@dumicanmosey.com

OWNER’S NAME: Chris Durkin  _PHONE# (415 ) 407, 0486
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Sishhent proparty -
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- £ g
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2 : @
Church Strest / Sanchez Street i Sreer —
SPECIFY STREET FOR POINT OF CONNECTION:_215! Street
OCCUPANCY (CIRCLE ONE): R2 LIVE/WORK COMMERCIAL OTHER
HAZARD CLASSIFICATION: ORDT ORD?2 EXT1 EXT2 OTHER
CARSTACKER;  YES
NUMBER OF STORIES: S 0/ Basement  gyronT oF BLDG. 32 FT.
= KRETBMITFORM WITH A S125.00 CHECK MADE PAYABIETO'SEF LY
»  REQUESTS REQUIRING A FIELD FLOW TEST WILL BE NOTIFIED BY FAX OR EMAIL, AND AN
ADDIFTIONALFEE OF £250.00 WILLBE NECHESSARY.
«  WATERFLOW INFORMATION WILL BERETURNED BY FAX, MAIL, OREMAIL.
- INCOMPLETE FORMS WILLNOT BE PROCESSED.
«  PLEASE ALLOW 7-14 WORKING DAYS FOR PROCESSING,
**#@k***********##*lk*******ﬁl******efﬁcial nse ﬁnly*%i*******************************
Flow data provided by: y. Pom 0 A Date Forwarded__ { .7 ] /9
Plow data:  FIELD FLOW TEST _____ P " STATIC 44 esi
%
RESIDUAL . PSI
RECORDS ANALYSIS_X__ gt | RESIDU 2" dhe
o] FLow L4330 _ gpmaget

GatePage_&é__' 7 : P 8- MAIN on .?’\‘&6*'4’) ’?E‘,.
% Netes we'dild abt cale, fos oy daop 3 progecky (S feey), 7

Plessirs. hybewrt > 3750-21st S5 Flow : 2fsh @ 3155386561 Rev. 09012017
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(N) GAS METER

(N) THR FIRE-RESISTANCE RATED CLASS A MEMBRANE ROOF ASSEMBLY, TYP. U.0.N.

(N) 1HR FIRE-RESISTANCE RATED ROOF ASSEMBLY (BELOW DECK).

(N) 14" DIA. HANDRAIL, MOUNT [ 2-10" A.F.F., PROVIDE 13" CLEAR HANDGRIP AIRSPACE BETWEEN
HANDRAIL AND WALL OR GUARDRAIL, TYP.

A DEDICATED SOLAR [DNE OF TOTAL AREA NO LESS THAN 250 SQ. FT. LOCATED ON THE ROOF.

(N) METAL GUARD RAIL ] 42" A.F.F., GUARDRAILS SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED SO AS TO NOT
ALLOWED A 4" DIA. SPHERE TO PASS THROUGH.
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DASHED LINE INDICATES OUTLINE OF FLOOR ABOVE

DECORATIVE SCREEN

ROOF BELOW

(N) 45MIN. RATED UNIT ENTRY DOOR ASSEMBLY

(N) THR RATED UNIT SEPARATION WALL

(N) EMERGENCY ESCAPE AND RESCUE WINDOW, IN ACCORDANCE WITH CBC SECTION 1030
(N) TRENCH DRAIN, TYP.

(N) NON-COMBUSTIBLE EXTERIOR STAIRS

(N) OPERABLE SKYLIGHT ABOVE

GAS-FIRED FIREPLACE
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(N) 14" DIA. HANDRAIL, MOUNT [ 2-10" A.F.F., PROVIDE 13" CLEAR HANDGRIP AIRSPACE BETWEEN
HANDRAIL AND WALL OR GUARDRAIL, TYP.

A DEDICATED SOLAR [DNE OF TOTAL AREA NO LESS THAN 250 SQ. FT. LOCATED ON THE ROOF.
(N) THR FIRE-RESISTANCE RATED CLASS A MEMBRANE ROOF ASSEMBLY, TYP. U.O.N.

(N) 1HR FIRE-RESISTANCE RATED ROOF ASSEMBLY (BELOW DECK).

CASEWORK

(N) ELECTRICAL METER

(N) GAS METER

(N) METAL GUARD RAIL ] 42" A.F.F., GUARDRAILS SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED SO AS TO NOT
ALLOWED A 4" DIA. SPHERE TO PASS THROUGH.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2417 Green St
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 5:10:35 PM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that Green St. will be continued, yet again.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: "May, Christopher (CPC)" <christopher.may@sfgov.org>

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 at 4:42 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Cc: Jeff Joslin <jeff.joslin@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2417 Green St

Hi Jonas,

The project sponsor has reluctantly agreed to requests from the three DR requestors to continue this item at this
week's hearing to the earliest available hearing date in July. Jeff said that the 16th was still available and if so, would
you kindly pencil this one in for that date, and update this week's agenda accordingly?

Thanks,

Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | 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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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Supervisor Peskin proprosed legislation opposing California State Senate Bill No. 108
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 1:13:11 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Stephanie Peek <stephanie@stephaniepeek.com>

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 at 11:26 AM

To: "StefaniStaff, (BOS)" <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)"
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)" <matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Gordon
(BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "PrestonStaff (BOS)" <prestonstaff@sfgov.org>, "Fewer,
Sandra (BOS)" <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>, "RonenStaff (BOS)" <ronenstaff@sfgov.org>, "Yee,
Norman (BOS)" <norman.yee@sfgov.org>, "Walton, Shamann (BOS)"
<shamann.walton@sfgov.org>, "Safai, Ahsha (BOS)" <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>,
"MandelmansStaff, [BOS]" <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>

Cc: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support Supervisor Peskin proprosed legislation opposing California State Senate Bill
No. 108

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

Dear Supervisors,

Please support Supervisor Peskin's proposed legislation opposing California State Senate Bill No.
1085 (Skinner) urging the San Francisco Legislative Delegation to amend Senate Bill No. 1085 in
recognition of San Francisco’s local planning and affordable housing tools.

| am unable to attend the meeting and appreciate the opportunity to be heard.

Stephanie Peek,

35 -17th Avenue,
San Francisco CA 94121,
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Young, Sharon (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1566 - 1568 Haight St, 2019-017867UA, Hearing Date: June 18, 2020, #13
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 1:10:01 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: DOERTE G MURRAY <doerte.murray9655@sbcglobal.net>

Reply-To: DOERTE G MURRAY <doerte.murray9655@sbcglobal.net>

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 at 12:24 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Fw: 1566 - 1568 Haight St, 2019-017867UA, Hearing Date: June 18, 2020, #13

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

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: DOERTE G MURRAY <doerte.murray9655@sbcglobal.net>

To: jonas.p.ionin@sfgov.org <jonas.p.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Young Sharon (CPC) <sharon.m.young@sfgov.org>; Doerte Murray <doerte.murray9655@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020, 12:10:50 PM PDT

Subject: 1566 - 1568 Haight St, 2019-017867UA, Hearing Date: June 18, 2020, #13

Dear Planning Commission,

I like to address some concerns I have regarding the above mentioned application. My bedroom is approx. 15 feet
away from the rear of the building. In the past we were bothered by excessive noise from the bar and this was a
Park Police watering hole, so any complaints went nowhere. Even though the place is still noisy, I can't hear
anything in my bedroom, and I like to keep it that way

1. I am opposed to grant a live entertainment license. The previous owner failed the last sound test. This test was
conducted by an independent acoustical engineer which was granted to us by the previous Planning Commission.
The Police Department which normally conducts sound tests is untrustworthy, they could never see or hear anything
wrong with the operation of the establishment.

2. The original liquor license 48- was never changed, indicating that no minors are allowed, even though they have a
restaurant. I never observed "No Minors Allowed" signs. With the previous owner I have observed minors in the
establishment.


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

3. In order to increase the occupancy level the establishment was supposed to install a sprinkler system. The
sprinkler system has to be tested every 5 (five) years. I like to look at the latest sprinkler system test. Also, the
customer area is not changed much with the addition of the second egress to take the space of the little retail space.
I am sure that the Fire Department has a formula to determine the occupancy level of an establishment depending of
the availability of space for customers.

4. I noticed that the plans indicate the location of 2 (two) bars. The small bar was put there without informing the
ABC many years ago. Also, I am wondering that the second small bar is located in a "Private Area". Before the
plans are finalized the ABC (State Agency) should be notified and they should approve it. In this context I like to
know why the current owner changes the liquor license often. The current license expires in August 2020.

5. The Health Department which inspects the premise once a year, considers "inadequate and inaccessible hand
washing facility" a moderate risk. After Covid-19 the risk maybe upgraded to high risk. When you have a public
place how can you have "inaccessible" hand washing facility?

Thank you for your attention in this matter. [ will try to call in during the hearing, but I don't know if I will be
successful.

Sincerely,
Doerte Murray

526 Clayton St.
San Francisco, CA 94117



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 12:57:04 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: Ross, Stacy <STACY.ROSS@LibertyMutual.com>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 12:27 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>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Stacy Ross <stacyross10@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

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

President Joel Koppel

and Honorable Commissioners

San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco City Hall

VIA EMAIL

Dear Commissioners:

My daughter, Ella Ross, will be junior at St. Ignatius College Prep in the fall. We have lived
in the Sunset District since 2007. My daughter was three years old when we moved to a 1-
th
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bedroom apartment on Noriega and 25 Ave. Two years later, we moved to a 2-bedroom

flat on 32" Ave and Judah. We love our neighborhood and we love Sl. It's been a great
high school experience for her and she loves attending the football games at SI. | also
volunteer with the Prep Shop at the games and it would be amazing to have additional
games and practice available for our Sl students.

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

There are fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco and allowing
S.1. 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,

Stacy Ross

1395 32" Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122

Stacy Ross
Contract Surety Manager - Northern California
Liberty Mutual Surety

Liberty Mutual Insurance

255 California Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94111
Office: 415-537-2513

Cell: 925-270-5178

Email: stacy.ross@libertymutual.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: TAKE DR AND DISAPPROVE - 526-530 Lombard
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 12:56:47 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-

person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Stan Hayes <stanhayes1967@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 12:08 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
deland.chan@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>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David
(CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; tsullivan@reubenlaw.com; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>

Subject: TAKE DR AND DISAPPROVE - 526-530 Lombard

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

President Koppel and Commissioners -

The Telegraph Hill Dwellers stands with the many affected neighbors in asking you to take
discretionary review and then DISAPPROVE this project.

| spent 16 years on a planning commission in Marin County. To me, and we hope to you,
this much is clear. Despite assertions to the contrary, this building as proposed does not
meet the requirements of Section 261.1 of the Planning Code.
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Section 261.1 sets limits on new construction intended to ensure that the scale of narrow
streets and alleys is preserved to provide "ample sunlight and air." To prevent new
construction from casting shadows on properties on the northerly side of east-west running
narrow streets or alleys, no feature of new construction on the "southern side of east-west
narrow streets," such as on 17.5-foot wide Fielding Street, is allowed to penetrate a 45-
degree "sun access plane."

At the heart of the matter is the location of the measurement point for the 45-degree sun
access plane. Section 261.1's Figure 261.1A (see below) clearly illustrates that the 45-
degree plane is measured at-grade from the northerly-side property line, across the narrow
street or alley.

- — - >

125 x width of alley

- 1 —

Horthedy Side T Southerly Side

Froperty
line

Figure 261.1A

This makes sense, since the purpose of Section 261.1 is to minimize blockage of sunlight
by southerly-side new construction on northerly-side properties. It follows that a 45-degree
sun access plane measured from the at-grade northerly-side property line, as illustrated in
the figure, would minimize blockage of sunlight from the new construction. Any other
measurement point for the 45-degree sun access plane, vertically extended above the at-
grade property line (e.g., by 11 feet, as proposed for this project), would allow more shadow
than the at-grade measurement point.

Nowhere in Section 261.1 does it say, or even imply, that the measurement point for the
45-degree sun access plane should be a point extended across the narrow street from a
newly-created, and not-yet-built “curb”, as asserted by Planning staff and the applicant's
attorneys.

To approve this project, you would have to find that the correct measurement point for the
45-degree sun access plane is in mid-air, projected across Fielding from an imaginary
"curb" floating 11 feet in the air, from a land bridge not yet built and encroaching into the
public right of way. This is a misinterpretation of the code, represents a clear
misunderstanding of the intent of Section 261.1, and sets a dangerous precedent for future
projects.

And, you would have to ignore or discount the specific wording and clear intent of Section
261.1 to protect sunlight and air access for properties on the northerly side of Fielding, and



find instead in favor of a new and intrusive, four-story development, a development that is
strongly opposed by neighbors in emails to you (see your packet), including seven
residents of the property (427 Chestnut) directly to the north across Fielding.

We don't think that you can make those findings.
Please take DR and disapprove this project.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Stan Hayes

President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO MOVES TO NEXT PHASE OF REOPENING
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:50:16 AM

Attachments: 06.15.20 Reopening Phase 2B.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 at 9:47 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO MOVES TO NEXT PHASE OF
REOPENING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, June 15, 2020
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org

#%+ PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO MOVES TO NEXT PHASE OF REOPENING

San Francisco’s progress and effective behavior changes allow more economic and social
activities to resume. Safety protocols and public health requirements remain necessary to
protect the health and wellbeing of all San Franciscans.

San Francisco, CA — Today the City’s phased reopening moved forward into Phase 2B,
allowing more business and social activities to resume with required safety protocols in place.
San Francisco is continuing to make progress slowing the spread of COVID-19, is meeting
several key health indicators, and is aligned with state guidance as it gradually allows more
activities.

Last week, San Francisco restaurants began offering outdoor dining, following the success of
curbside retail and some outdoor activities that were allowed in mid-May. Starting today,
retail businesses are allowing customers to shop inside with safety modifications, and some
additional outdoor activities may resume, including small outdoor gatherings with 12 people
or fewer.

The City plans to allow additional social and business activities in the coming weeks and
months if key health indicators are met and residents and businesses continue to follow safety
guidelines and requirements that are critical to protecting employees and customers of
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*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO MOVES TO NEXT PHASE OF REOPENING

San Francisco’s progress and effective behavior changes allow more economic and social
activities to resume. Safety protocols and public health requirements remain necessary to protect
the health and wellbeing of all San Franciscans.

San Francisco, CA — Today the City’s phased reopening moved forward into Phase 2B,
allowing more business and social activities to resume with required safety protocols in place.
San Francisco is continuing to make progress slowing the spread of COVID-19, is meeting
several key health indicators, and is aligned with state guidance as it gradually allows more
activities.

Last week, San Francisco restaurants began offering outdoor dining, following the success of
curbside retail and some outdoor activities that were allowed in mid-May. Starting today, retail
businesses are allowing customers to shop inside with safety modifications, and some additional
outdoor activities may resume, including small outdoor gatherings with 12 people or fewer.

The City plans to allow additional social and business activities in the coming weeks and months
if key health indicators are met and residents and businesses continue to follow safety guidelines
and requirements that are critical to protecting employees and customers of businesses that are
reopening. The public’s continued partnership and cooperation with face coverings and other
health precautions such as social distancing, frequent handwashing, staying home if sick, and
cleaning frequently touched surfaces are essential to continue reopening.

“San Francisco retail businesses and residents have been waiting for a while to get to this next
phase, and we’re committed to continuing to make progress on reopening so people can get back
to work and regain some sense of normalcy in their lives,” said Mayor Breed. “As we do reopen,
we want to make sure that we do so carefully and safely, and that we’re ready to adjust if we see
a spike in cases. Our success depends on each person doing their part, taking precautions and
being mindful. As we go out in our neighborhood to visit and support local businesses, it’s
important that we continue following all the public health requirements, which will help keep us
all safe and healthy.”

“San Francisco has been very effective in slowing the spread of the virus. Reopening combines
hope and optimism with the awareness that the virus is still here, and cases will likely increase as
people start to move about the city more,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “The virus
spreads very quickly and can rapidly overwhelm communities and health care systems. While we
hope that won’t happen in San Francisco, that is why we must be vigilant and flexible as we
enter this new phase. Residents must continue to take precautions and sustain the habits that have
gotten us where we are today. Everyone needs to weigh their own risk and the risk to their

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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family, household members and people they interact with. As we reopen, think through how to
do any activity you are contemplating in the safest way possible. You can still save lives.”

San Francisco’s Stay Home Health Order remains in effect and is gradually being amended to
allow for a safer reopening. Today, the City is entering into Phase 2B of its local reopening plan.
San Francisco entered Phase 2A of the reopening plan on June 1, 2020 and on June 12, 2020
allowed outdoor dining with safety protocols to begin. In conjunction with outdoor dining, the
City is offering free permits for businesses to occupy the sidewalk and other public property to
operate their business through the Shared Spaces program.

The activities and businesses allowed to resume today as part of San Francisco’s Reopening
Phase 2B are:

e Indoor retail with 50% capacity limits (enclosed malls with approved plan)

e All curbside retail with direct street access with no limit on the number of on-site
personnel, subject to social distancing, and with direct street access (enclosed malls with
approved plan)

e All manufacturing, warehouse and logistics with no limit on the number of on-site

personnel, subject to social distancing

Non-emergency medical appointments

All private indoor household services like cooks and house cleaners

Outdoor fitness classes (up to 12 people) with social distancing

Professional sports games, tournaments and other entertainment for broadcast with no in-

person spectators. Events with more than 12 people must have an approved plan.

e Religious gatherings and ceremonies, outdoors only (up to 12 people), with face
coverings and social distancing

e Other small gatherings, outdoors only (up to 12 people), with face coverings and social
distancing

e Some offices. Anyone who can telework must continue to do so, but individuals
necessary for operations who cannot work remotely may come into the office as long as
certain safety rules are followed. These include wearing a face covering and limiting the
number of people who can be in the office at one time.

e Summer camps with stable groups of up to 12.

e Outdoor dining including restaurants and bars serving meals with a limit of six customers
per table unless all are members of the same household (effective June 12)

e Dog walking of multiple dogs (effective June 8)

San Francisco’s reopening plan is aligned with State 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 and the
Department of Public Health (DPH) monitoring of the virus.

“Every step forward we take in reopening supports our local economy and so far San Franciscans
have made that possible by taking individual action to slow the spread of COVID-19,” said
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Assessor Carmen Chu, co-chair of the City’s Economic Recovery Task Force. “Let’s continue to
do our part to protect ourselves, our families and the workers who make the everyday things we
need and enjoy possible.”

“San Francisco’s hard work and patience, combined with taking face covering and social
distancing seriously, has brought us to a reopening milestone that's going to greatly benefit our
small businesses, our workers, and our economy,” said Joaquin Torres, Director of the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development. “As more businesses open their doors in the coming
weeks, they’ll be counting on our support more than ever. By buying local, we can keep our
purchasing power within our communities, help sustain our businesses and their workers and
emerge from this pandemic a more vibrant and resilient San Francisco.”

“We are very excited to see the city progress into Phase 2B of its reopening plan,” said David
Eiland, owner of Just For Fun in Noe Valley. “Small businesses serve a vital purpose in helping
provide life and character to our neighborhoods and employ many of our neighbors. Indoor retail
is one more step on the road to normal and we are excited to welcome back our friends,
customers, and community.”

As the City reopens with a focus on safety and equity, DPH will continue to track the impact of
the virus on the community and health system to inform public policy. As people start to move
about the city more and increase activities, San Francisco will likely experience increases in
cases and hospitalizations. As San Francisco continues to reopen, the City will address the
disparities already identified for low-wage workers, people who must leave home to work, and
workers who live in crowded conditions.

San Francisco’s health indicators are an important tool to monitor the level of COVID-19 in the
community and the ability of our health care system to meet the needs of residents. The Health
Indicators monitor cases, hospital system, testing, contact tracing and personal protective
equipment. The Health Indicators are not an on/off switch for the reopening, but instead measure
the pandemic in San Francisco and our ability to manage it. They will be posted on the

San Francisco COVID-19 Data Tracker on Tuesday June 16, so that San Franciscans can stay
informed.

HiH
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businesses that are reopening. The public’s continued partnership and cooperation with face
coverings and other health precautions such as social distancing, frequent handwashing,
staying home if sick, and cleaning frequently touched surfaces are essential to continue
reopening.

“San Francisco retail businesses and residents have been waiting for a while to get to this next
phase, and we’re committed to continuing to make progress on reopening so people can get
back to work and regain some sense of normalcy in their lives,” said Mayor Breed. “As we do
reopen, we want to make sure that we do so carefully and safely, and that we’re ready to adjust
if we see a spike in cases. Our success depends on each person doing their part, taking
precautions and being mindful. As we go out in our neighborhood to visit and support local
businesses, it’s important that we continue following all the public health requirements, which
will help keep us all safe and healthy.”

“San Francisco has been very effective in slowing the spread of the virus. Reopening
combines hope and optimism with the awareness that the virus is still here, and cases will
likely increase as people start to move about the city more,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of
Health. “The virus spreads very quickly and can rapidly overwhelm communities and health
care systems. While we hope that won’t happen in San Francisco, that is why we must be
vigilant and flexible as we enter this new phase. Residents must continue to take precautions
and sustain the habits that have gotten us where we are today. Everyone needs to weigh their
own risk and the risk to their family, household members and people they interact with. As we
reopen, think through how to do any activity you are contemplating in the safest way possible.
You can still save lives.”

San Francisco’s Stay Home Health Order remains in effect and is gradually being amended to
allow for a safer reopening. Today, the City is entering into Phase 2B of its local reopening
plan. San Francisco entered Phase 2A of the reopening plan on June 1, 2020 and on June 12,
2020 allowed outdoor dining with safety protocols to begin. In conjunction with outdoor
dining, the City is offering free permits for businesses to occupy the sidewalk and other public
property to operate their business through the Shared Spaces program.

The activities and businesses allowed to resume today as part of San Francisco’s Reopening
Phase 2B are:

e Indoor retail with 50% capacity limits (enclosed malls with approved plan)

o All curbside retail with direct street access with no limit on the number of on-site
personnel, subject to social distancing, and with direct street access (enclosed malls with
approved plan)

o All manufacturing, warehouse and logistics with no limit on the number of on-site
personnel, subject to social distancing

e Non-emergency medical appointments

o All private indoor household services like cooks and house cleaners

e Outdoor fitness classes (up to 12 people) with social distancing

¢ Professional sports games, tournaments and other entertainment for broadcast with no
in-person spectators. Events with more than 12 people must have an approved plan.

o Religious gatherings and ceremonies, outdoors only (up to 12 people), with face
coverings and social distancing

¢ Other small gatherings, outdoors only (up to 12 people), with face coverings and social
distancing

e Some offices. Anyone who can telework must continue to do so, but individuals
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necessary for operations who cannot work remotely may come into the office as long as
certain safety rules are followed. These include wearing a face covering and limiting the
number of people who can be in the office at one time.

e Summer camps with stable groups of up to 12.

e Outdoor dining including restaurants and bars serving meals with a limit of six
customers per table unless all are members of the same household (effective June 12)

e Dog walking of multiple dogs (effective June 8)

San Francisco’s reopening plan is aligned with State 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 and the Department of Public Health (DPH) monitoring of the virus.

“Every step forward we take in reopening supports our local economy and so far San
Franciscans have made that possible by taking individual action to slow the spread of COVID-
19,” said Assessor Carmen Chu, co-chair of the City’s Economic Recovery Task Force. “Let’s
continue to do our part to protect ourselves, our families and the workers who make the
everyday things we need and enjoy possible.”

“San Francisco’s hard work and patience, combined with taking face covering and social
distancing seriously, has brought us to a reopening milestone that's going to greatly benefit our
small businesses, our workers, and our economy,” said Joaquin Torres, Director of the Office
of Economic and Workforce Development. “As more businesses open their doors in the
coming weeks, they’ll be counting on our support more than ever. By buying local, we can
keep our purchasing power within our communities, help sustain our businesses and their
workers and emerge from this pandemic a more vibrant and resilient San Francisco.”

“We are very excited to see the city progress into Phase 2B of its reopening plan,” said David
Eiland, owner of Just For Fun in Noe Valley. “Small businesses serve a vital purpose in
helping provide life and character to our neighborhoods and employ many of our neighbors.
Indoor retail is one more step on the road to normal and we are excited to welcome back our
friends, customers, and community.”

As the City reopens with a focus on safety and equity, DPH will continue to track the impact
of the virus on the community and health system to inform public policy. As people start to
move about the city more and increase activities, San Francisco will likely experience
increases in cases and hospitalizations. As San Francisco continues to reopen, the City will
address the disparities already identified for low-wage workers, people who must leave home
to work, and workers who live in crowded conditions.

San Francisco’s health indicators are an important tool to monitor the level of COVID-19 in
the community and the ability of our health care system to meet the needs of residents. The
Health Indicators monitor cases, hospital system, testing, contact tracing and personal
protective equipment. The Health Indicators are not an on/off switch for the reopening, but
instead measure the pandemic in San Francisco and our ability to manage it. They will be
posted on the San Francisco COVID-19 Data Tracker on Tuesday June 16, so that San
Franciscans can stay informed.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA: Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard St for meeting on 6/18/20
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:12:32 AM

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

Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: philip@philipmeza.com <philip@philipmeza.com>

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 12:22 PM

To: Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; Jack (BOS) <jack.gallagher@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@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@sfgov.org

Subject: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA: Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard St for
meeting on 6/18/20

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

SF Planning Commissioners,

| am contacting you to express my opposition to the proposed Johnny Love's
Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard.

The Apothecarium Dispensary located at 2414 Lombard is only 7 blocks from this
site. This residential neighborhood does not need two dispensaries located so
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closely together.

Further, the location under discussion is likely to negatively impact the
neighborhood by promoting increased traffic and double parking in a residential
area. By contrast, the Apothecarium is located at a more commercial area of
Lombard Street better able to accommodate its customers.

| have lived in and owned my flat in the neighborhood for more than 15 years. | am
very concerned about the impact of this business will have on the character of this
residential area. | ask that you deny this conditional use application.

Thank you.

Philip Meza



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 1760 Ocean Avenue Conditional Use

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:12:20 AM

Attachments: Opposition to Condition Use - 1760 Ocean Avenue.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: David Blumenfeld <dblumenfeld9@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 4:05 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; keith@savelyhealthcarearchitects.com
Subject: 1760 Ocean Avenue Conditional Use

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

6/12/20 3:56 pm

To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

Please see the attached letter in opposition to the proposed Conditional Use Authorization for 1760
Ocean Avenue - Block/Lot 3283/195.

Thank you.

David I. Blumenfeld
President OGHA
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June 12, 2020

[bookmark: _Hlk41836910]





Via Email

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



To: 	San Francisco Planning Commission





Re: 	1760 Ocean Avenue
	Block/Lot 3283 / 195

Record Number: 2019-016388CUA



cc:  	Jeffrey Horn, San Francisco Planning Commission

       	Keith Hansell, Savely Healthcare Architects





Dear Member of the San Francisco Planning Commission:





On behalf of the Ocean Gardens Homeowners Association (for the residential complex located at 18 Dorado Terrace), we are writing to let you know that we are opposed to the granting of the Conditional Use Authorization for the expansion of the dialysis center, Fresenius Kidney Care, at 1760 Ocean Avenue for the reasons set forth below.



1. The Ocean Gardens Residential Project is situated on top of the commercial parcel at Ocean Gardens.  The residential and commercial parcels share the same air space parcel.  While this is a proposal for commercial property business expansion, the neighborhood is very much residential except for the ground level on the Ocean Avenue corridor.  Permitting the expansion of the dialysis clinic will have a profound negative impact on the neighborhood’s residents.


2. The proposed expansion will likely triple the size and patient capacity of the dialysis center.  This will increase the current noise level when the expanded dialysis center becomes operational.  Currently the dialysis center opens for business around 4:30 a.m. when the paratransit vans start delivering patients.  The steady flow of patients generally continues until about 9:00 p.m. or so, six days a week from Monday through Saturday.  The paratransit vans are especially noisy with their "safety" back-up beepers, and often the drivers let their diesel engines idle while waiting to pick up their patients from the dialysis center.  Taking what exists now and multiplying it by a factor of three would be very disconcerting if the proposal was approved.



3. Traffic Concerns



The traffic situation will get worse in the areas around the dialysis center due to increase in patient volume which will increase and escalate noise and traffic issues.  Currently during business hours, the dialysis center invariably blocks off one of the two travel lanes in the westbound direction on Ocean Avenue.  There is a small bulb out that allows for maybe two vans to park, which always seems to be full.  Yet whether the bulb out has vans in it or not, many drivers simply park near the entrance to the center because the bulb out is inconveniently closer to the Dorado Terrace corner than the entrance to the dialysis center which is closer to Faxon. The situation does not improve even when the illegally parked vans move on.  The van drivers lined up behind the illegally parked vans do not appear to want to use the vacated loading spaces since they have already started the patient loading/unloading process while blocking traffic.  The owners of the dialysis center have never made any attempt to alleviate this situation.



Besides the small bulb out there is no street parking on Ocean Avenue between Faxon and Dorado because of the Muni Island in the middle of westbound Ocean Avenue.  This Muni island extends all the way from Faxon to Dorado.  If this expansion project is approved, patient volume in and out of the center will no doubt substantially increase which in turn will substantially increase noise and traffic issues. 



Due to illegal paratransit van parking, motorists have a difficult time making a right turn onto Dorado because, as mentioned above, the paratransit vans tend to block the right lane of Ocean Avenue when picking up and dropping off patients.  With the right lane blocked, and the Muni island in place, it is dangerous and difficult for motorists to make a right turn to access Dorado Terrace when traveling westbound on Ocean Avenue.  If the curb lane of traffic is blocked, which might not be apparent until one is stuck behind a van, a driver must back up on Ocean Avenue to Faxon, go around the Muni island, get into the left lane on Ocean Avenue, and make an illegal right turn onto Dorado Terrace from the left lane.  (See photographs in Appendix A, enclosed herewith.)  



The Conditional Use Authorization (Supplemental Application) incorrectly states that, “Traffic will not change as the space currently has a dedicated parking garage.”  This is not true because the dialysis center will be unable to have paratransit vans utilize this parking garage due to the limited height clearance of 8’2”.  (See photograph in Appendix B, enclosed herewith.)  A typical paratransit model is the Ford E450 with a height of 111" (9'1/4").  While patients who drive themselves to dialysis are able to park in the garage, it seems that most patients are brought to dialysis by van.



4. The dialysis center does not serve the needs of the area residents who shop the Ocean Avenue corridor.  In fact, it contributes to the retail leakage in the neighborhood since its patients are largely transported from outside neighborhoods and then leave to shop  elsewhere. 1760 Ocean Avenue has always been a retail space and should remain so and marketed as such.  Permitting the expanded use of the dialysis center will permanently remove this retail space.



5. Concerns for Certain Units at Ocean Gardens Residential Project



Units 21, 23, 25, and 30 all border Ocean Avenue from two stories above street level and are subjected to the current noise levels when the dialysis center opens around 4:30 a.m.  The proposed expansion will greatly increase noise in the area. (See 2, Above.)



Several units located farther away from Ocean Avenue and closer to the driveway entrance to the Residential Project on Dorado Terrace have voiced concerns about the HVAC noise in the past when CVS occupied the space.  The HVAC equipment for the commercial parcel is located next to the driveway of the Residential Project and has an exhaust tower in the center of the Residential Project incorporated into one of the residential units.  Both the HVAC equipment and exhaust tower have been quite noisy in the past requiring Department of Public Health intervention to remediate.  There is concern that with more medical equipment and a vast increase in patient volume, the HVAC related noise level will increase significantly while the quality of life for those residing in the residential project will decrease proportionately.



Ocean Gardens Residential and Commercial Projects are governed by a common Master Association that was created to deal with issues related to both parcels.  The Master Association is inactive and has been for some time.  However, there are recorded CC&Rs that still govern the permitted activities and uses to which the parcels may be put, as well as restrictions on use.  



One such restriction (Section 7.4 of the Master CC&Rs) deals with nuisances, and states as follows:  “No illegal or seriously offensive activity shall be transacted on conducted on any Parcel or in any part of the Property, nor shall anything be done thereon which is a serious annoyance or a nuisance to or which may in any way interfere with the quiet enjoyment of the Owners of interests in the Property, which shall violate any law or ordinance or which shall in any way increase the rate of insurance for the Property, or cause any insurance policy to be cancelled or to cause a refusal to renew the same or which will impair the structural integrity of any building.



We believe that even before the proposed expansion, the current noise level related to the dialysis center constitutes a prohibited nuisance under the CC&Rs of the Master Association because of its  interference with the quiet enjoyment of the residents of residential parcel.  However, and regardless of whether current activity constitutes a nuisance, any expansion thereof, especially as planned, surely would qualify as a prohibited nuisance.  As such, Ocean Gardens HOA reserves all of its legal rights should the conditional use for the expansion of the dialysis clinic be approved.



If the Planning Department approves this project (which we strongly urge it not to do), we request that it to limit construction activity to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  Based on previous remodels on this site, we have experienced excessive noise due to the concrete and steel frame acting as an echo chamber for residents living above the commercial parcel.  Also, please take into consideration the current shelter in place order and the impact construction noise would have on residents in the area.



We want to remind the Planning Commission that the Ocean Avenue corridor has changed greatly in the last decade. The City has gone to great lengths to ensure a housing-oriented approach is implemented, and, because of this, we have the welcome addition of Avalon Ocean Avenue apartment complex, and another new apartment complex at the Phelan Loop.  There has also been new multi-unit residential construction at Ocean and Brighton and Ocean and Miramar, and the planned future development at Balboa Park Reservoir.  This, in turn, has invited a number of retail services (Target, Whole Foods, Ace Hardware, Philz Coffee, Wells Fargo Bank, and several new restaurants) to move in to support the needs of the residents.  



While the dialysis center has been in place for quite some time, we feel it is better suited in a location where there is an open parking lot that can better serve its patients.  The expansion of the dialysis center is just not a positive step for the neighborhood.  The neighborhood needs more walkable retail services, not a large dialysis center.

 

Thank you for your consideration.





Ocean Gardens HOA
David I. Blumenfeld, President









Appendix A:  Photos of traffic backed up on right lane of Ocean Avenue
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Appendix B:  Photo of Garage Clearance at 1738 / 1760 Ocean Ave which shows clearance as 8'2":
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)

Subject: FW: 526-530 Lombard Street (Fielding)--Agenda Items #19a&b; June 18, 2020; Addendum Brief in Support of
DR

Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:11:28 AM

Attachments: Brief in Support of DR 526-530 Lombard Street--Fielding Street 061220.pdf

Brief in Support of DR 526-530 Lombard Street ---Fielding Street Residences 030420.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-

person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 5:12 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
deland@stanford.edu; 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: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary @sfgov.org>

Subject: 526-530 Lombard Street (Fielding)--Agenda Items #19a&b; June 18, 2020; Addendum Brief
in Support of DR

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

President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am forwarding to your attention an Addendum Brief in Support of the
Discretionary Review Application for the proposed project at 526-530
Lombard Street (Fielding Street)---I represent the DR Requestor Jacob Uhland.
I am also including my initial brief dated March 4, 2020, because for unknown
reasons, it was omitted from your packet (sponsor’s brief first brief is
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LAW OFFICES OF
STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

1934 Divisadero Street | San Francisco, CA 94115 | TEl: 415.292.3656 | FAX: 415.776.8047 | smw@stevewilliamslaw.com

Joel Koppel, President June 12, 2020
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

RE: 526-530 Lombard Street -—Fronting on Fielding Street (Unaccepted)

Case No. #2017-00964DRP; 2017-009964VAR
New Hearing Date: June 18, 2020
Opposition to Proposed Project and in Support of DR (ADDENDA)

President Koppel and Commissioners:
L. INTRODUCTION

This office represents DR Requestor Jacob Lee Uhland who lives at 1915 Stockton
Street, in a flat in a historic building to the east of the subject property. We previously
submitted a detailed brief in opposition to the project and are re-submitting that brief
(attached) for the Commission’s convenience and information and because for unknown
reasons, staff failed to include that brief in the DR packet.

In our previous submittal on March 4, 2020, we pointed out that the Dept and the Sponsor
had both failed to apply a newly amended code section (Planning Code § 261.1 ---as
amended October 2019) to the Project and as a result the Project violated the height limit
and failed to respect the 45 degree “sun access plane” mandated by that section for
construction on the “southern side of east-west narrow streets,” set forth at § 261.1(d)(2).
In response to our brief, the Dept immediately pulled the case from the March 12
calendar and required new plans. However, the Dept is STILL mis-applying that Code
Section and simply gets it wrong again. In addition to the error of law in applying the
new code section, there are multiple issues and mistakes in the proposal—the new
proposal raises questions related to its height from grade and the encroachments into the
public right of way.

After reviewing the new proposal, the Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) now proposes a new
method to measure the height of the front setback required on the building proposed by
the Sponsor and created an “interpretation” allowing measurement from an imaginary
“curb level” on the north side of Fielding Street, floating 11+ feet above grade. This
“interpretation” by the ZA, if allowed, will place a 4-story-plus (44’ feet from grade to top
of guard rail) building on Fielding, which is 17.5” feet wide. Such a result is directly
contrary to the intent of the new code section. The ZA is clearly mistaken, as a matter of
law, (1) in his interpretation of the requirements of Planning Code §§260 & 261.1; and,
(2) in his application of those sections to the proposed project on Fielding.

II. The Project STILL Violates the Special Height Limit for “Southern Side
of East-West Narrow Streets,” found at §261.1; As a Matter of Law, the
Zoning Administrator is Incorrectly Conflating the Two Code Sections
and is Measuring the Sun Access Plane from “Curb-Level” on a “Street”
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(using §260), Instead of measuring from the “Opposite Northern Property
Line” on a “Narrow Street” or “Alley” (Fielding) as Mandated at §261.1.

The proposal is STILL to build a four story building that fronts on Fielding--- this
violates the special height limit applicable to “southern side, east-west narrow streets”
(which Fielding is) found in new §261.1. The Zoning Administrator is mistakenly
applying §260 measurement criterion for the height of buildings from “streets.” Fielding
is NOT a “street” as that term is defined by the Code or as used in §260. It is a “narrow
street” or “alley” as defined in §261.1 and the requirments of §261.1 alone apply.

The ZA has mistakenly conflated the two sections (§§260 & 261.1) of the Code together.
He is using the provisions of §260 (the general code provision for height measurement of
buildings under the Planning Code) to mistakenly determine the setback mandated under
new §261.1. Section 261.1 is a new code section (completely missed by the sponsor and
Dept the first time around) specifically designed to create a “sun access plane” setback on
“narrow streets” and “alleys.”

The provisions of §261.1 are unrelated to, and do not reference §260 on the setback
required on new buildings constructed on the southern side of east-west alleys, on these
“narrow streets” or “alleys” such as Fielding. The ZA mistakenly applied the provisions
of §260 to determine the setback needed under§261.1. Section 261.1 mandates a setback
measured “extending from the most directly opposite northern property line” for “narrow
streets” or “alleys” and §260 describes the method for an overall height measurement to
be taken from “streets” and the “curb level” of such streets.

Section 261.1 makes no mention of a “curb level” or any measurement from curb level
and does not reference and is not incorporated into, or dependent upon §260. The ZA
incorrectly interpreted and applied the code, using §260 to create an artificial “curb level”
on the north side of Fielding (floating 11° feet in the air) and now wants to measure a
“sun access plane” setback (under §261.1, not related to “curb level™) from that point.
The ZA’s “interpretation” mistakenly blends the two codes sections together and makes
the provisions of § 261.1 meaningless. His ruling is clearly incorrect as a matter of law.

Following the Last Hearing Date (March 12) the ZA Approved New Plans

After the matter was pulled from the calendar on March 12, 2020, the Sponsor (former
senior planner Tara Sullivan) presented new plans and conferred privately with the ZA
and Planning Dept staff to obtain approval of the new plan. The new plans were released
to the neighbors on May 8, 2020. To the disappointment and chagrin of the neighbors, the
building is still proposed at 40’+ feet on a tiny, unpaved, “paper,” unaccepted Fielding.

After the ZA confirmed he would allow the new 4-story building to move forward to the
Commission, the neighbors and DR Requestor expressed continued opposition and
questioned the method of measurement under the new code section which was
specifically intended to preserve the scale of narrow streets and to “ensure they do not
become overshadowed or overcrowded,” especially by taller buildings on the southside of
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such cast-west alleys. Accordingly, the neighbors questioned the “interpretation” by the
ZA and its application to the proposed project.

The ZA Explained in Detail His Interpretation and Application of the Code Sections

Following the release of the new plan set on May 8, the neighbors begin to ask questions
about the new proposal. It is a startling proposal, with a proposed datum point for
measuring the height of the new building floating some 11’ feet above the grade on
Fielding Street (see, Plan Sheet A3.11). Of course, raising the starting point for the
measurement of the height of a building to such a level (11 feet above grade) results in a
much taller building than would normally be permitted on this narrow street. It is an
unusual and unique proposal to say the least—and not one that is code-compliant.

In order to gain a better understanding of how such a proposal could be approved by the
ZA and the Planning Department staff, counsel asked the Zoning Administrator a series
of questions to explain his approval of the new proposal. To his credit, the ZA explained
in detail that he had applied the principles for measurement of the setbacks for the new
proposed building in the manner that one would use to “normally measure height™ from
Planning Code Section 260 which governs the measurement of height from a “street™ at
“curb level.” Below is a quoted explanation from the Zoning Administrator of how he
determined to measure the height of the new proposed building (copies of original email
exchange dated June 5, 2020, attached as Exhibit 5):

Question:

“Can you please explain how/why/what code section allows such a measurement of
height from the top of an encroachment and not grade on either side of Fielding?”

Zoning Administrator:
“Planning Code Section 260(a)(1)(B) states: “Where the lot is level with or slopes

downward from a street at the centerline of the building or building step, such point
shall be taken at curb level on such a street. This point shall be used for height
measurement only for a lot depth not extending beyond a line 100 feet from and
parallel to such street, or beyond a line equidistant between such street and the
street on the opposite side of the block, whichever depth is greater. Measurement of
height for any portion of the lot extending beyond such line shall be considered in
relation to the opposite (lower) end of the lot, and that portion shall be considered
an upward sloping lot in accordance with Subsection (C) below, whether or not the
lot also has frontage on a lower street.”

“It is not unusual for developments to front newly extended and/or improved rights-
of-way that result in a new curb level. And in those cases, the height is measured
from that curb level, as dictated by the Code. While the Code does require height to
be measured from grade on the property in certain circumstances, the primary
height measurement at the fronting street begins at the curb level.”

Question:
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“Do you agree with my calculations on the grade change...that the average grade change
as one crosses Fielding from north to south is about 3 feet....At the east end the grade
change is about 5 feet and on the west end less than one foot? ...How on earth does that
translate to 11” on the north side and 3’ feet above the actual grade back there on Fielding
on the south side.”

Zoning Administrator:

“There is definitely a lot of grade variation within the Fielding Street right-of-way
adjacent to the subject property. However, that grade change is not relevant to
measuring height from the “curb line.” But it is definitely relevant for any
discussion of site and vicinity context when reviewing the project relative to its
surroundings.” :

Again on June 8 & 9, 2020, the ZA once again confirmed that he approved the new
proposal using the provisions of Planning Code Section 260 to measure the setbacks
applicable to the building as it fronts on Fielding Street from an imagined “curb level” as
specified in Planning Code Section 260 (copy of orginal emails attached as Exhibit 6) and
that he is extending the 45 degree sun access plane from the Curb Level and NOT the
actual boundary or property line as specified in Section 261.1(d)(2):

“Steve and Joseph,

Here is my attempt to respond to your emails from yesterday. There are two different
height-related issues for this project, which are addressed/explained in further detail as
follows: -

1. Permitted and Measured Height of Buildings Pursuant to 40-X Height/Bulk
District. The property is located in a RM-2 Zoning District and 40-X Height/Bulk

District. No building may extend higher than 40 feet, which is measured pursuant
to Planning Code Section 260. The existing building fronts on Lombard Street,
which is determined to be the front property line. The lot is generally flat, with a
very slight slope downward to the Fielding Street frontage. The lot is 137.5 feet
deep. .-

Sec. 260(a)(1)(B) provides the relevant height measurement provision for
level/downsloping lots:

(a) Method of Measurement. The limits upon the height of buildings and structures
shall be as specified on the Zoning Map, except as permitted by Section 206. In the
measurement of height, the following rules shall be applicable:

(1) The point above which such measurements shall be taken shall be as specified as
follows.

(A) In the case of either (B) or (C) below, such point shall be taken at the
centerline of the building or, where the building steps laterally in relation to a street that
is the basis for height measurement, separate points shall be taken at the centerline of
each building step.
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(B) Where the lot is level with or slopes downward from a street at the centerline
of the building or building step, such point shall be taken at curb level on such a street.
This point shall be used for height measurement only for a lot depth not extending
beyond a line 100 feet from and parallel to such street, or beyond a line equidistant
between such street and the street on the opposite side of the block, whichever depth is
greater. Measurement of height for any portion of the lot extending beyond such line
shall be considered in relation to the opposite (lower) end of the lot, and that portion shall
be considered an upward sloping lot in accordance with Subsection (C) below, whether or
not the lot also has frontage on a lower street.

Therefore, the rear 37.5 feet of depth of this lot takes its height measurement from the
rear property line that fronts Fielding Street, instead of from Lombard Street. Both
Subsection (B) and (C) requires the height to be measured from the “curb level” and not
from grade. Subsection (C) for upsloping lots also requires the first 10 feet of depth to
measure height from the curb level, but then all other points on the property to be
measured from average grade.

All this considered, including information provided in my prior emails, means that the
relevant height measurement for this lot in relation to the new building proposed on the
Fielding Street frontage is taken from the midpoint of that property line along Fielding
street, and such measurement begins from “curb level” (not grade).”(See, Exhibit 2).

So, it is crystal clear that the ZA is allowing the height of the setbacks for the proposed
new building to be measured using the “normal” criterion from §260 as a building
fronting on a “street” (measuring from Fielding) and being measured from the “curb
level” as provided under § 260(a)(B)&(C)---to which he cited. He used this criteron to
measure the 45 degree setback required under §261.1 from “curb level.” This is just
wrong. Rather, the determination is one of the setback required by the ‘“‘sun access plane”
(not overall height) measured from the northernly property line (not curb level) as
required by the §261.1.

Section 260 is Inapplicable to the Project; Fielding is Not a “Street” and the Setback
of the Fagade and Resulting Height of the Proposed Building Must be Extended
from the “Opposite Northerly Property Line” Under § 261.1 and Not from an

Artificially Created “Curb Level” from a “Street” Under §260

In reaching his decision in this case, the ZA failed to apply the well established rules of
statutory interpretation; first, he ignores the “plain language” of the statute and then
“interprets” a different statute (§ 261.1) out of its obvious and stated meaning by failing
to give the language in that Section the usual plain meaning of the words used. That Code
Section is crystal clear and needs no “interpretaion”...the 45 degree angle defining the set
back is to be “extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line.” There is
no reference to using the southern property line to set an elevation or to allow for such
obvious manipulation of a pre-determined outcome of this code section. The Code says
extend the line from a set point, the property line, not a manipulated “curb-level.”
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By its plain language, §260 is not applicable to the Project before the Commission. That
Section refers only to the measurement of buildings fronting on “streets” and specfically
to a height measurment to be “taken at curb level on such a street.” Every reference for
measurement under the provisions of §260 is to be taken in relation to a “‘street” and/or
the “curb level™ of a “street.” §260 states in relevant part as follows:

SEC. 260. HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

(a) Method of Measurement. The limits upon the height of buildings and structures
shall be as specified on the Zoning Map, except as permitted by Section 206. In the
measurement of height, the following rules shall be applicable:

(1) The point above which such measurements shall be taken shall be as specified as
Jfollows.

(4) In the case of either (B) or (C) below, such point shall be taken at the
centerline of the building or, where the building steps laterally in relation to a street that
is the basis for height measurement, separate points shall be taken at the centerline of
each building step.

(B)  Where the lot is level with or slopes downward from a street at the centerline
of the building or building step, such point shall be taken at curb level on such a street.
This point shall be used for height measurement only for a lot depth not extending bevond
a line 100 feet from and parallel to such street, or beyond a line equidistant between such
street and the street on the opposite side of the block, whichever depth is greater.
Measurement of height for any portion of the lot extending beyond such line shall be
considered in relation to the opposite (lower) end of the lot, and that portion shall be
considered an upward sloping lot in accordance with Subsection (C) below, whether or
not the lot also has frontage on a lower street.

(C) Where the lot slopes upward from a street at the centerline of the building or
building step, such point shall be taken at curb level for purposes of measuring the height
of the closest part of the building within 10 feet of the property line of such street; at
every other cross-section of the building, at right angles to the centerline of the building
or building step, such point shall be taken as the average of the ground elevations at
either side of the building or building step at that cross-section. The ground elevations
used shall be either existing elevations or the elevations resulting from new grading
operations encompassing an entire block. Elevations beneath the building shall be taken
by projecting a straight line between ground elevations at the exterior walls at either side
of the entire building in the same plane.

(D) Where the lot has frontage on two or more streets, the owner may choose the
street or streets from which the measurement of height is to be taken, within the scope of
the rules stated above. (red highlights added for emphasis)

Section 260 has as its legislative purpose to generally provide the methodology for the
measurement of the heights of buildings in San Francisco in “normal™ or usual settings
along City streets. Such streets typically have curbs and in order to create a relative unity
and a consistency between buildings, the height measurements of such buildings use a
relatively consistent and fixed touchstone, the elevation of the street and curb levels.
However, §260 does not apply in the case before the Commission. Fielding is not a
“street,” and has no ““curb levels.”

6| Paoce





Joel Koppel, President June 12, 2020
San Francisco Planning Commission 526-530 Lombard Street

The Planning Code specifically defines a “street” as follows:

Section 102. Street. A right-of-way, 30 feet or more in width, permanently dedicated
to common and general use by the public, including any avenue, drive, boulevard, or
similar way, but not including any freeway or highway without a general right of access
Jor abutting properties

Fielding is only 17.5" feet wide and is in fact a “Narrow Street” or “Alley” (NOT a
“street”) as specifically defined under § 261.1, which has it own separate and distinct
method for measurement of setbacks and the height limits resulting from such setbacks.
That Section states in relevant part as follows:

SEC. 261.1. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR
NARROW STREETS AND ALLEYS IN, R, RTO, NC, NCT,
AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE
DISTRICTS.

(@) Purpose. The intimate character of Narrow Streets, as defined in subsection (b),
and Alleys is an important and unique component of the City and certain neighborhoods
in particular. The scale of these streets should be preserved to ensure they do not become
overshadowed or overcrowded. Heights along Alleys and Narrow Streets are hereby
limited to provide ample sunlight and air, as follows:

(b) Definitions.

(1) "Narrow Street” shall be defined as a public right of way less than or equal to 40
Jeet in width, or any mid-block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width created
under the requirements of Section 270.2.

(2) “Subject Frontage” shall mean:

(A) any building frontage in an RH-1(D), RH-1, or RH-1(S) District that abuts a
Narrow Street and is more than 20 feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40
feet; or

(B) any building frontage in an RH-2, RH-3, RM, RTO, NC, NCT, or Eastern
Neighborhood Mixed Use District that abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60
Jeet from an intersection with a Street wider than 40 feet.

(3) "East-West Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those created
pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true east-west
orientation or are otherwise named herein: Elm, Redwood, Ash, Birch, Ivy, Linden,
Hickory, Lily, Rose, Laussat, Germania, Clinton Park, Brosnan, Hidalgo, and Alert
Streets.

(4) “North-South Narrow Streets” shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those
created pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true
north-south orientation.

(¢c) Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RH, RM, RTO, NC,
NCT. and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, except in the Bernal Heights
Special Use District. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the CS Bulk District these
controls shall only apply on certain frontages as described in Section 270(h).
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(d) Controls.

(1) General Requirement. Except as described below, all Subject Frontages shall
have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent
to 1.25 times the width of the abutting Narrow Street. Buildings of two stories above
grade may be built without a second-story setback, regardless of the width of the street.

(2) Southern Side of East-West Narrow Streets and, within the Central SoMa
Special Use District, all North-South Narrow Streets. All Subject Frontages on the
southerly side of an East-West Narrow Street and, within the Central SoMa Special Use
District, all Subject Frontages on a North-South Narrow Street shall have upper stories
which are set back at the property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access
plane defined by an angle of 45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite
northerly property line (as illustrated in Figure 261.14.) No part or feature of a building,
including but not limited to any feature listed in Section 260(b), may penetrate the
required setback plane. (red highlights added for emphasis)
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The Legislative Purpose of §261.1 is Being Ignored and Violated by the Project

The legislative purpose of §261.1 is far different than that of §260. Section 260 is a
general provision for measurment of the heights of builidngs from streets, generally
starting at curb level. Section 261.1 imposes additional height limits on buildings to be
constructed with frontage on “Narrow Streets™ and “Alleys™ to preserve the intimate
character of Narrow Streets and to ensure they do not become overshadowed or
overcrowded and 1o provide ample sunlight and air by limiting the heights of buildings
along such Narrow Streets. ...especially those new buildings on the Southern Side of
East-West Narrow Streets, such as Fielding in this case. (see, Section 261.1 above)
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Section 261.1 creates a separate statutory scheme aimed at limiting the heights (via
setbacks) on such Narrow Streets and Alleys and does no mention height measurement
(at all) from *“curb level” and is not applicable to buildings fronting on *“Streets.”
Presumably, the legislators realized that most Narrow Streets and Alleys do not have
curbs—and intentionally omitted any reference to curb levels. Instead, §261.1 focuses on
setbacks from the Narrow Streets and Alleys (to allow sunlight to come over new
buildings). The operative language of § 261.1(d)(2) states that new buildings fronting on
such Narrow Streets and Alleys, “shall have upper stories which are set back at the
property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plané defined by an angle
of 45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line.”

The specific mandate in the statute to create a setback measured and starting from the
“opposite northerly property line”” (rather than from a floating “curb level” as the ZA has
done in this case) must also be considered intentional on the part of the legislative branch.
The terms “curb level” and “opposite northerly property line” are not interchangeable or
equivalent. A property line is a fixed location where one parcel of land ends and the
neighboring land begins. The “northerly property line™ in this case currently exists at the
sitec and a 45-degree line may be drawn from it today. A “curb level” is fungible, is under
the control of City agencies and may be manipulated, moved, and even created to float in
mid-air, dependent on future development of a right of way or a developer’s guilc.

The plain language of the statute (confirmed by a drawing in the statue also referencing
the property line) must be adhered to for this Project. The “northerly property line™ is a
fixed location at grade and may not be moved to a new location without the consent of
the property owner opposite from the proposed project across Fielding. The project
sponsor and the ZA cannot simply move the property line to suit a purpose.

Finally, the ZA’s interpretation and application of the law in this case must be rejected
not only because it misapplies the language of Code §§260 & 261.1, it also is directly
contrary to the stated legislative purpose of §261.1, to protect the sunlight and intimacy
of “Narrow Streets™ and “*Alleys.” Having an unsupported “interpretation™ that results in
a building of 40+ feet in height on a “narrow street™ or “alley™ is at opposite with the
stated legislative intent of the new §261.1 and must be set aside by the Commission.

The southern side of these east-west narrow streets has an intentionally VERY restrictive

height limit. The front vertical wall of a building fronting the street, “shall have upper

stories which are set back at the property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun

access plane defined by an angle of 45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite

northerly property line (as illustrated in Figure 261.1A.) No part or feature of a building,

including but not limited to any feature listed in Section 260(b), may penetrate the
required setback plane.” (§261.1(d)(2)—cited in full above).

This rule for height limits on the southern side of east-west narrow alleys for this project
is more correctly illustrated below using an excerpt from the Project’s plans.... The
proposed plan approved by the Dept is approximately 10-11’feet over the height limit.
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The maximum height of the vertical wall fronting on Fielding is limited to 17.5feet (the
width of Fielding) and then must be set back a minimum of 10’feet as shown below.

The drawing below was completed by architect Cathi House, a professional with more
than 45 years’ experience in San Francisco. She used the sponsor’s elevation drawing of
the Fielding Street side with a view looking to the east.

The Sponsor proposes a massive concrete walkway/land-bridge encroachment to be built
into the public right of way on Fielding. The only reason for the encroachment is to
manipulate the grade in order to ignore the new code section (§261.1) which was
specifically designed to reduce the height of new structures on narrow streets and alleys.
The project could easily be designed to save the existing gardens and to be integrated into
the gardens on Fielding Street. However, this would allow for measurement of the height
of the project from grade and would reduce its height---exactly as envisioned by the new
code section.

Because of the desire by the sponsor (and complicity of the Dept) to skirt the new code
section, huge concrete structures have to be built to create new phony grades from which
to measure the height. That is an absurd result and the opposite of the legislative intent as
stated in the new statute. The opposite northerly property line must be used to establish
the setbacks for the new structure.... NOT an imaginary “curb level” which is not
mentioned in the statute.
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When this new code provision is applied to the Project it limits the front vertical wall
to the same width as the “narrow street”....meaning that the Project’s facade must be
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reduced to 17.5’feet and then all portions of the building (including parapets, bay
windows, any features of the building) above that “sun access plane” must be setback 10
feet from that height and no part of the upper stories may penetrate the “sun access plane”
as stated in the code section. -

III.  As set forth in the prior submittal, the Planning Commission has
routinely turned down every application for four stories (new
construction or addition) on the small-—substandard interior alleys in
North Beach, on Telegraph Hill and on Russsian Hill as violative of the
Residential Design Guidelines.

Because of its location in the rear yard, the project would be devastating to the light, air,
views, and gardens in the vicinity and would negatively impact numerous homes. The
Commission has ruled countless times that a four-story building on an interior lot or
narrow alley violates the Residential Design Guidelines. Just months ago, in September
2019, a fourth-floor project proposed at nearby 1-3 Winter Place was denied (Exhibit 4 to
previous brief); a fourth-floor project on Varennes Street was denied in March 2019 and
at 30 Edith Street on September 29, 2010, a fourth floor was denied. There are countless
others. In these cases, the Commission specifically stated:

“ACTION

The Commission found exceptional and extraordinary circumstances with respect to
the impacts of the proposed 4'" story addition and hereby takes Discretionary
Review requested in Record No. 2018-013309DRP-04 and denies Building Permit
Application 2018.1004.2256.” (Discretionary Review Action Memo--Exhibit 4)

IV.  The Sponsor, NOT the neighbors, must prove that there are “exceptional
and extraordinary” circumstances that apply only to his property and
which are depriving him of a material property right.

A project requiring a variance cannot be “materially detrimental to the public welfare or
materially injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity.” This is one of the
findings the Project Sponsor must prove to obtain special permission for this project.
Blocking bay views to neighbors’ homes is a “material detriment.” This Project violates
the Planning Code (without the variances) just as it violates the special height limit for
the alley. It does not provide for the required rear yard or unit exposure mandated by the
Code. Sponsor must show he is being denied a property right which all others in the
vicinity enjoy and which are attributable to some unique physical circumstances on his
property. He must also prove that granting the variances will not be harmful to the
neighbors and their enjoyment of their property---this he cannot do as the project will
obviously negatively impact many neighbors.

V. The Height of the Project Must Not be Measured from an Imaginary
Datum Point Floating in Mid-Air; This Point Does Not Presently Exist, is
not Illustrated in the Plan and There is No Indication Such Datum Points

will ever be Actually Constructed in the Fielding Right of Way
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The proposed project plans show the datum point for measuring the height of the new
building from Fielding as floating in mid-air more than 11 feet above grade. On Plan
Sheet page A3.11 it states as follows:

MEASUREMENT POINT T.0. FIELDING STREET EXTENSION PER SFDPW MSE PERMIT REVIEW

This point of measurement 11 feet above grade and floating in mid-air, magically
enables an additional floor to be added to the building and essentially nullifies the
provisions of Section 261.1, which is meant to maintain a lower height on these “narrow
streets” and “alleys.” This sleight of hand measuring technique is being improperly
applied with the Zoning Administrator mistakenly using the provisions of Section 260
and ignoring the plain language and intent of Section 261.1.

The attempt to have DPW (sometime in the unnamed future) radically change the grade
of a street in order to obtain a favorable height measurement is 1mproper and raises many
more questions:

I. Why is DPW recommending raising the level of Fielding Street 11” feet from its
existing grade with fill? What public purpose will it serve?

2. Why is DPW recommending the placement of extremely large retaining walls in
the Public Right of Way that are some 35’ ft long west to east and at the apex,
some 12’ ft high to serve as a private walkway(fenced off) for a private residence?

3. Did the Sponsor submit a plan that will raise all of Fielding Street to that
proposed elevation as shown in the plans to establish a point from where to
measure the setbacks and height of the proposed building?

4. Sheet A3.11 shows "Measurement Point at the T.O. (top of) Fielding Street
Extension Per SFDPW MSE Permit Review." Has DPW approved a measuring
datum point that is 11’feet above grade?

5. Is there a plan which shows the completion of Fielding Street so as to actually
have that measurement pomt at the curb level?

6. If there is no present plan, is there any guarantee that all of Fielding Street will be
raised to that level?

7. How will the properties on the northside of Fielding, now faced with a new 12’ft
high solid concrete wall, access Fielding Street for future development?

8. Will raising Fielding to such an elevation make it inaccessible for all the other
homeowners to the west of the site?

VI.  THE Building is Still Four Floors plus Roof-Top Deck--—-Sponsor Simply
Altered the Grade and the Method and Starting Point of Measurement

The sponsor claims that a significant redesign of the building was undertaken and that the
proposed “building height was lowered by one floor.” This is simply untrue. The building
still has four levels of occupancy and a rooftop deck. What the project sponsor has done
with the new renderings is simply choose a different grade from which to measure and try
to hide the bottom floor behind some sort of imagined major encroachment in the public
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right of way. The new drawings misrepresent and alter what was “previously submitted™
and try to hide or mask the four stories from grade previously (and presently) presented.
With the gentle grade on Fielding it could easily be used to construct a new building at
the existing grade.

What used to be the first floor is now labeled as a “basement” and the starting point for
the measurement of the height was switched from the middle point of the proposed
building at grade is now on a floating “curb level.” The height measurement is taken from
a proposed major encroachment which the sponsor intends to construct in the public
right-of-way...but it not fully shown. In other words, the building's height according to
the project sponsor is now measured from the start of the second floor. As noted above,
even with the architectural sleight of hand the proposal still far exceeds the absolute
height limit allowed under Planning Code Section 261.1.

While some changes were made to the proposed rooftop penthouses, overall, the building
is roughly the same size it is simply situated and illustrated in a different fashion. Calling
the first floor a “basement” does not make it subterranean and obviously the fagade on
Fielding Street will be entirely above the ground. Because the so-called “basement” floor
will be entirely above ground, the building continues to be larger in mass and taller than
either of the neighboring structures. It is STILL a four-story building with four levels of
occupancy. Changing the names given to floors on the plans and creative measurements
in the height do not change this fact.

VII.  The Proposed Building Needs Multiple Variances Causing Harm to the
Neighbors: Sponsor Seeks a Special Privilege to Contract Luxury Units

A variance cannot be granted if it will negatively impact abutting property owners.

This includes blocking views, blocking light, casting shadows on yards and gardens. The
construction of this project requires AT LEAST three different variances from the Planning
Code---rear yard, exposure, and open space. Variances may be granted to vary or modify
the strict application of the regulations or provisions contained in the Planning Code in
cases in which there are practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships in the way of such
strict application. However, variances are limited to those situations where the peculiar
physical characteristics of a site make it difficult to develop under standard regulations. A
variance is granted in order to bring the physically disadvantaged property up to the level
of use enjoyed by nearby properties located in the same zoning district.

None of those situations exist here. The sponsor’s property is virtually identical to most
other lots on the block and is suffering no “hardship” that might possibly justify granting
the requested variances. Variances are only for use in unusual, individual circumstances
related to the property. There is no basis for granting a variance if the circumstances of the
project site cannot be distinguished from those on surrounding lots....and that is exactly
the situation here.

Review of proposed variances must be limited solely to the physical circumstances of the
property. The standard of hardship with regard to applications for variances relates to the
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property, not to the person who owns it or the location of existing structures on the property
or next door. Financial hardship, community benefit, neighbor’s approval, or the
worthiness of the project are not considerations in determining whether to approve a
variance. There is no physical difference between the subject property and the neighboring
properties, and the application cannot meet any of the required findings for a variance.

Further, the Project will cause real harm to numerous neighbors by blocking light, creating
midblock shadows on yards and gardens, and blocking views. In such a densely populated
section of the City it necessarily will have tremendous negative impacts. It is legally and
morally wrong to take the rights and protections guaranteed to the neighbors under the
Planning Code and transfer those rights and protections to the Project Sponsor without
Justification for such an expansion and construction of a non-conforming structure so that
he may luxuriate his property and profit with two new market rate units.

The “exceptional and extraordinary” circumstance sited by the sponsor is the fact that other
nearby lots have buildings in the rear yard (pre-code, non-conforming structures built
without variances) and the location of an existing stair on the building currently on the lot.
These claims are nowhere near to meeting the standard. The other neighboring buildings
were constructed pre-code and without variances and the non-conforming structures of
another era on neighboring properties can never justify granting a variance to the sponsor.

The Proposed Variances Do Not Meet ANY of the Mandatory Criteria

The Sponsor’s brief does not offer one word in support of the variances needed for this
project. It does not mention the variances in any fashion. The variance application itself is
the most bare-bones and inadequate application I have seen in more than three decades of
land-use practice. It is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 to the previous brief. No “hardship” is
described, there is no statement to justify, explain or validate the request for multiple
variances. There is no discussion or acknowledgment of the injury to be inflicted on the
neighboring homeowners by the project.

Further, the Dept TWICE told the sponsor to revise and supplement the variance
application to include a request for a variance from Section 140. See, Notice of Planning
Dept Requirements #2 & #3 attached hereto as Exhibit 3 to the prior brief. The sponsor
did not supplement or revise the variance application and does not even provide or
describe the code sections from which a variance is sought. On this ground alone the
variances must be denied.

In order to justify a variance, the applicant must show:

(1) Special exceptional and extraordinary circumstances applicable-to the property
involved or to the intended use of this property that do not apply generally to other
properties in the same zone or vicinity. (None)

(2) This exceptional and extraordinary circumstance causes some hardship or practical
difficulty if the variance is not granted; (None)
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(3) Without the variance, the subject property will be denied a right enjoyed by owners of
similar property; (None)

(4) The variance will not harm the neighbors; (It will) and

(5) The variance is in harmony with the city's General Plan and the general intent of the
Planning Code. (It is not)

If the Sponsor cannot meet all these requirements, then the application must be
rejected. In this instance, eliminating the rear yard, open space/exposure requirements
and extending a building to the property line in the rear yard at four stories tall with roof
top decks is detrimental to the neighbors. Such a building will block views, light and air
for most surrounding buildings and will cast shadows across the alley to the north on the
rear yards, gardens, “street parks™ and windows and walls of other small buildings on
Fielding. These undeniable facts alone demand that the variances may not be granted.

The only “hardship” or “extraordinary and exceptional” circumstance cited in the
application a claimed “neighborhood pattern™ and location of existing stairs. The
existence of pre-code and non-conforming structures on neighboring properties may not
be used to justify the grant of variances. As a matter of objective fact, it is simply not true
that there is anything exceptional or extraordinary about this lot in North Beach or this
particular block. This block has a majority of through lots and two lot buildings--many
older, pre-code buildings which are built to the property lines and which do not provide
the minimum rear yard required under the Code.

Such a situation cannot be used to justify a variance for new proposed non-complying
project. This would mean that most of the lots on this block and would be “exceptional
and extraordinary,” not the usual definition applied to those words by the Planning Dept.
The “hardship™ justifying a variance must be tied to the unigue physical condition of the
development lot, and, regardless of the claimed hardship, a variance cannot be granted if
it is detrimental or harmful to neighboring properties. In this case, small, substandard
interior alleys such as Fielding are quite common and can never honestly be considered
“extraordinary or exceptional,” or as imposing a unique hardship on this Sponsor.

In this instance it is crystal clear that the subject lot cannot be distinguished from the
surrounding lots as there are numerous identical lots to the west, east and a majority of
other, through lots on the block and in North Beach. The variances would be a special
privilege under the modern Planning Code. Further, the variances are not necessary for
any for any substantial property right that others are enjoying on the block. Very few
homes on larger lots have a second four floor building. The buildings fronting on
Fielding Street are virtually all a smaller size, no one is enjoying some property right
beyond that which is currently enjoyed by the Sponsor. It is incredibly inappropriate to
propose a four-story structure with a roof top deck in the interior, “back yard” lots in
North Beach, on Russian Hill, Telegraph Hill or the other alley ways of the City in our
historic residential neighborhoods.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

The proposed project STILL violates the height limit and ZA has incorrectly applied the
Code. The variance application is completely inadequate and was not revised as required
by the Department. Variances cannot be granted for a project which injure other property
owners in the neighborhood. For the reasons stated above, the neighbors and the
community they represent object to the proposed variances, the four-story rear yard
expansion and the inappropriate massing of the project. The neighbors' also request that
the Zoning Administrator deny the requested variances.

VERY TRULY YOURS,

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

cc: Jonas Tonin, Commission Secretary
District Three Supervisor Aaron Peskin
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From: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>

Sent: Friday, June 5, 2020 3:04 PM

To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Cc: Hartmut Gerdes <cap94941@yahoo.com>; Lynda Griffith <casarosa09@gmail.com>; F Joseph Butler
<fjosephlbutler@gmail.com>; Jacob Patty Uhland <jacobuhland@me.com>; Nancy Shanahan
<nshan@mindspring.com>; Stan Hayes <stan.hayes@thd.org>; Steven House
<steven@houseandhouse.com>; cathi house <cathi@houseandhouse.com>; cakersO6@vt.edu;
jenniferlaker@gmail.com; timothy.parks@gmail.com; victoria.stanell@gmail.com;
jaimeeyamada@gmail.com; carmorra@aol.com; wardhere@me.com; icrowder@vt.edu;
yojoslin@gmail.com <yojoslin@gmail.com> <yojoslin@gmail.com <yojoslin@gmail.com>; Asbagh,
Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>; Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: May We Please Have Some Direct Answers?

Steve,

| appreciate your patience as we’ve made our way through a difficult week. Below are my response to all
(1 think) of your questions.

1.

How does approving a new four story building fronting on a tiny narrow alley (that is actually a
community garden of some 40+ years) serve the purpose of the legislation?

The project has not been approved. It still requires PC and ZA approval. Regardless of the
Code interpretations, you and others will have an opportunity to express why you think the
project should not be approved as proposed.

Is the Dept going to accept this new nonsense of an imaginary grade at the “top of the wall”
....measuring from the top of a major street encroachment that has not been applied for, has
not been approved (and likely never will be since the neighbors have a vote on street work in
unaccepted streets) instead of measuring from existing grade or imagining that Fielding Street
could be leveled at near existing grade?

The plans will be reviewed with an understanding that the proposed right-of-way
improvements (i.e. encroachment) will be approved by DPW. If they are not, or alternative
improvements are approved by DPW, the project will have to be revised accordingly, and the
Code will apply to the revised plans using the same underlying principles.

If you are going to allow the above can you please explain how/why/what code section allows
such a measurement of height from the top of an encroachment and not grade on either side of
Fielding?

Planning Code Section 260(a)(1)(B) states: “Where the lot is level with or slopes downward
from a street at the centerline of the building or building step, such ‘point shall be ‘taken at
curb Ievel on such a street. This point shall be used for height measurement only for a lot
depth not extending beyond a line 100 feet from and parallel to such street, or beyond a line
equidistant between such street and the street on the opposite side of the block, whichever
depth is greater. Measurement of height for any portion of the lot extending beyond such line
shall be considered in relation to the opposite (lower) end of the lot, and that portion shall be





considered an upward sloping lot in accordance with Subsection (C) below, whether or not the
lot also has frontage on a lower street.”

It is not unusual for developments to front newly extended and/or improved rights-of-way
that result in a new curb level. And in those cases, the height is measured from that curb level,
as dictated by the Code. While the Code does require height to be measured from grade on
the property in certain circumstances, the primary height measurement at the fronting street
begins at the curb level.

4. Do you agree with my calculations on the grade change...that the average grade change as one
crosses Fielding from north to south is about 3 feet....At the east end the grade change is about
5 feet and on the west end less than one foot? ...How on earth does that translate to 11’ on the
north side and 3’ feet above the actual grade back there on Fielding on the south side.

There is definitely a lot of grade variation within the Fielding Street right-of-way adjacent to
the subject property. However, that grade change is not relevant to measuring height from
the “curb line.” But it is definitely relevant for any discussion of site and vicinity context when
reviewing the project relative to its surroundings.

5. Encroachment needed...major or minor?

This is not a Planning Department determination, but under the purview of the Department of
Public Works. Additionally, the type of encroachment is not relevant to the Planning Code
review. The relevant issue is the location of the established curb level as the midpoint of the

property.

As I've mentioned before, this is definitely an unusual development context, which is why the updated
interpretation was necessary. However, while that interpretation informs what may be permitted by
Code for this project and it's proposed design, it does not make any statement about the merits or
appropriateness of the project. That will be analyzed through the DR and Variance review process. I'd
also like to acknowledge, as you stated, that Tara Sullivan did formerly work at the Planning Department
and was my colleague. | sincerely hope you are not insinuating that such context does or will impact my
determinations on this, or other Code matters, in any way.

FYI, I will be out of town the week of June 15th, and will miss this hearing. Scott Sanchez will serve as the
Acting ZA at the hearing. | hope this response is helpful. Please let us know if you have any other
questions. Thanks.

Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

corey.teague@sfgov.org

(415) 575-9081 (phone)
(415) 558-6409 (fax)
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From: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague @sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 12:20 PM

To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Cc: Hartmut Gerdes <cap94941@yahoo.com>; Lynda Griffith <casarosa09@gmail.com>; F Joseph Butler
<fiosephilbutler@gmail.com>; Jacob Patty Uhland <jacobuhland@me.com>; Nancy Shanahan
<nshan@mindspring.com>; Stan Hayes <stan.hayes@thd.org>; Steven House
<steven@houseandhouse.com>; cathi house <cathi@houseandhouse.com>; cakers06@vt.edu;
jenniferlaker@gmail.com; timothy.parks@gmail.com; victoria.stanell@gmail.com;
jaimeeyamada@gmail.com; carmorra@aol.com; wardhere@me.com; icrowder@vt.edu;
yojoslin@gmail.com <yojoslin@gmail.com> <yojoslin@gmail.com <yojoslin@gmail.com>; Asbagh,
Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>; Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: May We Please Have Some Direct Answers?

Steve,

| was extremely clear. Yes, the height will be measured from the top of the proposed walkway within the
Fielding St RoW that will front the subject property. The developer does not dictate the location and
details of those proposed improvements within the Row. The proposed RoW improvements for this
project, including the location and height of the curb level, must be approved by DPW. If DPW does not
approve what is proposed, and instead requires an alternate design resulting in a different elevation for
that walkway, then the height will be measured from that approved elevation. However, my
understanding is that DPW has conducted a preliminary review of the proposed improvements and no
significant revisions are expected.

| was also clear that the height measurement begins at the front property line at the mid-point of the
lot, with the datum taken from the “curb level,” not from the actual grade of the property. It is
understood and not entirely uncommon that the curb level at that point may not match the actual grade
of the property.

Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

corey.teague@sfgov.org

(415) 575-9081 (phone)
(415) 558-6409 (fax)





From: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 2:00 PM

To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Cc: Hartmut Gerdes <cap94941@yahoo.com>; Lynda Griffith <casarosa09@gmail.com>; F Joseph Butler
<fjosephlbutler@gmail.com>; Jacob Patty Uhland <jacobuhland@me.com>; Nancy Shanahan
<nshan@mindspring.com>; Stan Hayes <stan.hayes@thd.org>; Steven House
<steven@houseandhouse.com>; cathi house <cathi@houseandhouse.com>; cakersO6@vt.edu;
jenniferlaker@gmail.com; timothy.parks@gmail.com; victoria.stanell@gmail.com;
jaimeeyamada@gmail.com; carmorra@aol.com; wardhere@me.com; icrowder@vt.edu;
yojoslin@gmail.com <yojoslin@gmail.com> <yojoslin@gmail.com <yojoslin@gmail.com>; Asbagh,
Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>; Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: May We Please Have Some Direct Answers?

Steve and Joseph,

Here is my attempt to respond to your emails from yesterday. There are two different height-related
issues for this project, which are addressed/explained in further detail as follows:

1. Permitted and Measured Height of Buildings Pursuant to 40-X Height/Bulk District. The
property is located in a RM-2 Zoning District and 40-X Height/Bulk District. No building may
extend higher than 40 feet, which is measured pursuant to Planning Code Section 260. The
existing building fronts on Lombard Street, which is determined to be the front property line.
The lot is generally flat, with a very slight slope downward to the Fielding Street frontage. The
lotis 137.5 feet deep.

Sec. 260(a)(1)(B) provides the relevant height measurement provision for level/downsloping
lots:

(a) Method of Measurement. The limits upon the height of buildings and structures shall be as
specified on the Zoning Map, except as permitted by Section 206. In the measurement of height,
the following rules shall be applicable:

(1) The point above which such measurements shall be taken shall be as specified as
follows.

(A) In the case of either (B) or (C) below, such point shall be taken at the centerline of
the building or, where the building steps laterally in relation to a street that is the basis for height
measurement, separate pomts shall be taken at the centerline of each building step.

(B) Where thelot is level with or slopes downward from a street at the centerline of the
building or building step, such point shall be taken at curb level on such a street. This point shall
be used for height measurement only for a lot depth not extending beyond a line 100 feet from
and parallel to such street, or beyond a line equidistant between such street and the street on the
opposite side of the block, whichever depth is greater. Measurement 'of height for any )1
the lot extending beyond stich line shalllbe considered in relation to the opposite (lower) end of
the lot, and that portion shall be considered an upward sloping lot in accordance with Subsection
(C) below, whether or not the lot also has frontage on a lower street.

Therefore, the rear 37.5 feet of depth of this lot takes its height measurement from the rear
property line that fronts Fielding Street, instead of from Lombard Street. Both Subsection (B)





and (C) requires the height to be measured from the “curb level” and not from grade.
Subsection (C) for upsloping lots also requires the first 10 feet of depth to measure height from
the curb level, but then all other points on the property to be measured from average grade.

All this considered, including information provided in my prior emails, means that the relevant
height measurement for this lot in relation to the new building proposed on the Fielding Street
frontage is taken from the midpoint of that property line along Fielding street, and such
measurement begins from “curb level” (not grade).

2. Narrow Street Provisions of Sec. 261.1. I'm not going to provide the relevant interpretation for
this section in relation to this project, as it was included in my prior emails. The important point
is that the same measurement principles apply (i.e. midpoint of frontage, and taken from curb
level). However, this 45-degree measurement does not start from the property line of the
subject property, but the edge of the RoW directly across from the subject property. Per my
interpretation of Sec. 261.1, that measurement point is “directly opposite” from the point on
the subject property frontage where height would be measured. So in this case, it is a point at
the same elevation as the midpoint curb level of the subject property’s frontage on Fielding
Street, but 17 feet 6 inches to the North (i.e. the most directly opposite edge of the Fielding
Street RoW).

Per the most updated project plans, the proposed building is consistent with both of these
measurements. | hope that more thoroughly explains these Code issues for this project. Thanks.

Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

r fgov.or

(415) 575-9081 (phone)
(415) 558-6409 (fax)






LAW OFFICES OF
STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

1934 Divisadero Street | San Francisco, CA 94115 | TEL 415.292.3656 | FAX: 415.776.8047 | smw@stevewilliamslaw.com

Joel Koppel, President March 4, 2020
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

RE: 526-530 Lombard Street -—Fronting on Fielding Street (Unaccepted)

Case No. 2017-00964DRP; 2017-009964VAR
Hearing Date: March 12, 2020
Neighbors” Opposition to Proposed Project and in Support of DR

President Koppel and Commissioners:

L INTRODUCTION

This office represents DR Requestor Jacob Lee Uhland who lives at 1915 Stockton
Street, in a flat in a historic building to the east of the subject property. Both the DR
Requestor and the Sponsor live in buildings that front on major streets (Stockton and
Lombard) while the proposed project is to be located in the mid-block on a VERY small
and mostly unpaved, dead-end alley---Fielding Street---which partially bisects the block
shown below, running to the west from Stockton Strcet between Lombard and Chestnut

As ‘;hown in the photo above, the prOJCCt site is the rear yard of' 526 530 Lombard Strect
which fronts on ---Fielding Street --a narrow (officially17.5"feet wide), unaccepted,
deadend, mostly unpaved, over grown with greenery, blocked by fences “paper street”.

The above photo is a view looking north toward Lombard Street and the subject site at
the rear yard of 526-530 Lombard Street is shown at lower center. Obviously adding a
four story building in the required rear yard, fronting on a tiny substandard street will
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dramatically impact homes and the access to light air and views. The Project is NOT code
compliant and requires numerous variances. A variance cannot be granted if it will
negatively impact abutting property owners, and views are protected from projects that
require variances for construction. Further, the project as currently proposed. violates the
special height limit for this alley by approximately 5’feet.

As the Assessors’ Map of Block #63 shows below, Fielding Street is a partial midblock
alley. Although listed as 17.5’feet wide, it feels much smaller because it is overgrown
and most homeowners are using Fielding for a garden or fenced off as part of a yard.
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The proposal is to build a four story building that fronts on Fielding--- this violates the
special height limit applicable to “southern side, east-west narrow streets.” No other
builidng “fronts™ on Fielding Alley or uses it as an entrance. The older, pre-code
buildings on Fielding use it as the rear yard or “back-door’” with entrances on Lombard or
Chestnut Streets.

Because of the certainty of negative impacts, the Planning Commission has routinely
turned down every application for a four stories (new construciton or addition) on these
small---substandard interior alleys in North Beach, on Telegraph Hill and on Russsian
Hill. This project would be devastating to the light, air, views and gardens in the vicinity
and would negatively impact numerous homes. This Project violates the Planning Code
(without the variances) as it violates the special height limit for the alley and does not
provide for the required rear yard needed for the project.
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The Project requires multiple variances and therefore---contrary to the assertions by the
Sponsor, views are protected from the project and must be taken into consideration. A
project requiring a variance cannot be “materially detrimental to the public welfare or
materially injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinitv.” This is one of the
findings the Project Sponsor must prove to obtain special permission for this project.

The Sponsor not the neighbors must also prove that there are “exceptional and
extraordinary” circumstances that apply only to his property and which are depriving him
of a material property right which all others in the vicinity enjoy and which are
attributable to some unique physical circumstances on his property. He must also prove
that granting the variances will not be harmful to the neighbors and their enjoyment of
their property---this he cannot do as the project will obviously negatively impact many
neighbors.

IL. THE PROJECT IS NOT CODE-COMPLIANT —--IT VIOLATES THE
SPECIAL HEIGHT LIMIT RECENTLY ADOPTED FOR THE
SOUTHERN SIDE OF EAST-WEST NARROW STREETS

The Project is NOT code compliant as it needs multiple variances to invade the
minimum rear yard required, to provide less open space and to allow for a reduction in
unit exposure. However, beyond the multiple variances needed, this Project is 5'feet over
the height limit and violates the newly adopted and mandatory provisions of the code for
height limits on the southern side of east-west narrow street found at Planning Code
Section 261.1(d)(2), set forth below. The Dept and the Sponsor simply over-looked this
requirement and are proposing a project that starkly violates the law.

SEC. 261.1. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR NARROW STREETS AND

ALLEYS IN, R, RTO, NC, NCT, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE
DISTRICTS.

(a)  Purpose. The intimate character of Narrow Streets, as defined in subsection (b),
and Allevs is an important and unique component of the Citv and certain neighborhoods
in particular. The scale of these streets should be preserved to ensure they do not become
overshadowed or overcrowded. Heights along Allevs and Narrow Streets are hereby
limited 1o provide ample sunlight and air, as follows:

(h)  Definitions.

(1) "Narrow Street” shall be defined as a public right of way less than or equal to 40
feet inwidth, or any mid-block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width created
under the requirements of Section 270.2.

(2) “Subject Frontage" shall mean:

(B) any building frontage in an RH-2, RH-3, RM, RTO, NC, NCT., or Eastern
Neighborhood Mixed Use District that abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60)
feet from an intersection with a Street wider than 40 feet.

(3) "East-West Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets. except those created
pursuant (o Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less firom « true cast-west
orientation or are otherwise named herein: Elm, Redwood. Ash, Birch, Ivv, Linden,
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Hickory. Lilv, Rose, Laussat. Germania, Clinton Park, Brosnan, Hidalgo, and Alert
Street

(4) “North-South Narrow Streets ™ shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those
created pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true
north-south orientation.

(¢c) Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RH, RM, RTO, NC,
NCT. and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, except in the Bernal Heights
Special Use District. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the CS Bulk District these
controls shall only apply on certain frontages as described in Section 270(h).

(d)  Controls.

(1) General Requirement. Except as described below, all Subject Frontages shall
have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent
to 1.25 times the width of the abutting Narrow Street. Buildings of two stories above
grade may be built without a second-story setback, regardless of the width of the street.

(1) Southern Side of East-West Narrow Streets and, within the Central SoMa
Special Use District, all North-South Narrow Streets. All Subject Frontages on the
southerly side of an East-West Narrow Street and, within the Central SoMa Special Use
District, all Subject Frontages on a North-South Narrow Street shall have upper stories
which are set back at the property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access
plane defined by an angle of 45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite
northerly property line (as illustrated in Figure 261.1A4.) No part or feature of a building,
including but not limited to any feature listed in Section 260(b), may penetrate the
required setback plane, (emphasis added)
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Figure 261.1A

The subject lot is zoned RM-2 and is more than 60 feet from the intersection of any street
that is 40" feet in width. The general control of the statute provides that the vertical wall
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of a building on such a frontage must be setback starting at a height 1.25 times the width
of the “narrow street.” (in this instance Fielding is 17 feet 6™ inches wide so this would
allow for a fagade of 21.875" feet) however, paragraph(d)(2) then imposes a further
special height limit to the front of dwellings in certain zoning districts, under certain
circumstances that are clearly present in this case.

The southern side of these east-west narrow streets has a further height limit wherein the
front vertical wall of a building fronting the street, “'shall have upper stories which are
set back at the property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plane
defined by an angle of 45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly
property line (as illustrated in Figure 261.1A4.) No part or feature of a building, including
but not limited to any feature listed in Section 260(b), may penetrate the required setback

plane.” (Sec. 261.1(d)(2))

This rule for height limits on the southern side of east-west narrow alleys is demonstrated
below on an excerpt from the Project’s plans.... The proposed plan approved by the Dept
is about 5’feet over the height limit. The maximum height of the vertical wall on Fielding
is limited to 17.5’feet and then must be set back a minimum of 10’feet as shown below.

M '1"“ ',“!i‘":ﬁ.:iw—_““
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When this new code provision is applied to the Project it limits the front vertical wall
to the same width as the “narrow street”....meaning that the Project’s fagade must be
reduced to 17.5’feet and then all portions of the building (including parapets, bay
windows, any features of the building) above that “sun plane” must be setback 10 feet
from that height and no part of the upper stories may penetrate the “sun plane”.

I1. THE BUILDING IS STILL FOUR FLOORS WITH A ROOF-TOP
DECK---SPONSOR SIMPLY ALTERED THE GRADE AND THE
METHOD AND STARTING POINT OF MEASUREMENT

The project sponsor claims that a significant redesign of the building was undertaken and
that the proposed “building height was lowered by one floor.” This is simply untrue. The
building still has four levels of occupancy and a rooftop deck. What the project sponsor
has done with the new renderings is simply choose a different grade from which to
measure and try to hide the bottom floor behind some sort of imagined major
encroachment in the public right of way (which is subject to a separate DPW permit and
appeal to the Board of Supervisors). The new drawings also misrepresent and alter what
was “‘previously submitted” and try to hide or mask the four stories from grade previously
(and presently) presented. Attached as Exhibit | is a rendering from the “new” proposal
and a sheet from what was actually previously submitted.

[f the Commission compares the grade or starting point for measurement of height of the
first drawings (from Shatara Architecture) and new proposal submitted for the project
(Dumican Mosey Architects) one can easily see that what used to be the first floor is now
labeled as a “basement” and the starting point for the measurement of the height was
switched from the middle point of the proposed building at grade to the far east side of
the lot. The height measurement is taken from a proposed major encroachment which the
sponsor intends to construct in the public right-of-way. In other words, the building's
height according to the project sponsor is now measured from the start of the second
floor. As noted above, even with the architectural sleight of hand the proposal still far
exceeds the absolute height limit allowed under the Planning Code.

While some changes were made to the proposed rooftop penthouses, overall the building
is roughly the same size it is simply situated and illustrated in a different fashion. Calling
the first floor a “basement” does not make it subterranean and obviously the fagade on
Fielding Street will be entirely above the ground. Because the so-called “basement’ floor
will be entirely above ground, the building continues to be larger in mass and taller than
either of the neighboring structures. It is STILL a four-story building with four levels of
occupancy. Changing the names given to floors on the plans and creative measurements
in the height do not change this fact.
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IV. CONSTRUCTING THE PROPOSED BUILDING WITH MULTIPLE
VARIANCES CAUSES HARM TO THE NEIGHBORS AND THE
SPONSOR IS SEEKING A SPECIAL PRIVILEGE TO CONSTRUCT
TWO LUXURY UNITS

A variance cannot be granted if it will negatively impact abutting property owners.
This includes blocking views, blocking light, casting shadows on yards and gardens. The
construction of this project requires AT LEAST three different variances from the Planning
Code---rear yard, exposure and open space. Variances may be granted to vary or modify
the strict application of the regulations or provisions contained in the Planning Code in
cases in which there are practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships in the way of such
strict application. However, variances are limited to those situations where the peculiar
physical characteristics of a site make it difficult to develop under standard regulations. A
variance is granted in order to bring the physically disadvantaged property up to the level
of use enjoyed by nearby properties located in the same zoning district.

None of those situations exist here. The sponsor’s property is virtually identical to most
other lots on the block and is suffering no “hardship” that might possibly justify granting
the requested variances. Variances are only for use in unusual, individual circumstances
related to the property. There is no basis for granting a variance if the circumstances of the
project site cannot be distinguished from those on surrounding lots....and that is exactly
the situation here.

Review of proposed variances must be limited solely to the physical circumstances of the
property. The standard of hardship with regard to applications for variances relates to the
property, not to the person who owns it or the location of existing structures on the property
or next door. Financial hardship, community benefit, neighbor’s approval, or the
worthiness of the project are not considerations in determining whether to approve a
variance. There is no physical difference between the subject property and the neighboring
properties, and the application cannot meet any of the required findings for a variance.

Further, the Project will cause real harm to numerous neighbors by blocking light, creating
midblock shadows on yards and gardens and blocking views. In such a densely populated
section of the City it necessarily will have tremendous negative impacts. It is legally and
morally wrong to take the rights and protections guaranteed to the neighbors under the
Planning Code and transfer those rights and protections to the Project Sponsor without
justification for such an expansion and construction of a non-conforming structure so that
he may luxuriate his property and profit with two new market rate units.

The “exceptional and extraordinary” circumstance sited by the sponsor is the fact that other
nearby lots have buildings in the rear yard (pre-code, non-conforming structures built
without variances) and the location of an existing stair on the building currently on the lot.
These claims are nowhere near to meeting the standard. The other neighboring buildings
were constructed pre-code and without variances and the non-conforming structures of
another era on neighboring properties can never justify granting a variance to the sponsor.
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The Proposed Variances Do Not Meet ANY of the Mandatory Criteria

The Sponsor’s brief does not offer one word in support of the variances needed for this
project. It does not mention the variances in any fashion. The variance application itself is
the most bare-bones and inadequate application I have seen in more than three decades of
land-use practice. It is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. No “hardship™ is described, there is
no statement to justify, explain or validate the request for multiple variances. There is no
discussion or acknowledgment of the injury to be inflicted on the neighboring
homeowners by the project.

Further, the Dept TWICE told the sponsor to revise and supplement the variance
application to include a request for a variance from Section 140. See, Notice of Planning
Dept Requirements #2 & #3 attached hereto as Exhibit 3. The sponsor did not supplement
or revise the variance application and does not even provide or describe the code sections
from which a variance is sought. On this ground alone the variances must be denied.

In order to justify a variance, the applicant must show:

(1) Special exceptional and extraordinary circumstances applicable to the property
involved or to the intended use of this property that do not apply generally to other
properties in the same zone or vicinity. (None)

(2) This exceptional and extraordinary circumstance causes some hardship or practical
difficulty if the variance is not granted; (None)

(3) Without the variance, the subject property will be denied a right enjoyed by owners of
similar property; (None)

(4) The variance won't harm the neighbors; (It will) and

(5) The variance is in harmony with the city's General Plan and the general intent of the
Planning Code. (It is not)

If the Sponsor cannot meet all these requirements, then the application must be
rejected. In this instance, eliminating the rear yard, open space/exposure requirements
and extending a building to the property line in the rear yard at four stories tall with roof
top decks is detrimental to the neighbors. Such a building will block views, light and air
for most surrounding buildings and will cast shadows across the alley to the north on the
rear yards, gardens, “street parks™ and windows and walls of other small buildings on
Fielding. These undeniable facts alone demand that the variances may not be granted.

The only “hardship” or “extraordinary and exceptional” circumstance cited in the
application a claimed “neighborhood pattern™ and location of existing stairs. The
existence of pre-code and non-conforming structures on neighboring properties may not
be used to justify the grant of variances. As a matter of objective fact, it is simply not true
that there is anything exceptional or extraordinary about this lot in North Beach or this
particular block. This block has a majority of through lots and two lot buildings--many
older, pre-code buildings which are built to the property lines and which do not provide
the minimum rear yard required under the Code.
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Such a situation cannot be used to justify a variance for new proposed non-complying
project. This would mean that most of the lots on this block and would be “exceptional
and extraordinary,” not the usual definition applied to those words by the Planning Dept.
The “hardship” justifying a variance must be tied to the unigue physical condition of the
development lot, and, regardless of the claimed hardship, a variance cannot be granted if
it is detrimental or harmful to neighboring properties. In this case, small, substandard
interior alleys such as Fielding are quite common and can never honestly be considered
“extraordinary or exceptional,” or as imposing a unique hardship on this Sponsor.

In this instance it is crystal clear that the subject lot cannot be distinguished from the
surrounding lots as there are numerous identical lots to the west, east and a majority of
other, through lots on the block and in North Beach. The variances would be a special
privilege under the modern Planning Code. Further, the variances are not necessary for
any for any substantial property right that others are enjoying on the block. Very few
homes on larger lots have a second four floor building. The buildings fronting on
Fielding Street are virtually all a smaller size, no one is enjoying some property right
beyond that which is currently enjoyed by the Sponsor. It is incredibly inappropriate to
propose a four-story structure with a roof top deck in the interior, “back yard™ lots in
North Beach, on Russian Hill, Telegraph Hill or the other alley ways of the City in our
historic residential neighborhoods.

V. THE PROJECT ALSO IGNORES THE SPECIAL RULES
FOR REAR YARDS ON THROUGH LOTS

Planning Code Section 134(f) is very specific about what the requirements are for the rear
yards on these through lots. The project plans and the sponsor’s brief submitted to the
Commission incorrectly identify the required rear yard as 25 % of the total lot depth
when what is actually required under the Code is 30%. Again, the Dept review and the
Sponsor’s architects and attorneys failed to note the change in the code and ALL OF
THE CALCULATIONS ON THE PLANS ARE INCORRECT. Once again, the proposed
project is simply in violation of the Planning Code and the Dept and sponsors’
representatives have set an incorrect standard and made all of their arguments and
calculations based on the error.

Section 134(f) reads as follows:

“(f) Second Building on Corner Lots and Through Lots Abutting Properties with
Buildings Fronting on Both Streets in RH, RTO, RTO-M, RM-1, and RM-2
Districts.

Where a lot is a Corner Lot, or is a through lot having both its front and its rear lot line
along Streets, Alleys, or a Street and an Alley, and where an adjoining lot contains a
residential or other lawful structure that fronts at the opposite end of the lot, the subject
through lot may also have two buildings according to such established pattern, each
fronting at one end of the lot, provided that all the other requirements of this Code are
met. In such cases, the rear yard required by this Section 134 for the subject lot shall be
located in the central portion of the lot, between the two buildings on such lot, and the
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depth of the rear wall of each building from the Street or Alley on which it fronts shall be
established by the average of the depths of the rear building walls of the adjacent
buildings fronting on that Street or Alley, or where there is only one adjacent building, by
the depth of that building. In no case shall the total minimum rear yard for the subject lot
be thus reduced to less than a depth equal to 30% of the total depth of the subject lot or to
less than 15 feet, whichever is greater; provided, however, that the Zoning Administrator
may reduce the total depth to 20% pursuant to Section 307(1) of this Code if the reduction
is for the sole purpose of constructing an Accessory Dwelling Unit under

Section 207(c)(4), and provided further that the reduction/waiver is in consideration of
the property owner entering into a Regulatory Agreement pursuant to

Section 207(c)(4)(H) subjecting the ADU to the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Ordinance. For buildings fronting on a Narrow Street as defined in

Section 261.10f this Code, the additional height limits of Section 261.1 shall apply.
Furthermore, in all cases in which this subsection (f) is applied, the requirements of
Section 132 of this Code for front setback areas shall be applicable along both Street or
Alley frontages of the subject through lot.” (emphasis added)

Again, as with the height, the Sponsor and the Dept simply got the rear yard requirement
wrong. The plans state on nearly every page that the required rear yard is 25% when the
Code Section clearly states it is a minimum of 30%. The calculations are wrong and the

degree to which a variance is needed is uncertain based on the incorrect data.

VI.  THE COMMISSION HAS NEVER PERMITTED ANY NEW FOUR-
STORY BUILDINGS OR ADDITIONS IN HISTORIC ALLEYS OR
“NARROW STREETS” IN THE PAST

Fielding Street is one of the smallest alleys one can imagine at only 17.5" feet wide and
less than 100’ feet in total paved length. As stated in the sponsor’s brief, it narrows down
to around 6-8’ feet not far from Stockton Street. It is so narrow and overgrown with
vegetation one cannot take a full photograph of the front of the subject lot or even access
the lot from Fielding.

Prior Planning Commission decisions as a matter of policy, precedent and practice to
enforce the RDG’s, have in the past, routinely DENIED ALL new four-story buildings
and proposed fourth floor additions in the narrow, historic mid-block alleys of Russian
Hill, North Beach and Telegraph Hill.

For example, just five months ago, a fourth-floor project proposed at nearby 1-3 Winter
Place was denied in September 2019, a fourth-floor project on Varennes Street was
denied in March 2019 and 30 Edith Street on September 29, 2010, was denied a fourth
floor. After conducting a site visit to the property to document the existing development
patterns and reviewing the project with the Planning Director, the Zoning Administrator
and other senior staff, project Planner Dan DiBartolo informed the project architect that:

“The Department cannot support the proposed fourth floor addition and
strongly requests that you eliminate this floor level and modify your plans so
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that the building has a height that is more compatible with neighboring
structures on Edith Street and the scale of this densely developed portion of
Telegraph Hill.”

Recently last year the Commission denied a similar project requesting a fourth story
vertical addition to a two-family home at 120 Varennes Street on March 7, 2019,
another narrow alley (at 20 feet it is twice as wide as Winter Place) not far from this site.
The Commission would not add a fourth floor. Further, Commissioners commented they
would NOT SUPPORT adding new mass to such a site in any event.

When the Case of 30 Edith Street was heard at the Planning Commission on July 22,
2010, the Commission removed the fourth floor and ruled that the building (no part of the
building) should exceed 33 feet.

When the case at 1-3 Winter Place was heard on September 5, 2019, the Commission
denied the project because of the fourth floor and found as follows:

“ACTION
The Commission found exceptional and extraordinary circumstances with respect to

the impacts of the proposed 4'" story addition and hereby takes Discretionary
Review requested in Record No. 2018-013309DRP-04 and denies Building Permit

Application 2018.1004.2256.” (Discretionary Review Action Memo--Exhibit 4)

Just like Edith Street, Varennes and Winter Place, Fielding is a narrow, dead-end street,
17.5-feet wide, (Edith is 17 feet wide) with a clear context of three-story buildings (or
smaller cottages) with a stepped roof pattern that in general, rises as the street descends
from east to west. Although there are other four-story structures in the area, they do not
predominate, all are pre-code, and none actually “front” on this Alley.

The proposed project seeks to more than maximize the building envelope with a four-
story structure, extending fully between both side property lines. The height and scale of
the proposed project would negatively impact the prevailing scale of the built
environment on Fielding Place and the entire mid-block area. Given the strong level of
opposition against the four-story building by the neighborhood, the Commission should
not support the proposal.

VII. CONCLUSION

The proposed project violates the height limit and mis-calculates the required rear yard.
The variance application is completely inadequate and was not revised as required by the
Department. Variances cannot be granted for a project which injures other property
owners in the neighborhood. For the reasons stated above, the neighbors and the

community they represent object to the proposed variances, the four-story rear yard
expansion and the inappropriate massing of the project. The neighbors' also request that
the Zoning Administrator deny the requested variances.
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VERY TRULY YOURS,

e Vit

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

ge; Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary
District Three Supervisor Aaron Peskin
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EXHIBIT 2





Application for Variance

CASE NUMBER.
| For Staft Use only

APPLICATION FOR
Variance from the Planning Code

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME:
Kyle & Jacqueline Holm

PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:

526 Lombard (415 ) 871-1229

San Francisco, CA 94131 EMAIL:
APPLICANT'S NAME:

Suheil Shatara 4
APPLICANT S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:

Shatara Architecture, Inc. (415 )512-7566

890 7" Street i

San Francisco, CA 94107 suheil@shataraarch.com

CONTALT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:
Same as Above D
ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:

( )

EMAIL:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
526 Lombard Street 94133
CROSS STREETS:

Stockton Street

ASSESSORS BLOCKALOT: LOT DIMENSIONS:  LOT AREA (SQFT);  ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0063 1011 137'5”"X 24’ 3297 RM-2 40-X

3. Project Description

PRESENT OR PREVIOUS USE:
( Please chack all that apply ) ADDITIONS TO BUILDING:
D Change of Use D Rear Residential
D Change of Hours D Front PROPOSED USE:
X New Construction D Height
D Alterations & Other piossecay, RESIdENtial
BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED:

------------------------------------------- 2017-07-18-2272





4. Project Summary Table

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

T HE )
PROJECT FEATURES

Dwelling Units 3 3 2 5
Hotel Rooms 0 0 0 0
Parking Spaces 2 2 0 2
Loading Spaces 0 0 0 0
Number of Buildings 1 1 1 2
Height of Building(s) 40 40’ a0’ 40’
Number of Stories 4 4
Bicycle Spaces 0 0 0
GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF)
Residential 4154 4154 3025 7179 sq.ft
Retail
Basement 0 0 206 206
Industrial/PDR
Production, Diskribution, & Repair
Open 402 402
Other (open space) 1952 1952 990 2942
TOTAL GSF 6108 6106 4623 | 10731

new building.

table. Please state which section
( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed 1

Also, the proposed buildin

Please describe what the variance is for and include any additional project features that are not included in this
(s) of the Planning Code from which you are requesting a variance.

The variance is for the existing stairs at the front of the building are encroaching in
the required rear yard requirement Between the front of the building and the proposed
back building and for exposure at the rear yard.

g at rear is within the existing required rear yard from the
Lombard Street building. Fielding Street at rear does have a frontage for the proposed






Application for Variance

CASE NUMBER;
| For Stalf Usa ordy

Variance Findings

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 305(c), before approving a variance application, the Zoning Administrator 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.

I. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property involved or to the
intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other property or uses in the same class of
district;

r2

That owing to such exceptional or extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified
provisions of this Code would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or
attributable to the applicant or the owner of the property;

3. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the
subject property, possessed by other property in the same class of district;

4. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity; and

5. That the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and
will not adversely affect the Master Plan.

1. There is a neighborhood pattern for the building in the rear yard. Additionally, there is an
existing exit stair to the existing building that faces
. Lombartd Street.

2. Duetothe existing condition of the exit stais
3. Other property in the district have existing secondary building at the rear of the lot that front

onto Fielding street, this will be consistent to this block.

4-5 The neighborhood pattern of the rear yard buildings is consistent with the
Depth and the open court mid-yard requirement and is supported by the neighborhood
pattern and will not affect anything else on the property exclusive of the required exit stairs
at the front of the building.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT v 08 OF 2017





Priority General Plan Policies Findings

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 City 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.

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

N/A - The project is a residential building and does not have any serving retail uses.,
no change or effect on residents employment

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

The existing housing and neighborhood character will be preserved and protected, the
addition of the new building in the rear of the existing building will preserve the cultural
diversity of the neighborhood.

8. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced:

The new residential building will add and enhance the supply of the housing in the
neighborhood and in the city.

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;

- N/A ltis a single Family Dwelling and has it is own garage for the tenant to park their car.
The commuter traffic will not be affected, and no impact on neighborhood parking is
anticipated





Application for Variance

CASE NUMBER |
For Staff Use only

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;

N/A the project will not be changing the character of the residence nor the
neighborhood.

N/A~ The project is a residential building and does not include any industrial or
service sectors

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

The building will be build according to the code and rules of the city of San Francisco and will
be ready and protected against injury in an earthquake.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved: and
N/A the The property is not a historical landmark.
8. Thatour parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

N/A The project will have no detrimental effect on public parks, vistas, or open spaces and
will not shadow any such properties. The closest park is few blocks away.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT v OB OF 2012





Estimated Construction Costs

TYPE OF APPLICATION:
Variance Application
OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION:
RM-2
BUILDING TYPE:
V-B
TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: ' BY PROPOSED USES:

4,623 sq.ft

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:
$600,000
ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:
Suheil Shatara

FEE ESTABLISHED:

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.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Date: December 15, 2017

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Suheil Shatara
Owner { Authonzed Agent (circle o.r;ei_






Application for Variance

CASE NUMBER: |
For Siadt Use only l

Application Submittal Checklist

Applications listed below submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and
all required materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent and a
department staff person.

APPLICATION MATERIALS CHECKLIST
Application, with all blanks completed D
300-foot radius map, if applicable D
Address labels (original), if applicable D
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable D
Site Plan D
Floor Plan D
Elevations D
Section 303 Requirements -
Prop. M Findings D
- . NOTES:
Historic photographs (if possible), and current photographs D
D Required Material. Write “N/A" if you believe
Check payable to Planning Dept. D the item is not applicable, (a.g. letier of
authorization is not required if application is
Original Application signed by owner or agent D S REpop Aty s}
. . = Typically would not apply, Nevertheless, in a
Letter of authorization for agent D specific case, staff may require the item.
Other: O Two sets of ariginal labeis and one copy of
Section Plan, Detail drawings (ie. windows, door entries, trim), Specifications {for cleaning, D addresses of adjacent property owners and
fepair, etc.) andfor Product cut sheets for new slements (le. windows, doors) owners of property across streat.

After your case is assigned to a planner, you will be contacted and asked to provide an electronic version of this
application including associated photos and drawings.

Some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material
needed for Planning review of a building permit. The “Application Packet” for Building Permit Applications lists
those materials. :

No application will be accepted by the Department unless the appropriate column on this form is completed. Receipt
of this checklist, the accompanying application, and required materials by the Department serves to open a Planning
file for the proposed project. After the file is established it will be assigned to a planner. At that time, the planner
assigned will review the application to determine whether it is complete or whether additional information is
required in order for the Department to make a decision on the proposal.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:

SaN FRANCISCO PLANNING UE PARTMENT ¥ 08 0F 2017
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Notice of Planning Department Requirements #2  sufaniso

CA84103-2479

Reception:

March 12, 2018 415.558.6378

) Fax:
Suheil Shatara 415.558.6409
Shatara Architecture, Inc.

h Planning
890 7t Stl‘f.’el Information:
San Francisco, CA 94107 415.558.6377

RE: 526-530 Lombard St.  (Address of Permit Work)
0063 /011 (Assessor’s Block/Lot)
2017.07.18.2272 (Building Permit Application Number)

Your Building Permit Application #2017.07.18.2272 has been received by the Planning Department and
has been assigned to planner Seema Adina has begun review of your application but the following
information is required before it is accepted as complete and/or is considered Code-complying. Time
limits for review of your project will not commence until we receive the requested information or
materials and verify their accuracy.

NOTE: Revisions to the project may be requested as part of the CEQA review process outlined above.
Revisions may also be requested to address the Planning Code, the Residential Design Guidelines and
other local ordinances and policies. Based on the plans submitted, the following items are required to
proceed with review of the subject Building Permit Application:

1. Environmental Evaluation Application. An Environmental Evaluation Application is required
for new construction.

Still required.
2. Variance Application.

a. You are proposing a structure in the required rear yard. Despite there being a pattern of
dwelling units in the rear yard, the proposal still requires a Variance from Planning Code
Section 134.

A Variance is not required from the Rear Yard Requirement, as measurement of the Rear
Yard can be calculated from the central portion of the lot via Planning Code 134(c)(4)(C).
However, the central portion of the lot for the Rear Yard is calculated through averaging
the depths of the rear building walls of the adjacent buildings. The average of the
qualifying rear walls is further back then where you are proposing to build out into the
central portion. Therefore, this must be brought into compliance, or your Variance
application modified to include a justification of a Variance from this requirement.

PRXHMISR: 4155759010 | Para Informacién en Espaol Llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 4155759121

www sfplanning.org





NOPDR #2 sent to: March 12, 2018
Suheil Shatara 2017.07.18.2272

Shatara Architecture, Inc.
890 7t Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
b. The proposal requires an Exposure Variance from Planning Code Section 140 for
Exposure. Per this section, dwelling units are to face directly onto an open area
that is no less than 25 feet x 25 feet. The configuration does not meet these
requirements.

Still required.

3. Supplemental Building Permit Application - Planning Review. Recomplete the Supplemental
Building Permit Application with information for the entire lot (including building at front).
Information such as residential gross square footage, number of dwelling units, number of
parking spaces, usable open space, etc.

http://forms.sfplanning.org/BldgPermitApplication Supplemental Fillable-030215.pdf

Still required.

4. General Plan Findings. General Plan Findings seem to be referring to another project.
Please resubmit.

http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/8382-
Prioritv%20P0]icies%ZOGenera]%ZUPlan%ZOFindinEs.pdf

Still required.

5. Project Data.
a. Include existing and proposed gross square footage (as defined by Planning
Code Section 102) on Title Sheet. Take entire lot into consideration.

Please clarify whether infill for existing building is taken into consideration in
square footage calculations.

6. Pedestrian Streetscape Improvements. The addition of dwelling units triggers the
addition of a street tree for every 20 feet of street-facing facade. Show compliance on
plans; they will be routed to DPW-BSM upon Planning approval for feasibility
determination.

Still required.

7. Bicycle Parking. The project triggers bicycle parking requirements. This amount will be
delineated once a completed Supplemental Building Permit Application (point #1) is
submitted.

Still required — Building Permit Application to determine number of bicycle parking
required.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





NOPDR #2 sent to: March 12, 2018
Suheil Shatara 2017.07.18.2272
Shatara Architecture, Inc.

890 7th Street

San Francisco, CA 94107

8.

10.

Photographs. Please provide site photographs of the existing condition, particularly
around Fielding Street.

Still required.

Height. Per Planning Code Section 260, height is measured from centerline of building
at curb level, not at grade level at rear. Please show height measured per the Planning
Code.

The lot is at a slope, with the rearmost portion on a slope of 20% or more. The proposed
elevations show grade the same across the entire lot, thus affecting the accuracy of the
height measurement. Please verify and revise.

Residential Design Review. Project will be reviewed with Residential Design Team
upon Code-Compliance. Further comments may follow then. The Residential Design
Team is not supportive of decks built to building edge and will likely ask for a 5" setback
on all roof edges.

To comply with the Residential Design Guideline to “Articulate the building to
minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties” (pages 16-17), pull
proposed roof decks a minimum of 50” from side and street facing property lines.
Reduce the size of proposed glazing on the Fielding Street fagade.

To comply with the Residential Design Guideline to “Design rooflines to be compatible
with those found on surrounding buildings,” (page 30), provide a solid termination at
the roofline of the new building and remove the glass balcony railing on the Fielding
Street facade.

All plans submitted must be to an appropriate scale: site plan 1/8" = 1; floor plans 1/4" = 1'. Plans
should be clearly labeled.

All building permit plan revisions must be filed at the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI), Permit Processing Center, 1660 Mission Street, 2" Floor. To officially submit a change to
the building permit plans, do not submit building permit plans directly to the Planning
Department.  Per DBI requirements, these plan revisions will not be accepted by mail or
messenger, and all plans must be signed by preparer, architect or engineer.

All planning entitlement case revisions must be submitted to the Planning Department, 1650

Mission Street, 4™ floor, to the Planner’s attention. To officially submit a change to an active
planning entitlement case, submit these directly to the Planning Department. Note this is a
separate submittal from DBIL

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





NOPDR #2 sent to: March 12, 2018
Suheil Shatara 2017.07.18.2272
Shatara Architecture, Inc.

890 7t Street

San Francisco, CA 94107

Please submit the requested information, or contact the assigned planner if you need more time to
prepare the requested information, within thirty (30) days. If the Department has not received the
requested information within 90 days, the application will be sent back to the Department of Building
Inspection for cancellation.

Seema Adina
Planner

Planning Department Applications and Publications are available at the Planning Information Center,
1660 Mission Street, 1* floor or via the Department website: www.sfplanning.org.

SAN FRANCISCO o
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Planning Department Requirements #3

May 16, 2018

Suheil Shatara

Shatara Architecture, Inc.
890 7 Street

San Francisco, CA 94107

RE: 526-530 Lombard St.  (Address of Permit Work)
0063 /011 (Assessor’s Block/Lot)
2017.07.18.2272 (Building Permit Application Number)

Your Building Permit Application #2017.07.18,2272 has been received by the Planning Department and
has been assigned to planner Seema Adina has begun review of your application but the following
information is required before it is accepted as complete and/or is considered Code-complying. Time
limits for review of your project will not commence until we receive the requested information or
materials and verify their accuracy.

NOTE: Revisions to the project may be requested as part of the CEQA review process outlined above.
Revisions may also be requested to address the Planning Code, the Residential Design Guidelines and
other local ordinances and policies. Based on the plans submitted, the following items are required to
proceed with review of the subject Building Permit Application:

1. Site Plans. Site Plans of adjacent properties appear to be drawn incorrectly. Please revise.

2. Elevations. Proposed northern elevation is not shown — only inner court elevation is shown.
Please submit elevations for Fielding Street.

3. Variance Application.

The proposal requires an Exposure Variance from Planning Code Section 140 for
Exposure. Per this section, dwelling units are to face directly onto an open area
that is no less than 25 feet x 25 feet. The configuration does not meet these
requirements.

Still required. Revise your variance application to include the request from

Planning Code Section 140.

4. Supplemental Building Permit Application - Planning Review. Recomplete the Supplemental
Building Permit Application with information for the entire lot (including building at front).
[nformation such as residential gross square footage, number of dwelling units, number of
parking spaces, usable open space, etc.

BXMMIATE: 4155759010 | Para Informacién en Espafiol Liamar al: 415.575,8010 | Para salmpormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa; 4155759121

www . sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377





NOPDR #3 sent to: May 16, 2018
Suheil Shatara 2017.07.18.2272
Shatara Architecture, Inc.

890 7h Street

San Francisco, CA 94107

lemental Fillable-030215.pdf

Still required.

5. General Plan Findings. General Plan Findings seem to be referring to another project.
Please resubmit.

http://st-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/8382-
Priority %20Policies%20General %20Plan%20Findings.pdf

Still required.

6. Project Data.
a. Include existing and proposed gross square footage (as defined by Planning
Code Section 102) on Title Sheet. Take entire lot into consideration.

The increase is gross floor area is not 0%. Please review and revise square
footage calculations.

7. Bicycle Parking. The project triggers bicycle parking requirements. This amount will be
delineated once a completed Supplemental Building Permit Application (point #1) is
submitted.

Still required — Building Permit Application to determine number of bicycle parking
required.

8. Photographs. Please provide site photographs of the existing condition, particularly
around Fielding Street.

Still required.

9. Height. Per Planning Code Section 260, height is measured from centerline of building
at curb level, not at grade level at rear. Please show height measured per the Planning
Code.

The lot is at a slope, with the rearmost portion on a slope of 20% or more. The proposed
elevations show grade the same across the entire lot, thus affecting the accuracy of the
height measurement. Please verify and revise.

Please provide east or west elevations that run across the entire lot.

10. Residential Design Review.

SAN TRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





NOPDR #3 sent to: May 16, 2018

Suheil Shatara 2017.07.18.2272

Shatara Architecture, Inc.

890 7t Street

San Francisco, CA 94107
To comply with the Residential Design Guideline to “Design rooflines to be compatible
with those found on surrounding buildings,” (page 30), provide a solid termination at
the roofline of the new building and remove the glass balcony railing on the Fielding
Street fagade. To be determined. Please submit elevation plans.

All plans submitted must be to an appropriate scale: site plan 1/8" = 1'; floor plans 1/4" = 1'. Plans
should be clearly labeled.

- All building permit plan revisions must be filed at the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI), Permit Processing Center, 1660 Mission Street, 274 Floor. To officially submit a change to
the building permit plans, do not submit building permit plans directly to the Planning
Department. Per DBI requirements, these plan revisions will not be accepted by mail or
messenger, and all plans must be signed by preparer, architect or engineer.

- All planning entitlement case revisions must be submitted to the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, 4t floor, to the Planner’s attention. To officially submit a change to an active
planning entitlement case, submit these directly to the Planning Department. Note this is a
separate submittal from DBI.

Please submit the requested information, or contact the assigned planner if you need more time to
prepare the requested information, within thirty (30) days. If the Department has not received the
requested information within 90 days, the application will be sent back to the Department of Building
Inspection for cancellation.

Seema Adina
Planner

Planning Department Applications and Publications are available at the Planning Information Center,
1660 Mission Street, 1* floor or via the Department website: www sfplanning.org.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review Action DRA-0661

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 5, 2019

Record No.: 2018-013309DRP-04

Project Address: 1 Winter Place

Building Permit:  2018.1004.2256

Zoning: RM-2 (Residential-Mixed, Moderate Density) District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0118/032

Project Sponsor: Jim Zack

Zack De Vito Architecture

156 South Park St.

San Francisco, CA 94107
Dr requestors: Steve Giovannini

764 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94133

Jasen Lewy

768 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94133

Mitzi Johnson

11 August Alley

San Francisco, CA 94133

Peter Gallagher

776 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94133
Staff Contact: David Winslow - (415) 575-9159

david. winslow@steov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD NO. 2018-
013309DRP-04 AND THE DENIAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2018.1004.2256
PROPOSING A FOURTH STORY ADDITION TO A THREE-STORY TWO-FAMILY RESIDENCE AT
1 WINTER PLACE WITHIN THE RM-2 (RESIDENTIAL-MIXED, MODERATE DENSITY) ZONING
DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On October 4, 2018, Jim Zack filed for Building Permit Application No. 2018.1004.2256 proposing a fourth
story vertical addition to a two-family residence at 1 Winter Place within the RM-2 (Residential-Mixed,
Moderate Density) zoning district and a 40-X height and bulk district,

On March 4, 2018 Steve Giovannini, Jasen lewy, Mitzi Johnson, and Peter Gallagher (hereinatler
"Discretionary Review (DR Requestors”) filed applications with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) for Discretionary Review (2018-013309DRP-04) of Building Permit Application No.
2018.1004.2256.

1650 Mission St,
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.556.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377





DRA-0661 Record No. 2018-013309DRP-04
September 5, 2019 1 Winter Place

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
exemption.

On September 5, 2019, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2018-
013309DRP-04.

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.

ACTION

The Commission found exceptional and extraordinary circumstances with respect to the impacts of the
proposed 4" story addition and hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2018-
013309DRP-04 and denies Building Permit Application 2018.1004.2256.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





DRA-0661 Record No. 2018-013309DRP-04
September 5, 2019 1 Winter Place

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
(1ssuing 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 tee 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 earlicr 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 denied the building permit
as refert-iyced iy this action memo on September 5, 2019,

Commission Hecretary

AYES: Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore, Richards
NAYS: None
ABSENT: Hillis

ADOPTED: September 5, 2019

vl P RANGISL )
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included). I apologize for the late submittal but it is necessary as I have been
emailing extensively with the Zoning Administrator to try and understand the
source and reasoning of his crucial “interpretation” and application of Section
261.1 in this case, and that exchange (some of which is attached as exhibits)
just ended on June 10.

It is a complex case which rests on a code interpretation made by the ZA since
the last scheduled hearing. We firmly believe that interpretation is incorrect and
violates the spirit and the letter of the new code section designed to protect the
City’s “narrow streets” and alleys. Fielding is 17.5” feet wide, unaccepted,
mostly unpaved and mostly planted as a garden, the concept of a new 40°+
building is anathema to the neighbors (and the Code).

We hope to earn your support in this case which is of great importance to
dozens of neighbors (from whom you have no doubt already heard) in this
North Beach neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Steve Williams

Law Office of Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.

San Francisco, CA 94115

Ph: (415) 292-3656

Fax: (415) 776-8047

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact sender and delete the material from any computer.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Hong, Seung Yen (CPC)

Subject: FW: EPS Feasibility Memo: Evidence of the myth of "market-rate housing subsidizing affordable units"
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:10:02 AM

Attachments: image001.png

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

Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: aj <ajahjah@att.net>

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:18 PM

To: Hood, Donna (PUC) <DHood @sfwater.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board
of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Maybaum, Erica (BOS)
<erica.maybaum@sfgov.org>; BRCAC (ECN) <brcac@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Public Lands for Public Good <publiclandsforpublicgood@gmail.com>; CCSF Collective
<kien.eira@gmail.com>; ccsfheat@gmail.com; Defend City College Alliance
<madelinenmueller@gmail.com>; SNA BRC <sna-brc@googlegroups.com>

Subject: EPS Feasibility Memo: Evidence of the myth of 'market-rate housing subsidizing affordable
units'

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

PUC, Land Use & Transportation Committee, BOS, BRCAC, Planning Commission:

Subject: EPS Feasibility Memo--Evidence of the myth/deception of market-rate
housing subsidizing affordable units

Page 1250 of the 2256-page Planning Commission packet

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-
007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf contains an EPS Feasibility Memo. Within the Memo


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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mailto:SeungYen.Hong@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
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https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf
https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007883GPAPCAMAPDVA.pdf





is a "Table 1." Table 1 is essentially a profit-loss statement for the Reservoir Project.

Table 1 has two sections:

e Uses (equivalent to 'Expenditures' plus 'Profit' of a standard profit/loss
statement),
e Sources (equivalent to 'Revenue’ of a standard P/L statement
Table 1 is not in a standard profit/loss statement format.

Here, for clarity and transparency, | present Table 1 in a standard profit/loss
statement format. Additionally, | have returned the $40 Million CA grants (from MHP
and AHSC Programs) amount back to the Revenue section where it belongs...instead
of the $40M amount being hidden in a footnote: Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility
Memo Profit-Loss Sheet

Reservoir Project--EPS Feasibility Memo Profit-
Loss Sheet

The "Affordable Housing Program" (Exhiibit D of the Development Agreement, on p.
1580 of 2256-page Planning Commission packet) specifies the City's Affordable
Funding Share to be $239K per unit. Thus for 187 City-subsidized units, RCP will
receive $44.693 Million (187 units X $239K).

It is unclear if "Uses" in Table 1 includes the costs for the 187 "additional affordable"
City-subsidized units.

Neither does Table 1 include the $44.7 Million that Reservoir Community Partners is
expecting to receive from the "City's Affordable Funding Share."

Despite the unclarity in Table 1, the "Affordable Housing Program" of the
Development Agreement states:

Developer will cause at least 50% of the total number of dwelling units constructed on the Project
Site to be Affordable Units. Developer will be responsible for the pre-development, planning,
permitting, construction, and management of all

Affordable Units. The Parties agree that the Project’s ability to achieve an overall affordability
level of 50% is predicated on Developer’s receipt of City’s Affordable Funding Share.


https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1UBQfJZVxXz4EqpSsQxY40DNCPWlLXed55XDZ3UenjOc/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1UBQfJZVxXz4EqpSsQxY40DNCPWlLXed55XDZ3UenjOc/edit?usp=sharing

THE MYTH/DECEPTION OF MARKET-RATE HOUSING SUBSIDIZING
AFFORDABLE UNITS

The Reservoir Project has been promoted as 550 units subsidzing 550 affordable
units. With the recent release of the Development Agreement, this can be shown to
be a myth and to be deceptive advertising.

The EPS Feasibility Memo and Development Agreement provides evidence for fact
that the affordable units will be subsidized by public monies. State and City funding is
expected to total $124.2 Million:

e $79.5 M from State grants

o $39.5M from Statewide Park Program (SPP) and Infill Infrastructure Grant
(IIG) Program,

o $40.0M from Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and Affordable Housing
& Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC);

o $44.7 M from "City's Affordable Funding Share."

PROPORTION OF PUBLIC FUNDING FOR PROJECT: 55-69%

Because of the unclarity of whether Table 1 covers the 187 City-subsidized units or
notm here are two calculations: 1) for Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover all 550
units; 2) for Table 1 "Uses" figures that would cover only the Developer's 363
affordable units:

In both cases, public sources of funds total $124.2 Million ($39.5M + $40M +
$44.7M)

The proportion of public monies for the Project depends on whether or not the Table 1
figures cover the 187 City-subsidized units:

1. If 187 City-subsidized units are covered: $124.2M / $180.6M cost = 69%

2. If 187 City units are not covered: $124.2M/ ($180.6M + $44.7M) = 55%
So in either case, well over half (55- 69%) of the funding of affordable units will be
paid for with public monies ,while Avalon Bay will get at least half of the total number
of units.

From this, it should be evident that, in reality, the public will be subsidizing the private
developer by:

« Privatization of public land, which will be given up in perpetuity for a scandalous
98%-discounted price of $11.2 Million;
« Instead of the marketing sweet-talk of affordablility "in perpetuity", affordability
will only be assuredfor 57 years.
| urge all Supervisors to resist the temptations that the private developers dangle in
front of you. Don't be a party to corruption and privatization of public lands at a
giveaway price.



Sincerely,
Alvin Ja, District 7



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: 899 Columbus Avenue Cannabis Store
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:08:08 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: Peter YU <yiwenyu2000@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 14, 2020 8:58 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 899 Columbus Avenue Cannabis Store

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

Me and my family do not want you to open a cannabis store at 899 Columbus Avenue. Directly across from that
address is the North Beach Public Library and Joe Dimaggio playground where a lot of kids go to. Also, there are
two schools near that there and a daycare. Please take that into consideration. Thank You.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)

Subject: CPC Calendars for June 18, 2020

Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 4:01:42 PM

Attachments: 20200618 cal.docx

20200618 cal.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2020.docx
Advance Calendar - 20200618.xIsx

Commissioners,

Congratulations on breaking new ground, seemingly every Thursday. Yesterday’s marathon hearing
exceeded the MS Teams Live Event nine-hour limit and we were able to seamlessly move to a
second Event. We continue to defy all odds and overcome technical hurdles. Behind the scenes Chan
was able to speedily re-bridge the ATT Conference line after someone hit Mute-All, and Christine
was able to schedule the second Live Event and notify all interested parties in-time to continue the
hearing after logging out and back-in, in under five minutes...all on her Birthday, no less!

Commissioners Imperial and Chan (in case your plans change),
Please review the previous hearing and materials for 2417 Green Street under your DR Calendar.

https://sfplanning.org/past-hearings-cpc’keys=&page=2

Attached are your Calendars for June 18, 2020.

Please note that the City Attorney’s Office has requested to conduct a Closed Session on June 25t

We will likely need to start an hour or two earlier than our usual 1 pm start time.

Time for some ice cream...enjoy the weekend,

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, June 18, 2020

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.




Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 



Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





Remote Access to Information and Participation 



In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 



On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 



Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: 888-273-3658 / Access code: 3107452



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.




ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 

			Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2017-015039DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

350-352 SAN JOSE AVENUE – between 25th and 26th Streets; 010A in Assessor’s Block 6532 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0403.5430 for the construction of a horizontal addition and a 5’- 8” vertical addition to add eight dwelling units to an existing two-story, four-dwelling unit residential building within a RM-2 (Residential Mixed, Moderate 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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 9, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020)



2.	2018-002124CUA	(C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)

[bookmark: _Hlk26969746][bookmark: _Hlk39135538][bookmark: _Hlk29296238]54 04TH STREET – west side of 4th Street and between Market and Mission Streets; Lot 034 in Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 13) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization for hotel use pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303. The Project proposes a conversion of the 68 vacant residential hotel rooms (SROs) to tourist use. The subject property (Mosser Hotel) currently contains 81 residential hotel rooms and 87 tourist hotel rooms for a total of 168 rooms within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 160-S Height and Bulk District. 13 tenants currently reside in the 81 residential hotel rooms, with 68 of them vacant. None of the existing tenants are proposed to be evicted. The Project Sponsor proposes to satisfy the one-for-one residential room replacement required by Administrative Code Section 41.13(a)(4) and (a)(5) by paying an in-lieu fee “to a public entity or nonprofit organization, which will use the funds to construct comparable units, an amount at least equal to 80% of the cost of construction of an equal number of comparable units plus site acquisition costs.” This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 7, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 30, 2020)



3.	2018-001088CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)

4211 26TH STREET – between Castro and Diamond Streets, Lot 037 in Assessor’s Block 6562 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 for the demolition of an existing two-story, single-family residence with an Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU) and the construction of a three-story, single-family residence with an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 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: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020)

(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)



4.	2019-022295DRP	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

600 INDIANA STREET – west side of Indiana Street at 18th Street; Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block 4041 (District 10) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.1120.7807 for the establishment of a 3,995 sq ft Cannabis Retail use in an existing one-story Industrial Building within an UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District, Life Science and Medical Special Use District, and 58-X Height and Bulk District. There will be no expansion of the existing building. 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

WITHDRAWN



5.	2020-001942CUA	(A. LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178)

1699 VAN NESS AVENUE – on west side of Van Ness Avenue between Sacramento Street and California Street, Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 0642 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.3, to install a new AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility at rooftop consisting of installation of nine (9) panel antennas, and ancillary equipment as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. Antennas and ancillary equipment will be screened within FRP box. The subject property is located within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

WITHDRAWN



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.	2019-007111CUA	(X. LIANG: (415) 575-9182)

1400 17TH STREET – north side of 17th Street between Connecticut Street and Arkansas Street; Lot 001A in Assessor’s Block 3952 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 843.45, and 843.46, to establish an approximately 15,750 square-foot Formula Retail use (d.b.a. West Elm, a branch of Williams-Sonoma, Inc.) for the furniture showroom and retail store in a vacant one-story building within an UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 48-X Height and Bulk District. The Project includes interior and exterior improvements, including a green wall on 17th Street facade, new windows, and a gate for the off-street customer loading area. The Project will also help improve the City’s public realm by adding a large bulb out with sidewalk landscaping and street furniture at the northwest intersection of 17th and Connecticut Streets and providing new street trees and lighting on sidewalks. There will be no expansion of the existing building. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



7.	2019-014433DRP-03	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

[bookmark: _Hlk42409258][bookmark: _Hlk42409229][bookmark: _Hlk42409559]3640 21ST STREET – between Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot / 017 in Assessor’s Block 3605  (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permits 2019.0718.6277, 2019.0718.6291, and 2019.0718.6292 to demolish an existing two-story over basement, 2,908 gross square foot, single-family home and detached garage and to construct a new three-story over basement, 4,903 gross square foot, 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:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Modified



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



8.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for June 4, 2020



9.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



10.	Director’s Announcements



11.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



12.	2014.1441GPR	(M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891)

MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENTS – the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area is generally bounded by Mariposa Street on the south, Interstate 280 on the west, Mission Creek on the north, and San Francisco Bay on the east (District 6) – General Plan Conformity Findings – Pursuant to Section 4.105 of the Charter and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code of the City and County of San Francisco, recommending General Plan conformity findings for an amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, that would modify the land use designation for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 (Assessors Block and Lots:  8722/025-039, 063, 064, 087, 088), the location of the Chase Center (“Event Center”), by adding residential and hotel uses as permitted uses at the site, increasing the amount of permitted retail use at the site, and increasing the number of allowed hotels and hotel rooms in the Plan Area; and making Planning Code Section 101.1(b) findings.  

Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt



13.	2019-017867CUA	(S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)

1566 - 1568 HAIGHT STREET – north side between Clayton and Ashbury Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 1231 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 719, 303, and 178(e)(2) to legalize the merger of two ground floor commercial spaces of an existing restaurant and bar use d.b.a. Michael Collins Irish Bar & Restaurant of approximately 3,650 square feet of floor area, modify the conditions of approval from prior Conditional Use authorizations, and to legalize facade and interior modifications. There will be no expansion of the existing building envelope or storefront modifications proposed under the current proposal. The project site is located within the Haight Street Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, Haight Street Alcohol Restricted Use Subdistrict, Fringe Financial Service Restricted Use 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



14.	2019-017309CUA	(L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142)

1700-1702 LOMBARD STREET – Northwest corner of Octavia Street; Lot 002A in Assessor’s Block 0495 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 712 to establish a Cannabis Retail Use on the first floor of the subject property within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) 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







15.	2020-001158CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

899 COLUMBUS AVENUE – southwest side of Columbus Avenue at Lombard Street; Lot 054 in Assessor’s Block 0074 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.1, 303, 722, and 780.3, to establish an approximately 743 square-foot Cannabis Retail use in the existing ground floor commercial space in a two-story, mixed-use building containing one dwelling unit and one commercial unit within the North Beach NC (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, the North Beach Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project includes interior improvements and does not include the establishment of any on-site smoking or vaporizing room. There will be no expansion of the existing building. 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



16.	2020-004439CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)

764 STANYAN STREET – east side of Stanyan Street between Waller and Beulah Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 1250 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.1, 303, and 719, to establish an approximately 1,690 square-foot Cannabis Retail use in the existing ground floor storage space on a three-story, two dwelling unit building within the Haight Street NC (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, Haight Street Alcohol Restricted Use District, and 50-X Height and Bulk District. The Project includes interior improvements, including the establishment of an on-site smoking or vaporizing room. There will be no expansion of the existing building. 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.



17.	2017-002545DRP-03	(C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)

2417 GREEN STREET – south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0428.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 28, 2020)

Note: On January 9, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 16, 2020 with directions by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On April 16, 2020, without hearing, continued to May 28, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On May 28, 2020, without hearing, continued to June 18, 2020 by a vote of +7 -0.



18.	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:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 4, 2020)



19a.	2017-009964DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

[bookmark: _Hlk34230439]526-530 LOMBARD STREET – between Fielding and Stockton Streets; 011 in Assessor’s Block 0063 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2017.0718.2272 for the new construction of a four-story, two-family dwelling within a RM-2 (Residential Mixed, Moderate 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:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020)



19b.	2017-009964VAR	(C. FAHEY: (415) 575-9139)

526-530 LOMBARD STREET – northside of Lombard Street between Stockton and Powell Streets, Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0063 (District 3) – Request for Variances from the rear yard, residential open space, and dwelling unit exposure requirements of the Planning Code, pursuant to Sections 134, 135, and 140. The subject property is located within a RM-2 (Residential – Mixed, Moderate Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020)



20a.	2019-000634DRP-02	(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 

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 4, 2020)





20b.	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 June 4, 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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Commission Hearing Broadcasts:
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Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26

Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City
operations are open to the people's review.

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415)
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

Privacy Policy
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act

and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may
inspect or copy.

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist

Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415)
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.

Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6,9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services,
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.

Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.

Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.

Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.

Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.

SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacién en Espafiol o solicitar un aparato
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE: 1 #| & B &g i . BB e L anws B S WBhel BRI ER M, 55203 415-558-6309, (LR E 81T 2 A Ad
/D48 /INREE H B R

TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.

RUSSIAN: NoBecTka aHst Komuccum no nnaHNpoBaHUIO. 3a nomouybio nepesoavunka nnum 3a scrnomMoratesibHbIM CI1yX0OBbIM
yCTpOVICTBOM Ha BpeMA CJ'IyLLIaHI/II7I o6pau.|,a|7|Ter no Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anp00b| JOJKHbI AenaTtbcsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB
00 Havana cnywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, June 18, 2020

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
diirectives 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.orqg. Visit the SFGovIV website (https./sfqovtv.org/planning) to stream
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.

Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: 888-273-3658 / Access code: 3107452

The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.

As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, June 18, 2020

ROLL CALL:

President: Joel Koppel
Vice-President: Kathrin Moore
Commissioners: Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

Theresa Imperial, Milicent Johnson

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or
to hear the item on this calendar.

1.

2017-015039DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
350-352 SAN JOSE AVENUE — between 25t and 26th Streets; 010A in Assessor’s Block 6532
(District 8) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2018.0403.5430 for the
construction of a horizontal addition and a 5~ 8" vertical addition to add eight dwelling
units to an existing two-story, four-dwelling unit residential building within a RM-2
(Residential Mixed, Moderate 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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 9, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 9, 2020)

2018-002124CUA (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)
54 04™ STREET — west side of 4th Street and between Market and Mission Streets; Lot 034
in Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 13) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization for
hotel use pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303. The Project proposes a
conversion of the 68 vacant residential hotel rooms (SROs) to tourist use. The subject
property (Mosser Hotel) currently contains 81 residential hotel rooms and 87 tourist hotel
rooms for a total of 168 rooms within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 160-S
Height and Bulk District. 13 tenants currently reside in the 81 residential hotel rooms, with
68 of them vacant. None of the existing tenants are proposed to be evicted. The Project
Sponsor proposes to satisfy the one-for-one residential room replacement required by
Administrative Code Section 41.13(a)(4) and (a)(5) by paying an in-lieu fee “to a public
entity or nonprofit organization, which will use the funds to construct comparable units,
an amount at least equal to 80% of the cost of construction of an equal number of
comparable units plus site acquisition costs.” This action constitutes the Approval Action
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code
Section 31.04(h).

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 7, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to July 30, 2020)

2018-001088CUA (G. PANTOJA: (415) 575-8741)
4211 26™ STREET - between Castro and Diamond Streets, Lot 037 in Assessor’s Block 6562
(District 8) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 303 and 317 for the demolition of an existing two-story, single-family residence
with an Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU) and the construction of a three-story, single-
family residence with an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) within a RH-1 (Residential-House,
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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: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Canceled hearing on April 2, 2020)

(Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)

2019-022295DRP (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
600 INDIANA STREET — west side of Indiana Street at 18th Street; Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block
4041 (District 10) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2019.1120.7807 for the establishment of a 3,995 sq ft Cannabis Retail use in an existing
one-story Industrial Building within an UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District, Life
Science and Medical Special Use District, and 58-X Height and Bulk District. There will be no
expansion of the existing building. 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

WITHDRAWN

2020-001942CUA (A.LINDSAY: (415) 575-9178)
1699 VAN NESS AVENUE — on west side of Van Ness Avenue between Sacramento Street
and California Street, Lot 001 of Assessor's Block 0642 (District 2) — Request for a
Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 209.3, to
install a new AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility at
rooftop consisting of installation of nine (9) panel antennas, and ancillary equipment as
part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. Antennas and ancillary
equipment will be screened within FRP box. The subject property is located within a RC-4
(Residential-Commercial, High Density) and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. This action
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

WITHDRAWN

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.

2019-007111CUA (X. LIANG: (415) 575-9182)
1400 17™ STREET - north side of 17th Street between Connecticut Street and Arkansas
Street; Lot 001A in Assessor’s Block 3952 (District 10) — Request for Conditional Use
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 843.45, and 843.46, to
establish an approximately 15,750 square-foot Formula Retail use (d.b.a. West Elm, a
branch of Williams-Sonoma, Inc.) for the furniture showroom and retail store in a vacant
one-story building within an UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 48-X Height and
Bulk District. The Project includes interior and exterior improvements, including a green
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wall on 17t Street facade, new windows, and a gate for the off-street customer loading
area. The Project will also help improve the City’s public realm by adding a large bulb out
with sidewalk landscaping and street furniture at the northwest intersection of 17t and
Connecticut Streets and providing new street trees and lighting on sidewalks. There will be
no expansion of the existing building. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section
31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

7. 2019-014433DRP-03 (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
3640 215T STREET - between Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot / 017 in Assessor’s Block 3605
(District 8) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permits 2019.0718.6277,
2019.0718.6291, and 2019.0718.6292 to demolish an existing two-story over basement,
2,908 gross square foot, single-family home and detached garage and to construct a new
three-story over basement, 4,903 gross square foot, 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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Modified

C COMMISSION MATTERS

8. Consideration of Adoption:
e Draft Minutes for June 4, 2020

9. Commission Comments/Questions

¢ Inquiries/Announcements. Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to
the Commissioner(s).

e Future Meetings/Agendas. At this time, the Commission may discuss and take
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of
the Planning Commission.

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS
10. Director’s Announcements

11. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic
Preservation Commission

E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the
item is reached in the meeting. Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment
may be moved to the end of the Agenda.
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F. REGULAR CALENDAR

The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal. Please be advised that
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,
expediters, and/or other advisors.

12.

13.

14.

2014.1441GPR (M. SNYDER: (415) 575-6891)
MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENTS - the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Project Area is generally bounded by Mariposa Street on the south,
Interstate 280 on the west, Mission Creek on the north, and San Francisco Bay on the east
(District 6) — General Plan Conformity Findings — Pursuant to Section 4.105 of the Charter
and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code of the City and County of San Francisco,
recommending General Plan conformity findings for an amendment to the Mission Bay
South Redevelopment Plan, that would modify the land use designation for Mission Bay
Blocks 29-32 (Assessors Block and Lots: 8722/025-039, 063, 064, 087, 088), the location of
the Chase Center (“Event Center”), by adding residential and hotel uses as permitted uses
at the site, increasing the amount of permitted retail use at the site, and increasing the
number of allowed hotels and hotel rooms in the Plan Area; and making Planning Code
Section 101.1(b) findings.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt

2019-017867CUA (S. YOUNG: (415) 558-6346)
1566 - 1568 HAIGHT STREET — north side between Clayton and Ashbury Streets; Lot 017 in
Assessor’s Block 1231 (District 5) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 719, 303, and 178(e)(2) to legalize the merger of two ground floor
commercial spaces of an existing restaurant and bar use d.b.a. Michael Collins Irish Bar &
Restaurant of approximately 3,650 square feet of floor area, modify the conditions of
approval from prior Conditional Use authorizations, and to legalize facade and interior
modifications. There will be no expansion of the existing building envelope or storefront
modifications proposed under the current proposal. The project site is located within the
Haight Street Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, Haight Street Alcohol Restricted
Use Subdistrict, Fringe Financial Service Restricted Use 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

2019-017309CUA (L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142)
1700-1702 LOMBARD STREET — Northwest corner of Octavia Street; Lot 002A in Assessor’s
Block 0495 (District 2) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 712 to establish a Cannabis Retail Use on the first floor of the
subject property within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) 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
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15.

16.

2020-001158CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
899 COLUMBUS AVENUE - southwest side of Columbus Avenue at Lombard Street; Lot 054
in Assessor’s Block 0074 (District 3) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant
to Planning Code Sections 202.1, 303, 722, and 780.3, to establish an approximately 743
square-foot Cannabis Retail use in the existing ground floor commercial space in a two-
story, mixed-use building containing one dwelling unit and one commercial unit within
the North Beach NC (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, the North Beach Special
Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project includes interior improvements
and does not include the establishment of any on-site smoking or vaporizing room. There
will be no expansion of the existing building. 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

2020-004439CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742)
764 STANYAN STREET - east side of Stanyan Street between Waller and Beulah Streets; Lot
024 in Assessor's Block 1250 (District 5) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.1, 303, and 719, to establish an approximately
1,690 square-foot Cannabis Retail use in the existing ground floor storage space on a
three-story, two dwelling unit building within the Haight Street NC (Neighborhood
Commercial) Zoning District, Haight Street Alcohol Restricted Use District, and 50-X Height
and Bulk District. The Project includes interior improvements, including the establishment
of an on-site smoking or vaporizing room. There will be no expansion of the existing
building. 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.

17.

2017-002545DRP-03 (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087)
2417 GREEN STREET - south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028
in Assessor’s Block 0560 (District 2) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit
Application No. 2017.0428.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal
rear additions, construct 314 and 4t floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the
existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase
from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would
include a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square
feet on the first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a
sunken terrace, facade alterations, and interior modifications including the expansion of
the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1
(Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
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18.

19a.

19b.

20a.

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 28, 2020)

Note: On January 9, 2020, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 16,
2020 with directions by a vote of +6 -0 (Richards absent). On April 16, 2020, without
hearing, continued to May 28, 2020 by a vote of +6 -0. On May 28, 2020, without hearing,
continued to June 18, 2020 by a vote of +7 -0.

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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications
(Continued from Regular hearing on June 4, 2020)

2017-009964DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
526-530 LOMBARD STREET — between Fielding and Stockton Streets; 011 in Assessor’s
Block 0063 (District 3) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit
2017.0718.2272 for the new construction of a four-story, two-family dwelling within a RM-
2 (Residential Mixed, Moderate 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: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020)

2017-009964VAR (C. FAHEY: (415) 575-9139)
526-530 LOMBARD STREET - northside of Lombard Street between Stockton and Powell
Streets, Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0063 (District 3) — Request for Variances from the rear
yard, residential open space, and dwelling unit exposure requirements of the Planning
Code, pursuant to Sections 134, 135, and 140. The subject property is located within a RM-
2 (Residential — Mixed, Moderate Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk
District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 30, 2020)

2019-000634DRP-02 (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

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 4, 2020)
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20b.  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 June 4, 2020)

ADJOURNMENT
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Hearing Procedures
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year

and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.

Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.
¢+ When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.
Speakers will hear two alarms. The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining. The second louder

sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.

Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).

For most cases (CU’s, PUD's, 309’s, etc...) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects,
engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers. The intent of the 10
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the
organized opposition. The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted. Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal: An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3)
minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal: An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3)
minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three
(3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened
by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or
continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.

Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of
four (4) votes. A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).

For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,

expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4, A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

w
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Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

N T

The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under
Discretionary Review. A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.

Hearing Materials
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be

received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing. All submission packages must be
delivered t01650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part
of the public record for any public hearing.

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.

Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.

Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103-2414. Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.

Appeals
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission

hearing.

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body

Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals**
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit | CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Development

Building Permit Application (Discretionary | DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Review)

EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ(P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals
Large Project Authorization in Eastern | LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Neighborhoods

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown | DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals
Residential Districts

Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors

* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission
hearing). Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision
letter.

**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal. An appeal of an
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. For more
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or
board.of supervisors@sfgov.org.

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244.
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.

Challenges
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the

adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4)
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.

CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section
31.16. This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project. Typically, an appeal must be filed
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to
CEQA. For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184. If the Department’s Environmental Review
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.

Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in
accordance with Government Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.

The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.

Proposition F
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use

matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been
resolved. For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.
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		Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.

		Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding...

		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...

		F. REGULAR CALENDAR

		G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

		Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringin...
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20745

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 703

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   June 11, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-012065CUA

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012065VAR

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		ZA Continued to June 25, 2020

		



		

		2019-021084CUA

		355 Bay Shore Boulevard

		Feeney

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		ZA Continued to July 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-012648CUA

		2001 37th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-000528DRP-04

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2015-008247VAR

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		ZA Continued to June 24, 2020

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 28, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20738

		2016-003351CWP

		Resolution Centering the Planning Department’s Work Program and Resource Allocation on Racial and Social Equity

		Chion

		Adopted with Amendments

		+7 -0



		

		2019-023608CRV

		FY 2020-2022 Proposed Budget Update

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20739

		2010.0515CWP

		Potrero Hope SF Development

		Snyder

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		M-20740

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2019-001455VAR

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20741

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		M-20742

		2015-004568SHD

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore Against)



		M-20743

		2015-004568DNX

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		M-20744

		2015-004568CUA

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		

		2015-004568VAR

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-700

		2020-000909DRP

		3591 20th Street

		Giacomucci

		Did NOT Take DR, Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		DRA-701

		2017-013959DRP

		178 Seacliff Avenue

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR, Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		DRA-702

		2020-001090DRP

		3627 Ortega Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR, Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0





  

  June 4, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568SHD

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568DNX

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568CUA

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568VAR

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		

		2019-000634DRP

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-000634VAR

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2018-015993DRP-02

		762 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2020-000909DRP

		3591 20th Street

		Giacomucci

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2018-000528DRP-04

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-008247VAR

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		M-20736

		2019-017877CUA

		2 Geneva Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Regular Planning

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Joint Rec and Park

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2020-002347CWP

		UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan

		Switzky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20737

		2018-015790CUA

		342 22nd Avenue

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		DRA-696

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions amended by Staff

		+5 -0 (Imperial recused; Johnson Absent)



		DRA-697

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Took DR and Approved with a condition for a Community Liaison

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Johnson Absent)



		DRA-698

		2019-020151DRP-02

		486 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-016969DRM

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-016969VAR

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to June 25, 2020

		



		DRA-699

		2017-009796DRP

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a one-foot separation.

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2017-009796VAR

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		





  

  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

		2018-007883PCAMAP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20734

		2017-016313CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20735

		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



		R-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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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 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

		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 		to: 7/30

		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		to: Indefinite

		2020-001942CUA		1699 Van Ness Avenue				WITHDRAWN		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

		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 SESSION

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				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 

		2018-012065CUA		5500 Mission Street				fr: 4/30; 6/11		Hoagland

						New construction RCFE and Group Housing

		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						May

						Whole Foods formula retail 

		2019-016969DRMVAR		4326-4336 Irving Street 				fr: 6/4		Weissglass

						Staff-Initiated

		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

		2007.0604		1145 Mission Street				fr: 6/11		Hoagland

						New 25 DU building

		2019-002743CRV		853 Jamestown Ave						Liang

						New construction of 122 units using State Density Bonus

		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.

		2019-000013CUA		552-554 Hill Street				fr: 3/5; 4/30; 6/11		Campbell

						Legalization of Dwelling Unit Merger & Relocation

		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

		2019-014033CUA 		800 Market Street						Kirby

						Conversion of existing retail to office at third floor

		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

		2020-002262CUA		3200 California Street				CB3P		Weissglass

						Limited Restaurant in the lobby of the JCC

		2020-002615CUA		2000 Van Ness Avenue				CB3P		Weissglass

						Retail Sales and Services Use (tattoo parlor) at the 2nd story

				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

		2018-012648CUA 		2001 37th Avenue				fr: 5/14; 6/11		Horn

						SI Sports Field Light Standards

		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

		2018-009487SHD		811 Valencia Street						Samonsky

						no adverse impact on the Mission Playground park

		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

		2018-002124CUA 		54 4th St 				fr: 12/19; 1/16; 2/6; 3/12; 5/7; 6/18		Alexander

						conversion of residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel 

		2019-015999DRP		246 Eureka Street						Winslow

						vertical and horizontal addition, single-family residence

		2019-001613DRP		2100-2102 Jones Street / 998 Filbert Street						Winslow

						convert two (2) existing commercial spaces to two (2) ADUs at the ground floor

				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

		2019-017421CUA		227 Church Street				CONSENT		Cisneros

						CUA just for Use Size (permitted change of use from bookstore to yoga studio)

		2020-004023CUA		2512 Mission St						Liang

						Establish Restaurant and Nighttime Entertainment use

				September 3, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000494DNXCUAVAR		555 Howard Street						Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization, CUA for Hotel Use, Variance

				September 10, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				September 17, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				September 24, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 1, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 8, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 15, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 22, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				October 29, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				November 5, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				November 12, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-009955CUA		1525 Pine Street						Updegrave

						Demo and new construction of an 8-story mixed-use building

				November 19, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				November 26, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 3, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 10, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 17, 2020

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 24, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 31, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 7, 2021

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Submission for June 25th Planning Commission hearing 4333 26th Street #2019-007154CUAVAR
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 12:18:47 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: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 12:14 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>

Subject: Submission for June 25th Planning Commission hearing 4333 26th Street #2019-
007154CUAVAR

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

Dear President Koppel, Vice President Moore and Fellow Commissioners:

Although the Commission generally only looks at the new structure, it is very important
that the Commission consider the entire site and the ability of the rear yard to capture
carbon. This is an important issue because of studies showing the ability of even small
back yards to have an impact to lessen climate change....even the soil itself is important
in capturing carbon.

| have submitted this info previously into the public record for other projects and also as
General Public Comment. Cumulatively the rear yards may be the largest percentage of
tree canopy in the City as well, according to recent work by SF Environment and Mr.
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Webster of your Staff. This was discussed at a sub-group of SF Environment that |
attended before everything was shut down in March.

Most of these projects in the RH neighborhoods in the past few years are completing full
lot excavations that disrupt or obliterate the existing rear yard. The spec-development
pattern has been to replace the existing rear yard with a more streamlined, sanitized,
redeveloped open space that is often studded in cement with patios or decks that offer
marketing appeal, but have very little new vegetation or none of the previous natural
setting. The soil itself is covered over in man-made materials. Any ability to capture
carbon is non-existent. Or it is negligible.

The photos submitted from the project sponsor for 4333 26th Street show trees and
other growth in the back of the existing rear yard. (These photos are on the Accela).
This should be preserved and enhanced. The plans/schematics for the new structure do
not detail the natural growth in the revised rear yard.

Since this is a CUA, | hope that the Department and Commission will consider this issue
of the rear yard and carbon capture. Additionally in light of this emergency we are all
going through, our rear yards also take on significance as potential sources of growing
food....which is something that should also be considered. Healthy, natural and

flourishing rear vards are Necessary and Desirable.

Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish

Sent from my iPad


x-apple-data-detectors://15/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 12:04:18 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: Athena Kan <athena@withladder.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 8:26 PM

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

Subject: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street

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

Hi! | live really close to where this would be an | would absolutely love a new ice cream
shop, especially a green tea themed one. | know the lines are long at Garden Creamery,
Smitten, etc. so actually there is a lot of latent (and potentially induced) demand that would
bring even more foot traffic to Valencia St (which | think is great for businesses and people
living around here)! As such:

Please deny the Discretionary Review and approve the application for a change of use. We
need more retail to activate our corridors and Matcha N’ More will be an excellent addition
to the neighborhood. It is unfair, anti-competitive, and against the spirit of San Francisco
that the DR requestor was allowed to open Garden Creamery in 2016 near many ice cream
shops like Mitchell’s, Bi-Rite, and Xanath, but now they want to stop a new shop near them.
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Athena Kan
Ladder
410-868-9688



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:54:01 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: Chen, Kelly <kellychen7@KPMG.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 7:56 PM

To: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@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>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin,
Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: info@edleedems.org

Subject: Item 17: support for Matcha N” More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street

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

Please deny the Discretionary Review and approve the application for a change of use. We need more retail to
activate our corridors and Matcha N’ More will be an excellent addition to the neighborhood. It is unfair, anti-
competitive, and against the spirit of San Francisco that the DR requestor was allowed to open Garden Creamery in
2016 near many ice cream shops like Mitchell’s, Bi-Rite, and Xanath, but now they want to stop a new shop near
them.
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The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee.
Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful. When
addressed to our clients any opinions or advice contained in this email are subject to the terms and conditions

expressed in the governing KPMG client engagement letter.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Giacomucci, Monica (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 17: Opposition to Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:52:38 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: Frog Living <froglivinglarge@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 6:50 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>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
info@edleedems.org

Subject: Item 17: Opposition to Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street

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

Please SUPPORT the Discretionary Review and deny the application for a change of use.
The last thing we need at this moment is competition for our local businesses, which are
already struggling to survive. This "Matcha" thing couldn't come at a worse moment. It is
unfair, anti-business, and against the spirit of San Francisco that small shops should have to
deal with excessive competition.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Dogpatch Neighborhood support for Warriors Hotel Mixed Use Project
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:51:51 AM

Attachments: DNA Warriors Hotel 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: Katherine Doumani <president@dogpatchna.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 6:33 PM

To: Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@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>; Haney, Matt
(BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Mar,
Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>

Cc: OCll, CommissionSecretary (Cll) <commissionsecretary.ocii@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>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Dogpatch Neighborhood support for Warriors Hotel Mixed Use Project

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

Please find attached letter expressing the DNA Membership's support for the Warriors Hotel project.
Thank you,
Katherine
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DOGPATCH
NEIGHEORHOOD ASSOCIATION

June 11, 2020

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Golden State Warriors Hotel Mixed-Use Project
President Yee and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

On behalf of the Dogpatch Neighborhood Association, | am writing to express our support for the Golden

State Warriors’ proposed hotel mixed-use project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay.

As neighbors and community stewards of the Dogpatch neighborhood, we believe this project and its
proposed uses are much needed in our neighborhood, where hotels and hospitality amenities are currently
lacking. This proposed project will complement the existing activities at Chase Center, and help to create
additional public activation and retail opportunities that will benefit Dogpatch and all southeast

neighborhoods.

There was unanimous praise for the design and quality of the architecture by the entire DNA membership.
We urge planning to strongly encourage this level of design excellence in all new buildings in the rapidly

developing Eastern Neighborhoods.

Since the opening of Chase Center in September, we have been pleased with the ongoing operations and
the Warriors’ collaboration and communications with the surrounding community. We know they will

uphold the same process and standards as the hotel project moves forward.

We hope you will support this item. Thank you for your consideration.
fatherine Doumani
DNA President, on behalf of the Dogpatch Neighborhood Association

cc:
San Francisco Planning Commission; Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)

Dogpatchna.org | 1925 18th St. #227, SF CA 94107 | 415.713.4561






KATHERINE DOUMANI President

e. president@dogpatchna.org w. www.dogpatchna.org
a. 1459 18th Street #227 | San Francisco CA 94107
p- 415.713.4561 Join us to Create a Stronger Community
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: I support the project at 2417 Green Street
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:49:31 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: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 4:34 PM

To: Audrey Cortes <cortes.audrey@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>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: hello@northernneighbors.org

Subject: Re: | support the project at 2417 Green Street

Hi Audrey,

Thank you for your email in support of the project at 2417 Green Street. | will make sure that it is kept on file and
will advise the Planning Commissioners of it at next week's hearing.

Regards,

Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | www.sfplanning.org

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

From: Audrey Cortes <cortes.audre mail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:23 PM

To: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@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>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: hello@northernneighbors.org <hello@northernneighbors.org>
Subject: | support the project at 2417 Green Street

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

Dear Christopher May and members of the Planning Commission,

My name is Audrey Cortes and | am a resident of San Francisco in Cow Hollow. | am writing to support the project
at 2417 Green Street scheduled to be at the Planning Commission on June 25. The project conforms to the
planning code and adds another home to the neighborhood. | support adding more homes in the city and having
more places for people to live. | have lived in this city for more than 15 years and | want to be able to stay here,
and raise my family here. The housing situation is making this less and less likely for people like me - who have
worked in public service all our lives and tried to make this city our home. | don't want to live in a city where only
millionaires and tech workers can afford to stay.

A project like this should not take over two years to get a decision made. It is not a good use of time from planning
staff, and from the Planning Commission, to spend so much effort on a project for a single home. Please push for
a faster, streamlined process for code-compliant projects. San Francisco needs to be faster in order to build
150,000 homes by 2050.

Thank you,
Audrey Cortes
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: I support the project at 2417 Green Street!
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:49:24 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: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 4:34 PM

To: Sarah Boudreau <boudreau.sarah.m@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>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Northern Neighbors <hello@northernneighbors.org>

Subject: Re: | support the project at 2417 Green Street!

Hi Sarah,

Thank you for your email in support of the project at 2417 Green Street. | will make sure that it is kept on file and
will advise the Planning Commissioners of it at next week's hearing.

Regards,

Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | www.sfplanning.org

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

From: Sarah Boudreau <boudreau.sarah.m@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 8:55 AM

To: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@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>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Northern Neighbors <hello@northernneighbors.org>
Subject: | support the project at 2417 Green Street!

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

Dear Christopher May and members of the Planning Commission,

My name is Sarah and | am a resident of San Francisco in Cow Hollow. |
am writing to support the project at 2417 Green Street scheduled to be
at the Planning Commission on June 25. The project conforms to the
planning code and adds another home to the neighborhood. | support
adding more homes in the city and having more places for people to
live. | live in this neighborhood and would love to see more ADUs for
more neighbors to move in - | see no reason why a code-compliant
modification should not be approved immediately, especially when it
adds another much-needed unit to the neighborhood within the existing
property!

A project like this should not take over two years to get a decision
made. It is not a good use of time from planning staff, and from the
Planning Commission, to spend so much effort on a project for a single
home. Please push for a faster, streamlined process for code-compliant
projects. San Francisco needs to be faster in order to build 150,000
homes by 2050.

Thank you,
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Sarah



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA, Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street, on calendar for
6/18/20

Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:49:20 AM

Attachments: OppositionLetter SFPLanning.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: Mark Herrmann <mherrmannl@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 4:01 PM

To: Ajello, Laura (CPC) <laura.ajello@sfgov.org>; Gallagher, Jack (BOS) <jack.gallagher@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@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@sfgov.org

Cc: vaughey@chestnutstreetgeneralstore.com

Subject: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA, Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street, on
calendar for 6/18/20

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

June 11, 2020
TO: SF Planning Commission
FROM: Mark Herrmann, 3250 Octavia Street, SF, 94123

RE: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA, Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street,
on calendar for 6/18/20
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June 11, 2020
TO: SF Planning Commission
FROM: Mark Herrmann, 3250 Octavia Street, SF, 94123

RE: Opposition to Case No. 2019-017309CUA, Cannabis Dispensary at 1700 Lombard Street,
on calendar for 6/18/20

Dear SF Planning Commissioners,

I'm a 22 year resident and property owner in the Marina with two young children, and I oppose
the proposed Johnny Love's cannabis dispensary at 1700 Lombard. While I don't oppose the use
or legalization of marijuana, there are several factors that make this project unnecessary and
risky to the City.

1.

(9]

The Apothecarium dispensary located at 2414 Lombard is only 7 blocks from this site.
Exhibit A (attached) shows the locations of all cannabis dispensaries in SF, showing that
this project is redundant.  There are very few SF dispensaries in residential
neighborhoods, and the only high density areas are within the Market/Mission street
corridors.  The project sponsor has not produced any evidence that there is enough
demand in the Marina district to support two dispensaries.

With one existing marijuana dispensary, several hotels converted to temporary
COVID/homeless shelters, the Edward 1I transitional housing, and a new pawn shop all
within the 9 blocks of Lombard between Gough and Divisadero, this highly trafficked
tourist area is becoming a dumping ground for many "NIMBY" businesses not wanted
elsewhere in SF.

This commercial site housed a picture framing store for many years and then a boutique
clothing store for two years, both of which created minimal auto and foot traffic. A
cannabis dispensary could create far more dangerous car and foot traffic in this
intersection, contrary to the statements in Planning’s CUA Application. Every street
within many blocks of this location has only residential parking, with no meters (Exhibit
B). If the project is approved, the results will be a) double parking especially on Lombard
street; b) exacerbated auto traffic from the fact that this is the main thoroughfare for
commuters from SF to Marin and customers may stop here on their way home, c)
increased foot traffic on Octavia Street which is the main feeder street for Fort Mason
park and already a crowded pedestrian street. In contrast, the Apothecarium’s block is
surrounded on all sides by metered parking. Exhibit C is a photo taken on 3/16/20 at
Lombard and Scott Streets with a literal “line around the corner” for the Apothecarium
dispensary showing the potential unsafe foot traffic.

The true project sponsor, Johnny "Love" Metheny (not Jeremy Paul, the permit expediter)
owns 4 bars in SF (including the Blue Light on Union Street) and has some history of
poor code compliance and lawsuits. Exhibit D shows 2 recent code violations at the






Blue Light and here is a recent ABC7 news report of customer non-compliance during
the COVID mask requirement at one of Mr Metheny’s bars https://abc7news.com/when-
wit!~sanufrancisco-re0peﬂ-reapenEng—ahase—Z—bavuafea-cavm—}?—uoéate_bars~onen~§n/6190@86/.
The Planning Commission should investigate all of the owner’s non-compliance reported
to the SFPD prior to making a decision on this matter,

4. The proximity of the project site to several locations with many children (Exhibits E1-4)
is concerning:
a. The Marina Children’s Center Preschool at 3219 Laguna St — 451 ft.
b. Ladybug Childcare and Preschool at 1741 Greenwich — 550 ft.
¢. Moscone Children’s Playground at Laguna & Chestnut — 628 fi.
d.  Sherman Elementary School at 1651 Union St. — 1424 ft.

In summary, this project is at the wrong location and sponsored by the wrong owner and I ask
that you deny the Conditional Use Authorization.

Mark Herrmann
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Dear SF Planning Commissioners,

I'm a 22 year resident and property owner in the Marina with two young children, and I
oppose the proposed Johnny Love's cannabis dispensary at 1700 Lombard. While I don't
oppose the use or legalization of marijuana, there are several factors that make this project
unnecessary and risky to the City.

1. The Apothecarium dispensary located at 2414 Lombard is only 7 blocks from this
site. Exhibit A (attached) shows the locations of all cannabis dispensaries in SF,
showing that this project is redundant.  There are very few SF dispensaries in
residential neighborhoods, and the only high density areas are within the
Market/Mission street corridors. The project sponsor has not produced any evidence
that there is enough demand in the Marina district to support two dispensaries.

With one existing marijuana dispensary, several hotels converted to temporary
COVID/homeless shelters, the Edward II transitional housing, and a new pawn shop all
within the 9 blocks of Lombard between Gough and Divisadero, this highly trafficked
tourist area is becoming a dumping ground for many "NIMBY" businesses not wanted
elsewhere in SF.

2. This commercial site housed a picture framing store for many years and then a
boutique clothing store for two years, both of which created minimal auto and foot
traffic. A cannabis dispensary could create far more dangerous car and foot traffic in
this intersection, contrary to the statements in Planning’s CUA Application. Every
street within many blocks of this location has only residential parking, with no meters
(Exhibit B). If the project is approved, the results will be a) double parking especially
on Lombard street; b) exacerbated auto traffic from the fact that this is the main
thoroughfare for commuters from SF to Marin and customers may stop here on their
way home, c) increased foot traffic on Octavia Street which is the main feeder street
for Fort Mason park and already a crowded pedestrian street. In contrast, the
Apothecarium’s block is surrounded on all sides by metered parking. Exhibit C is a
photo taken on 3/16/20 at Lombard and Scott Streets with a literal “line around the
corner” for the Apothecarium dispensary showing the potential unsafe foot traffic.

3. The true project sponsor, Johnny "Love" Metheny (not Jeremy Paul, the permit
expediter) owns 4 bars in SF (including the Blue Light on Union Street) and has some
history of poor code compliance and lawsuits.  Exhibit D shows 2 recent code
violations at the Blue Light and here is a recent ABC7 news report of customer non-
comphance during the COVID mask requlrement at one of Mr Metheny’s bars

19-update-bars-open-in/6190086/. The Planning Commission should investigate all of

the owner’s non-compliance reported to the SFPD prior to making a decision on this
matter.


https://abc7news.com/when-will-san-francisco-reopen-reopening-phase-2-bay-area-covid-19-update-bars-open-in/6190086/
https://abc7news.com/when-will-san-francisco-reopen-reopening-phase-2-bay-area-covid-19-update-bars-open-in/6190086/

4. The proximity of the project site to several locations with many children (Exhibits
E1-4) is concerning:

a. The Marina Children’s Center Preschool at 3219 Laguna St — 451 ft.
b. Ladybug Childcare and Preschool at 1741 Greenwich — 550 ft.

c. Moscone Children’s Playground at Laguna & Chestnut — 628 ft.

d. Sherman Elementary School at 1651 Union St. — 1424 ft.

In summary, this project is at the wrong location and sponsored by the wrong owner and I ask

that you deny the Conditional Use Authorization.

Thank you,

Mark Herrmann



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Chion, Miriam (CPC)
Subject: FW: Public Comment for Item 7, Resource Allocation for Racial and Social Equity 6/11/2020
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:48:42 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Faye Lacanilao <fayelacanilao@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:41 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Public Comment for Item 7, Resource Allocation for Racial and Social Equity 6/11/2020

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

Dearest Planning Commissioners,
My name is Faye Lacanilao and | live, organize, and survive in Crocker Amazon of District 11.

| used to be a participant of the Excelsior/Outer Mission Neighborhood Strategy, a stakeholder group that was led
by the Planning Department back in 2017. We sent a letter to Director Rahaim back then to demand a racially and
socially equitable engagement process, because our experiences are often drowned out by the more privileged,
white-homeowning and English speaking neighbors.

I 'am in full support of this resolution because it directly impacts me and the people | love in this City. As other
Filipinos in the public comment section have expressed - ang lupa ay buhay. Land is life. It is our collective
responsibility to take care of our land so it can continue to nourish and give us shelter; but these capitalist-driven
and settler-colonial policies have made us forget this virtue, and have further expanded the racial and economic
disparity in this City. These settler-colonial and capitalist-driven policies that | mention also include problematic,
band-aid solutions, such as piecemeal BMR units in expensive market rate housing.

It's also pride month, so I'd like to uplift my fellow queer folks of color-- particularly my black and brown LGBTQ+
kin -- who've been displaced due to unjust evictions or simply priced out over time due to these outdated and racist
policies. | am optimistic that this resolution can be a way to bring my LGBTQ+ neighbors of color back to this City.
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| hope that this resolution doesn't just get stuck in theory or good intentions, but be implemented wholeheartedly
through policy-shifting actions that are centered in anti-racism inside the Planning Department and other City
institutions that they partner with.

Thank you so much for your time.

Best,
Faye Lacanilao



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: June 11, 2020 Public Comment on ITEM 17 3591 20TH STREET support for Matcha N" More &deny DR
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:46:16 AM

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

Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Truc Nguyen <trucnguyen90@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:20 PM

To: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@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>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: June 11, 2020 Public Comment on ITEM 17 3591 20TH STREET support for Matcha N'
More &deny DR

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

Correction: | meant the owners of Garden Creamery quoted in the Mission Local article

On Thu, Jun 11, 2020 at 1:44 PM Truc Nguyen <trucnguyen90@gmail.com> wrote:

Hello,

My name is Truc Nguyen and | am a long time SF resident. | spend a lot of time in District
9/Mission and enjoy frequenting the mom-and-pop small businesses in the neighborhood. | am
writing to support Matcha N” More as they will be a great addition to the neighborhood. | am an
ice cream enthusiast and always appreciate having more options - Matcha N' More would
diversify the retail food offerings in the Mission and offer beverages, pastries, and other desserts -
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the opposite of the claim that it creates homogeneity of ice cream shops in the same radius.

Furthermore, the complaint lodged is a bad faith interpretation of CEQA aimed at blocking
competition in the same area. We should let the market and consumers decide. In fact, the
Matcha N' More owners said so themselves in 2016:

When the Garden Creamery owners were opening, they were quoted in Mission Local as
welcoming competition and citing it as "bit of competition is always healthy... We are here to put

| request that you deny Discretionary Review and approve the application.

Best regards,
Truc Nguyen


https://missionlocal.org/2016/09/the-mission-gets-another-ice-cream-shop/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Chion, Miriam (CPC)

Subject: FW: June 11, 2020 General Comment on Centering Planning on Racial and Social Equity
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:45:58 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: Truc Nguyen <trucnguyen90@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 2:18 PM

To: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@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>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: June 11, 2020 General Comment on Centering Planning on Racial and Social Equity

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

Hello again,

My name is Truc Nguyen and | am a longtime resident of San Francisco in D3 - Lower Nob Hill.

I'm writing in support of the planning for racial equity.

We need to end exclusionary zoning. It is fundamentally inequitable to have different zoning and
permitting laws by neighborhood. We should have one standard across the city and apply it
objectively.

Our current zoning map bears resemblance to the historical redlining map. What is the rationale for
letting the legacy of segregation persist and perpetuating implicit racism?
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We need to streamline the permitting process and end or limit the use Discretionary Reviews.
Preserving "neighboorhood character" has long been used a dogwhistle to oppose new inclusive
housing. We need more housing for all - and to not allow detractors to weigh down the process and
create friction to much needed change through DRs.

Sincerely,
Truc Nguyen



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for Discretionary Review by Garden Creamery
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:45:24 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: Janine San Juan <jtsanj@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 2:04 PM

To: Giacomucci, Monica (CPC) <Monica.Giacomucci@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>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin,
Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: info@edleedems.org

Subject: Support for Discretionary Review by Garden Creamery

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

The Discretionary Review is appropriate over the Change of Use for an additional ice cream shop across the current
and climbing Garden Creamery on 20th and Lexington. People’s opinion about Mitchell’s and Bi-rite in the
neighborhood is irrelevant when they are blocks away from Garden Creamery. Matcha N’ More can thrive and build
at a more appropriate location. The Matcha N” More support group are also defacing an image of a woman from the
state of Hawaii completely open to love for all, currently forming a whirlwind of hate calling her “Karen.”

Thank you,

Janine San Juan
jtsanj@gmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Lights at St. Ignatius Field

Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:36:12 AM
Attachments: St. Ignatius Field Lights.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: Marta Juul <talajuul@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 1:44 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>; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@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.
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June 10, 2020



 



President Joel Koppel

Honorable Commissioners

San Francisco Planning Commission

San Francisco City Hall



Re: Lights at St. Ignatius Field



 



Dear Commissioners:



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.



I was born and raised in San Francisco and moved to the Outer Sunset district over thirty-nine years ago.   My sons are graduates of St. Ignatius College Preparatory and I know how important the St. Ignatius Field is to my sons, the students and families of the community.  



With fewer spaces for students to practice field sports in San Francisco it is important to allow S.I. to build these lights, this will keep students closer to the campus rather than traveling such a distance to practice.



 St. Ignatius College Preparatory is an excellent center of learning, not only for tests and good grades, but to be in service for others.  Many lessons are learned through the shared experience on the St. Ignatius field, and for 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,



 



Marta Talavera-Juul

1918 46th Avenue

San Francisco, CA  94116

email:  talajuul@sbcglobal.net








From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:35:46 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: Cameron Smith <camoverride@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 1:24 PM

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

Cc: info@edleedems.org

Subject: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street

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

I'm Cameron Smith, a SF resident with deep ties to the community. When new businesses are
allowed to open, it creates diversity, creativity, and new experiences in our community. San
Francisco is a city that has welcomed immigrants of various nationalities and socio-economic
backgrounds. The NIMBY mentality that prevents the opening of new businesses, the construction of
new homes for our growing population, and necessary public institutions like navigation centers
needs to be fought against.

Please deny the Discretionary Review and approve the application for a change of use. We need
more retail to activate our corridors and Matcha N’ More will be an excellent addition to the
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neighborhood. It is unfair, anti-competitive, and against the spirit of San Francisco that the DR
requestor was allowed to open Garden Creamery in 2016 near many ice cream shops like Mitchell’s,
Bi-Rite, and Xanath, but now they want to stop a new shop near them.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Chion, Miriam (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Racial & Social Equity Resolution
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:35:03 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: Jeantelle Laberinto <jeantellelaberinto@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 1:13 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support for Racial & Social Equity Resolution

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

To whom it may concern,

| am a resident of San Francisco and have worked with multi-racial communities for
years in San Francisco, including the Filipinx community.

| write this letter in support of the Resolution Centering Planning on Racial and Social
Equity. For decades, the Planning Department has pushed forward discriminatory
policies and plans that have caused enormous and irreparable harm, including
redlining, urban renewal and redevelopment, racial covenants, exclusionary zoning,
and freeway construction projects that have displaced, destroyed, and devastated
communities. The very intentional and ongoing displacement of the Black community
in San Francisco is apparent and damning, with some data showing in San Francisco,
only 3% of its residents are Black. San Francisco’s city agencies have failed the Black
community and need to completely rethink the role that urban planning has on our
most marginalized communities. For far too long, marginalized communities have
fought their hardest to mitigate the impacts of poor policy, but it is not enough. We
need to proactively put people before profit and institute that as a cornerstone of
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planning, not an afterthought.

Planning decisions have also overwhelmingly caused the displacement of Filipinx
residents in the South of Market, a space that Filipinxs have occupied and contributed
to for over a century. The SOMA is ground zero for commercial and market rate
development; in 2018 alone, the South of Market had the most new construction with
1,186 units of housing built, or 51% of the total new construction, but this has largely
been market-rate development. In fact, the San Francisco Planning Department itself
found that in 2016, across the board, District 6 has built the majority of housing and
commercial office space over the past 20 years.

As this occurs, the amount of Filipinx residents continues to decrease dramatically.
The recently passed Central SOMA Plan will only exacerbate this displacement. One
way that the Planning Department can even begin to repair this harm and stabilize
residents in place is to strengthen and expand the SOMA Youth and Family Special
Use District, which as it exists, has no political teeth and is not helping stem the out-
migration of Filipinx residents in the SOMA.

There is so much work to be done to repair the damage that has been inflicted on
marginalized communities of color by planning decisions and discriminatory policy.
Calling it out by name and acknowledging the harm that’s been done is the first step.
But now is the time to act and be on the right side of history. If we truly love this City
and all of its residents, we need to protect, stabilize, and prioritize those who have
contributed to its culture and political and social fabric. Now is the time to act and put
racial equity at the forefront of this new path.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Jeantelle



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Deland Chan (CPC) (delandsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street
Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:33:17 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: Li, Anne (Perkins Coie) <AnneLi@perkinscoie.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 12:26 PM

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

Cc: info@edleedems.org

Subject: Item 17: support for Matcha N’ More ice cream shop at 3591 20th Street

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

Please deny the Discretionary Review and approve the application for a change of use. We
need more retail to activate our corridors and Matcha N’ More will be an excellent addition to
the neighborhood. It is unfair, anti-competitive, and against the spirit of San Francisco that the
DR requestor was allowed to open Garden Creamery in 2016 near many ice cream shops like
Mitchell’s, Bi-Rite, and Xanath, but now they want to stop a new shop near them.

What a complete abuse of the discretionary review and planning process that the
owner of a competing shop can even file this type of petition! Particularly during these
economic times, planning and merchants associations should be encouraging the opening
of businesses rather than keeping commercial areas empty to stifle competition.
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Anne Li | Perkins Coie LLP

ASSOCIATE

505 Howard Street Suite 1000
San Francisco, CA 94105

D. +1.415.344.7130

F. +1.415.344.7330

E. Anneli@perkinscoie.com

NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you have received it in error, please advise the
sender by reply email and immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO AND UC HASTINGS AND CO-PLAINTIFFS ANNOUNCE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING TENDERLOIN

Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:23:14 AM

Attachments: 06.12.20 Tenderloin Agreement.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 at 11:05 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO AND UC HASTINGS AND CO-
PLAINTIFFS ANNOUNCE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING TENDERLOIN

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

Friday, June 12, 2020

Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
Contact: UC Hastings Communications Office, wyattsybil@uchastings.edu

*+% PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO AND UC HASTINGS AND CO-PLAINTIFFS
ANNOUNCE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING

TENDERLOIN

A fundamental principle of the agreement is the shared goal of improving the livability of the
Tenderloin community and promoting a healthy and vibrant neighborhood for all of its
residents, including the housed and unhoused, visitors, employees, employers, shoppers, and
people with disabilities

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and UC Hastings Law today announced that
the City of San Francisco and UC Hastings and its co-plaintiffs Fallon Victoria, Rene Denis,
Randy Hughes, Kristen Villalobos, and the Tenderloin Merchants and Property Owners
Association have reached a settlement agreement in the form of a stipulated injunction
regarding conditions in the Tenderloin with an ambitious plan to dramatically improve them
going forward.

The six plaintiffs filed suit on May 4, 2020, in the United States District Court for the
Northern District of California against the City and County of San Francisco seeking remedy
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OFFICE OF
MAYOR LONDON N. BREED
SAN FRANCISCO

UC Hastings Law

SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

Friday, June 12, 2020

Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
Contact: UC Hastings Communications Office, wyattsybil@uchastings.edu

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO AND UC HASTINGS AND CO-PLAINTIFFS
ANNOUNCE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING
TENDERLOIN

A fundamental principle of the agreement is the shared goal of improving the livability of the
Tenderloin community and promoting a healthy and vibrant neighborhood for all of its residents,
including the housed and unhoused, visitors, employees, employers, shoppers, and people with
disabilities

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and UC Hastings Law today announced that the
City of San Francisco and UC Hastings and its co-plaintiffs Fallon Victoria, Rene Denis, Randy
Hughes, Kristen Villalobos, and the Tenderloin Merchants and Property Owners Association
have reached a settlement agreement in the form of a stipulated injunction regarding conditions
in the Tenderloin with an ambitious plan to dramatically improve them going forward.

The six plaintiffs filed suit on May 4, 2020, in the United States District Court for the Northern
District of California against the City and County of San Francisco seeking remedy for the
Tenderloin’s dangerously crowded sidewalks and to provide safe and sanitary shelter for the
unhoused people who have been camping there in escalating numbers since the outbreak of
COVID-19.

A fundamental principle of the agreement is the shared goal of improving the livability of the
Tenderloin community and promoting a healthy and vibrant neighborhood for all of its residents,
including the housed and unhoused, visitors, employees, employers, shoppers, and people with
disabilities. The problems facing the Tenderloin are substantial, long-standing, and not easily
solved. All parties recognize that the COVID-19 crisis has created additional challenges to
achieving the shared goal.

The agreement stipulates that by July 20, 2020, the City will remove up to 300 tents and
encampments representing approximately 70% of those inventoried in a June 5, 2020 census.
Occupants of the tents will be relocated to shelter-in-place hotel rooms, safe sleeping villages
outside the Tenderloin, or off-street sites such as parking lots in the Tenderloin. The City will
then work to ensure that former encampment sites do not become re-encamped. The City will
continue offering free COVID-19 testing to all residents in the Tenderloin during the duration of
the pandemic.
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While the City is hopeful that most people offered an alternative location will be willing to
accept the opportunity, the City will employ enforcement measures for those who do not accept
an offer of shelter or safe sleeping site if necessary to comply with the stipulated injunction.

After July 20, 2020, the City will make all reasonable efforts to achieve the shared goal of
permanently reducing the number of tents to zero, along with encamping materials and related
personal property. For the proposed settlement to become final, it must be approved by the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

Also, as part of an ongoing collaboration to address drug dealing and street safety in the
Tenderloin, Mayor Breed has invited UC Hastings’ Chancellor & Dean David Faigman to work
with the City, local law enforcement, and the U.S. Attorney’s Office to incorporate best practices
and deploy innovative strategies to improve conditions in the neighborhood.

“COVID-19 has impacted many communities in our City, but we know that the Tenderloin has
been particularly hard-hit,” said Mayor Breed. “We share the concerns that UC Hastings and
residents of the Tenderloin have about what’s happening in the neighborhood, and we look
forward to working collaboratively to implement the Stipulated Injunction so we help our
unsheltered residents off the streets and into safer environments. The challenges that existed
around homelessness, mental health, and addiction existed before COVID-19 and they’ve only
become more exacerbated now, but both the City and UC Hastings are committed to address the
short-term challenges while we work towards long-term solutions.”

“Mayor London Breed is showing the bold leadership that has typified her response throughout
the pandemic. She is taking on the challenge of providing for the needs of the unhoused, and the
whole of the Tenderloin community, in ways that have eluded her predecessors. The key is
providing housing and shelter alternatives, including hotels and safe sleeping villages, for those
currently having no alternative but to live in sidewalk encampments. All residents and merchants
of the Tenderloin are indebted to her stewardship during these difficult times,” said UC Hastings
Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman.

Also reacting positively to the settlement were co-plaintiffs Fallon Victoria, who said, “If the
Mayor starts cleaning up the streets, then that would be great. | definitely believe in her,” and
Randy Hughes, who uses a wheelchair to get around the neighborhood, who said, “It would be
nice to get some space back.”

Co-plaintiff Kristen Villalobos said, “Since the emergence of the COVID-19 virus, | have
watched in dismay and with growing horror as the conditions in the Tenderloin have deteriorated
past a point that I had ever considered possible. These last few months have been frightening and
frustrating, but I’m hopeful about the agreement that has been reached. I look forward to seeing
the City take meaningful action to address both the temporary escalated crisis created by the
pandemic, and the crisis conditions that already existed on our Tenderloin streets before it came
along. It will take long-term solutions, but | know that these problems can be solved if we have
the courage and the will to see it through. I love my neighborhood, and I look forward to
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working with the City in any way | may to continue ensuring a better life for everyone who calls
the Tenderloin home.”

“All of the neighborhood merchants will be happy that the City is not only moving the tents, but
getting the unhoused people into shelters,” said Rene Colorado, executive director of the
Tenderloin Merchants and Property Owners Association and manager of two restaurants on
Larkin Street.

As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the City’s shelter system has had to reduce occupancy
by up to 75% in order to comply with social distancing and, as a result, San Francisco has seen
an increase in unsheltered homelessness and tents on the street. This is particularly true in the
Tenderloin, which has seen a large increase in tents and homeless residents. This agreement
outlines a number of short-term and long-term steps that the City, UC Hastings, and the co-
plaintiffs are committed to implementing in order to better serve people experiencing
homelessness, and all residents and businesses in the Tenderloin.

Other measures include an increased emphasis on safety, enforcement against drug dealing, and
community development projects long in the works. One such project is the nearly completed
Municipal Marketplace in the heart of the Tenderloin at 101 Hyde Street. Operated by La
Cocina, a nonprofit, this facility will provide low-cost, high-quality food options and will
activate and improve the safety of one of the neighborhood’s most troubled corners, currently
plagued by drug dealing and addiction.

HiH
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for the Tenderloin’s dangerously crowded sidewalks and to provide safe and sanitary shelter
for the unhoused people who have been camping there in escalating numbers since the
outbreak of COVID-19.

A fundamental principle of the agreement is the shared goal of improving the livability of the
Tenderloin community and promoting a healthy and vibrant neighborhood for all of its
residents, including the housed and unhoused, visitors, employees, employers, shoppers, and
people with disabilities. The problems facing the Tenderloin are substantial, long-standing,
and not easily solved. All parties recognize that the COVID-19 crisis has created additional
challenges to achieving the shared goal.

The agreement stipulates that by July 20, 2020, the City will remove up to 300 tents and
encampments representing approximately 70% of those inventoried in a June 5, 2020 census.
Occupants of the tents will be relocated to shelter-in-place hotel rooms, safe sleeping villages
outside the Tenderloin, or off-street sites such as parking lots in the Tenderloin. The City will
then work to ensure that former encampment sites do not become re-encamped. The City will
continue offering free COVID-19 testing to all residents in the Tenderloin during the duration
of the pandemic.

While the City is hopeful that most people offered an alternative location will be willing to
accept the opportunity, the City will employ enforcement measures for those who do not
accept an offer of shelter or safe sleeping site if necessary to comply with the stipulated
injunction.

After July 20, 2020, the City will make all reasonable efforts to achieve the shared goal of
permanently reducing the number of tents to zero, along with encamping materials and related
personal property. For the proposed settlement to become final, it must be approved by the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

Also, as part of an ongoing collaboration to address drug dealing and street safety in the
Tenderloin, Mayor Breed has invited UC Hastings’ Chancellor & Dean David Faigman to
work with the City, local law enforcement, and the U.S. Attorney’s Office to incorporate best
practices and deploy innovative strategies to improve conditions in the neighborhood.

“COVID-19 has impacted many communities in our City, but we know that the Tenderloin
has been particularly hard-hit,” said Mayor Breed. “We share the concerns that UC Hastings
and residents of the Tenderloin have about what’s happening in the neighborhood, and we
look forward to working collaboratively to implement the Stipulated Injunction so we help our
unsheltered residents off the streets and into safer environments. The challenges that existed
around homelessness, mental health, and addiction existed before COVID-19 and they’ve only
become more exacerbated now, but both the City and UC Hastings are committed to address
the short-term challenges while we work towards long-term solutions.”

“Mayor London Breed is showing the bold leadership that has typified her response
throughout the pandemic. She is taking on the challenge of providing for the needs of the
unhoused, and the whole of the Tenderloin community, in ways that have eluded her
predecessors. The key is providing housing and shelter alternatives, including hotels and safe
sleeping villages, for those currently having no alternative but to live in sidewalk
encampments. All residents and merchants of the Tenderloin are indebted to her stewardship
during these difficult times,” said UC Hastings Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman.



Also reacting positively to the settlement were co-plaintiffs Fallon Victoria, who said, “If the
Mayor starts cleaning up the streets, then that would be great. I definitely believe in her,” and
Randy Hughes, who uses a wheelchair to get around the neighborhood, who said, “It would be
nice to get some space back.”

Co-plaintiff Kristen Villalobos said, “Since the emergence of the COVID-19 virus, I have
watched in dismay and with growing horror as the conditions in the Tenderloin have
deteriorated past a point that I had ever considered possible. These last few months have been
frightening and frustrating, but I’'m hopeful about the agreement that has been reached. I look
forward to seeing the City take meaningful action to address both the temporary escalated
crisis created by the pandemic, and the crisis conditions that already existed on our Tenderloin
streets before it came along. It will take long-term solutions, but I know that these problems
can be solved if we have the courage and the will to see it through. I love my neighborhood,
and I look forward to working with the City in any way [ may to continue ensuring a better life
for everyone who calls the Tenderloin home.”

“All of the neighborhood merchants will be happy that the City is not only moving the tents,
but getting the unhoused people into shelters,” said Rene Colorado, executive director of the
Tenderloin Merchants and Property Owners Association and manager of two restaurants on
Larkin Street.

As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the City’s shelter system has had to reduce occupancy
by up to 75% in order to comply with social distancing and, as a result, San Francisco has seen
an increase in unsheltered homelessness and tents on the street. This is particularly true in the
Tenderloin, which has seen a large increase in tents and homeless residents. This agreement
outlines a number of short-term and long-term steps that the City, UC Hastings, and the co-
plaintiffs are committed to implementing in order to better serve people experiencing
homelessness, and all residents and businesses in the Tenderloin.

Other measures include an increased emphasis on safety, enforcement against drug dealing,
and community development projects long in the works. One such project is the nearly
completed Municipal Marketplace in the heart of the Tenderloin at 101 Hyde Street. Operated
by La Cocina, a nonprofit, this facility will provide low-cost, high-quality food options and
will activate and improve the safety of one of the neighborhood’s most troubled corners,
currently plagued by drug dealing and addiction.
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Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs
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1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309|Fax: 415-558-6409
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From: Carlos Bocanegra <cebocanegra@dons.usfca.edu>

Date: Thursday, June 11, 2020 at 4:43 PM

To: Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Cc: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Chion, Miriam (CPC)"
<miriam.chion@sfgov.org>

Subject: Fwd: Amendments to Race and Equity Resolution 2016-003351C

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

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Carlos Bocanegra <cebocanegra@dons.usfca.edu>

Date: Thu, Jun 11, 2020 at 4:27 PM

Subject: Re: Amendments to Race and Equity Resolution 2016-003351C

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>,

<frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>

Good Afternoon Commissioners,
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Actionable Items for Race and Equity Resolution

1. Incorporation of Formal Metrics:

a.

WHEREAS, a Planning Department has an obligation to prove that development
projects, policies, programs, and legislation provide benefit to the stability, safety
and opportunities to low-income and working-class Black communities,
Indigenous communities, and people of color communities struggling to
overcome decades of racialized oppression and economic and political
disenfranchisement;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Department shall develop formal
Equity Metrics through a community-based process led by organizations rooted
in low-income and working class Black communities, Indigenous communities,
and people of color communities, particularly at-risk sensitive communities; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Department’s Equity Metrics shall
demonstrate the cumulative benefit of development projects or Planning policies
to the stability and prosperity of low-income and working-class Black
communities, Indigenous communities, and people of color communities, tenants,
local-serving businesses, cultural resources, and access to economic and
educational opportunities as a condition of approval.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Department will take leadership from
low-income and working-class Black communities, Indigenous communities, and
people of color communities to define what is a “racially just, healthy and safe”
community.

2. Equity First Lens

a.

(already in resolution)WHEREAS, the Planning Department (“Department”) and
other government agencies and private organizations, acting through their
positions of power, have advanced discriminatory planning policies such as
redlining, urban renewal, racial covenants, exclusionary zoning, and freeway
construction projects that have resulted in disproportionate negative impacts on
communities of color, including the persistent displacement of the Black
community in San Francisco, which experienced a decline from 10.6% of the
City’s population in 1990 to 5% in 2018; and

WHEREAS Section 101.1 of the Planning Code establishes “the basis upon
which inconsistencies in the General Plan are resolved” and is used for
evaluating the merits of certain development projects, area plans, and policies,
yet these enumerated policies do not explicitly address the needs of low-income
and working class Black communities, Indigenous communities and communities
of color.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the
Planning Department to develop an “Equity-First” framework that becomes
criteria added to Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. This “Equity-First”
framework would be developed through a community-based process and would





serve as the criteria for which every Planning process, development project, plan,
action, policy, ordinance, resolution, and/or decision is evaluated first through a
race and social equity lens to assess its expected impacts on Black communities,
Indigenous communities, communities of color, and other vulnerable
communities; with particular focus given to those who are low-income or
working-class. To reverse decades of discrimination and disproportionate impact
upon Black communities, Indigenous communities, and communities of color, no
Planning decision shall proceed forward unless it can demonstrate overall, with
clear and convincing evidence, that it will promote the safety and prosperity of the
aforementioned communities and in particular, those who are low-income or
working-class.

3. Incorporation of Map and Studies

a. WHEREAS, the University of California: Berkeley Urban Displacement Project’s
map of San Francisco’s Sensitive Communities and Build Baby Build?: Housing
Submarkets and the Effects of New Construction on Existing Rents study, by
Anthony Damiano, have demonstrated the most ideal equitable framework and
needs of low-income and working class Black communities, Indigenous
communities, and communities of color.

b. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the
Planning Department to incorporate the University of California: Berkeley Urban
Displacement Project’s map of San Francisco’s Sensitive Communities and Build
Baby Build?: Housing Submarkets and the Effects of New Construction on
Existing Rents study, by Anthony Damiano, as a specific professional framework
for making equitable decisions in every Planning process, development project,
plan, action, policy, ordinance, resolution, and/or decision.

4. Remote Public Comment

a. WHEREAS Black communities, Indigenous communities, communities of color
and, in particular, those who are either low-income or working class, have been
systematically denied equitable access to City processes and from planning their
own communities, including a lack of meaningful access and participation in
public hearings.

b. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the
Planning Department to work with organizations with an established history of
serving low-income and working-class Black communities, Indigenous
communities, and communities of color to create a program whereby these
organizations, in partnership with the Planning Department, shall establish
satellite locations within these communities and operated by organizations with
an established history of serving low-income and working-class Black
communities, Indigenous communities, and people of color communities so that
they may have equitable access and participate in public hearings through






remote video conferencing or a similar compatible technology that promotes
equitable remote access to public hearings for these communities.

5. Racial Equity definition:

a. Racial equity means recognizing and acknowledging the historical harm, ongoing
systemic injustices, and power imbalances that exists for certain racial groups,
specifically, Black communities, Indingenous communities, and other
communities of color, in particular those who are low-income or working-class,
and the necessity to correct these disproportionate impacts to Black
communities, Indigenous communities, and communities of color until race no
longer determines one’s socioeconomic outcomes.

6. Community Planning:

a. WHEREAS the City has a history of approving more market rate projects than its
RHNA goals and underproducing on its low-income and moderate-income RHNA
goals, And the City has disregarded its obligation to consistency with the Housing
Balance which disproportionately negatively impacts; and already has approved
more than 30,000 units constant demand to evaluate development proposals,
legislation, land use related policies, area plans, and other processes and
actions;

b. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City shall move funding to and increase
funding for community based planning processes and resources for
community-based organizations with an established history of effectively serving
low-income and working class Black communities, Indigenous communities and
communities of color, and that the City’s analysis and recommendations on
developments, plans, policies, legislation and other processes and actions will be
accountable to these community based plans.

c. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City advocate for State policies that retain
the unconstrained right of Black communities, Indigenous communities, and
people of color communities to plan their own futures unconstrained.

d. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that when the Planning Department engages and
consults Black communities, Indigenous communities, and people of color
communities in planning processes, that it centers the leadership of these
communities in the planning process, makes space to intentionally build
leadership in planning processes, and makes a commitment to result in planning
outcomes that center the analysis and priorities of these communities.

7. BIPOC Hiring, Promotions and lived experience
a. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the
Department to change hiring and promotion practices to correct the
underrepresentation of Black people, Indigenous people and people of color






across all staff levels and change hiring with particular attention to people that
have a history and cultural competency in working with low-income communities
and communities of color, particularly Black, Indingenous, or people of color staff
with such history and competency in managing and directing any neighborhood
or citywide planning processes that directly impact development in communities
of color, to ensure the workforce reflects the needs of our vulnerable
communities; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the
Department to Develop a Staff Race and Equity Tool that will help evaluate the
work and interactions of staff with Black communities, Indigenous communities,
communities of color, and particularly those who are low-income or
working-class. The tool shall be developed in close collaboration with Black
communities, Indigenous communities, and communities of color as well as
organizations with a history of serving low-income and working-class Black
communities, Indigenous communities, and communities of color.






Today it was stated that the communities comments should be reflected in the resolution but we are
concerned that many were not intergrated. On behalf of the cross district Coalition of Racial Equity
Champions | formally submit to you our amendments. These amendments were also reflected in
today's public comments. We hope that in your deep commitment to racial and social equity, you
will see fit to ensure that these amendments are added so that the resolution is in alignment with
the commitment and intent you expressed during the hearing.

Thank you.

Best Regards,
Carlos Bocanegra
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From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Date: Friday, June 12, 2020 at 9:03 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SODA
TAX FUNDING WILL PROVIDE EMERGENCY FOOD FOR PEOPLE AFFECTED BY
COVID-19

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, June 12, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice(@sfgov.or

*+% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SODA TAX
FUNDING WILL PROVIDE EMERGENCY FOOD FOR

PEOPLE AFFECTED BY COVID-19

81.65 million in funds from the San Francisco Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax will provide
emergency food relief for people who are struggling to afford food due to COVID-19

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Shamann Walton, and Chair of
California State Board of Equalization Malia Cohen today announced that $1.65 million in
funds raised by the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax (SDDT), more commonly known as the
San Francisco Soda Tax, will be used to provide emergency relief to those struggling to
purchase food as a result of the impacts of COVID-19. The funding closely follows
recommendations the SDDT Advisory Committee made at its March 2020 meeting.

“COVID-19 has made it really challenging for some of our most vulnerable communities to
access food, whether due to loss of income, longer lines at the stores, closing of dining rooms,
or other disruptions to normal routine,” said Mayor Breed. “This funding will support
programs and community organizations that are doing the hard work, day in and day out, to
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, June 12, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SODA TAX FUNDING
WILL PROVIDE EMERGENCY FOOD FOR PEOPLE
AFFECTED BY COVID-19

$1.65 million in funds from the San Francisco Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax will provide
emergency food relief for people who are struggling to afford food due to COVID-19

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Shamann Walton, and Chair of
California State Board of Equalization Malia Cohen today announced that $1.65 million in funds
raised by the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax (SDDT), more commonly known as the

San Francisco Soda Tax, will be used to provide emergency relief to those struggling to purchase
food as a result of the impacts of COVID-19. The funding closely follows recommendations the
SDDT Advisory Committee made at its March 2020 meeting.

“COVID-19 has made it really challenging for some of our most vulnerable communities to
access food, whether due to loss of income, longer lines at the stores, closing of dining rooms, or
other disruptions to normal routine,” said Mayor Breed. “This funding will support programs and
community organizations that are doing the hard work, day in and day out, to feed

San Franciscans. As we respond to the health challenges of COVID-19, it’s important that we
keep working together to make sure people have enough to eat and don’t have to worry about
where their next meal will come from.”

“As we are fighting to feed families and fight hunger during this pandemic, we are happy that we
have funds available from the sugary beverage tax, which was always intended to address the
gaps that exist in our most vulnerable communities and make sure people have healthy meals,”
said Supervisor Walton. “This is how we step up during a crisis.”

“We took on Big Soda to materially reduce health disparities for communities of color,” said
Malia Cohen, Chair of the California State Board of Equalization. “For decades, targeted
advertising in communities like the Bayview and Mission has led to higher rates of diabetes and
heart disease. Now, our community is among the hardest hit by COVID-19 and its economic
impacts. Using these Soda Tax dollars to ensure access to fresh, healthy food is exactly the kind
of direct investment that we need.”

Because the COVID-19 pandemic exploits the pre-existing inequities in our society, it impacts
communities that experience health disparities, economic inequality and discrimination more
significantly. Due to these impacts, the funds from the Soda Tax will specifically support low-
income people; seniors; pregnant and breastfeeding women; and undocumented immigrants.
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The use of the funding began in early May 2020 and will be used by the San Francisco
Wholesale Produce Market to purchase produce and shelf-stable foods for community groups
that are distributing meals to their members, including the Bayview Senior Center and the

San Francisco African American Faith Based Coalition, among others. Moreover, the funds will
support the San Francisco Unified School District’s efforts to continue providing meals to
students. Funding will allow the Housing Authority, Mission Language and Vocational School,
and partners to provide food to undocumented immigrants and public housing residents, and will
support Black and African American faith-based groups and other vulnerable residents. The
contracts with these organizations are being finalized.

“The Health Department’s partnership with the SDDT Advisory Committee has always been
focused on serving our community and ensuring they have access to healthy food options,” said
Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “We know food insecurity contributes to poor health
outcomes. This funding cannot be coming at a better time to help reduce the risk of hunger and
support healthy food choices for our San Francisco communities most in need during these
unprecedented times. The economic impacts of the response to the pandemic are real, and we are
glad to have directed funds to support our neighbors who are most affected.”

“The SF Soda Tax was designed to make San Francisco a healthier place for everyone,” said Joi
Jackson-Morgan and Dr. Jonathan Butler, SDDT Advisory Committee co-chairs. “As we face
the challenges created by COVID-19, health support is more critical than ever. Yet, we know
that the measures we are taking to combat COVID-19, such as sheltering-in-place, mean that
many of our neighbors are losing their income and ability to purchase food. We need to bridge
this gap immediately to ensure that everyone in our communities has the ability to buy fresh food
during this crisis, so the SDDT Advisory Committee voted to make this budget recommendation
to the city.”

“The SF Market has a long history of supporting our neighbors, be it through food recovery that
directs surplus food to those in need, or donations for community events,” said Michael Janis,
General Manager of San Francisco Wholesale Produce Market. “We were delighted to have the
opportunity to further expand our support of our friends and neighbors in need of assistance in
this difficult time.”

By taxing the distribution of sugary drinks, the SF Soda Tax supports a wide variety of health
initiatives in San Francisco, many of which are aimed at making sure all San Francisco residents
have access to healthy food. In addition to these emergency funds available for food purchasing,
the SF Soda Tax contributes to:

e [Food Security and Healthy Eating - Over 80,000 EatSF produce vouchers have been
distributed to more than 4,400 unduplicated households helping low-income
San Franciscans eat more fruits and vegetables.

e Nutrition in Schools - Over 20,000 students are experiencing fresher, healthier meals;
student-led projects serving about 1,000 individuals are increasing water consumption
and decreasing sugary drink consumption; increasing fruit and vegetable consumption
and physical activity provided in school settings.
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e Physical Activity and Community Building - Peace Parks provide activities that
promote physical, mental, and economic health to approximately 600 people per month in
Bayview Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, and Sunnydale neighborhoods. This includes sports
and dance activities, a Teen Outdoor Experience program, and workshops on anti-
bullying, gender respect, job training, workforce development, and housing.

e Increasing Access to and Consumption of Tap Water - Funding will allow for
installation of hydration stations in public venues and schools to address disparities in
underserved areas. Students will lead projects to educate their peers on the benefits of
drinking tap water and the health harms of sugary drinks.

e Oral Health - Multiple initiatives are working to improve oral health: task forces in the
Mission, Bayview and Chinatown; dental sealants to kindergarteners and first graders;
and case management and outreach.

Due to school closures, SFUSD has created sites throughout the city that are open on Mondays
and Wednesdays, where families can pick-up breakfast, lunch, supper, fresh fruit, vegetables and
milk to take home.

Addressing food insecurity and expanding food access has also been a critical objective of the
City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC). To date, the EOC’s Food Distribution Unit has
delivered about 66,000 meals through the Food Helpline and the Great Plates Delivered

San Francisco program.

About the SF Soda Tax

In November of 2016, the voters of San Francisco passed the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax
(SDDT), more commonly known as the SF Soda Tax. The SF Soda Tax established a 1 cent per
ounce fee on the initial distribution of drinks with added sugar within the City and County of San
Francisco. That means that a 12 ounce can of soda generates 12 cents for the Soda Tax.
Merchants may pass that 12 cents along to consumers. The funds collected from this tax are
invested in a variety of healthy programs across the city. Learn more at sodatax-sf.org.

About the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee

The Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (SDDTAC), a completely volunteer
committee, first convened in December 2017 to prepare recommendations to present to Mayor
London Breed and the Board of Supervisors on the effectiveness of the SF Soda Tax. The
SDDTAC makes funding recommendations that support services and other innovative,
community-led work to decrease sugary beverage consumption and related chronic diseases.

- Goal 1: Healthy People! We know that the sugary drinks beverage industry targets low-
income communities and communities of color in San Francisco. A focus on healthy
people provides an opportunity to invest in community power that can address health
inequities.

- Goal 2: Healthy Places! Having safe, equitable and healthy physical, economic, and
social environments is critical to achieving SDDTAC’s vision. To ensure that places are
healthy in San Francisco, the SDDTAC has prioritized addressing the root causes of
health inequities. Learn more: www.sfdph.org/sddtac
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feed San Franciscans. As we respond to the health challenges of COVID-19, it’s important
that we keep working together to make sure people have enough to eat and don’t have to
worry about where their next meal will come from.”

“As we are fighting to feed families and fight hunger during this pandemic, we are happy that
we have funds available from the sugary beverage tax, which was always intended to address
the gaps that exist in our most vulnerable communities and make sure people have healthy
meals,” said Supervisor Walton. “This is how we step up during a crisis.”

“We took on Big Soda to materially reduce health disparities for communities of color,” said
Malia Cohen, Chair of the California State Board of Equalization. “For decades, targeted
advertising in communities like the Bayview and Mission has led to higher rates of diabetes
and heart disease. Now, our community is among the hardest hit by COVID-19 and its
economic impacts. Using these Soda Tax dollars to ensure access to fresh, healthy food is
exactly the kind of direct investment that we need.”

Because the COVID-19 pandemic exploits the pre-existing inequities in our society, it impacts
communities that experience health disparities, economic inequality and discrimination more
significantly. Due to these impacts, the funds from the Soda Tax will specifically support low-
income people; seniors; pregnant and breastfeeding women; and undocumented immigrants.

The use of the funding began in early May 2020 and will be used by the San Francisco
Wholesale Produce Market to purchase produce and shelf-stable foods for community groups
that are distributing meals to their members, including the Bayview Senior Center and the

San Francisco African American Faith Based Coalition, among others. Moreover, the funds
will support the San Francisco Unified School District’s efforts to continue providing meals to
students. Funding will allow the Housing Authority, Mission Language and Vocational
School, and partners to provide food to undocumented immigrants and public housing
residents, and will support Black and African American faith-based groups and other
vulnerable residents. The contracts with these organizations are being finalized.

“The Health Department’s partnership with the SDDT Advisory Committee has always been
focused on serving our community and ensuring they have access to healthy food options,”
said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “We know food insecurity contributes to poor
health outcomes. This funding cannot be coming at a better time to help reduce the risk of
hunger and support healthy food choices for our San Francisco communities most in need
during these unprecedented times. The economic impacts of the response to the pandemic are
real, and we are glad to have directed funds to support our neighbors who are most affected.”

“The SF Soda Tax was designed to make San Francisco a healthier place for everyone,” said
Joi Jackson-Morgan and Dr. Jonathan Butler, SDDT Advisory Committee co-chairs. “As we
face the challenges created by COVID-19, health support is more critical than ever. Yet, we
know that the measures we are taking to combat COVID-19, such as sheltering-in-place, mean
that many of our neighbors are losing their income and ability to purchase food. We need to
bridge this gap immediately to ensure that everyone in our communities has the ability to buy
fresh food during this crisis, so the SDDT Advisory Committee voted to make this budget
recommendation to the city.”

“The SF Market has a long history of supporting our neighbors, be it through food recovery
that directs surplus food to those in need, or donations for community events,” said Michael



Janis, General Manager of San Francisco Wholesale Produce Market. “We were delighted to
have the opportunity to further expand our support of our friends and neighbors in need of
assistance in this difficult time.”

By taxing the distribution of sugary drinks, the SF Soda Tax supports a wide variety of health
initiatives in San Francisco, many of which are aimed at making sure all San Francisco
residents have access to healthy food. In addition to these emergency funds available for food
purchasing, the SF Soda Tax contributes to:

e Food Security and Healthy Eating - Over 80,000 EatSF produce vouchers have been
distributed to more than 4,400 unduplicated households helping low-income
San Franciscans eat more fruits and vegetables.

o Nutrition in Schools - Over 20,000 students are experiencing fresher, healthier meals;
student-led projects serving about 1,000 individuals are increasing water consumption
and decreasing sugary drink consumption; increasing fruit and vegetable consumption
and physical activity provided in school settings.

o Physical Activity and Community Building - Peace Parks provide activities that
promote physical, mental, and economic health to approximately 600 people per month
in Bayview Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, and Sunnydale neighborhoods. This includes
sports and dance activities, a Teen Outdoor Experience program, and workshops on
anti-bullying, gender respect, job training, workforce development, and housing.

o Increasing Access to and Consumption of Tap Water - Funding will allow for
installation of hydration stations in public venues and schools to address disparities in
underserved areas. Students will lead projects to educate their peers on the benefits of
drinking tap water and the health harms of sugary drinks.

e Oral Health - Multiple initiatives are working to improve oral health: task forces in the
Mission, Bayview and Chinatown; dental sealants to kindergarteners and first graders;
and case management and outreach.

Due to school closures, SFUSD has created sites throughout the city that are open on Mondays
and Wednesdays, where families can pick-up breakfast, lunch, supper, fresh fruit, vegetables
and milk to take home.

Addressing food insecurity and expanding food access has also been a critical objective of the
City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC). To date, the EOC’s Food Distribution Unit has
delivered about 66,000 meals through the Food Helpline and the Great Plates Delivered

San Francisco program.

About the SF Soda Tax

In November of 2016, the voters of San Francisco passed the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax
(SDDT), more commonly known as the SF Soda Tax. The SF Soda Tax established a 1 cent
per ounce fee on the initial distribution of drinks with added sugar within the City and County
of San Francisco. That means that a 12 ounce can of soda generates 12 cents for the Soda Tax.
Merchants may pass that 12 cents along to consumers. The funds collected from this tax are
invested in a variety of healthy programs across the city. Learn more at sodatax-sf.org.

About the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee

The Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (SDDTAC), a completely volunteer
committee, first convened in December 2017 to prepare recommendations to present to Mayor
London Breed and the Board of Supervisors on the effectiveness of the SF Soda Tax. The


https://www.sfusd.edu/services/health-wellness/nutrition-school-meals
http://www.sodatax-sf.org/

SDDTAC makes funding recommendations that support services and other innovative,
community-led work to decrease sugary beverage consumption and related chronic diseases.

¢ Goal 1: Healthy People! We know that the sugary drinks beverage industry targets
low-income communities and communities of color in San Francisco. A focus on
healthy people provides an opportunity to invest in community power that can address
health inequities.

¢ Goal 2: Healthy Places! Having safe, equitable and healthy physical, economic, and
social environments is critical to achieving SDDTAC’s vision. To ensure that places are
healthy in San Francisco, the SDDTAC has prioritized addressing the root causes of
health inequities. Learn more: www.sfdph.org/sddtac
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2016-003351CWP - Updated draft of CPC Resolution Centering Planning on Racial & Social Equity
Date: Thursday, June 11, 2020 11:58:23 AM

Attachments: 2020 06 11 CPC Resolution on Racism Final CLEAN.docx

2020 06 11 CPC Resolution on Racism Final Tracked Changes.docx

Commissioners,
Apologies for the late distribution. This version is indeed different from the version(s) sent earlier
today (twice).

Also, please forgive us for the overabundance of emails...

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: "Chen, Lisa (CPC)" <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>

Date: Thursday, June 11, 2020 at 11:52 AM

To: "Chion, Miriam (CPC)" <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: AnMarie Rodgers <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)"
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, Diego Sanchez <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: 2016-003351CWP - Updated draft of CPC Resolution Centering Planning on Racial
& Social Equity

Hi everyone,

Updated drafts of the resolution (tracked changes and clean versions) are attached and on
sharepoint:

A
- 2020 06 11 CPC Resolution on Racism_Final Tracked Changes.docx
H-

2020 06 11_CPC Resolution on Racism_Final CLEAN.docx

| will be sharing my screen while Miriam describes the edits - fingers crossed all the
technology works.

For easier viewing, we highlighted the changes in the Tracked Changes version, as follows:


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfgov1-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/claudia_flores_sfgov_org/EWrpg9VW97lAmd5FiN9SbCQBQ23ha3GVSXjTc1-sOqqNww?e=I6uAIt
https://sfgov1-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/g/personal/claudia_flores_sfgov_org/EWrpg9VW97lAmd5FiN9SbCQBQ23ha3GVSXjTc1-sOqqNww?e=I6uAIt
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RESOLUTION CENTERING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S WORK PROGRAM AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION ON RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY; ACKNOWLEDGING AND APOLOGIZING FOR THE HISTORY OF INEQUITABLE PLANNING POLICIES THAT HAVE RESULTED IN RACIAL DISPARITIES; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO IMPLEMENT ITS RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY ACTION PLAN; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO DEVELOP PROACTIVE STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS STRUCTURAL AND INSTITUTIONAL RACISM, IN COLLABORATION WITH BLACK AND AMERICAN INDIAN COMMUNITIES AND COMMUNITIES OF COLOR; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO AMEND ITS HIRING AND PROMOTION PRACTICES TO ENSURE THAT THE DEPARTMENT’S STAFF REFLECTS THE DIVERSITY AND DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE COMMUNITY AT ALL STAFF LEVELS; RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONDEMN DISCRIMINATORY GOVERNMENT ACTIONS; AND, DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO BUILD ACCOUNTABILITY THROUGH METRICS AND REPORTING. 



PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reflected on the current events of COVID-19 and its disproportionate effects on American Indian communities, Black communities,  and communities of color; the murders of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, Alex Nieto, Mario Woods, Luis Góngora Pat, and countless others as a result of police brutality and misconduct; and underlying government and economic structures that create the platform for these events; and



WHEREAS, the San Francisco Human Rights Commission states that racial equity means the systematic fair treatment of people of all Races that results in equal outcomes, while recognizing the historical context and systemic harm done to specific racial groups; and,



WHEREAS, San Francisco has a long history of creating and/or enforcing laws, policies, and institutions that have promoted white supremacy and perpetuated racial inequities in the City and County of San Francisco (“the City”), much of which is difficult to document due to historical erasure. The conditions that have created such racial inequities are also compounded by the intersection of race with class, gender, sexuality, immigration status, disability, and other social identities and experiences that result in inequitable treatment or opportunities; and, 



WHEREAS, using the power of zoning and land use, the City, its Planning Commission (“Commission”) and Department (“Department”) and other government agencies, individuals, and private organizations have intentionally advanced policies aligned with white supremacy goals to segregate, displace, dispossess and extract wealth from Black communities, the American Indian community, and other communities of color. With the acknowledgement that this list is by no means exhaustive, examples include but are not limited to the following: Our history of state-sanctioned racism began with the genocide, exploitation, and dispossession of resources of the American Indian people on whose land our state and nation were founded. The City’s 1870 Cubic Air Ordinance and 1880 Laundry Ordinance targeted the Chinese population using appeals of public safety to limit where they could live and work. Starting in the 1930s, Federal policies like redlining and local practices like racial covenants explicitly blocked American Indians, Black people and people of color from loans for homeownership and maintenance, as well as access to neighborhoods with good services and jobs; these policies led to cycles of disinvestment, segregation and poverty concentration among these communities. In 1942, in response to the bombing of Pearl Harbor, San Francisco aided the federal government in the forced eviction and internment of thousands of people of Japanese ancestry. In 1945, the Department’s first General Plan identified neighborhoods that were predominately people of color as “blighted” – including the Western Addition, South of Market, Chinatown, the Mission, and Bayview/Hunter’s Point – and the Redevelopment Agency used this designation to justify the wholesale removal of Black communities and other communities of color through eminent domain. Furthermore, in the early 2000s, people of color were more likely to receive subprime housing loans than White borrowers. These predatory lending practices led to the foreclosure crisis and recession starting around 2008, disproportionately impacting Black, Latinx, American Indian, and low-income people; at the national level, middle-income Black and Latinx households lost nearly one-half of their wealth due to foreclosures and job losses. The cumulative impacts of these and other policies have resulted in the persistent outmigration and displacement of communities of color: the American Indian community in San Francisco experienced a decline from 0.5% of the population in 2006 to 0.1% today; while the Black community in San Francisco decreased from 11% of the City’s population in 1990 to 5% in 2018; and,



WHEREAS, Although the City has taken steps to undo the damage caused by past policies and practices, the racial disparities caused continue to the present day. Despite progress in addressing explicit discrimination, racial inequities continue to be deep, pervasive, and persistent in San Francisco. In the 1950s and beyond, particularly in the context of a national Civil Rights Movement, systemic racism in San Francisco became much less explicit. Moving away from overtly race-based exclusionary policies regarding land or business ownership, the City's more recent and increasingly sophisticated racism has been defined by inaction or lack of intervention with regards to racial discrimination in employment, housing, neighborhood choice (through implicit exclusionary zoning), education, health care, or the criminal justice system; and,



WHEREAS, the legacy of these discriminatory policies is that San Francisco’s American Indians, Blacks, and people of color have historically been, and many currently are, denied equal access to essential services and means of creating wealth, including affordable housing and homeownership opportunities, high-performing public schools, adequate transportation options, safe parks and open spaces, affordable health care, access to financial capital and entrepreneurship opportunities, and stores selling healthy food, among others; and,



WHEREAS, San Francisco’s American Indians, Blacks, and people of color have historically been, and many currently are, disproportionately exposed to more environmental stressors including air and soil pollution, illegal dumping, industrial uses and transportation impacts, and are more likely to live in housing conditions where degraded indoor air quality contributes to the prevalence of asthma, other airborne diseases, and other health disparities; and, 



WHEREAS, stark disparities continue to exist for City residents along racial lines. Race predicts worse outcomes for people of color across key indicators, including education, income, health, and incarceration, among others. For example, household income for White households is close to three times that of Black families and close to double that of American Indian and Latinx households, respectively. 53% of inmates in San Francisco County Jail are Black, while they only comprise about 5% of the City’s total population. In 2018, American Indian and Black San Franciscans were more than three times more likely to be unemployed than Whites (11.9% and 12.5% versus 3.6%, respectively); and unemployment rates were similarly high for Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islanders (8.8%) and Latinxs (9.4%); and, 



WHEREAS, The 2019 San Francisco Community Health Needs Assessment conducted by the San Francisco Health Improvement Partnership ("SFHIP") found that racial health inequities and poverty were foundational issues affecting the health of San Franciscans, impacting life expectancy, infant and maternal health, nutrition, stress, heart disease, and more. For example, in 2015-2017, the life expectancy in San Francisco was 72.1 years for Blacks, 76 years for Pacific Islanders, 81.7 years for Whites, 85.1 years for Latinxs, and 87 years for Asians. (This report, as well as several other data sources in this resolution, did not include data on San Francisco’s American Indians. Such data is often unavailable in urban areas due to low population counts, which perpetuates disparities in documentation and policies that address community needs.) The rates of asthma and COPD hospitalizations in the Black community are more than 10 times higher than for Asians; Pacific Islanders have the second highest rates. In San Francisco, Black women are twice as likely as White women to give birth prematurely, and Black and Pacific Islander women have the highest rates of prenatal morbidity. SFHIP also found that between 2007 and 2016, Black mothers had about 4% of births in San Francisco, but experienced 50% of maternal deaths, and 15% of infant deaths. While health data for the American Indian population in San Francisco is limited, this community also faces persistent health disparities across a number of indicators. For instance, even though the overall rate of infant mortality in California has been declining since 2005, the American Indian/Alaska Native infant mortality rate in California remains high, averaging 6-7 infant deaths per 1,000 live births between 2005 and 2012; and,



WHEREAS, the impact of the redlining that went into effect in 1937 in San Francisco can still be seen today: 87% of redlined neighborhoods in San Francisco are neighborhoods currently undergoing displacement. The 2010 Census data showed a decline in the number of children of every racial group (including American Indian, Black, Latinx, and Asian and Pacific Islander) residing in San Francisco except white and multiracial children. Between 1990 and 2014-15, as housing prices rose, neighborhoods became more segregated, with the share of Black households in San Francisco living in high-poverty neighborhoods increasing from 41% in 2000 to 65% in 2015 (compared to 27% of Asian households, 19% of Latinx households, and 12% of White households). 50% of Black households, 31% of American Indian, and 30% of Latinx households are severely burdened by housing costs (spending more than 30% of their income on housing), while 16% of White households are similarly burdened. American Indian, Black, and Latinx  residents have the lowest home ownership rates, at 0.3%, 4%, 9%, respectively. Latinxs reported the highest percentage of having been threatened with eviction (24%), with 11% of those evictions having been raised with no cause, exceeding the percentage of no-cause evictions for other racial groups. 34% of Latinxs also reported having faced unstable living conditions in the last five years, with 36% stating they would have no other housing options if they were forced to move from their current residence. 



WHEREAS, Black and American Indian people are overrepresented among the homeless population. The 2019 San Francisco Homeless Count and Survey found that 37% of people experiencing homelessness were Black, while they represent only 5% of San Francisco’s population. Overrepresentation in the homeless population was also high for American Indians (5% compared to 0.1%) and Pacific Islanders (2% compared to 0.2%). Of all people surveyed, 61% reported not being able to afford rent and 37% reported having no income. Discrimination and lack of access to opportunities for American Indian, Black  and people of color put them at a higher risk of homelessness; and, 



WHEREAS, racial disparities in the rates of infection and death from COVID-19 have been documented, with American Indian, Black, and people of color disproportionately impacted by the disease. As of June 3rd, 2020 COVID-19 data for San Francisco, indicate that Black communities in San Francisco comprised 9.3% of deaths, even though they comprise 5% of the population; Latinx communities comprised 47.8% of diagnosed cases (and comprise 15.2% of the population); American Indian communities comprised 0.4% of diagnosed cases (and comprise 0.1% of the population); and Asian communities comprised 46.5% of deaths (and comprise 34.1% of the population). In a study UCSF conducted  in the Mission District in April 2020, 95% of the people who tested positive for COVID-19 were Latinx. 82% of those who tested positive reported having been financially affected by the economic fallout of the pandemic, and only 10% reported being able to work from home. Without swift action, the health and economic impacts of the pandemic are likely to exacerbate existing disparities; and,
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WHEREAS, San Francisco and other cities across the nation are part of a movement to eliminate institutional racism in partnership with the Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE), a national network dedicated to achieving racial equity and advancing opportunities for all. The Department’s ongoing participation in GARE since January 2016 has given staff the training, tools, and support to build the Department’s organizational capacity to advance racial equity in its programs, policies, and services; and, 



WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, through Resolution No. 190547 on July 11, 2019, amended the Administrative Code to create an Office of Racial Equity as a Division of the Human Rights Commission, with authority to create a citywide Racial Equity Framework, analyze the impact of Board ordinances on racial equity, and create a racial reconciliation process; require City departments to create Racial Equity Action Plans and to provide annual updates on such Plans; require City departments to designate employees as racial equity leaders, and require the Department of Human Resources to produce an annual report concerning racial equity in the City workforce; and,



WHEREAS, the General Plan includes multiple Area Plans encompassing the areas where people of color have settled and recognizing the importance of their contributions to the City’s rich cultural fabric.  For example, the Mission Area Plan includes an objective that recognizing the Mission as the center of Latino life in San Francisco. Similarly, the East SoMa Area Plan and the Western SoMa Area Plans recognize the SoMa as the center of Filipino-American life in San Francisco. The Chinatown Area Plan includes an objective that directs the City to preserve the cultural heritage there as well.  In contrast, the Hunters Point Shipyard Area Plan and the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the two Area Plans encompassing the City’s largest concentration of Black residents, lacks any explicit objectives or policies recognizing the Bayview as one of the areas integral to Black San Francisco or directing the City to preserve physical or cultural resources there.  Further, the General Plan lacks any Area Plan for the Western Addition, another area of the City replete with the physical and cultural assets of Black San Francisco; and,

 

WHEREAS, in 1995, the Board of Supervisors established the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Survey Area, whereby a majority of the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhoods was considered for the creation of a Redevelopment Project Area. Over the next seven years, Redevelopment staff worked with the Bayview community and the Project Area Committee to create the Bayview Hunters Point Revitalization Concept Plan, which set forth a community-based vision and strategy for revitalizing the neighborhood.  Planning Department staff joined the effort in helping the revitalization effort by providing a major rewriting of Bayview’s Area Plan; and,

 

WHEREAS, in 2006, both the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment and the amended Area Plan were adopted. The revised Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan (BVHP Area Plan) provides broad principles, objectives, and policies for community development in the Bayview neighborhood.  The BVHP Area Plan discusses the need to arrest the demographic decline of the African American population; provide economic development and jobs, particularly for local residents; eliminate health and environmental hazards including reducing land use conflicts; provide additional housing, particularly affordable housing; provide additional recreation, open space, and public service facilities, and better address transportation deficiencies by offering a wider range of transportation options.   Over the next several years, Planning and Redevelopment staff worked together with the Project Area Committee and Bayview community to consider zoning changes and economic development programs to strengthen the community consistent with the Revitalization Plan; and,

 

WHEREAS, in 2012, Redevelopment, as a planning tool, was eliminated in California, and with it, the ability to leverage community development funds through tax increment financing and convene community based redevelopment boards (Project Area Committees), With the elimination of redevelopment in California, the major framework that the City was using to pursue improving the Bayview for its workers and residents was lost; and,

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department has more recently devoted staff time and resources to the Bayview.  For example, the Department 1) published a draft African American Historic Context Statement, a milestone document that assists City staff and commissioners, property owners, business owners, residents and other stakeholders gain a better understanding of the development and evolution of San Francisco’s African American communities; 2) collaborated with community stakeholders and other City agencies in the establishment of the African American Arts and Cultural District; 3) collaborated with the District Supervisor Shamann Walton and community stakeholders to preserve approximately 10 acres of industrially used lands in the Bayview Industrial Triangle; and

 

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff maintains an ongoing working relationship, in collaboration with the UC Berkeley based Youth – Plan, Learn, Act, Now (Y-Plan) educational strategy, with the youth of Malcolm X Elementary School in the Bayview, engaging the urban youth to become civically engaged through urban planning and to create adaptive strategies and community inspired solutions to confront sea level rise along Islais Creek in the Bayview; Planning Department staff has actively participated in transportation planning in the Bayview, including serving on the Municipal Transportation Agency's Community Based Transportation Plan Technical Advisory Committee; and,

 

WHEREAS, notwithstanding the foregoing, the Planning Department is professionally and morally obligated to devote further resources in this community given the historic neglect on the part of the City of San Francisco; and



WHEREAS, in the coming years the Department will amend the General Plan through adoption of updated Housing and Transportation Elements, adoption of a Preservation Element, and updates to incorporate environmental justice, racial and social equity, and climate resilience across all relevant elements. On May 28, 2020, the Department launched the first of these updates: the Housing Element 2022 Update. The Housing Element policies will be grounded on the following values: racial and social equity, minimum displacement, more housing for all in all neighborhoods, and neighborhoods resilient to climate and health crises. The Transportation Element will be the next Element to undergo an update and will center its policies in ConnectSF’s goals of equity, economic vitality, environmental sustainability, safety and livability, and accountability and engagement; and, 



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, Phase I on November 21, 2019 to guide the Department and Commission actions to strengthen our internal-facing processes and practices to address disparities in the Department’s internal functions to advance organizational equity, through strategies that include: ongoing training for all staff; a  biannual staff survey to assess Department attitudes and progress towards racial and social equity; and an interim Racial & Social Equity Assessment Tool to apply to relevant projects, policies, and practices; and, 



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted a Racial & Social Equity Vision on November 21, 2019, which envisions: inclusive neighborhoods that provide all with the opportunity to lead fulfilling, meaningful, and healthy lives; a city where public life and public spaces reflect the past, present and future of San Franciscans; a city where a person’s race does not determine their lives’ prospects and success; an inclusive Planning Department and Commissions that represent and engage the communities we serve; a Department that proactively infuses racial and social equity in both internal operations and external Planning work; and reimagines what the Planning field is and can be – inclusive, diverse and one that centers racial and social equity both as a practice and as an indicator of success; and 



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Department to develop a Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, Phase II in collaboration with the new Office of Racial Equity, other City agencies, the Mayor’s Office, the Board of Supervisors, and community stakeholders, to carefully examine and address legacy racial and social inequities and disparities in the Department’s programs and policies and to develop Phase II with bold and forward-thinking strategies to advance racial and social equity in San Francisco; and,



MOVED, that the Commission considered public comment and reviewed the information before them and hereby adopts this Resolution.  



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:



The  Resolution directs the Planning Department to center its work program and resource allocation on racial and social equity; acknowledges and apologizes for the history of racist, discriminatory and inequitable planning policies that have resulted in racial disparities; directs the Department to develop proactive strategies to address and redress structural and institutional racism, in collaboration with Black and American Indian communities and communities of color; directs the Department to amend its hiring and promotion practices to ensure that the Department’s staff reflects the diversity and demographics of the community at all staff levels; recommends that the Board of Supervisors condemn discriminatory government actions; and directs the Department to build accountability through metrics and reporting.



General Plan Compliance.  The Resolution is in conformity with the General Plan’s overall principles and discussion of preserving the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods, although further changes to the General Plan may be needed to implement better the Planning Department’s racial and social equity policies. While the current General Plan contains some discussion of equity as indicated in the sections listed below, current objectives and policies across Elements do not adequately address disparities that are closely associated with race as well as other vulnerable populations. 



I.  HOUSING ELEMENT

POLICY 5.3.  Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against immigrants and households with children.



POLICY 9.3.  Maintain and improve the condition of the existing supply of public housing, through programs such as HOPE SF.



II. COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

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



III. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

POLICY 1.2.  Prioritize renovation in highly-utilized open spaces and recreational facilities and in high needs areas.



IV. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

POLICY 1.7.  Assure expanded mobility for the disadvantaged.



V. COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT

POLICY 3.6  Base priority for the development of neighborhood centers on relative need.

VI. COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 4.  ASSURE THE SOUND, EQUITABLE AND EXPEDIENT RECONSTRUCTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOLLOWING A MAJOR DISASTER.



VII. ARTS ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE II-2.   SUPPORT ARTS AND CULTURAL PROGRAMS WHICH ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF DIVERSE POPULATIONS.



VIII. AIR QUALITY ELEMENT

POLICY 4.3.  Minimize exposure of San Francisco's population, especially children and the elderly, to air pollutants.



IX. BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 15. COMBINE SOCIAL REVITALIZATION WITH PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION EFFORTS.



POLICY 9.3

Support expanded role of African American firms in distribution and transportation industries.



POLICY 15.3. Make maximum use of Indigenous community resources to increase civic pride and support physical and economic revitalization.



X. CHINATOWN AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 1. PRESERVE THE DISTINCTIVE URBAN CHARACTER, PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL HERITAGE OF CHINATOWN.



XI. EAST SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 7.3. REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SOUTH OF MARKET AS THE CENTER OF FILIPINO-AMERICAN LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO.



XII. MISSION AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 7.3. REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE CENTER OF LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO.



XIII. WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 9.4 REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SOUTH OF MARKET AS A CENTER FOR FILIPINO-AMERICAN AND LGBTQ LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO.



POLICY 9.4.3. Protect and support Filipino, LGBTQ and other minority or culturally significant local business, structures, property and institutions in Western SoMa.



POLICY 9.4.6. Prioritize maintenance and support funding for cultural and service facilities that support Filipino-Americans, such as the Bayanihan Center, the Filipino Education Center, and the West Bay Pilipino Multi-Services Center.



THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission condemns all forms of racism, sexism, homophobia, ableism, and other forms of discrimination; and affirms that all people – which explicitly includes American Indian people, Black people, and people of color –  have a right to be in our City and have a right to safe and affordable housing, neighborhoods free from pollution and violence, opportunities for educational advancement and wealth creation, and access to essential services such as parks, transportation, health care, and places selling healthy food, among others; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission stands in solidarity with the civil unrest and demands for justice of our fellow San Franciscans and communities across the nation, and affirms that Black Lives Matter; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission must carry its responsibility for guiding the development of our city, streets, and open spaces with a central planning focus on racial and social equity; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission condemns and apologizes for  government practices that have resulted in and continue to have disproportionate impacts upon American Indian people, Black people, and people of color, including racist, discriminatory, and inequitable  planning policies, such as redlining, exclusionary zoning, racial covenants, urban renewal and discriminatory enforcement of land use policies; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors condemn all discriminatory government practices, including law enforcement practices that have resulted in a disproportionate number of American Indian people, Black people and people of color dying at the hands of law enforcement; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors reallocate resources towards expanding access to open space, housing, transportation, and services for American Indian community, Black community, and communities of color; and that it minimize the negative impacts of budget cuts due to the COVID-19 pandemic on these communities; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs all Department staff to move beyond acknowledgement of injustice and take concrete actions that are visible in the reallocation of resources and work program to (1) increase the American Indian and the Black population and provide stability to  communities of color; (2) expand access to open space, housing, transportation, quality amenities and public services, and reduce exposure to environmental pollution in these communities, while ensuring that such investments do not lead to displacement or exacerbate inequities; and, (3) develop and expand participation for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color ; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to collaborate with the Office of Racial Equity (ORE) to align its work with ORE’s framework to dismantle structural and institutional racism, which asserts that the City’s work shall: (1) Affirmatively address racial and social inequities; (2) Assert that housing is a human right, and prioritize equitable housing development without displacement of American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; (3) Develop public land strategies to meet affordable and inclusionary housing goals; (4) Support wealth-building through home ownership for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; (5) Champion housing choice by dismantling exclusionary zoning policies; (6) Promote environmental justice; and (7) Redress the consequences of government-sanctioned racial harm via meaningful City-supported, community-led processes; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to expand the implementation of Phase I of the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, to ensure that the Department’s internal practices are thoughtfully examined and amended to advance racial and social equity across all of its core functions; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to increase  the resources necessary for the development and implementation of Phase II of the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan to ensure that: (1) plans, policies and programs actively address and redress structural and institutional racism, (2) equity metrics are created in partnership with Black, and American Indian communities and communities of color, and (3) new community strategies are funded based on equity metrics; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to address racial and social equity as it develops policies and programs to respond to the health, economic and housing crises resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, prioritizing meeting the needs of Black communities, American Indian communities, and communities of color through its policies and programs to support the adaptive use and design of the public realm, community engagement and planning, protection of tenants and cultural resources, affordable housing preservation and production, streamlining and other support for small businesses, and funding for public services and infrastructure, among others; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to assess, strengthen and fund its  partnerships with Black and American Indian communities and communities of color to (1) center their voices in the development of plans, policies, regulations and investment strategies, (2) develop a specific definition of racial and social equity, and (3) identify community planning priorities. and (4) increase resources for participatory capacity building; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Planning Commission directs the Planning Department to recommit to the holistic improvement of the areas of the city where Black communities, American Indian communities and  communities of color have settled; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Planning Department to prepare work programs for the Commission’s consideration that are designed to enrich the City’s cultural fabric through comprehensive considerations of the communities’ needs, particularly around racial and social equity; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to amend the General Plan to incorporate policies that explicitly prioritize racial and social equity for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; and that subsequent amendments to the General Plan utilize a racial and social equity lens; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to change hiring and promotion practices to correct the underrepresentation of American Indian people, Black people, and people of color across all staff levels and ensure the workforce reflects the needs of our communities; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to build accountability by identifying actions it will implement to advance racial and social equity, including developing performance measures, incorporating a racial and social equity lens in budgeting decisions, and reporting to the Commission on its progress at regular intervals; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission asserts that the responsibility for implementing these structural and institutional changes falls upon all Department staff, across all levels and functions, and that it should not fall solely or disproportionately upon the American Indian, Black, or people of color staff who are already burdened with their lived experiences of racism; and,



NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Resolution on June 11, 2020. 





Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secretary 



AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 
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RESOLUTION CENTERING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S WORK PROGRAM AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION ON RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY; ACKNOWLEDGING AND APOLOGIZING FOR THE HISTORY OF INEQUITABLE PLANNING POLICIES THAT HAVE RESULTED IN RACIAL DISPARITIES; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO IMPLEMENT ITS RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY ACTION PLAN; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO DEVELOP PROACTIVE STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS STRUCTURAL AND INSTITUTIONAL RACISM, IN COLLABORATION WITH BLACK, AND AMERICAN INDIAN COMMUNITIES AND COMMUNITIES OF COLOR; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO AMEND ITS HIRING AND PROMOTION PRACTICES TO ENSURE THAT THE DEPARTMENT’S STAFF REFLECTS THE DIVERSITY AND DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE COMMUNITY AT ALL STAFF LEVELS; RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONDEMN DISCRIMINATORY GOVERNMENT ACTIONS; AND, DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO BUILD ACCOUNTABILITY THROUGH METRICS AND REPORTING. 



PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reflected on the current events of COVID-19 and its disproportionate effects on American Indian communities, Black communities,  and communities of color; the murders of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, Alex Nieto, Mario Woods, Luis Góngora Pat, and countless others as a result of police brutality and misconduct; and underlying government and economic structures that create the platform for these events; and



WHEREAS, the San Francisco Human Rights Commission states that racial equity means the systematic fair treatment of people of all Races that results in equal outcomes, while recognizing the historical context and systemic harm done to specific racial groups; and,



WHEREAS, San Francisco has a long history of creating and/or enforcing laws, policies, and institutions that have promoted white supremacy and perpetuated racial inequities in the City and County of San Francisco (“the City”), much of which is difficult to document due to historical erasure. The conditions that have created such racial inequities are also compounded by the intersection of race with class, gender, sexuality, immigration status, disability, and other social identities and experiences that result in inequitable treatment or opportunities; and, 



WHEREAS, using the power of zoning and land use, the City, its Planning Commission (“Commission”) and Department (“Department”) and other government agencies, individuals, and private organizations have intentionally advanced policies aligned with white supremacy goals to segregate, displace, dispossess and extract wealth from Black communities, the American Indian community, and other communities of color. With the acknowledgement that this list is by no means exhaustive, examples include but are not limited to the following: Our history of state-sanctioned racism began with the genocide, exploitation, and dispossession of resources of the American Indian people on whose land our state and nation were founded. The City’s 1870 Cubic Air Ordinance and 1880 Laundry Ordinance targeted the Chinese population using appeals of public safety to limit where they could live and work. Starting in the 1930s, Federal policies like redlining and local practices like racial covenants explicitly blocked American Indians, Black people and people of color from loans for homeownership and maintenance, as well as access to neighborhoods with good services and jobs; these policies led to cycles of disinvestment, segregation and poverty concentration among these communities. In 1942, in response to the bombing of Pearl Harbor, San Francisco aided the federal government in the forced eviction and internment of thousands of people of Japanese ancestry. In 1945, the DepartmentDepartment’s first General Plan identified neighborhoods that were predominately people of color as “blighted,”” – including the Western Addition, South of Market, Chinatown, the Mission, and Bayview/Hunter’s Point, – and the Redevelopment Agency used this designation to justify the wholesale removal of Black communities and other communities of color through eminent domain. Furthermore, in the early 2000s, people of color were more likely to receive subprime housing loans than White borrowers. These predatory lending practices led to the foreclosure crisis and recession starting inaround 2008, disproportionately impacting Black, Latinx, American Indian, and low-income people; during this periodat the national level, middle-income Black and Latinx households lost nearly one-half of their wealth due to foreclosureforeclosures and job losses. The cumulative impacts of these and other policies have resulted in the persistent outmigration and displacement of communities of color: the American Indian community in San Francisco experienced a decline from 0.5% of the population in 2006 to 0.1% today; while the Black community in San Francisco decreased from 11% of the City’s population in 1990 to 5% in 2018; and,



WHEREAS, Although the City has taken steps to undo the damage caused by past policies and practices, the racial disparities caused continue to the present day. Despite progress in addressing explicit discrimination, racial inequities continue to be deep, pervasive, and persistent in San Francisco. In the 1950s and beyond, particularly in the context of a national Civil Rights Movement, systemic racism in San Francisco became much less explicit. Moving away from overtly race-based exclusionary policies regarding land or business ownership, the City's more recent and increasingly sophisticated racism has been defined by inaction or lack of intervention with regards to racial discrimination in employment, housing, neighborhood choice (through implicit exclusionary zoning), education, health care, or the criminal justice system; and,



WHEREAS, the legacy of these discriminatory policies is that San Francisco’s American Indian, Black Indians, Blacks, and people of color have historically been, and many currently are, denied equal access to essential services and means of creating wealth, including affordable housing and homeownership opportunities, high-performing public schools, adequate transportation options, safe parks and open spaces, affordable health care, access to financial capital and entrepreneurship opportunities, and stores selling healthy food, among others; and,



WHEREAS, San Francisco’s American Indian, BlackIndians, Blacks, and people of color have historically been, and many currently are, disproportionately exposed to more environmental stressors including air and soil pollution, illegal dumping, industrial uses and transportation impacts, and are more likely to live in housing conditions where degraded indoor air quality contributes to the prevalence of asthma, other airborne diseases, and other health disparities; and, 



WHEREAS, stark disparities continue to exist for City residents along racial lines. Race predicts worse outcomes for people of color across key indicators, including education, income, health, and incarceration, among others. For example, household income for White households is close to three times that of Black families and close to double that of American Indian and Latinx households, respectively. 53% of inmates in San Francisco County Jail are Black, while they only comprise about 5% of the City’s total population. In 2018, American Indian and Black San Franciscans were more than three times more likely to be unemployed than Whites (11.9% and 12.5% versus 3.6%, respectively); and unemployment rates were similarly high for Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islanders (8.8%) and Latinxs (9.4%); and, 



WHEREAS, The 2019 San Francisco Community Health Needs Assessment conducted by the San Francisco Health Improvement Partnership ("SFHIP") found that racial health inequities and poverty were foundational issues affecting the health of San Franciscans, impacting life expectancy, infant and maternal health, nutrition, stress, heart disease, and more. For example, in 2015-2017, the life expectancy in San Francisco was 72.1 years for Blacks, 76 years for Pacific Islanders, 81.7 years for White peopleWhites, 85.1 years for Latinxs, and 87 years for Asians. (San Francisco(This report, as well as several other data sources in this resolution, did not include data on San Francisco’s American Indians was not included; such. Such data is often unavailable in urban areas due to low population counts, which perpetuates disparities in documentation and policies that address their community needs.) The rates of asthma and COPD hospitalizations in the Black community are more than 10 times higher than for Asians; Pacific Islanders have the second highest rates. In San Francisco, Black women are twice as likely as White women to give birth prematurely, and Black and Pacific Islander women have the highest rates of prenatal morbidity. SFHIP also found that between 2007 and 2016, Black mothers had about 4% of births in San Francisco, but experienced 50% of maternal deaths, and 15% of infant deaths. While data on health outcomes indata for the American Indian population in San Francisco is limited, this community also faces persistent health disparities across a number of indicators. For instance, even though the overall rate of infant mortality in California has been declining since 2005, the American Indian/Alaska Native infant mortality rate in California remains high, averaging 6-7 infant deaths per 1,000 live births between 2005 and 2012; and,



WHEREAS, the impact of the redlining that went into effect in 1937 in San Francisco can still be seen today: 87% of redlined neighborhoods in San Francisco are neighborhoods currently undergoing displacement. The 2010 Census data showed a decline in the number of children of every racial group (including American Indian, Black, Latinx, and Asian and Pacific Islander) residing in San Francisco except white and multiracial children. Between 1990 and 2014-15, as housing prices rose, neighborhoods became more segregated, with the share of Black households in San Francisco living in high-poverty neighborhoods increasing from 41% in 2000 to 65% in 2015 (compared to 27% of Asian (27%),households, 19% of Latinx (19%),households, and 12% of White (12%) households). 50% of Black households, 31% of American Indian, and 30% of Latinx households are severely burdened by housing costs (spending more than 30% of their income on housing)), while 16% of White households are similarly burdened. American Indian, Black, and Latinx  residents have the lowest home ownership rates, at 0.3%, 4%, 9%, respectively. Latinxs reported the highest percentage of having been threatened with eviction (24%), with 11% of those evictions having been raised with no cause, exceeding the percentage of no-cause evictions for other racial groups. 34% of Latinxs also reported having faced unstable living conditions in the last five years, with 36% stating they would have no other housing options if they were forced to move from their current residence. 



WHEREAS, racial disparities in the rates of infection and death from COVID-19 have been documented, with American Indian, Black, and people of color disproportionately impacted by the disease. As of June 3rd, 2020 COVID-19 data for San Francisco, , indicate that Black communities in San Francisco comprised 9.3% of deaths, even though they comprise 5% of the population; Latinx communities comprised 47.8% of diagnosed cases (and comprise 15.2% of the population); American Indian communities comprised 0.4% of diagnosed cases (and comprise 0.1% of the population); and Asian communities comprised 46.5% of deaths (and comprise 34.1% of the population). In the April 2020 UCSF assessment in Mission District, 90% of the Latinx people tested for COVID-19 were positive, The health and economic impacts of the pandemic are exacerbating the existing disparities; and,



WHEREAS, Black and American Indian people are overrepresented among the homeless population. The 2019 San Francisco Homeless Count and Survey found that 37% of people experiencing homelessness were Black, while they represent only 5% of San Francisco’s population. Overrepresentation in the homeless population was also high for American Indians (5% compared to 0.1%) and Pacific Islanders (2% compared to 0.2%). Of all people surveyed, 61% reported not being able to afford rent and 37% reported having no income. Discrimination and lack of access to opportunities for American Indian, Black  and people of color put them at a higher risk of homelessness; and, 



WHEREAS, racial disparities in the rates of infection and death from COVID-19 have been documented, with American Indian, Black, and people of color disproportionately impacted by the disease. As of June 3rd, 2020 COVID-19 data for San Francisco, indicate that Black communities in San Francisco comprised 9.3% of deaths, even though they comprise 5% of the population; Latinx communities comprised 47.8% of diagnosed cases (and comprise 15.2% of the population); American Indian communities comprised 0.4% of diagnosed cases (and comprise 0.1% of the population); and Asian communities comprised 46.5% of deaths (and comprise 34.1% of the population). In a study UCSF conducted  in the Mission District in April 2020, 95% of the people who tested positive for COVID-19 were Latinx. 82% of those who tested positive reported having been financially affected by the economic fallout of the pandemic, and only 10% reported being able to work from home. Without swift action, the health and economic impacts of the pandemic are likely to exacerbate existing disparities; and,



WHEREAS, San Francisco and other cities across the nation are part of a movement to eliminate institutional racism in partnership with the Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE), a national network dedicated to achieving racial equity and advancing opportunities for all. The Department’s ongoing participation in GARE since January 2016 has given staff the training, tools, and support to build the Department’s organizational capacity to advance racial equity in its programs, policies, and services; and, 



WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, through Resolution No. 190547 on July 11, 2019, amended the Administrative Code to create an Office of Racial Equity as a Division of the Human Rights Commission, with authority to create a citywide Racial Equity Framework, analyze the impact of Board ordinances on racial equity, and create a racial reconciliation process; require City departments to create Racial Equity Action Plans and to provide annual updates on such Plans; require City departments to designate employees as racial equity leaders, and require the Department of Human Resources to produce an annual report concerning racial equity in the City workforce; and,



WHEREAS, the General Plan includes multiple Area Plans encompassing the areas where people of color have settled and recognizing the importance of their contributions to the City’s rich cultural fabric.  For example, the Mission Area Plan includes an objective that recognizing the Mission as the center of Latino life in San Francisco. Similarly, the East SoMa Area Plan and the Western SoMa Area Plans recognize the SoMa as the center of Filipino-American life in San Francisco. The Chinatown Area Plan includes an objective that directs the City to preserve the cultural heritage there as well.  In contrast, the Hunters Point Shipyard Area Plan and the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the two Area Plans encompassing the City’s largest concentration of Black residents, lacks any explicit objectives or policies recognizing the Bayview as one of the areas integral to Black San Francisco or directing the City to preserve physical or cultural resources there.  Further, the General Plan lacks any Area Plan for the Western Addition, another area of the City replete with the physical and cultural assets of Black San Francisco; and,

 

WHEREAS, in 1995, the Board of Supervisors established the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Survey Area, whereby a majority of the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhoods was considered for the creation of a Redevelopment Project Area. Over the next seven years, Redevelopment staff worked with the Bayview community and the Project Area Committee to create the Bayview Hunters Point Revitalization Concept Plan, which set forth a community-based vision and strategy for revitalizing the neighborhood.  Planning Department staff joined the effort in helping the revitalization effort by providing a major rewriting of Bayview’s Area Plan; and,

 

WHEREAS, in 2006, both the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment and the amended Area Plan were adopted. The revised Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan (BVHP Area Plan) provides broad principles, objectives, and policies for community development in the Bayview neighborhood.  The BVHP Area Plan discusses the need to arrest the demographic decline of the African American population; provide economic development and jobs, particularly for local residents; eliminate health and environmental hazards including reducing land use conflicts; provide additional housing, particularly affordable housing; provide additional recreation, open space, and public service facilities, and better address transportation deficiencies by offering a wider range of transportation options.   Over the next several years, Planning and Redevelopment staff worked together with the Project Area Committee and Bayview community to consider zoning changes and economic development programs to strengthen the community consistent with the Revitalization Plan; and,

 

WHEREAS, in 2012, Redevelopment, as a planning tool, was eliminated in California, and with it, the ability to leverage community development funds through tax increment financing and convene community based redevelopment boards (Project Area Committees), With the elimination of redevelopment in California, the major framework that the City was using to pursue improving the Bayview for its workers and residents was lost; and,

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department has more recently devoted staff time and resources to the Bayview.  For example, the Department 1) published a draft African American Historic Context Statement, a milestone document that assists City staff and commissioners, property owners, business owners, residents and other stakeholders gain a better understanding of the development and evolution of San Francisco’s African American communities; 2) collaborated with community stakeholders and other City agencies in the establishment of the African American Arts and Cultural District; 3) collaborated with the District Supervisor Shamann Walton and community stakeholders to preserve approximately 10 acres of industrially used lands in the Bayview Industrial Triangle; and

 

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff maintains an ongoing working relationship, in collaboration with the UC Berkeley based Youth – Plan, Learn, Act, Now (Y-Plan) educational strategy, with the youth of Malcolm X Elementary School in the Bayview, engaging the urban youth to become civically engaged through urban planning and to create adaptive strategies and community inspired solutions to confront sea level rise along Islais Creek in the Bayview; Planning Department staff has actively participated in transportation planning in the Bayview, including serving on the Municipal Transportation Agency's Community Based Transportation Plan Technical Advisory Committee; and,

 

WHEREAS, notwithstanding the foregoing, the Planning Department is professionally and morally obligated to devote further resources in this community given the historic neglect on the part of the City of San Francisco; and



WHEREAS, in the coming years the Department will amend the General Plan through adoption of updated Housing and Transportation Elements, adoption of a Preservation Element, and updates to incorporate environmental justice, racial and social equity, and climate resilience across all relevant elements. On May 28, 2020, the Department launched the first of these updates: the Housing Element 2022 Update. The Housing Element policies will be grounded on the following values: racial and social equity, minimum displacement, more housing for all in all neighborhoods, and neighborhoods resilient to climate and health crises. The Transportation Element will be the next Element to undergo an update and will center its policies in ConnectSF’s goals of equity, economic vitality, environmental sustainability, safety and livability, and accountability and engagement; and, 



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, Phase I on November 21, 2019 to guide the Department and Commission actions to strengthen our internal-facing processes and practices to address disparities in the Department’s internal functions to advance organizational equity, through strategies that include: ongoing training for all staff; a  biannual staff survey to assess Department attitudes and progress towards racial and social equity; and an interim Racial & Social Equity Assessment Tool to apply to relevant projects, policies, and practices; and, 



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted a Racial & Social Equity Vision on November 21, 2019, which envisions: inclusive neighborhoods that provide all with the opportunity to lead fulfilling, meaningful, and healthy lives; a city where public life and public spaces reflect the past, present and future of San Franciscans; a city where a person’s race does not determine their lives’ prospects and success; an inclusive Planning Department and Commissions that represent and engage the communities we serve; a Department that proactively infuses racial and social equity in both internal operations and external Planning work; and reimagines what the Planning field is and can be – inclusive, diverse and one that centers racial and social equity both as a practice and as an indicator of success; and 



WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Department to develop a Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, Phase II in collaboration with the new Office of Racial Equity, other City agencies, the Mayor’s Office, the Board of Supervisors, and community stakeholders, to carefully examine and address legacy racial and social inequities and disparities in the Department’s programs and policies and to develop Phase II with bold and forward-thinking strategies to advance racial and social equity in San Francisco; and,



MOVED, that the Commission considered public comment and reviewed the information before them and hereby adopts this Resolution.  



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:



The  Resolution directs the Planning Department to center its work program and resource allocation on racial and social equity; acknowledges and apologizes for the history of racist, discriminatory and inequitable planning policies that have resulted in racial disparities; directs the Department to develop proactive strategies to address and redress structural and institutional racism, in collaboration with Black and American Indian communities and communities of color; directs the Department to amend its hiring and promotion practices to ensure that the Department’s staff reflects the diversity and demographics of the community at all staff levels; recommends that the Board of Supervisors condemn discriminatory government actions; and directs the Department to build accountability through metrics and reporting.



General Plan Compliance.  The Resolution is in conformity with the General Plan’s overall principles and discussion of preserving the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods, although further changes to the General Plan may be needed to implement better the Planning Department’s racial and social equity policies. While the current General Plan contains some discussion of equity as indicated in the sections listed below, current objectives and policies across Elements do not adequately address disparities that are closely associated with race as well as other vulnerable populations. 



I.  HOUSING ELEMENT

POLICY 5.3.  Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against immigrants and households with children.



POLICY 9.3.  Maintain and improve the condition of the existing supply of public housing, through programs such as HOPE SF.



II. COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

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



III. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

POLICY 1.2.  Prioritize renovation in highly-utilized open spaces and recreational facilities and in high needs areas.



IV. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

POLICY 1.7.  Assure expanded mobility for the disadvantaged.



V. COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT

POLICY 3.6  Base priority for the development of neighborhood centers on relative need.

VI. COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 4.  ASSURE THE SOUND, EQUITABLE AND EXPEDIENT RECONSTRUCTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOLLOWING A MAJOR DISASTER.



VII. ARTS ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE II-2.   SUPPORT ARTS AND CULTURAL PROGRAMS WHICH ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF DIVERSE POPULATIONS.



VIII. AIR QUALITY ELEMENT

POLICY 4.3.  Minimize exposure of San Francisco's population, especially children and the elderly, to air pollutants.



IX. BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 15. COMBINE SOCIAL REVITALIZATION WITH PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION EFFORTS.



POLICY 9.3

Support expanded role of African American firms in distribution and transportation industries.



POLICY 15.3. Make maximum use of Indigenous community resources to increase civic pride and support physical and economic revitalization.



X. CHINATOWN AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 1. PRESERVE THE DISTINCTIVE URBAN CHARACTER, PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL HERITAGE OF CHINATOWN.



XI. EAST SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 7.3. REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SOUTH OF MARKET AS THE CENTER OF FILIPINO-AMERICAN LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO.



XII. MISSION AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 7.3. REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE CENTER OF LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO.



XIII. WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 9.4 REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SOUTH OF MARKET AS A CENTER FOR FILIPINO-AMERICAN AND LGBTQ LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO.



POLICY 9.4.3. Protect and support Filipino, LGBTQ and other minority or culturally significant local business, structures, property and institutions in Western SoMa.



POLICY 9.4.6. Prioritize maintenance and support funding for cultural and service facilities that support Filipino-Americans, such as the Bayanihan Center, the Filipino Education Center, and the West Bay Pilipino Multi-Services Center.



THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission condemns all forms of racism, sexism, homophobia, ableism, and other forms of discrimination; and affirms that all people – which explicitly includes American Indian people, Black people, and people of color –  have a right to be in our City and have a right to safe and affordable housing, neighborhoods free from pollution and violence, opportunities for educational advancement and wealth creation, and access to essential services such as parks, transportation, health care, and places selling healthy food, among others; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission stands in solidarity with the civil unrest and demands for justice of our fellow San Franciscans and communities across the nation, and affirms that Black Lives Matter; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission must carry its responsibility for guiding the development of our city, streets, and open spaces with a central planning focus on racial and social equity; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission condemns and apologizes for  government practices that have resulted in and continue to have disproportionate impacts upon American Indian people, Black people, and people of color, including racist, discriminatory, and inequitable land use planning policies, programs and government actions, such as redlining, exclusionary zoning, racial covenants, urban renewal and discriminatory enforcement of land use policies; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors condemn all discriminatory government practices, including law enforcement practices that have resulted in a disproportionate number of American Indian people, Black people and people of color dying at the hands of law enforcement; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors reallocate resources towards expanding access to open space, housing, transportation, and services for American Indian community, Black,  community, and communities of color; and that it minimize the negative impacts of budget cuts due to the COVID-19 pandemic on these communities; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs all Department staff to move beyond acknowledgement of injustice and take concrete actions that are visible in the reallocation of resources and work program to (1) increase the American Indian and the Black population and provide stability to  communities of color; (2) expand access to open space, housing, transportation, quality amenities and public services, and reduce exposure to environmental pollution in these communities, while ensuring that such investments do not lead to displacement or exacerbate inequities; and, (3) develop and expand participation for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color ; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to collaborate with the Office of Racial Equity (ORE) to align its work with ORE’s framework to dismantle structural and institutional racism, which asserts that the City’s work shall: (1) Affirmatively address racial and social inequities; (2) Assert that housing is a human right, and prioritize equitable housing development without displacement of American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; (3) Develop public land strategies to meet affordable and inclusionary housing goals; (4) Support wealth-building through home ownership for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; (5) Champion housing choice by dismantling exclusionary zoning policies; (6) Promote environmental justice; and (7) Redress the consequences of government-sanctioned racial harm via meaningful City-supported, community-led processes; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to expand the implementation of Phase I of the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, to ensure that the Department’s internal practices are thoughtfully examined and amended to advance racial and social equity across all of its core functions; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to devoteincrease  the resources necessary for the successful completiondevelopment and implementation of Phase II of the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan to ensure that: (1) its plans, policies and programs actively address and redress structural and institutional racism, (2) equity metrics are created in partnership with Black, and American Indian communities and communities of color, and (3) new community strategies are funded based on equity metrics; and,



[bookmark: _GoBack]BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to address racial and social equity as it develops policies and programs to respond to the health, economic and housing crises resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, prioritizing meeting the needs of Black communities, American Indian communities, and communities of color through its policies and programs to support the adaptive use and design of the public realm, community engagement and planning, protection of tenants and cultural resources, affordable housing preservation and production, streamlining and other support for small businesses, and funding for public services and infrastructure, among others; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to assess, strengthen and fund its outreach and engagement strategies to ensure that American Indian, Black and communities of color have true access to representation and participation in planning processes, as well as  partnerships with Black and American Indian communities and communities of color to (1) center their voices in the development of plans, policies, regulations and investment strategies, (2) develop a specific definition of racial and social equity, and (3) identify community planning priorities. and (4) increase resources for participatory capacity building; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Planning Commission directs the Planning Department to recommit to the holistic improvement of the areas of the city where Black communities, American Indian communities and  communities of color have settled; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Planning Department to prepare work programs for the Commission’s consideration that are designed to enrich the City’s cultural fabric through comprehensive considerations of the communities’ needs, particularly around racial and social equity; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to amend the General Plan to incorporate policies that explicitly prioritize racial and social equity for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; and that subsequent amendments to the General Plan utilize a racial and social equity lens; and, 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to change hiring and promotion practices to correct the underrepresentation of American Indian people, Black people, and people of color across all staff levels and ensure the workforce reflects the needs of our communities; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to build accountability by identifying actions it will implement to advance racial and social equity, including developing performance measures, incorporating a racial and social equity lens in budgeting decisions, and reporting to the Commission on its progress at regular intervals; and,



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission asserts that the responsibility for implementing these structural and institutional changes falls upon all Department staff, across all levels and functions, and that it should not fall solely or disproportionately upon the American Indian, Black, or people of color staff who are already burdened with their lived experiences of racism; and,



NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Resolution on June 11, 2020. 





Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secretary 



AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 
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¢ Edits from Commissioners Johnson and Chan are highlighted in blue. They include:

o Edits to strengthen the Resolved clauses describing: (1) allocating resources to
developing and implementing Phase Il of the Racial and Social Equity Plan; and (2)
the need to strengthen partnerships with Black and American Indian communities
and communities of color.

o Edits from Commissioner Moore are highlighted in yellow. They include:

o Several paragraphs in the preamble describing prior activities by the Department
and other agencies to develop plans and policies for Black communities in San
Francisco.

o An added General Plan finding from the Bayview Area Plan, highlighting the need
to support more Black-owned PDR businesses.

o Some Resolved clauses calling for more planning efforts in, and holistic
improvement, of neighborhoods where Black, American Indian, and communities
of color historically reside.

o Staff amendments are in tracked changes, without highlights. They include:

o Clarifications on several of the data points on racial disparities.
o Slight corrections to address typos, formatting, and overall flow of the document.
Thank you all, and I'm looking forward to the discussion.

Best,
Lisa

Lisa Chen, MCP/MPH

Senior Community Development Specialist, Community Equity Team

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

415-575-9124 | www.sfplanning.org

The Planning Department is open for business during the Stay Safe at Home Order. Most of our
staff are working from home and we're available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file
new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The
Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail
despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended
until further notice. Click here for more information.
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From: Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 11:29 AM

To: Chen, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Diego (CPC) <diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: 2016-003351CWP - Updated draft of CPC Resolution Centering Planning on Racial &
Social Equity

Hi Jonas,

Lisa (or Diego) will be able to share their screens with the edits to the resolution as needed
during the hearing. Will be sending you a revised version soon.

Thanks,

Miriam

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2020 10:15 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
<diego.sanchez@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2016-003351CWP - Updated draft of CPC Resolution Centering Planning on Racial & Social
Equity

Hi Jonas,
An updated version of the Resolution on Centering Planning on Racial & Social Equity is

attached - both as a clean version and with tracked changes. Miriam is going to go over some
of the changes in her comments tomorrow.

Many thanks for your help, and please let us know if you need anything else.

Best,
Lisa

Lisa Chen, MCP/MPH

Senior Community Development Specialist, Community Equity Team



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

415-575-9124 | www.sfplanning.org

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES ROADMAP FOR NEW POLICE REFORMS
Date: Thursday, June 11, 2020 11:54:30 AM

Attachments: 06.11.20 Police Reform.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Date: Thursday, June 11, 2020 at 11:23 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES
ROADMAP FOR NEW POLICE REFORMS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, June 11, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.or

#%+ PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES ROADMAP FOR
NEW POLICE REFORMS

Additional reforms will focus on eliminating the need for police to be first responders for non-
criminal situations and changing hiring, promotional, training, and disciplinary systems

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced her vision to fundamentally
change the nature of policing in San Francisco and issued a set of policies to address structural
inequities. She proposed four priorities to achieve this vision: ending the use of police in
response to non-criminal activity; addressing police bias and strengthening accountability;
demilitarizing the police; and promoting economic justice. These policies build on the City’s
ongoing work to meet the standards contained in President Obama’s 2015 Task Force on 215
Century Policing.

“San Francisco has made progress reforming our police department, but we know that we still
have significant work to do,” said Mayor Breed. “We know that a lack of equity in our society
overall leads to a lot of the problems that police are being asked to solve. We are going to keep
pushing for additional reforms and continue to find ways to reinvest in communities that have
historically been underserved and harmed by systemic racism.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, June 11, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES ROADMAP FOR
NEW POLICE REFORMS

Additional reforms will focus on eliminating the need for police to be first responders for non-
criminal situations and changing hiring, promotional, training, and disciplinary systems

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced her vision to fundamentally
change the nature of policing in San Francisco and issued a set of policies to address structural
inequities. She proposed four priorities to achieve this vision: ending the use of police in
response to non-criminal activity; addressing police bias and strengthening accountability;
demilitarizing the police; and promoting economic justice. These policies build on the City’s
ongoing work to meet the standards contained in President Obama’s 2015 Task Force on 21°
Century Policing.

“San Francisco has made progress reforming our police department, but we know that we still

have significant work to do,” said Mayor Breed. “We know that a lack of equity in our society
overall leads to a lot of the problems that police are being asked to solve. We are going to keep
pushing for additional reforms and continue to find ways to reinvest in communities that have

historically been underserved and harmed by systemic racism.”

“The initiatives Mayor Breed is announcing today are consistent with our department’s
commitment to the Collaborative Reform Initiative and our aspiration to make the San Francisco
Police Department a national model in 21% Century policing,” said San Francisco Chief of Police
Bill Scott. “We understand that it’s necessary for law enforcement to listen to the African
American community and embrace courageous changes to address disparate policing practices,
and we recognize it will take sacrifice on our part to fulfill the promise of reform.”

This reform effort will focus on reducing the need for police to be first responders for non-
criminal situations, and changing the Police Department’s hiring, promotional, training, and
disciplinary systems to better reflect that the department’s fundamental mission to protect and
defend all life. It will also focus on demilitarizing the police and redirecting funding to invest in
marginalized communities. These reforms will be implemented on an ongoing basis, with some
changes going into effect immediately.

These four priorities build on San Francisco’s ongoing police reforms, including efforts to limit
use of force and require independent investigations. San Francisco has already implemented
several best practices that have been shown to reduce police violence including banning
chokeholds and strangleholds, requiring de-escalation, requiring a warning before shooting, and
exhausting all other means before shooting. Additionally, San Francisco requires officers to
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TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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intervene in cases of excessive use of force, bans shooting at moving vehicles, requires officers
to use the minimum amount of force necessary when force is used, and requires comprehensive
reporting.

Demilitarize Police

Mayor Breed has directed San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) to establish an explicit
policy barring the use of military-grade weapons against unarmed civilians. This includes, but is
not limited to, chemical weapons such as tear gas, bayonets, and tanks. This plan will call on
SFPD to inventory and plan how to divest the Department of any such weapons currently in their
possession by the end of 2021, and to create safeguards to disconnect the SFPD from federal
grants for weapons of attack used against the community.

End Use of Police as a Response to Non-Criminal Activity

In order to limit unnecessary confrontation between the SFPD and the community, San Francisco
will work to divert non-violent calls for service away from SFPD to non-law enforcement
agencies. Over the next year, the City will develop a systematic response plan to improve direct
connection to community-based or City service providers, such as the CAHOOTS model of
crisis response or the Homeless Outreach Team or Street Medicine behavioral health
professionals. This plan will also reduce the need for armed police interventions in our schools.

Address Police Bias and Strengthen Accountability

To reduce the persistence of police bias, the Mayor has directed the Department of Human
Resources, Department of Police Accountability, and SFPD to identify and screen for indicators
of bias, improve training systems, improve data sharing across Departments, and strengthen the
SFPD’s Early Intervention System for use of force violations.

Starting immediately, the Department of Human Resources will audit all SFPD and

San Francisco Sheriff hiring and promotional exams to incorporate state-of-the-art testing for
bias and potential for abuse of force. Moving forward, the SFPD and Police Commission will
also strengthen the affirmative duty to act policy and tie any violation to transparent disciplinary
action.

The Mayor has also directed the Department of Police Accountability to expand their focus
beyond individual instances of misconduct, using the Department’s chartered authority to
evaluate patterns and practice of bias within the SFPD.

Redirect Funding for Racial Equity

Mayor Breed has announced that divestments from law enforcement will support intentional
investment of funds in programs and organizations that serve communities that have been
systematically harmed by past City policies.

Decades of disinvestment in the African-American community and racially disparate policies in
San Francisco have exacerbated disproportionate harm in Black communities, affecting
outcomes from health and wellness to housing insecurity and economic outcomes. On June 4,
Mayor Breed and Supervisor Shamann Walton announced a plan to prioritize the redirection of
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resources from the San Francisco Police Department to support the African-American
community in the upcoming budget. They will lead a collaborative process with the community
in partnership with the Human Rights Commission to help identify and prioritize funding needs.

HiH
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“The initiatives Mayor Breed is announcing today are consistent with our department’s
commitment to the Collaborative Reform Initiative and our aspiration to make the San

Francisco Police Department a national model in 215 Century policing,” said San Francisco
Chief of Police Bill Scott. “We understand that it’s necessary for law enforcement to listen to
the African American community and embrace courageous changes to address disparate
policing practices, and we recognize it will take sacrifice on our part to fulfill the promise of
reform.”

This reform effort will focus on reducing the need for police to be first responders for non-
criminal situations, and changing the Police Department’s hiring, promotional, training, and
disciplinary systems to better reflect that the department’s fundamental mission to protect and
defend all life. It will also focus on demilitarizing the police and redirecting funding to invest
in marginalized communities. These reforms will be implemented on an ongoing basis, with
some changes going into effect immediately.

These four priorities build on San Francisco’s ongoing police reforms, including efforts to
limit use of force and require independent investigations. San Francisco has already
implemented several best practices that have been shown to reduce police violence including
banning chokeholds and strangleholds, requiring de-escalation, requiring a warning before
shooting, and exhausting all other means before shooting. Additionally, San Francisco requires
officers to intervene in cases of excessive use of force, bans shooting at moving vehicles,
requires officers to use the minimum amount of force necessary when force is used, and
requires comprehensive reporting.

Demilitarize Police

Mayor Breed has directed San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) to establish an explicit
policy barring the use of military-grade weapons against unarmed civilians. This includes, but
is not limited to, chemical weapons such as tear gas, bayonets, and tanks. This plan will call
on SFPD to inventory and plan how to divest the Department of any such weapons currently in
their possession by the end of 2021, and to create safeguards to disconnect the SFPD from
federal grants for weapons of attack used against the community.

End Use of Police as a Response to Non-Criminal Activity

In order to limit unnecessary confrontation between the SFPD and the community, San
Francisco will work to divert non-violent calls for service away from SFPD to non-law
enforcement agencies. Over the next year, the City will develop a systematic response plan to
improve direct connection to community-based or City service providers, such as the
CAHOOTS model of crisis response or the Homeless Outreach Team or Street Medicine
behavioral health professionals. This plan will also reduce the need for armed police
interventions in our schools.

Address Police Bias and Strengthen Accountability

To reduce the persistence of police bias, the Mayor has directed the Department of Human
Resources, Department of Police Accountability, and SFPD to identify and screen for
indicators of bias, improve training systems, improve data sharing across Departments, and
strengthen the SFPD’s Early Intervention System for use of force violations.

Starting immediately, the Department of Human Resources will audit all SFPD and
San Francisco Sheriff hiring and promotional exams to incorporate state-of-the-art testing for
bias and potential for abuse of force. Moving forward, the SFPD and Police Commission will



also strengthen the affirmative duty to act policy and tie any violation to transparent
disciplinary action.

The Mayor has also directed the Department of Police Accountability to expand their focus
beyond individual instances of misconduct, using the Department’s chartered authority to
evaluate patterns and practice of bias within the SFPD.

Redirect Funding for Racial Equity

Mayor Breed has announced that divestments from law enforcement will support intentional
investment of funds in programs and organizations that serve communities that have been
systematically harmed by past City policies.

Decades of disinvestment in the African-American community and racially disparate policies
in San Francisco have exacerbated disproportionate harm in Black communities, affecting
outcomes from health and wellness to housing insecurity and economic outcomes. On June 4,
Mayor Breed and Supervisor Shamann Walton announced a plan to prioritize the redirection
of resources from the San Francisco Police Department to support the African-American
community in the upcoming budget. They will lead a collaborative process with the
community in partnership with the Human Rights Commission to help identify and prioritize
funding needs.
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