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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Petition Supporting 300 5th Street
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 11:16:00 AM
Attachments: [FINAL] 300 5th Street HAC Project Review Report Card - Sheet1.pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:42 AM
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland
(CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner,
Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>; Jake Shemano
<jake@realtexgroup.com>; Todd David <todd@sfhac.org>; Laura Clark <laura@yimbyaction.org>;
Sara <sara@yimbyaction.org>; Cody Fornari <cody@realtexgroup.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Petition Supporting 300 5th Street
 

 

Good morning all,
 
I've attached a finalized HAC Report Card to this email.
 
Respectfully,
Corey
 
On Wed, Apr 21, 2021 at 11:30 AM Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org> wrote:

Director Hillis and members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
On behalf of the Housing Action Coalition and SF YIMBY, please see the attached document with
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Project Address: 300 5th Street
Project Sponsor: Fifth and Folsom Investors, LLC
Date of HAC Review: 04.07.21


Grading Scale
★ = The project meets the high standard set by local jurisdiction and/or HAC
★★ = The project exceeds HAC standards
★★★ = The project far exceeds HAC's standards and exhibits creativity in its proposed solutions


Criteria for HAC Endorsement
1. The development must have been presented to the HAC Project Review Committee
2. The Project must score a minimum of ★ on any given guideline


Guideline Comments Score


Summary After review, the Housing Action Coalition is pleased to support the project at 300 
5th Street. This project will bring 130 homes and retail to a centrally-located, 
transit-oriented site, helping to alleviate the city's affordability and displacement 
crisis and promoting environmentally-friendly transportation. 


★


Land Use
The site is currently a gas station. The committee applauds the conversion of an 
underutilized site to much-needed housing near transit. This project exemolifies 
urban infill transit-oriented development.


★


Density
The building will provide a mix of studios, one bedroom, and two bedroom 
apartments for a total of 130 homes. As allowed in the Central SOMA General 
Plan, the building will occupy almost 100% of the lot. The committee commends 
the project team for maximizing the amount of homes in the space, and taking 
advantage of the state density bonus.


★★


Affordablility
The project will create 19 below-market-rate homes, which equals 20% of the 
base project. The project team will also pay a $1.8 million affordable housing fee.


★


Parking & 
Alternative 


Transportation


The project's location near downtown and a block away from a station on MUNI's 
new Central Subway naturally incentivizes alternative transportation. With no on-
site car parking and 118 bike spaces, the project further augments its walkability 
and proximity to transit. The committee suggests the project team explore the 
possibility of adding more bike spaces to achieve a 1:1 home to bike space ratio.


★★


Preservation N/A


Urban Design
The building will include a rooftop deck and amenity spaces. On the ground level, 
the building will provide 1,144 square feet of retail space. The ground floor facade 
is setback, helping to make retail more feasable given the narrow sidewalks. The 
committee recommends studying ADU conversions as a backup plan in the event 
retail is unsuccessful.


★







Environmental 
Features


The project will be GreenPoint Rated, with a living roof and greenhouse-free 
electricity. The committee also acknowledges the environmental benefits of the 
project being public transit-oriented with no car parking.


★


Community 
Benefits


The project meets the requirements of Central SOMA, which already includes a 
robust community benefits package. The project will pay $4.1 million in total 
impact fees, which will include infrastructure improvements to the immediate 
transit corridor.


★


Community Input


The project team has collaborated extensively with the planning department and 
has met with representatives from the community, including SoMa Pilipinas, 
United Playaz and West Bay Pilipino Multi Service Center. We encourage continued 
community engagement to ensure a transparent planning process. The committee 
also encourages continued conversations with building trades.


★







petition signers in support of the 300 5th Street proposal.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Respectfully,
Corey Smith
Deputy Director, HAC
 
--
Corey Smith 陈锐 | Pronouns: He/Him
Deputy Director | Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 541-9001 | Cell: (925) 360-5290

Email: corey@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org
 
To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".

 
--
Corey Smith 陈锐 | Pronouns: He/Him
Deputy Director | Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 541-9001 | Cell: (925) 360-5290

Email: corey@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org
 
To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Abad, Robin (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: "shared spaces" - observations
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:27:16 AM
Attachments: Screenshot from 2021-04-21 09-31-19.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Robert Rowntree <rowntreerob@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 1:35 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine
(CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: "shared spaces" - observations
 

 

I am a the 25 yr resident of mission , generally in favor of the efforts to
aid & bootstrap struggling SF small business during covid and after (
permanent changes).
 
Having said that, there is a specific concern regarding exceptions taking the
form of recurring noise-nuisance to the neighbors ( flagrant noise ). In most
cases it all just works and things are reasonable. But in some cases liberal
weekend alcohol sales, and a dearth of bar choices result in a few bad actors
- parklets regularly emitting amplified music in excess of 75 DB as metered
by NOISH app.
 
I recognize the proposal focuses on aid to small business and does not
intentionally favor the promotion of small business at the expense of quiet
neighborhoods. In rare instances noise may happen and my position is that
advance consideration of the legislation should include :
 
1. simple noise complaint for dummies feature of sf311.org noise complaints.
the current process can be confusing and a waste of time. 
 
2.greater transparency regarding the law ( like section 2909 ) and how the
disgruntled may take action to report violation - get the app NIOSH on

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:robin.abad@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//sf311.org&g=YmMzZjllM2U1N2Y1NmVhMw==&h=YWE4NTYxZmE0MWU0OTMxNjZiMmFiMzg4NjFlZDhhNGZiYjBhNzA1NjUzNzZjNDljNzg1NGFhYzlhOTY0YmI3NA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmQyNjExNzg5MDNiM2MyNGMyNDY5N2RjOWY1YmIzZTQzOnYx

ST e e s s e T n e m e e

2021-003010PRJ (R. ABAD: (628) 652-7456)
TRANSITIONING THE SHARED SPACES TO A PERMANENT CITY PROGRAM - Informational
Presentation — The Shared Spaces Program has been a critical part of the City’s crisis
response strategy to sustain the locally owned small business sector in San Francisco. In
addition to stabilizing neighborhood commercial corridors, merchants, and jobs, the
Program has contributed positively to walkability, social and psychological wellbeing
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to widespread success throughout the City's
neighborhoods, on Friday, March 12, Mayor Breed announced legislation to transition
Shared Spaces from an emergency response into a permanent program through and after
the pandemic. The legislation was officially introduced on Tuesday, March 16. The
permanent version of the program will carry forward the streamlined permit process;
encourage arts and culture; and better balance commercial activities with public space and
transportation demands of the recovering economy.

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational





iPhone, record DB meter, download the pdf db monitor report, take photos,
using "at" messages on twitter to link all the URL's, media files etc in a
concise msg to "@sf311" or something. the details here are your job.
 
My observation is that the current process is confusing, leaves alot to
chance ( will the govt be listening? will anything get enforced ), and is
very inefficient. 
 
3. ACCOUNTABILITY for offenders. Like landlords, most parklet operations are
conducted responsibly, and reasonably, but NOT ALL. If a restaurant owner
ignores neighbor issues on the subject of recurring noise, there should be
direct and obvious process of accountability leading to resolution. 
 
In our particular case, restaurant parklet complaints have gone on since
august 2020, with denials by the owner that the motorcycles with stereos that
play for hours and hours at well over 70 db meter levels "are not my
customers". Well they are and they sit at your tables not 10 feet from parked
bikes with radios that play on and on. Well then the noise is not my problem
as it comes from the street and not from my commercial establishment.. 
 
just goes on & on and a bunch of residents really dont know what to do at
this point. 
 
The law should be clear and enforced ..
 
thank you 
 
robert rowntree   
2889 24th st. 94110  
 
 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I am opposing to have a cannabis club on Divisadero and oak
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:26:22 AM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit Center is open on a limited
basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening
remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Rita Kuettel <rita_kuettel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 4:17 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Michael (CPC)
<michael.christensen@sfgov.org>
Subject: I am opposing to have a cannabis club on Divisadero and oak

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

To whom it might concern,

I won’t be able to attend tomorrow’s hearing due to work.
As a neighbor of this new establishment living at 333 divisadero I strongly oppose for a pot club to move in?
Here are my reasons why:
1. The line will go around the corner putting bikers and cars turning in danger. The location is not ideal for long
lines. On the other hand the pot club on grove has a wide side walk to stand on in order to get into the store.
2. We already have enough pot clubs in the hood. Why do we need another one that has no parking and is located at
a dangerous corner?
3. Parking situation. It’s hard to find parking there and the biz unlike the other place on grove has no parking lot.
People will double park and take away spots from biz that are struggling to survive.
4. I oppose to the hours the establishment wants to be open. 10 pm is way too late.

If you need more I do, please let me know.
Rita kuettel
333 divisadero street
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission agenda for 4.22.2021
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:26:04 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 4:49 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; sara@yimbyaction.org; Breed,
Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Kimia.haddahan@sfgov.org; Littlefield,
Michelle (CPC) <michelle.littlefield@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Michael (CPC)
<michael.christensen@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF Planning Commission agenda for 4.22.2021
 

 

Good afternoon Honorable Planning Commissioners and everyone. Wow, its been a
real trying time with this pandemic era, Remote Hearings/zooming, online docs, and
etc. My name is Dennis Hong, a longtime resident and or Native of San Francisco for
seventy six + years. Resident of Distinct 7. I'm sorry I will be unable to attend this
meeting. As usual, Per your procedure I trust this email gets to you all in time for
tomorrows meeting. Once again excuse me for another one of rambling emails with
my opinion here. Will chime back on a few other items (2018-004047CWP-02 and
2019-006114PRJ) that were some how on the www - on the home page but the
system did not do well, but will get back later and comment on. 
 
There are several items on your tomorrows agenda:
 
#7; Case Number 2019-016230CWP-Housing Element 2022 Update. I would like
your support on this. Mainly because part of the SFYIMBYs organization has been
studying this housing issue for some time. I respect their support. Any support that
your commission and the SF Planning department can give will go a long way with
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our housing issues including many of Ca all to many Bills that are a bit confusing to
get thru this process. Mainly because this organization is Spot On and has done their
home work here.  
 
I appreciate for all that you folks do with this issues.
 
Finally, if anyone has any question to my email, please feel free to chime back to me
with your question/and concern. I look forward to your support to help with our
housing issues here.
 
            ---------------------------All the best~~~~DHsf----------------------------
 
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Nickolopoulos, Sheila (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: April 22, 2021 Planning Commission Agenda Item 9. 2021-002933PCA
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:25:08 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Karen Wood <karenmillerwood@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 5:05 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: April 22, 2021 Planning Commission Agenda Item 9. 2021-002933PCA
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
The measure proposed as Item 9 ( SIMPLIFY RESTRICTIONS ON SMALL BUSINESSES [BOARD FILE NO.
210285]) would end protections of San Francisco's small businesses by allowing formula businesses
in "certain" Neighborhood Commercial districts. It also threatens the quiet enjoyment of residents of
these areas. The purpose of #2 seems only to perpetuate blight.
Is there a reason for ruining San Francisco's beloved neighborhood shopping areas, which are assets
of great community value to San Franciscans and attractions to visitors?
Please save our neighborhood shopping districts from degradation and vote to reject this poorly
thought out measure.
Sincerely,
Karen Wood
SF Land Use Coalition
Zoning and Planning Committee, Miraloma Park Improvement Club
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 300 5th Street (2019-006114PRJ)
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:24:33 AM
Attachments: 300 5th St_SOMA Pilipinas.pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: David Woo <david@somapilipinas.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 5:13 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Michael (CPC)
<michael.christensen@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Raquel R. Redondiez <raquel@somapilipinas.org>
Subject: 300 5th Street (2019-006114PRJ)
 

 

Hello Commissioners, please see attached and below SOMA Pilipinas' letter regarding the 300 5th
Street project that will be before you at the commission tomorrow.
 
Thank you,
David
 
April 21, 2021
 
Commission President Koppel
San Francisco Planning Commission
 
Re: 300 5th Street (2019-006114PRJ)
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April 21, 2021


Commission President Koppel
San Francisco Planning Commission


Re: 300 5th Street (2019-006114PRJ)


Hello Commissioners,


SOMA Pilipinas Filipino Cultural Heritage District is reaching out in regards to the proposed
project at 300 5th Street, located within the Youth and Family Special Use District. We are
extremely concerned about the shadow that this development will cast on Bessie Carmichael
Middle School playground.


The South of Market has one of the lowest rates of public open space per-capita in the entire city,
all while taking on the majority of new development. The lack of planning to address the basic
needs of whole and complete communities in the South of Market, such as the vitally important
component of public open spaces, continues to be a serious issue. Due to this reality, any
publicly owned land that is utilized as open space for youth in the South of Market is extremely
precious and valuable. This is fundamentally an equity issue.


We urge the Planning Department and Planning Commission to prioritize the lived experience,
health, and well-being of youth and families in the South of Market in all planning decisions.


Thank you,


Raquel Redondiez
Director, SOMA Pilipinas







Hello Commissioners, 
 
SOMA Pilipinas Filipino Cultural Heritage District is reaching out in regards to the
proposed project at 300 5th Street, located within the Youth and Family Special Use
District. We are extremely concerned about the shadow that this development will
cast on Bessie Carmichael Middle School playground.
 
The South of Market has one of the lowest rates of public open space per-capita in
the entire city, all while taking on the majority of new development. The lack of
planning to address the basic needs of whole and complete communities in the South
of Market, such as the vitally important component of public open spaces, continues
to be a serious issue. Due to this reality, any publicly owned land that is utilized as
open space for youth in the South of Market is extremely precious and valuable. This
is fundamentally an equity issue. 
 
We urge the Planning Department and Planning Commission to prioritize the lived
experience, health, and well-being of youth and families in the South of Market in all
planning decisions.
 
Thank you,
 
Raquel Redondiez
Director, SOMA Pilipinas

--
David Woo
CHHESS Land Use Analyst
SOMA Pilipinas Cultural Heritage District



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 353 Divisadero
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:24:26 AM
Attachments: Planning Commission 353 Divisidero-3.pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Tariq Alazraie <tariq@trybasa.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 5:48 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sonia Alazarie <sonia@trybasa.com>; Sarah S <sarah@trybasa.com>
Subject: 353 Divisadero
 

 

April 21, 2021
 
Sent to: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
 
Regarding: Item #14 on the 4/22/21 Hearing Calendar

2020-009148 CUA, 353 Divisadero Street
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 
 
I am reaching out today to express my opposition to the cannabis retail dispensary
application at 353 Divisadero.
 
I am writing on behalf of Bay Area Safe Alternatives (BASA), a small family owned
business which operates its dispensary on Grove St., two blocks North of the
proposed project. BASA is the oldest operating dispensary in the country and 
provides both medical and recreational cannabis to customers throughout the city.
This community business employs 25+ people, many of whom have had steady
employment with our company for 16 + years; including benefits, health insurance,
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April 21, 2021


Sent to: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org


Regarding: Item #14 on the 4/22/21 Hearing Calendar
2020-009148 CUA, 353 Divisadero Street


Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,


I am reaching out today to express my opposition to the cannabis retail dispensary application
at 353 Divisadero.


I am writing on behalf of Bay Area Safe Alternatives (BASA), a small family owned business
which operates its dispensary on Grove St., two blocks North of the proposed project. BASA is
the oldest operating dispensary in the country and provides both medical and recreational
cannabis to customers throughout the city. This community business employs 25+ people, many
of whom have had steady employment with our company for 16 + years; including benefits,
health insurance, stock options and growth opportunities. Furthermore, BASA spends hundreds
of thousands of dollars a year on its compassion program for medical patients. Permitting a new
dispensary 2 blocks away, will obviously have a negative impact on our revenues which in turn
negatively affects members of our community.


San Francisco has 155 open applications for cannabis and is slated to have 100 + dispensaries
by the end of 2021. That is an excess in cannabis retailers and products for an industry that is
facing high competition as it is. Cannabis prices are low, margins are still shrinking, and the cost
of operation is high. Permitting another location this close will have a negative net impact on our
neighborhood, its members, other nearby businesses, and the city. BASA would undoubtedly be
forced to reduce the number of people we employ. We do not want to see our hard working
employees turn into another statistic of unemployment in our already struggling neighborhood.


Additionally, traffic on Divisadero St. and Oak St., where 353 Divisadero is located, is terrible as
is. This new dispensary does not have a parking lot. This means the people that do drive will
slow down traffic or reduce parking availability significantly. With the parklets, parking has
already been restricted. Other people will use ride share services that illegally double park and
will cause further congestion in the neighborhood not to mention the danger to pedestrians and
bikers. It seems unnecessary to create a cluster of cannabis businesses that will disrupt the
community when medical and recreational cannabis is already highly accessible in San
Francisco.


Thank you for you time and consideration,


Tariq Alazarie
tariq@trybasa.com



mailto:tariq@trybasa.com
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terrible. This new dispensary does not have a parking lot. This means the people that
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Thank you for you time and consideration, 
 
Tariq Alazarie
tariq@trybasa.com 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2800 Geary Blvd. 2019-023105ENV
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:23:18 AM
Attachments: 2019-023105ENV Transportation Study Determination_2800 Geary_041621 (2).pdf

2800 Geary Blvd. 2019-023105AHB.msg
2800 Geary Variant diagram 4.21.21[3].pdf
2800 Geary Firestone views 2014 - 2019[5].pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Michael Coholan <michael@hilltopllc.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 6:46 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Dito, Matthew (CPC) <matthew.dito@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>;
Fordham, Chelsea (CPC) <chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org>; Michael Coholan <michael@hilltopllc.com>;
Dick Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>; Liz Moore <liz@shamrocksf.com>; Jonathan Pearlman
<jonathan@elevationarchitects.com>
Subject: 2800 Geary Blvd. 2019-023105ENV
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
Following up on the recently published Transportation Study (see attached), our neighbor
group and the project developer, Liz Moore, and project sponsor Jonathan Pearlman, are
continuing to work collaboratively to request that you accept the developer’s variant plan
design which relocates the driveway from Wood St. to Geary Blvd. In addition to the
adjacent neighbors earlier email sent to you April 13th (see attached) we have the following
points to offer on why we believe the driveway should be placed on Geary Blvd.:
 

1. Ingress/Egress from Geary Blvd. would be much less than it has been
historically (note: the Transportation Study indicates only 3 daily PM Peak
Hour Trips)
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Date: September 30, 2020 
To: Lauren Bihl, Jenny Delumo, Ryan Shum, & Transportation Staff 
From: Josh Pollak  
 
RE: Transportation Study Determination Request 


Record No.:   2019-023105ENV , 2800 Geary Blvd  
Neighborhood:  Presidio Heights 
Zoning:   NCD (Geary Blvd Neighborhood Commercial District) 
Area Plan:   N/A 


 
 
Attached is information regarding the above project for which a determination of whether a transportation study 
(TS) is or may be required.  
 
Helpful Links: 
• SF Transportation Information Map (TIM): https://sfplanninggis.org/tim/ 


• SF Travel Demand estimate webtool: http://sftraveldemand.sfcta.org 


• Caltrans Interactive Highway Map: 
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=04efb9a9f14c4da2aabd9ce36b7dda48  


• Development Pipeline Map: http://sfplanninggis.org/pipeline/  


 
Environmental Coordinator completes this section: 
To facilitate this determination, please fill-in the appropriate boxes below and save the requested information in 
M-Files (PPA or ENV record number for project). Email the record number with the Transportation Study 
Determination request form to CPC.TransportationReview@sfgov.org  
 


Project Description & Transportation-Related Notes: 


 Existing Net Change New Total Notes 


Street Frontage(s) (Street Names)  


Residential Units (Total) 0 +43 units 43 units 25 one-bedroom, 13 two-
bedroom and five three-bedroom 
units 


Retail/Commercial GSF (note 
ground floor vs. elsewhere; Hotel) 


807 -807 0  


Office GSF 0 0 0  


Industrial/PDR GSF 6,177 -6,177 0  


Other (e.g. medical, cultural, etc.) 
GSF 


0 0 0  



http://sftraveldemand.sfcta.org/

https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=04efb9a9f14c4da2aabd9ce36b7dda48

http://sfplanninggis.org/pipeline/

mailto:CPC.TransportationReview@sfgov.org
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On-Street Vehicle Parking (# of 
spaces or linear feet) & Street 
Name 


2 metered 
spaces (Geary 
Blvd), 
approximately 
120 ft 
frontage on 
Wood Street  


Likely 1 
additional 
metered 
spaces on 
Geary, 
Parking on 
Wood 
reduced by 
driveway 


Likely 3 
metered 
spaces on 
Geary, 
Parking on 
Wood 
reduced by 
driveway 


 


Off-Street Vehicle Parking Spaces 
(number) 


0 +23 23 In underground garage, entrance 
off Wood Street. 


Off-Street Loading Spaces 
(number) 


N/A N/A N/A  


On-Street Passenger Loading 
Space (linear feet of white color 
curb) & Street Name 


N/A N/A N/A  


On-Street Commercial Loading 
Space (linear feet of yellow color 
curb) & Street Name 


N/A N/A N/A  


Curb Cut (linear feet)  
& Street Name 


There is an existing approximately 20 foot wide curb cut on Geary Blvd that would be 
removed, and a new 10 foot curb cut would be added on Wood Street to allow access 
to the underground parking garage.  


Additional Notes: 
 
The project would provide 43 class I bicycle parking spaces and four class B bicycle parking. Construction of the 
proposed project would disturb approximately 8,485 square feet of soil and excavate 3,490 cubic yards of soil to an 
average depth of 10 feet below ground surface. A mat slab foundation is proposed to support the project, and 
construction would take approximately 25 months.  
 
The project includes two variants. The primary proposal consists of a garage entrance off and the project alternative 
consists of a garage entrance off Geary Boulevard. 


 
 
  



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Note: Sometimes applicants propose changes to project descriptions for development projects. If there is 
a substantial change in the project description after a TS Determination has been made, please consult 
with transportation staff (Transportation Office Hours on Thursdays from 2:00 to 3:00 pm, or during TS 
Determination on Wednesdays from 3:00 to 4:00 pm). Substantial changes will require a new TS 
Determination to be submitted.  
 
☐  Would the project include a unique land use such as a recreational facility, concert venue, child care facility, 


school, homeless navigation center, or large land use such as Pier 70, seawall lot, etc.? (SF Travel Demand 
data output1 not required for a TS Determination Request) 


☐ Would the project potentially add 50 or more dwelling units, or 5,000 square feet or more of non-residential 
uses, or 20 or more off-street vehicular parking spaces? (SF Travel Demand data output is required for a TS 
Determination Request)  


☐ Would the project add a child care facility or school, or intensify a child care facility or school? 
# of students or children:  Existing: __________ Net New: __________ Total: __________ 
# of square feet:  Existing: __________ Net New: __________ Total: __________ 


☐ Would project result in 300 project vehicle trips during the a.m. or p.m. peak hour? 


☐ Would the project make alterations to Muni, or Other Regional Transit Agencies, or Public Works’ public 
right-of-way, such as relocate, add, or remove a bus stop; propose a new color curb; remove an existing 
color curb; propose a use on public right-of-way such as reducing sidewalk width, remove or add a travel 
lane (including turn pockets), remove a parking lane, add a new street, add or remove a traffic signal, etc.? 


☐ Would the project be located within 300 feet of a Caltrans right-of-way or be adjacent to a regional transit 
stop? (Review the Interactive Highway Map (link above) and the “Transit” tab in TIM to look up this 
information. Note: all highway ramps leading to these facilities are also within Caltrans jurisdiction.) 


☒ Would the project include any frontage on a street designated on the high-injury network? 


 If so, which street? Geary Blvd. (Review the “Safety” tab in TIM to look up this information) 


☐ Would the project exceed the amount of off-street vehicular parking permitted:  
☐ By right? or  
☐ With a Conditional Use Authorization as per the Planning Code? 


☐  Would the project exceed the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and vehicular parking map-based screening 
criteria? Review the “Vehicles & Parking” tab on TIM to ensure that it is located in an area that exhibits 
Regional Average VMT minus 15% based on the proposed principal use. 


☐ Additional screening criteria for VMT: Does the project contain the following features? (check this box if 
either of the boxes below are checked)  
☐ Does the project qualify as a “small project”? or 


 
1 If the project proposes a land use for which trip generation rates are not included in the SF Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (SF Travel 


Demand webtool), consult with transportation staff, and note specific transportation issues related to project. 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info

https://sfplanninggis.org/tim/

https://sfplanninggis.org/tim/

https://sfplanninggis.org/tim/
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☒ Is the project site in proximity to a transit station? (must meet all four sub-criteria)  


• Located within one-half mile of an existing major transit stop; and 


• Would have a floor area ratio greater than or equal to 0.75; and 


• Would result in an amount of vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that allowed by the 
Planning Code without a Conditional Use Authorization; and 


• Is consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy? 
 


☐ Does the project contain transportation elements? (check this box if either of the boxes below are checked) 


☐ Does the project qualify as an “active transportation, rightsizing (also known as ‘Road Diet’) and Transit 
Project”? or  


☐ Does the proposed project qualify as an “other minor transportation project”? 


☐ Would the project exceed the transportation-related construction screening criteria? (Check this box if 
either 1b, 1c, or 1d and 2b or 2c are filled-in) 


1) Project Site Context  
☐ (a) Information unavailable; or 
☐ (b) Amount of excavation would be more than two levels below ground surface; and/or 
☐ (c) Amount of demolition would result in more than 20,000 cu yards of material removed from the site. 
☐ (d) Presence of transportation facility used by a substantial number of people would require closure or 


substantial relocation. For example, the project would close off a street used by public transit or 
emergency service operators. 
Notes: _____________________________________________________________________________ 


2) Construction Duration and Magnitude 
☐ (a) Information unavailable; or one of the options below:  
☐ (b) Construction is anticipated to be completed in 30 months or more. 
☐ (c) Construction of project would be multi-phased (e.g., construction and operation of multiple 


buildings planned over a long time period) 
Notes: ___25 month construction period_________________________________________________ 


 
 


SDAT Criteria that would require review by the Street Design Advisory Team 


Check the appropriate box(es) if the project involves any of the following: 
 
Better Streets Plan required per Planning Code 138.1: 
☐ On a lot greater than one-half acre; or  


☐ Includes more than 50,000 gross square feet (per PC sec.102) of new construction; or  


☒ Contains 150 feet (or more) of lot frontage on one or more public rights-of-way; or  



http://www.sf-planning.org/info

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article12dimensionsareasandopenspaces?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_138.1

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article1generalzoningprovisions?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_102
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☐ Frontage encompasses the entire block face between the nearest two intersections with any other publicly 
accessible right-of-way 


 AND 
☒ New construction of 10 or more dwelling units; or 


☐ New construction of 10,000 gross square feet or greater of non-residential space; or 


☐ Addition of 20% or more of gross floor area to an existing building; or 


☐ Change of use of 10,000 gross square feet or greater of a PDR use to non-PDR use 


☒ Other: (e.g., curb line modification, shared street, high-injury network, etc.)  
 
 


UDAT Criteria that would require review by the Urban Design Advisory Team 


Check the appropriate box if the project involves any of the following: 
 
☐ Development proposes new porte cochere or other type of off-street sidewalk level vehicular driveway, 


typically used for passenger loading/unloading, between the building and the public right-of-way; or  


☐ Development is seeking an exception for off-street loading (freight, service, or tour bus) requirements; or  


☐ Development is seeking a conditional use for additional vehicular parking; or  


☐ Development is proposing vehicular parking for non-accessory uses (i.e., private or public parking 
garage/lot); or  


☐ Development is proposing greater than 50 vehicular parking spaces for residential and office uses or greater 
than 10 vehicular parking spaces for retail uses; or  


☐ Development is proposing to retain or alter an existing curb cut, but with increased vehicular activity (i.e., 
greater than 50 vehicular parking spaces for residential and office uses or greater than 10 vehicular parking 
spaces for retail uses); or  


☒ Development triggers large project requirements of Planning Code section 138.1 (Better Streets Plan); or 


☐ Development is proposing a new curb cut within 15 feet of another curb cut, greater than 15 feet in width 
for dual-lane vehicular parking garages, greater than 24 feet in width for dual-lane large truck loading bays, 
a combined parking/loading curb cut greater than 27 feet, or a total of more than 30 feet of curb cuts (e.g., 
multiple driveways); or 


☐ Development is proposing a new curb cut along a street identified within Planning Code section 
155(r)(1)(2)(3)(4)(5). Please review the “Ped & Bike” tab in TIM. 


  
 
  



http://www.sf-planning.org/info

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article15transportationoff-streetparking?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_155

http://www.sftransportationmap.org/
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Transportation Study Determination Team completes this section: 


Please indicate the determination of whether a transportation study is required below.  
 
ENV Record (check all that are applicable): 


☐ Consultant-prepared Complex Transportation Study/Section, or Site Circulation Study, is not required  


☐ Consultant-prepared Complex Transportation Study/Section is required (see Scope of Work Checklist)  


☐ Consultant-prepared Site Circulation Study (e.g., School) is required (see Scope of Work Checklist)  
☒ Transportation Planner Coordination is required (see Scope of Work Checklist – Attachment A)  


☐ SFMTA Consultation  
 
Reason for TS determination: 


☐ Low p.m. peak volume of vehicle trips compared to existing conditions. 
☒ Other: Transportation planner coordination is required to study both project variants. See Attachment A 


(Scope of Work Checklist) and Attachment B (2800 Geary Boulevard Transportation Memo). 


 
 
Environmental Coordinator / Assigned Planner: Please review all comments in the next two pages.  
 
Determined by:        Date:     
 
________________________________________________ ___________________________  April 8, 2021



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Comments to Sponsor Regarding the CEQA Transportation Review (check all that are applicable): 


☐ The Department has determined that this is a complex project. Complex projects are multi-phased, require 
a large infrastructure investment, include both programmatic and project-level environmental review, or 
are of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance as defined in CEQA. A list of three consultants will be 
provided to the applicant. 


☐ The Department has determined that this is a regular project or a project that requires site circulation. Site 
circulation or regular projects are projects that require analysis of one or more transportation topics within 
a geographic area that may include the project block or extend beyond the project block. Project sponsors 
may select any consultant from the pool for regular projects.  


☐ Please submit the Transportation Study fee [$26,330/$27,310] payable to the San Francisco Planning 
Department (“Transportation Review or Study” fee) and address the payment to Virna Byrd. 


☐ Please submit the Site Circulation Review fee [$9,560/$9,916] payable to the San Francisco Planning 
Department (“Transportation Review or Study” fee) and address the payment to Virna Byrd. 


☐ Please submit the SFMTA $15,500 Complex Transportation Review fee payable to the SFMTA. 


☐ Please submit the SFMTA $3,050 Site Circulation Review fee payable to the SFMTA. 


☒ Please submit the SFMTA $1,000 Development Project Review fee payable to the SFMTA. 
 
The contact person at SFMTA responsible to receive these fees is: 
 
SFMTA Revenue Section  
Attn: David Kim 
One South Van Ness Avenue, 8th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: (415) 646-2192 or David.Kim@sfmta.com  
 
 


Additional Comments to Sponsor:  


☐ Please provide two separate checks for payment.  


☐ Other:  ________________________________________________________________________________ 


 
  



http://www.sf-planning.org/info

mailto:David.Kim@sfmta.com
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Comments to Staff (check all that are applicable): 


☐ ENV / EP Transportation Planner should conduct a site visit to identify any potential hazards for people 
walking, bicycling, riding transit, or driving. 


☒ ENV/PPA or EP Transportation Planner should bring this project to SDAT.  


☐ ENV/PPA or EP Transportation Planner should bring this project to UDAT.  


☐ ENV Planner / EP Transportation Planner should coordinate with Caltrans on:  


☐ ENV Planner / EP Transportation Planner should attend Color Curb Office hours:  _____________________ 


☐ ENV Planner / EP Transportation Planner should coordinate with Other Transit Agencies on:  
______________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Additional Comments to Staff: 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info





 


 


 
 


 
Date: April 16, 2021 
 
To: 2800 Geary Boulevard case file, Record No. 2019-023105ENV 
From: Ryan Shum, Transportation Planner 
 
RE: Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist 
 Record No. 2019-023105ENV, 2800 Geary Boulevard 
 
 
The following is a list of items that we anticipate will be required for the analysis in this transportation study. 
Some of these items may require further consultation with Environmental Planning staff during scoping of the 
transportation study. 
 


Travel Demand 


☐ Estimate (a.m. / p.m. / other time peak hour / daily) person and vehicle trips 


☐ Trip Distribution of (a.m. / p.m. / other time peak hour) person trips and vehicle trips 


☐ Estimate peak hour commercial (freight and delivery service) loading demand 


☐ Estimate (peak hour and/or one-minute of the 15-minute peak of the peak hour) passenger loading demand 


☐  Estimate (peak hour / other time peak hour / daily) vehicular parking demand  


☐  Different travel demand (travel demand for near-term baseline and/or cumulative) conditions. Describe 
reasons why: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Other (e.g., private shuttle; trip credits for existing use)  ___________________________________________ 


 


Walking/Accessibility 


☒ Qualitatively assess whether project would create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
walking. Describe elements of analysis briefly: Analyze potentially hazardous conditions of locating 
garage entrance on Geary Boulevard versus Wood Street. 


☒  Qualitatively assess whether project would interfere with accessibility of people walking to and from 
the project site and adjoining areas. Describe elements of analysis briefly: Analyze impact of vehicles 
entering and exiting the garage  
 


☐ Qualitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly 


 


ATTACHMENT A 
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Bicycling 


☐ Assess whether project would create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling. Describe 
elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitatively assess whether project would interfere with accessibility of people bicycling to and from the 
project site, and adjoining areas. Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Public Transit 


☒ (Qualitative / Quantitative) Assess whether project would substantially delay public transit. Describe 
elements of analysis briefly (e.g., transit lines):  
Analyze potential for primary project and variant to impact transit on Geary Boulevard 


☒ Qualitatively assess if project would create potentially hazardous conditions for public transit 
operations. Describe elements of analysis briefly:  


 Analyze potential for primary project and variant to impact transit on Geary Boulevard 


☐ Qualitative and/or Quantitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly:  


 


Emergency Access 


☐ Qualitatively assess whether project would result in inadequate emergency access. Describe elements of 
analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Loading 


☐ Quantitatively assess whether project would result in a loading deficit. Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐  If there is a loading deficit, qualitatively assess whether the secondary effects of that deficit would 
substantially delay public transit or create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or 
driving. Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitative and Quantitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) / Induced Automobile Travel 


☐ Senate Bill 743 Checklist will be completed to confirm no induced vehicle trips1 


☐ Map-based VMT analysis to confirm no substantial additional VMT 


☐ Detailed VMT analysis. Describe approach and reasons why: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Describe other analysis approach and reasons why: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitatively and Quantitatively assess whether project would substantially induce additional automobile 
travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel 
lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Driving Hazards 


☒ Qualitatively assess whether project would create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
driving. Describe elements of analysis briefly: Analyze potential for project to result in hazardous 
conditions on Wood Street or Geary Boulevard, particularly related to vehicle queues 


☐ Qualitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly: 


 


Construction 


☐ Describe whether project would require a substantially extended duration or intense activity. 


☐ Qualitatively assess whether project would create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, 
bicycling, driving, or riding public transit. Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitatively assess whether project would interfere with emergency access or accessibility for people 
walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public transit. Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Vehicular Parking 


☐  Quantitatively assess whether project would create a substantial parking deficit.  


☐ If there is a deficit, qualitatively assess whether the secondary effects of the deficit would create potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving (e.g., due to parking use or configuration). 
Describe elements of analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ If there is a deficit, qualitatively assess whether the secondary effects of the deficit would interfere with 
accessibility for people walking or bicycling or inadequate access for emergency vehicles or substantially 


 
1 Planning Department transportation planner will provide the checklist to the consultant upon request.   







Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist  Record No. 2019-023105ENV 
       2800 GEARY BLVD 


4 


delay public transit (e.g., due to parking use or configuration). Describe elements of analysis briefly (e.g., 
transit lines): 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Qualitative and Quantitative Cumulative analysis. Describe elements of cumulative analysis briefly: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Other 


☒ Analyze project variant(s). Describe reasons briefly:  
Project includes both a variant. Primary project includes garage access off Wood Street with 23 off-street 
parking spaces. Project variant includes garage access off Geary Blvd with 24 off-street parking spaces. 


☐ Near-term Baseline analysis. Describe reasons briefly and list near-term Baseline projects: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Determine applicability of mitigation measures from prior EIR (e.g., Area Plan). List Area Plan EIR: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 


☐ Cumulative projects: ______________________________________________________________________ 


 


Warrants SFMTA staff consultation or review during the CEQA transportation review process: 


☐ Streetscape changes to the publicly accessible right-of-way beyond those of Planning Code Section 
138.1(c)(2). Including: 


 A new street; 
 Traffic control devices changes (e.g., stop signs, signals, etc.); 
 Roadway dimension changes or restriping (e.g., lane removal or addition, lane width reduction or 


expansion, addition of bicycle facilities, one-way to two-way, etc.); 
 Mid-block crossings for people walking 


☐ Development is proposed along a street with a future (i.e., under construction or reasonably foreseeable) 
streetscape project that includes curb extensions, bicycle facilities, or transit service or facilities; 


☐ Development proposes changes to the location of physical features of public transit stop; 


☐ Development proposes changes to public transit service; 


☐ Development proposes to operate private shuttle bus service; 


☐ Development proposes changes to the length, location, and hour restrictions to color curb designations or 
metered vehicular parking; 


☐ Development is proposing more than 150 vehicular parking spaces for accessory uses or more than 50 
vehicle parking spaces for non-accessory uses (i.e., private or public parking garage/ lot); 


☐ Development is proposing an event center or regional-serving entrainment venue; 


☐ Other: _________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Date: April 16, 2021 
To: Planning Department Case No. 2019-023105ENV, 2800 Geary Boulevard 
From:    Ryan Shum, Transportation Planner 
Re: Transportation Analysis Memo – 2800 Geary Boulevard  


 


Purpose 


This memo describes the transportation impacts of the proposed project at 2800 Geary Boulevard. In 
addition, a project variant, as described below, is also analyzed for informational purposes.  


Project Description 


The proposed project would demolish the existing one-story building on site (previously a Firestone Tire 
retail and service center) and construct a new mixed-use residential and commercial building. The 
proposed building would include a total of 42 dwelling units (24 one-bedroom, 13 two-bedroom, and five 
three-bedroom), and would be 6 stories tall and 65 feet in height to the roof (79 feet to the top of the 
elevator penthouse). The building would also contain approximately 850 square feet of ground-level 
commercial space, a community room, patio, rear yard, roof deck, and solar panels. In addition, the 
proposed project would remove the existing curb cut on Geary Boulevard and add a new ten-foot-wide 
curb cut along Wood Street to provide access to the basement parking garage via a car ramp. The garage 
entrance would include audio and visual signs to indicate if a car is in the ramp or the garage door is 
opening for pedestrian safety and for cars preparing to enter the garage. The basement garage would 
contain a total of 23 parking spaces, 20 of which would utilize a car stacker, and 42 Class I bicycle parking 
spaces. 


A project variant is also analyzed for informational purposes for this transportation impact assessment 
only. The project variant is identical to the proposed project in terms of the building envelope, and would 
include the same number of dwelling units, vehicle parking spaces, and bicycle parking spaces. The project 
variant would also have the same configuration on the second through sixth floors. However, the project 
variant would have a different configuration of the basement and first floor levels. The primary difference is 
that the project variant would have the garage entrance on Geary Boulevard, while the proposed project 
would have the garage entrance on Wood Street. The project variant would have approximately 1,370 
square feet of ground-level commercial space, while the proposed project would have approximately 850 
square feet of ground-level commercial space, but both would front Geary Boulevard. The project variant 
would include an 18-foot-wide curb cut on Geary Boulevard along the western edge of the property and 
would not require a new curb cut on Wood Street.  


   


ATTACHMENT B 
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Cumulative Setting 


The following is a list of cumulative projects within approximately 0.25 miles of the project site: 


 2670 Geary Boulevard (case no. 2014-002181ENV): Construction of an eight-story mixed-use 
building with 101 dwelling units, two ground-level commercial spaces totaling approximately 
2,800 square feet, and a no vehicle parking. 


 40-44, 46 & 48-50 Cook Street (case no. 2017-010174ENV): Construction of a four-story, two-unit 
building with two parking spaces on the currently vacant lot at 40-44 Cook Street. Alterations to 
the existing structures on 46 Cook Street. Alterations to the existing structure at 48 Cook Street 
and construction of a four-story single-family house within the front portion of the lot to create 50 
Cook Street.1327 Lyon Street (case no. 2018-008432PRJ): Addition of two ADUs to the basement 
level of an existing structure within the rear yard. 


 230 Anza Street (case no. 2016-005365ENV): Demolition of an existing two-story residential 
building with two dwelling units and construction of a four-story residential building with three 
dwelling units. 


 2 Lupine Avenue (case no. 2016-007461PRJ): Construction of a new two-story single family 
residential building on lot containing an existing two-story-over-garage, five-unit apartment 
building. 


Transportation Setting 


The project site is located on the northwest corner of Geary Boulevard and Wood Street and is bounded 
Geary Boulevard to the south, Wood Street to the east, a two-story residential building to the north, and a 
three-story mixed-use commercial and residential building to the west. Land uses in the surrounding 
vicinity include retail and commercial uses along Geary Boulevard and a variety of residential uses, 
including single-family, multi-family, and group-housing units. There is a bus stop at the northeast corner 
of Geary Boulevard and Collins Street, approximately 90 feet west of the project site, that is served by the 
38-Geary and 38R-Geary Muni routes. Wood Street is a bidirectional residential street with low traffic 
volumes. Vehicle traffic on Wood Street is primarily local traffic and typically limited to people accessing 
residences along Wood Street and Lupine Avenue. Geary Boulevard is a six-lane, east-west thoroughfare 
with three lanes in each direction. Geary Boulevard is a major corridor that connects the northwestern 
neighborhoods of the city (e.g. the Richmond District and Seacliff) with Downtown San Francisco and the 
rest of the city. As previously discussed, the 38-Geary and 38R-Geary Rapid Muni bus routes travel on Geary 
Boulevard and are two of the busiest bus routes in the city.  


Under existing conditions, vehicles access the project site via a 28-foot-wide curb cut on Geary Boulevard. 
The surrounding curb consists primarily of unmetered vehicular parking. There are no commercial or 
passenger loading zones along the project frontages and block face on Geary Boulevard and Wood Street. 
Sidewalks in the immediate vicinity are 10 feet wide on Geary Boulevard and 12 feet wide on Wood Street.  


Transportation Impact Analysis – Significance Criteria 
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The proposed project and project variant’s transportation-related impacts were analyzed per the following 
significance criteria consistent with the 2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental 
Review (guidelines) 1: 


Construction 


Construction of the project or project variant would have a significant effect on the environment if it 
requires a substantial extended duration or intense activity that could create potentially hazardous 
conditions for people walking, bicycling, driving, or riding public transit; or interfere with emergency 
access or accessibility for people walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public transit. 


Operation  


Operation of the project or project variant would have a significant effect if it would: 


 Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public transit 
operations. 


 Interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and 
adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency access. 


 Substantially delay public transit. 


 Cause substantial additional VMT or substantially induce additional automobile travel by 
increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel 
lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. 


 Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous conditions 
for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay public transit. 


 Result in a substantial vehicular parking deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or interfere with accessibility for 
people walking or bicycling or inadequate access for emergency vehicles; or substantially delay 
public transit. 


Scoped Out Topics 


Detailed analysis of the project and project variant’s impacts related to construction, bicycling, emergency 
access, loading, vehicular parking, and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are not included. These topics were 
scoped out as the proposed project and project variant meet the guidelines screening criteria for 
construction, VMT, and vehicular parking. In addition, the project and project variant are not located near 
an emergency service operator and would not include features that would interfere with accessibility for 
emergency services, people walking or people bicycling. The project and project variant do not include 
features that could result in potentially hazardous conditions to people walking or bicycling. The following 


 
1  San Francisco Planning Department, 2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review,  
 https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-


guidelines 
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sections describe the project’s impacts regarding driving hazards, public transit, and walking and 
accessibility. The proposed project’s travel demand is described below in Table 1. 


Table 1: Weekday Daily Person Trips 


Mode Daily Person Trips Daily Vehicle Trips PM Peak Hour Trips1 


Auto 147 113 3 


TNC/Taxi 12 8 0 


Transit 71   


Private Shuttle 2   


Bike 15   


Walk 174   


Total: 121 4 


1   San Francisco County Transportation Authority. Travel Demand Tool. Available at: https://sftraveldemand.sfcta.org/  


 


Transportation Impact Analysis 


The transportation analysis is divided into two main sections: Existing Plus Project Conditions and 
Cumulative Conditions. Each section is further divided into two subsections that discuss the impact of the 
primary project and the impact of the project variant. 


Existing Plus Project Conditions 


Potentially Hazardous Conditions for People Driving and Public Transit Operations 


A significant driving hazard impact could occur if the project could create potentially hazardous conditions 
for people driving or public transit operations.   


Under the proposed project, vehicles would access the underground garage via a new curb cut on Wood 
Street. As previously discussed, Wood Street is a low-volume residential street and vehicular traffic on the 
street is primarily limited to people accessing residences along Wood Street and Lupine Avenue. There are 
no public transit routes operating on Wood Street. The proposed project would generate four vehicle trips 
during the p.m. peak hour, though the number of vehicles accessing the garage would be limited to the 
number of parking spaces provided (23 spaces).  


Project vehicle trips are unlikely to conflict with local traffic when accessing the garage due to the low 
traffic volumes on Wood Street. A vehicle queue could occur if vehicles are waiting enter the garage, either 
because there is another vehicle exiting at the same time or because of a person on the sidewalk and a 
vehicle is unable to turn. However, there is enough vehicle queuing capacity on Wood Street such that 
vehicles are unlikely to spill onto Geary Boulevard. Other vehicles would have space to wait for a car to 
successfully complete its turn into the project garage before proceeding or maneuver around the vehicle. 
Furthermore, other vehicle traffic would also travel slower due to the residential nature of the street, which 
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would further minimize the potential for a substantially hazardous condition to occur. Thus, the proposed 
project is unlikely to result in potentially hazardous conditions for people driving and public transit 
operations. 


Project Variant  


Under the project variant, vehicles would access the underground garage via Geary Boulevard. Geary 
Boulevard is a heavily trafficked corridor with a substantially higher vehicle volume than Wood Street. 
There is a potential for vehicle queues to form on Geary Boulevard if inbound vehicles need to wait to enter 
the garage. A vehicle queue on Geary Boulevard due to vehicles entering and existing the project garage 
could have the potential to conflict with the 38-Geary and 38R-Geary, as well as faster-moving vehicles 
exiting the Masonic Tunnel, 38-Geary and 38R-Geary buses traveling westbound on Geary Boulevard near 
the project frontage have to navigate multiple potential conflicting vehicle movements from vehicles 
entering and exiting Wood Street, vehicles traveling westbound on Geary Boulevard from the intersection 
of Geary and Masonic, and vehicles exiting the Masonic tunnel who may merge into their lane. A vehicle 
queue on Geary Boulevard due to vehicles entering and existing the project garage could exacerbate that 
condition. In addition, under the project variant, there would be an additional potential hazard from 
vehicles exiting the project garage near the point where buses would merge from Geary Boulevard into the 
right lane. As a result, the project variant could result in potentially hazardous conditions for people driving 
and public transit operations. Further information would be required to determine the impacts of the 
project variant and would require coordination between Planning and San Francisco Municipal Transit 
Agency staff.  


Public Transit Delay 


A significant transit delay impact could occur if the project would result in transit delay greater than or 
equal to four minutes. The department uses a screening criterion of 300 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak 
hour2 to determine if a development project has the potential to result in substantial public transit delay 
that could result in a significant transit delay impact.  Based on the project’s anticipated vehicle trip 
generation (four vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour), the project would not exceed this screening 
criterion. Thus, the proposed project would not result in substantial public transit delay.  


Project Variant  


The project variant would generate the same number of vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour as the 
proposed project and would not exceed the substantial public transit delay screening threshold. Thus, 
same as the proposed project, the project variant would not result in substantial public transit delay.   


Cumulative Conditions 


Cumulative transportation impacts could occur when nearby cumulative projects combine with the 
proposed project or project variant to result in greater impacts than each project individually. The list of 
nearby cumulative projects is described in the Cumulative Setting section of the Project Description, 
above. Based on the list of cumulative projects, the proposed project at 2670 Geary Boulevard has the 


 
2  The SF Guidelines establish a transit delay screening criterion of 300 vehicles during the peak hour. The department 


determined that projects with fewer than 300 project vehicle trips during the peak hour would not result in transit delay 
greater than the quantitative threshold of significance, which is four minutes. 
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potential to combine with the proposed project to result in cumulative transportation impacts. Other 
nearby projects are small in scale (e.g., construction of ADUs in existing buildings, one-to-four-unit 
residential buildings) and would not generate substantial number of net new vehicle trips; or are located 
far away from 2800 Geary Boulevard and would not combine with the proposed project to result in 
cumulative transportation impacts. 


Potentially Hazardous Conditions for People Driving and Public Transit Operations  


The proposed project at 2670 Geary Boulevard would construct an eight-story mixed-use building with 101 
dwelling units and ground-level commercial space. The 2670 Geary Boulevard project would generate 
vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, some of which could travel on Geary Boulevard or Wood Street 
near the project site. 


Similar to existing plus project conditions, there is enough capacity on Wood Street for vehicles to queue 
while waiting to enter the garage without spilling back onto Geary Boulevard. Vehicles traveling down 
Wood Street would be moving at slow speeds and would have time to stop or maneuver around a queued 
vehicle, if needed. Thus, the proposed project combined with cumulative projects are not likely to result in 
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving or public transit operations. 


Project Variant  


As discussed above, the project variant would locate the project garage on Geary Boulevard. The 2670 
Geary Boulevard project would increase the number of vehicle trips on Geary Boulevard near the project 
site. The additional vehicle trips from the 2670 Geary Boulevard project would combine with vehicle trips 
generated by the project variant. This could exacerbate the potentially hazardous conditions that could 
occur due to potential vehicle queues at the garage entrance, as described above. Thus, the project variant 
combined with cumulative projects could result in potentially hazardous conditions for people driving or 
public transit operations. Similar to the existing plus project discussion above, further information would 
be required to determine the impacts of the project variant combined with cumulative projects and would 
require coordination between Planning and San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency staff.  


Public Transit Delay 


As previously discussed, the cumulative project at 2670 Geary Boulevard would add additional vehicle trips 
to surrounding roadways, including near the project site. Under cumulative conditions, vehicle trips from 
the project would combine with vehicle trips from the 2670 Geary Boulevard project. However, the 
combined trips would not exceed the 300 vehicle trips during the peak hour screening criterion for 
substantial public transit delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative 
projects to result in substantial public transit delay.  


Project Variant  


The project variant would result in the same number of vehicle trips as the proposed project. Therefore, 
same as the proposed project, the project variant would not combine with cumulative projects to result in 
substantial public transit delay. 
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		To
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		Cc
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Dear Commissioners,


 


We live adjacent to or near the proposed development project at 2800 Geary Boulevard that is on the Planning Commission agenda for 4/29/21. We are in agreement with the developer that the entrance to the parking garage should be located on Geary, not Wood Street. In its response to an earlier version of the design, SFMTA expressed concern that locating the garage entrance on Geary would cause traffic to back up. The developer has now submitted a revised design that addresses SFMTA’s concerns. We join with the developer in requesting that you approve this revised version of the plans that locates the garage entrance on Geary, for the following reasons:


 


Negative impacts of locating the garage on Wood Street:


 


1. Due to design constraints of the site, locating the entrance on Wood Street means that the ramp to the garage will be very steep and one-way. Wood Street is extremely narrow and has street parking on both sides. If a car is waiting to get into the garage while someone exits, the street will be completely blocked; 


 


2. There are two other large projects in the area that will already be increasing the volume of traffic on Wood Street: (1) the Lucky Penny project (2670 Geary); and (2) the Sagebrook Senior Living facility (2750 Geary) across the street from the subject site; 


 


3. Locating the entrance on Wood Street will remove five street parking spaces; 


 


4. The garage entrance on Wood Street would be directly adjacent to a residence. The code-required loud beeping noise that will happen whenever the garage door opens will have a disproportionate impact on that neighbor. 


 


Positive impacts of the revised design locating the garage on Geary:


 


1. The developer’s revised design includes solutions to the problems raised by SFMTA in the following ways:


 


a.


The driveway is wider and is two ways, so no car has to wait for another car to leave before entering;


b.


The driveway is less steep, so cars entering and exiting do not have to move as slowly or cautiously;


c.


The entrance to the garage is now set back so that a car waiting for the door to open can pull off the street and wait without blocking the sidewalk. 


 


2. Locating the garage on Geary results in the loss of only one street parking space, as opposed to five;


 


3. There is already an existing curb cut on Geary;


 


4. The entrance will be directly adjacent to a commercial space and will not have a significant impact on a residence. 


 


For all these reasons, we ask that you approve the revised design submitted by the developer.


 


Best Regards,


 


Lois Wander 73A Wood St.


Chris Yu 73 Wood St.


Matthew Young 61-63 Wood St.


Michael Coholan 51-53 Wood St.


Arleen Filippi 42 Wood St.


Laurel Heights Improvement Assn., Richard Frisbie VP
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DIAGRAM OF  VARIANT FOR GEARY BOULEVARD
GARAGE ENTRANCE FOR 2800 GEARY 






















		2800 Geary 2014 view

		2800 Geary 2015 View

		2800 Geary 2017 View

		2800 Geary 2019 View





For the seventy years the project site has operated as a gas filling and auto repair
site, most recently as Firestone, with all ingress/egress to the site via the current
curb cut on Geary. This includes 12 hour daily (7am-7pm) customer access to 10
service bays, in addition to another 12-18 or more cars parked on the lot, and
constant tow truck drops of disabled vehicles. In other words, a much more active
use along Geary than the proposed project would add. (see the attached photos
which illustrates the heavy usage of the existing Geary Blvd. driveway
historically)
 

2. Vehicles would not queue up on Geary Blvd. to enter the parking garage and,
therefore, there is no impact to the flow of Muni buses on Geary
 
The variant plan design (driveway on Geary) allows for two lanes (both in and out of
the garage) as opposed to one lane on Wood St. In addition, there is room for
entering vehicles to pull off to the side of Geary if there is a queue to enter the
garage. (see attached variant drawing)
 
 

3. Safety of Sagebrook Senior Living residents (2750 Geary Blvd.)  
 

Although it wasn’t addressed in the Cumulative Setting section of the
Transportation Study, Sagebrook, located directly across Wood St. from the
project, was recently approved for 20 new senior independent living units bringing
its capacity to housing over 100 seniors. Although Sagebrook has a Geary Blvd.
address and a front door located on Geary it is used only for emergency purposes.
All residents, staff, and deliveries are accessed via Wood St. and the facility’s
pedestrian and parking entrances and all deliveries are made from Wood St. not
Geary. Accordingly, there is already severe traffic congestion on Wood.
 
There is also a 24/7 parade of SF Fire Dept. trucks and ambulances, as well as
regular para-medical transit vehicles that access Sagebrook residents via Wood
St.. Placing the driveway of 2800 Geary on Wood St. would further impede access
to the emergency responders thus jeopardizing the welfare and safety of
Sagebrook residents. (see attached photos which highlight the narrowness of
Wood with parking on both sides of the street, and photos of a SFFD engine,
NorCal Ambulance and a delivery truck blocking the street. No traffic can
pass on Wood St., and the street is essentially blocked, if a single vehicle is
stopped on the street)
 
 

Thank you for your consideration to approve the sponsor’s variant plan which relocates the
project driveway from Wood St. to Geary Blvd..
 
Sincerely,
 
Michael Coholan 51-53 Wood St. (on behalf of the 2800 Geary-Firestone neighbors’ group)
Laurel Heights Improvement Assn., Richard Frisbie VP
Liz Moore, Shamrock Realty Co.
Jonathan Pearlman, Elevation Architects
 



 
 
          
 
                      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
         

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Potrero del Sol
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 10:21:32 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: t a <gingerroot63@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 10:49 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC)
<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>; Tanner, Rachael
(CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: RonenStaff (BOS) <ronenstaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: Potrero del Sol
 

 

To whom it may concern,
 
I'm writing to you to express my extreme opposition to the proposed development at 1458 San
Bruno Ave.
I am a gardener at Potrero del Sol Community garden and a resident of the Mission district for
25 years.
The development near Potrero del Sol would have a very negative impact on the garden, the
park, the skate park and the neighborhood in general. 
As someone who has been negatively impacted by the gentrification of the Mission, I'm in favor
of more housing (affordable housing please!!!) but 1458 San Bruno is the wrong place for it.
There is no housing shortage in the city. There IS an overabundance of greed, speculation and
runaway capitalism that is making life impossible for normal working class people. Build
affordable housing but be smart about it. If you were to allow one of the few gems left in the
Mission to be destroyed in the name of "more housing", it would harm the very people who have
suffered most due to gentrification.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Ella.Samonsky@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


Please do not do that!
 
Please do not allow the development at 1458 San Bruno!

Most sincerely,
Tom Anderson
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//go.onelink.me/107872968%3Fpid%3DInProduct%26amp%3Bc%3DGlobal_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers%26amp%3Baf_wl%3Dym%26amp%3Baf_sub1%3DInternal%26amp%3Baf_sub2%3DGlobal_YGrowth%26amp%3Baf_sub3%3DEmailSignature&g=NWVkZjFmZWU2NDY0MzlhNg==&h=NGU0ZWU0MGMwYjhjMzg1ZGJmZmM0YWE2NjEyNzk4ZDkxZjM1ZGZjMTQ5NjYxNjI3ZThhMDg0YjQ5MTNkNWM2Yw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU0ZmE0MzFkYWM1NjFjMjg4N2UyZDVlMDQ0YWQ0ZWFlOnYx


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Continuance for 4712 3rd St
Date: Thursday, April 22, 2021 8:47:59 AM

Commissioners,

Please be advised that 3rd Street is requesting a continuance and will not likely be heard today.
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Feeney, Claire (CPC)" <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 at 12:22 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Richard Sucre <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Subject: Continuance for 4712 3rd St
 
Hi Jonas,

Can you please continue 4712 3rd Street, 2020-003042AHB, from tomorrow to the May 13 Planning
Commission hearing?
 
Best,
Claire
 
Claire Feeney, AICP, Planner II
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7313 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Abad, Robin (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments Relating to Upcoming 4/22 Planning Commission Hearing Relating to "Shared Spaces"

Program/Policy
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 12:51:03 PM
Attachments: SF Planning Commission Hearing Notice and Agenda - SF Shared Space Policy.pdf

SF Planning Executive Summary Shared Spaces Ordinance.pdf
Restaurant-Accessibility-Field-Guide (1).pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Richard Skaff <richardskaff1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 12:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Bohn, Nicole (ADM) <nicole.bohn@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Administrator, City (ADM) <city.administrator@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Comments Relating to Upcoming 4/22 Planning Commission Hearing Relating to
"Shared Spaces" Program/Policy
 
I received your email stating you hadn't received my email.
 
I'm re-sending the email I sent you below my signature block.
 
Please confirm receipt of this email.

Richard Skaff, Executive Director
Designing Accessible Communities
Email: richardskaff1@gmail.com
Cell: 707-755-1681
"Fighting Hate
Teaching Tolerance
Seeking Justice" | The 
Southern Poverty Law Center
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Richard Skaff <richardskaff1@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Apr 19, 2021, 5:48 PM
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
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Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement  
The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants 
of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone  ha ve ne ve r 
ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their tradi ti onal  ter r itory.  As 
guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by a cknow le dging the  
Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples. 
 
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 a gencie s 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 violati on of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724;  fa x ( 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. 
  
Pr ivacy 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 i ts 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be ma de 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these s ubmis si ons. T hi s 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submi t  
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that member s of the  publ i c  ma y 
inspect or copy. 
  
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 Ci vi c Ce nter  or  Van Ne s s 
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 servi ces,  
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 Ar ts Par ki ng 
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  age ndas  or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretar y@sfgov. or g at  l e ast  72 hours  i n 
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 (628) 652-7589, 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  r el ate d 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
S PANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un a par ato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. 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(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
FILIPINO:  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 (628) 652-7589. 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 (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум  за  48  
часов до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine
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Re mote Access to Information and Participation  
 


In a ccordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-pla ce -  a nd t he 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders a nd supplemental directions -  a ggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down a nd reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was a uthorized to resume their hearing schedule t hrough 
the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meet ings wi ll be 
held via videoconferencing and a llow for r emote p ublic comment. T he Commission strongly 
encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, i n a dva nce of t he hea ring t o 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to str ea m 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 187 744 4056 
 
The public comment call-in line number  will a lso be p rovided on t he Depa rtment’s webpa ge 
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 


  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

http://www.sfplanning.org/





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, April 22, 2021 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 4 of 12 
 


ROLL CALL:   
  President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 
   Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner  
 
A. CO NSIDERATION 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. 2019-022661CUA (C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313) 


628 SHOTWELL STREET – west side of Shotwell Street between 20th and 21st Street, Lot 
026 of Assessor’s Block 3611 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use  Authoriz ation 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 and Board of Supervisors File No. 
210157 to allow the change in use of a Residential Care Facility to two dwelling units 
within a RH-3 (Residential-House Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021) 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 20, 2021) 


 
B. CO NSENT 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 


 
2. 2018-007267OFA-02 (J. VIMR: (628) 652-7319) 


865 MARKET STREET – southeast corner of Market Street and Fifth Street, Lot 042 on 
Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 6) – Request for the extension of an O ffice  De ve lopme nt 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322, to authorize up to 49,999 
square feet from Office Development Annual Limit. The proposed extension is for an 
additional two years to the previously approved Office Development Authorization, and 
contemporaneous extension of the building/site permit performance period. The subject 
property is located within a C-3-R (Downtown Retail) Zoning District and the 120-X/160-S 
Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
C. CO MMISSION MATTERS  
 


3. 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). 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007267OFA-02.pdf
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• 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 


 
4. Director’s Announcements 
 
5. 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. 


 
6. 2018-004047CWP-02 (M. LITTLEFIELD: (628) 652-7435) 


HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT, HOUSING BALANCE REPORT, AND UPDATE ON MONITORING 
REPORTS – Informational Pre se ntation – Staff will present the 2020 Housing Inventory, 
which describes San Francisco’s housing production trends on new housing construction, 
demolitions and alterations as well as progress on meeting the City’s regional housing 
needs allocation (RHNA) for different income levels. Findings of the State-mandated 
annual Housing Element Progress Report on how housing production trends advance the 
Housing Element’s policies and goals will also be presented. Housing Balance Report Nos. 
11 and 12, which cover the ten-year period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2020, and 
January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2020, respectively, will also be presented. The 
Housing Balance Report monitors the housing balance between market rate and new 
affordable housing production. An update will also be provided on the estimated 
completion of various monitoring reports.  
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
7. 2019-016230CWP (K. HADDADAN: (628) 652-7436) 


HOUSING ELEMENT 2022 UPDATE – Informational Pre se ntation – The Planning 
Department is launching the Phase II of outreach and engagement for the Housing 
Element of the General Plan. This update is San Francisco's first housing plan, centered in 
racial and social equity. The update is due late 2022 and will include policies and programs 
that express the city’s collective vision and values for the future of housing in San 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-004047CWP-02.pdf
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Francisco. This plan will identify priorities for decision makers, guide resource allocation for 
housing programs and services, and define how and where the city should create new 
homes for San Franciscans, or those who want to call this city home. This plan will need to 
accommodate the creation of 82,000 units by 2031, a target set by State and Regional 
Agencies that has been tripled compared to the city’s current targets. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
8. 2021-003010PRJ (R. ABAD: (628) 652-7456) 


TRANSITIONING THE SHARED SPACES TO A PERMANENT CITY PROGRAM – Informational 
Pre se ntation – The Shared Spaces Program has been a critical part of the City’s crisis 
response strategy to sustain the locally owned small business sector in San Francisco. In 
addition to stabilizing neighborhood commercial corridors, merchants, and jobs, the 
Program has contributed positively to walkability, social and psychological wellbeing 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to widespread success throughout the City’s 
neighborhoods, on Friday, March 12, Mayor Breed announced legislation to transition 
Shared Spaces from an emergency response into a permanent program through and after 
the pandemic. The legislation was officially introduced on Tuesday, March 16. The 
permanent version of the program will carry forward the streamlined permit process; 
encourage arts and culture; and better balance commercial activities with public space and 
transportation demands of the recovering economy.  
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
9. 2021-002933PCA (S. NICKOLOPOULOS: (628) 652-7442) 


SIMPLIFY RESTRICTIONS ON SMALL BUSINESSES [BOARD FILE NO. 210285] – Adoption of 
Planning Code  Ame ndme nts to 1) delete separate definitions of “Cat Boarding,” “Gym,” 
“Trade Shop,” and “Services, Instructional”; 2) allow permitted conditional uses to continue 
after three years of abandonment; 3) allow the continuation of longstanding places of 
entertainment without requiring a permit; 4) allow outdoor activity areas on rooftops; 5) 
temporarily require a conditional use authorization for uses replacing Nighttime 
Entertainment uses; 6) allow accessory Catering uses in Restaurants; 7) allow accessory 
dwelling units on the ground floor in Neighborhood Commercial, Chinatown Business, 
and Chinatown Visitor districts; 8) allow temporary outdoor entertainment, arts and 
recreation activities; 9) delete certain conditional use finding requirements for nighttime 
entertainment use; 10) delete conditional use findings related to formula retail 
concentrations in certain districts; 11) require expedited permit processing for commercial 
uses on the ground floor; 12) shorten the time for the Historic Preservation Commission to 
request review of Minor Alteration Permits and Certificates Of Appropriateness, affirming 
the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 


 
10. 2019-006114PRJ (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 


300 5TH STREET – southwest corner of Folsom and 5th Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 
3753 (District 6) – An Informational Hearing on the new construction of a 160’ tall, 16-story 
residential building (measuring 112,219 gross square feet) with 130 dwelling units, 108 
Class One bicycle parking spaces, and zero off-street auto parking spaces. The Project is 
requesting approval through the ministerial review process provided under the Central 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-003010PRJ.pdf
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SOMA Housing Sustainability District (Planning Code Section 343). The site is located 
within a MUR (Mixed Use Residential) Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District 
(SUD), SOMA Youth and Family SUD, and 85-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
11. 2013.0614ENX-02 (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 


600 SOUTH VAN NESS – southeast corner of South Van Ness Avenue at 17th Street; Lots 
139-168 of Assessor’s Block 3575 (District 9) – Request for Large  Proje ct Authoriz ation, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 329 and 843, for a Project which requests to amend 
Condition of Approval Numbers 22-27 of Planning Commission Motion No. 19378 to 
authorize the recently-constructed five-story, 27-unit residential project to comply with 
the inclusionary housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415 through the payment 
of an in-lieu fee rather than by providing four on-site Below Market Rate units. The Project 
Site is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 58-X Height and Bulk 
District. On April 9, 2015 the originally approved project received a Community Plan 
Evaluation and was deemed exempt from CEQA (case number 2013.0614ENV). The 
proposed project change does not result in a physical change to the environment and the 
original exemption applies.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 1, 2021) 


 
12. 2020-003042AHB (C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313) 


4712-4720 3RD STREET – west side of Third Street between Newcomb and Oakdale 
Avenues, Lot 035 of Assessor’s Block 5311 (District 10) – Request for a HOME-SF Project 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3, 328, and 737 to allow 
modifications from the rear yard requirement of Planning Code Section 134 and construct 
a four-story, 40-foot tall residential building (measuring 18,348 gross square feet (GSF)) 
with 21 dwelling units and a ground floor commercial space (measuring approximately 
760 square feet (SF), within the Bayview Neighborhood Commercial District Zoning 
District, Third Street Special 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021) 


 
13. 2020-010729CUA (V. PAGE: (628) 652-7396) 


1215 29TH AVENUE – west side of 29th Avenue between Lincoln Way and Irving Street, Lot 
002 of Assessor’s Block 1721 (District 4) – Request for Conditional Use  Authoriz ation, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to remove two Unauthorized Dwelling 
Units from the ground floor of an existing three-story, single-family residence. The two 
Unauthorized Dwelling Units have a path to legalization under the Planning Code and are 
currently subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.  Both Unauthorized 
Dwelling Units are currently occupied by tenants.  The Project was filed in response to the 
Board of Appeals’ Notice of Decision and Order for Appeal No. 20-027 (Planning 
Enforcement Case No. 2018-008429ENF). The Project Site is located within a RH-1(D) 
(Residential, House, One Family, Detached) 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: Disapprove 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2013.0614ENX-02c1.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-003042AHB.pdf

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/?o=1

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/?o=1
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14. 2020-009148CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 
353 DIVISADERO STREET – southwest corner of Divisadero and Oak Streets; Lot 001 in 
Assessor’s Block 1218 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 759, for a change of use from Restaurant to 
Cannabis Retail within the existing 1,300 square foot commercial space on the ground 
floor of the existing three-story mixed-use building. The Project does not propose an on-
site smoking or vaporizing room. The site is located within the Divisadero Street NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
15. 2020-006525DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


1990 LOMBARD STREET – at Webster and Magnolia Streets; Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 
0493 (District 2) – Request for Discre tionary Re vie w of Building Permit Application no. 
2018.0327.4744 to convert  the two upper floors of an existing office and commercial 
building to residential use (to a total of six units), including a new roof deck and stair 
penthouse to an existing three-story building within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, 
Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 4, 2021) 


 
16. 2020-002333DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


2814 CLAY STREET – between Scott and Divisadero Streets; Lot  013 in Assessor’s Block 
1002 (District 2) – Request for Discre tionary Re vie w of Building Permit Application no. 
2020.0203.3400 to construct a two-story horizontal rear addition to the existing two-unit, 
three-story over-basement building 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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 25, 2021) 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-009148CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-006525DRP.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-002333DRPc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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He aring Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the  cal enda r  yea r 
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 t i me r e mai ns.   


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  T he  se cond l oude r 
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, archite cts , 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written reque st  
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  pe ri od not  to excee d thr ee  (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for  a  pe r iod not  to e xce ed thr ee  ( 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 exce ed thr ee  


(3) minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may othe rwi se  


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  opene d 


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 i s a dopte d. 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, e ngi nee rs , 


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 , e ngi neer s,  


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not  
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may othe rwi se  


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. 
 
He aring Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, mate ri al s m ust  be  
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submiss ion pa ckage s mus t be  
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy m us t be  
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a  he ar ing 
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 fa shi on 
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: Pl anni ng Com mis si on,  49 
South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, 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 Pl anni ng Commi ssi on 
hearing. 
 


Ca se Type Ca se Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Uni t  
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 d ays o f 
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 issua nce o f t he d ec isi on 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Superviso rs i f t he pro jec t 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An a ppeal  of a n 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For m ore  
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  Boar d of 
S upervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of S e cti ons 
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 Housi ng 
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  i nfor mati on a bout  
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 publ i c  he ar ing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CE QA 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. Admini stra ti ve  Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in suppor t 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 prepar e d 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court  chal l enge , a  
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in wri tte n corr es pondence 
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. 
 
Pr otest 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  fe e  
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  e xact ion a s 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Le tter  wi l l 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Pr oposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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S a n Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be requi r ed by the  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to regis te r a nd r epor t  
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. 
 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/ethics
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Executive Summary 
Shared spaces ordinance 


 


HEARING DATE: April 22, 2021  


Project Name:   Shared Spaces 


Case Number:   2021-003010PRJ [Board File No. 210284] 


Initiated by:  Mayor London Breed / Introduced March 16, 2021 


Staff Contact:   Robin Abad Ocubillo, Citywide Planning  


  Robin.Abad@sfgov.org, 628-652-7456 


Reviewed by:  Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 


  Aaron.Starr@sfgov.org, 628-652-7456 


Recommendation: None proposed – Informational Hearing Only  


 


Background 


The Shared Spaces Program has been a critical part of the City’s crisis response strategy to sustain the locally-


owned small business sector in San Francisco.  In addition to stabilizing neighborhood commercial corridors, 


merchants, and jobs, the Program has contributed positively to walkability, social and psychological wellbeing 


during the COVID-19 pandemic.  Due to widespread success throughout the City’s neighborhoods, on Friday, 


March 12, Mayor Breed announced legislation to transition Shared Spaces from an emergency response into a 


permanent program through and after the pandemic.  The legislation was officially introduced on Tuesday, 


March 16.   


 


The permanent version of the program will carry forward the streamlined permit process; encourage arts & 


culture; and better balance commercial activities with public space and transportation demands of the 


recovering economy.  Revised design and operating regulations won’t go into effect for pre-existing operators 


until January 1, 2022; giving pre-existing operators time to apply for the new permit and make any essential 


changes. Once the legislation goes into effect, any new operators will need to apply under the new 


program.  Fees for all operators, both pre-existing and new, will be deferred until June 2022. 


 


This legislation was developed in coordination with multiple City agencies and stakeholders, including Planning, 


SFMTA, Public Works, the Fire Department, the Police Department, the Entertainment Commission, the Mayor’s 
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Office on Disability, the Economic Recovery Task Force, the Board of Supervisors, Commercial Business Districts, 


Merchant Associations, Small Business Commission, the Planning Commission, and public space and mobility 


advocates. 


 


Policy Goals and Outcomes 


1. Simplify the City’s toolbox by consolidating the permit process, streamlining it for permittees and 


creating a single, one-stop permit portal.  


 


2. Prioritize equity and inclusion by prioritizing City resources for communities most impacted by historical 


disparities with funding, materials and grants. Ensure that the needs of the disabled community are 


accommodated. 


 


3. Phase the implementation of the program with economic conditions so that businesses have time to 


adapt to the new permit process.    


 


4. Encourage arts, culture and entertainment activities by carrying forward the Just Add Music (JAM) permit 


and allow for arts and culture activities to be the primary use of the space, not just secondary.  


 


5. Balance the needs of the curb by ensuring our Transit First and Vision Zero policies remain priorities, 


balance Shared Spaces occupancies with loading, short-term parking, micromobility needs, and other 


curbside functions; and encourage sharing of Shared Spaces amongst merchants on the same block.   


 


6. Maintain public access by ensuring every Shared Space provides public access when not in commercial 


use and providing a seating opportunity during daytime hours, including business, operating hours.  


 


7. Efficient Permit Review and Approvals with a clearly defined 30-day approvals timetable, aligning with 


Prop H requirements.  This also allows for better design quality and therefore safety. 


 


8. Clear Public Input Procedures will encourage collaboration between neighbors and merchants. 


 


9. Coordinated Enforcement by a single agency with a ‘Single Bill of Health,’ which is easy for operators to 


understand and comply with. 


 


Commission Action 


No City Planning Commission action is triggered as the Shared Ordinance does not propose amendments to the 


Planning Code. 


 


Attachments: 


Exhibit A: Presentation Slides 


Exhibit B: Board of Supervisors File No. 210284 



https://sf.gov/information/make-your-shared-space-accessible
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Topics


1. Context & Snapshot of Shared Spaces Program Today


2. Policy Goals and Legislative Actions


3. Transitioning to a Codified Program


4. Questions & Discussion
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Where are Shared Spaces?
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ON-PARCEL


‘OPEN LOTS’


SIDEWALKCURBSIDE LANE


‘PARKLETS’


ROADWAY


‘SHARED STREETS’
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How are Shared Spaces used?


Personal Services Outdoor Dining Entertainment


Curbside Pickup Outdoor Retail Distanced  Queuing
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Economic Context


Source: Yelp Local Economic Impact Report, September 2020


Where are 
the Most 
Businesses 
Closed?


Geographic areas 
with the largest 
number of 
business 
closures since 
March 1
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Responding to Economic Context


Source: Yelp Local Economic Impact Report, September 2020


Business 
Closures 
Continue to 
Increase 
Nationally


Number of 
businesses 
marked closed on 
Yelp that were 
open March 1
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July August September October November December January February March Apr


2020 2021


Timeline of Program Evolution


03/15/20
Governor closes all bars, nightclubs, 
wineries, and brewpubs


03/17/20 – 05/03/20
Shelter in Place Order takes effect in SF 
and five other bay area counties


03/19/20
Statewide shelter in place order goes into 
effect 


08/31/20
California’s Color-Coded System 
Initiated. SF in the Red Tier


09/07/20
Personal Services Allowed 
Outdoors


12/06/20 - 01/25/21
activities suspended in Bay Area 
counties under State’s Regional 
Stay-At-Home Order


04/17/20
Six bay area counties mandate face 
coverings


04/24/20
Economic Recovery Task Force 
created by Mayor Breed and BOS 
President Yee


04/28/20
Governor creates 4-stage ‘Resilience 
Roadmap’ for lifting restrictions


05/18/20
California enters ‘Resilience 
Roadmap’ Stage 2


05/26/20
California enters ‘Resilience 
Roadmap’ Stage 3


06/12/20
San Francisco resumes outdoor 
dining


2009
San Francisco Parklet Program kicks off


02/25/20
San Francisco declares state of public 
health emergency


03/04/20
State of California declares state of 
public health emergency


10/19/20
Economic Recovery Task Force and Mayor Breed. 
calls for making Shared Spaces permanent


10/06/20
BOS Passes 
Resolution supporting 
Shared Spaces 


09/25/20
Launch: 


Just-Add-Music 
(J.A.M.) Permit


03/09/21
BOS Passes Urging Resolution 


supporting Shared Spaces


03/16/21
Mayor Breed Introduces 
Shared Spaces Ordinance at 
the Board of Supervisors


07/28/20
Launch: 


Shared Spaces
on Parcels


08/26/20
Launch: 


Shared Spaces in 
Roadway 


‘Open Streets’


07/01/20
Launch: 


Shared Spaces 
Sidewalks 


& Curbside


CITY & REGIONAL CONTEXT


SHARED SPACES PROGRAM


07/13/20
Small Business Commission 
Passes Resolution supporting 
Shared Spaces


COUNTY RISK LEVEL


Mayor’s Office engagement with 
stakeholders to develop legislation
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SF.gov/Shared-Spaces-Tracker
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sf.gov/Shared-Spaces-Tracker


3,062 Total
Applications Received
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Under 
Review


7%


Approved


68%


Ineligible/Withdrawn


/Closed 25%


Just-Add-Music
Applications


Shared Spaces Program Statistics


SF.gov/Shared-Spaces-Tracker


222 Total
Applications Received


“Lilac Lot” activation by Calle 24
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What are the benefits?


• A Shared Space Permit has a positive benefit
for struggling small businesses.


• A sample of over 100 restaurants with an 
active permit for the entire first quarter of the 
program (July to September 2020) generated 
an additional $82k in taxable sales, 
compared to other comparable restaurants 
without Shared Spaces.  The second quarter 
of the program had hundreds more active 
permits, salvaging even more in taxable sales.


• Shared Spaces permits are a benefit in all 
neighborhoods, even those commercial 
districts that were doing less well than others 
before the pandemic.
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Who are Shared Spaces Small Businesses?


50% 


WOMEN-OWNED


33% 


IMMIGRANT-OWNED


37% 


‘MINORITY-OWNED’
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8%
Strongly 
Disagree 


or N/A


8%
Disagree


34%
Agree


50%
Strongly Agree


"The Shared Spaces Program enabled me 
to reopen under public health directives..."


What do Shared Spaces operators want for the future? 


sf.gov/Shared-Spaces-Impact







Shared Spaces  |  Informational Presentation  |  City Planning Commission  |  04/22/2021


Internal Draft  updated 4/14/2021


What do Shared Spaces operators want for the future? 


SF.gov/Shared-Spaces-Impact


6%
Strongly 
Disagree 


or N/A


14%
Disagree


39%
Agree


41%
Strongly Agree


"The Shared Spaces Program is enabling me 
to avoid permanent closure..."
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No, I would not operate 
a Shared Space after 


the pandemic


20%


Yes, seasonally


12%


Yes, year-round


68%


"I would operate a Shared Space if permits are 
extended…”


What do Shared Spaces operators want for the future? 


SF.gov/Shared-Spaces-Impact
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What do Shared Spaces operators want for the future? 


SF.gov/Shared-Spaces-Impact


Agree


18%


Strongly Agree


76%


Strongly Disagree


4%


Disagree


2%


"I would operate an outdoor Shared Space even if 
I am allowed to operate indoors."
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1. 
Simplify the 
City’s Toolbox


2. 
Prioritize Equity 
& Inclusion


3. 
Phase Implementation 
with Economic  
Conditions


4. 
Encourage Arts, 
Culture, & 
Entertainment 


5. 
Balance Curbside 
Functions


6. 
Maintain 
Public Access


7. 
Efficient Permit 
Review & Approval


8. 
Clear Public 
Input Procedures


9.
Coordinated 
Enforcement 


Shared Spaces Ordinance: Policy Goals
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1. Simplify the City’s Toolbox


Consolidate similar pre-covid permit types
into Shared Spaces, rather than creating whole 
new provisions alongside pre-existing ones.


Maximize efficiency for permittees and 
administering departments by aligning  
approvals timetables, public notice 
requirements, appeals procedures, and 
enforcement triggers across typologies and 
jurisdictions.
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2. Prioritize Equity & Inclusion


Ensure needs of disabled persons are 
accommodated.


Prioritize City resources for those 
neighborhoods and communities most 
impacted by historical disparities.


Prioritize locations of most vulnerable 
populations for the City’s project management, 
funding, and materials.


Provide grants for materials, technical 
assistance, and community ambassadors.
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3.  Phase Implementation with Economic Conditions


Economic recovery will be a long 
process, exceeding the state of 
public health emergency and 
spanning multiple future fiscal 
years.


Code Requirements and fees for 
Shared Spaces should be 
implemented in phases that are 
calibrated to stages of 
economic improvement.
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3.  Phase Implementation with Economic Conditions


Fees
Collected


Dec. 31, 
2021


No Fees Assessed 
(Free Permits)


July 1,
2021


Spring 
2021TODAY


June 30, 
2022


Fees Assessed,
but collection deferred


Fix any code issues
Apply for new permit


New Ordinance Provisions
In Effect


Relaxed Emergency Provisions 
In Effect
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4.  Encourage Arts, Culture & Entertainment Activities


Carry forward the features of the Just Add 
Music (JAM) Permit.


Once a Shared Space permit has been granted, 
authorizing occupancy by the project sponsor 
on that land, allow for the project sponsor to 
provide recurring entertainment, arts & 
culture activities.


Allow for arts & culture activities to be primary; 
not just accessory to dining or other 
commerce.
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5.1 Balance Curbside Functions


Balance Shared Spaces occupancies with 
loading, mircomobility, short-term car parking, 
and other needs on the block and corridor.


Encourage sharing and turnover of Shared 
Spaces locations amongst merchants on the 
block.


Transit First and Vision Zero Policies remain 
priorities.


image: Santiago Mejia







Shared Spaces  |  Informational Presentation  |  City Planning Commission  |  04/22/2021


Internal Draft  updated 4/14/2021


6.  Maintain Public Access


Shared Spaces, as occupancies of public 
space and the public realm, should provide 
for some public access:


• During daylight hours while not being used 
for commercial purposes


• At least one seating opportunity – such as a 
bench – during business hours


• A graduated fee schedule will correspond to 
types of use.


image: Samuel Heller
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6.  Public Access: Proposed Curbside Use Types & Fees


1 Public 
Parklet 2 Movable Commercial 


Parklet 3 Commercial 
Parklet


Like most  Shared 
Spaces today


Like pre-COVID 
parklets
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6.  Public Access: Proposed Curbside Use Types & Fees


2 Movable Commercial 
Parklet
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TIER TYPE
PUBLIC 
ACCESS


COMMERCIAL
ACTIVITY


DAILY
OCCUPANCY


CONSTRUCTION


1 Public 
Parklet


Entire facility
during daylight hours 


through 10pm
None 24 hours


Fixed
Structure


2
Movable
Commercial 
Parklet


At least one bench
during hours of commercial 


operation


During hours 
of operation


During hours of 
Operation


Movable 
Fixtures


3 Commercial 
Parklet


At least one bench during 
hours of commercial 


operation, 0therwise entire 
facility during daylight hours 


through 10pm


During hours 
of operation


24 hours
Fixed


Structure


6.  Public Access: Proposed Curbside Use Types & Fees


Like pre-COVID 
parklets


Like most  Shared 
Spaces today
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6.  Public Access: Proposed Curbside Use Types & Fees


TIER TYPE
OCCUPANCY FEES* ENTERTAINMENT FEES


First Annual Annual Renewal First Annual Annual Renewal


1 Public 
Parklet


$1,000 $250 $100 $507 $200


2
Movable
Commercial 
Parklet


$3,000 $1,000 $1,500 $507 $200


3 Commercial 
Parklet


$6,000 $1,500 $3,000 $507 $200


First 
Parking Space


Each Additional
Parking Space


Per 
Parking Space


Per Site
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6.  Public Access: Proposed Curbside Use Types & Fees


All Application Fees are collected 
by a single agency – the one that 
Issues the final permit.  Funds are 
then distributed to other agency / 
agencies as appropriate.


Ongoing annual renewal fee 
collection integrated into the 
Unified License Fee
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7.  Efficient Permit Review & Approvals


Create a single, one-stop permit intake portal for the 
applicant. The intake system will then route necessary 
information to the pertinent agencies for their reviews 
and approvals.


A 30-day approvals timetable would allow for vastly 
better quality control up front, and also accommodate 
provisions for public noticing when required.
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Submit
Application


Lydia Chávez, Mission Local


Check With
Neighbors


Receive
Approval


Deploy &
Operate


Receive 
Signage


72 hours


Self-
Certify


7.1 Permit Review & Approvals Timetable


DURING COVID
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Submit
Application


Lydia Chávez, Mission Local


7-day
Posting


Check With
Neighbors


Receive
Approval


Deploy &
Operate


Receive 
Signage


30 days


Public
Hearing


7.1 Permit Review & Approvals Timetable


IN THE FUTURE
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7.2 Permit Issuance and Administration


Articulate clear sequence of review and/or 
approvals for other agencies. 


The permit will be issued by the one city 
department whose jurisdiction is associated 
with the proposed Shared Spaces location.
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7.2 Permit Issuance and Administration: In the Future


Principal Reviewer
& Coordinator


Other 
Reviewers


Issuance, 
Administration & Fee 


Collection


Coordinate 
Enforcement & 


Compliance


Sidewalk


Curbside ‘Parklets’


Roadway
‘Travel Lanes’


On Parcel


Entertainment


* Including ADA, FIR, and PUC design standards
** If triggered by certain thresholds


Public Works


Public Works *
MTA


Planning
Public Works


Fire Dept


Planning
MTAMTAMTA


Planning


Entertainment Com. Entertainment Commission


Public Works *


Police**


Planning**
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8.1 Clear Public Input Procedures: Neighbor Consent 


Shared Spaces strongly encourages 
cooperation between neighbors 
to help ensure the public realm in 
our commercial districts is being 
leveraged in a balanced and 
sustainable manner.
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8.1 Clear Public Input Procedures: Neighbor Consent 


When one merchant wishes to occupy a 
neighbor’s frontage with a Shared Space, 
written consent from that neighbor is 
required. Either:


• the groundfloor tenant, or 


• in the absence of a groundfloor tenant, the 
property manager or owner


This requirement still applies if your neighbor 
changes their mind, or a new tenant is 
established in the neighboring groundfloor
space.  
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9. Coordinated Enforcement


Sidewalk
Curbside
‘Parklets’


Roadway
‘Travel Lanes’


On Parcel Entertainment


LEAD AGENCY


SUPPORTING AGENCIES


SF Public Works SFMTA SF Planning SF Police Department


SF Fire Department SF Mayor’s Office
on Disability







Questions?
THANK YOU!


Robin Abad Ocubillo
Shared Spaces Program Director


Twitter.com/SharedSpacesSF


Instagram.com/SharedSpacessf


Facebook.com/SharedSpacesSF/


SF.gov/Shared-Spaces


SharedSpaces@sfgov.org
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[Administrative, Public Works, and Transportation Codes - Shared Spaces]  


 
 


Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to rename and modify the Places for 


People program as the Shared Spaces Program, and to clarify the roles and 


responsibilities of various departments regarding activation and use of City property 


and the public right-of-way, streamline the application process, specify minimum 


programmatic requirements such as public access, temporarily waive permit 


application fees, and provide for the conversion of existing Parklet and Shared Spaces 


permittees to the new program requirements; amending the Public Works Code to 


create a Curbside Shared Spaces permit fee, provide for public notice and comment on 


permit applications, provide for hearings for occupancy of longer-term street closures, 


and supplement enforcement actions by Public Works; and amending the 


Transportation Code to authorize the Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and 


Transportation (ISCOTT) to issue permits for the temporary occupancy of the Traffic 


Lane for purposes of issuing permits for Roadway Shared Spaces as part of the Shared 


Spaces Program, subject to delegation of authority by the Municipal Transportation 


Agency Board of Directors to temporarily close the Traffic Lane, and adding the 


Planning Department as a member of ISCOTT; and also amending the Transportation 


Code to prohibit parking in a zone on any street, alley, or portion of a street or alley, 


that is subject to a posted parking prohibition except for the purpose of loading or 


unloading passengers or freight; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 


and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and affirming the 


Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act. 


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


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


 


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


 


Section 1. Findings. 


(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 


ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 


Code Sections 21000 et seq.).  Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 


Supervisors in File No. _____ and is incorporated herein by reference.  The Board affirms this 


determination.   


(b) On ________, the Planning Department determined that the actions 


contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City’s General Plan and 


eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.  The Board adopts this determination 


as its own.  A copy of said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 


File No. _____, and is incorporated herein by reference. 


(c) On February 25, 2020, the Mayor issued a Proclamation (the “Proclamation”) 


declaring a local emergency to exist in connection with the imminent spread within the City of 


a novel (new) coronavirus (“COVID-19”).  On March 3, 2020, the Board of Supervisors 


concurred in the Proclamation and in the actions taken by the Mayor to meet the emergency. 


(d) On March 4, 2020, Governor Gavin Newsom proclaimed a state of emergency 


to exist within the State due to the threat posed by COVID-19.  


(e) On March 6, 2020, the City’s Health Officer declared a local health emergency, 


and the Board of Supervisors concurred in that declaration on March 10, 2020.  Since that 


time, the City’s Health Officer had issued various health orders, including a Stay-Safer-At-


Home order, requiring most people to remain in their homes subject to certain exceptions 
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including obtaining essential goods such as food and necessary supplies, and requiring the 


closure of non-essential businesses.  The Health Officer has amended the Stay-Safer-At-


Home Order to modify the interventions needed to limit the transmission of COVID-19.   


(f) As amended from time to time, the Stay-Safer-At-Home order allowed 


restaurants and retail businesses to conduct their operations outside, where the risk of 


transmission of COVID-19 is generally lower.   


(g) Due to the density of San Francisco, many restaurants and businesses do not 


have significant amounts of outdoor space as part of their premises.  Thus, for many San 


Francisco restaurants and businesses to receive the economic boost that often accompanies 


outdoor operations, it is necessary to operate outdoors beyond their premises.   


(h) On June 9, 2020, the Mayor issued the 18th Supplement to the Proclamation 


declaring a local emergency to create a temporary program (known as “Shared Spaces”) for 


retail businesses and restaurants to occupy the public sidewalk and parking lane fronting their 


premises for retail businesses to display and sell goods and merchandise and offer services 


and for restaurants to place tables and chairs to offer outdoor dining, subject to certain 


conditions.  The 18th Supplement found that authorizing the use of more outdoor spaces like 


sidewalks, parking lanes, and other City property would allow restaurants and retail to spread 


out their wares and services to safely comply with the physical distancing requirements in the 


Health Officer’s orders and directives.  The 18th Supplement also found that temporarily 


allowing restaurants and retail businesses to use more outdoor spaces and take greater 


advantage of the reopening authorizations while waiving City fees associated with such uses 


would ease the economic burden on these businesses and allow some employees to return to 


work, thus promoting the housing and health stability of these workers.   


(i) The Mayor issued several subsequent Supplements to the Proclamation in order 


to expand opportunities for businesses to conduct operations in additional types of outdoor 
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places.  On July 28, 2020 the Mayor issued the 23rd Supplement, which allowed for Shared 


Spaces in outdoor areas of privately-owned parcels such as open lots, rear yards and 


courtyards.  On August 26, 2020, the Mayor issued the 26th Supplement, which allowed for 


recurring temporary street closures.  On September 25, 2020 the Mayor issued the 27th 


Supplement, which allowed for entertainment, arts and culture activities to take places as 


accessory to commercial activities as permitted by public health directives. 


(j) The Shared Spaces Program adapts many proven, successful techniques for 


safely activating the public realm in a community-focused manner. Pre-existing precedents 


include the Parklet and Plaza Programs authorized in the Public Works Code, and 


Administrative Code Chapter 94, respectively; and Play Streets and Neighborhood Block 


Parties. Pre-existing commercial permits such as sidewalk merchandising and sidewalk tables 


& chairs were also streamlined for Shared Spaces.  These programs have closed portions of 


the street to vehicular traffic while increasing the livability and safety of the streets for 


pedestrian and economic benefit.  


(k) The Shared Spaces Program has impacted a diverse set of small-business 


owners.  Of respondents to a survey administered to Shared Spaces applicants (“Survey”), 


over 50% were women-owned enterprises, 33% were immigrant-owned small businesses, 


and 33% identified as ‘minority owned’. 


(l) Locally-owned business perceive the Shared Spaces Program as imperative to 


their survival during and beyond the pandemic.  84% of respondents to the Survey said that 


the Shared Spaces Program has allowed them to reopen under public health directives, and 


another of 80% of respondents said the Shared Spaces Program has allowed them to avoid 


permanent closure.  94% of respondents said they would operate an outdoor Shared Space (if 


permitted to do so) even if they are allowed to operate indoors.   







 
 


Mayor Breed; Supervisors Mandelman, Safai, Stefani, Haney  


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


(m) On Tuesday, July 13, 2020, the Small Business Commission issued a resolution 


to Mayor Breed, the Board of Supervisors, and City Departments that expressed its support of 


the Shared Spaces Program and posed a list of recommendations to aid in the expansion of 


the Program, with a particular emphasis on the need to ensure equity participation in the 


program. 


(n) The Board of Supervisors has twice formally expressed its support of the Shared 


Spaces Program.  On Tuesday, October 6, 2020, the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution 


No. 495-20, in support of Shared Spaces.  On Tuesday, March 9, 2021, the Board of 


Supervisors passed Resolution No. 105-21, urging that the Shared Spaces Program be made 


permanent. 


(o) In addition to its positive economic impact on small businesses, their owners, 


employees, and owner and employee families, the Shared Spaces Program delivers multiple 


other benefits to neighborhoods and to the City, including general civic, social, and 


psychological wellbeing, and increased pedestrian access in areas typically used for vehicular 


traffic.   


Section 2.  Chapter 94A of the Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising 


Sections 94A.1, 94A.2, 94A.3, and 94A.4; deleting existing Section 94A.5; renumbering 


existing Sections 94A.6, 94A.7, 94A.8, 94A.9, 94A.10, and 94A.11 as Sections 94A.5, 94A.6, 


94A.7, 94A.8, 94A.9, and 94A.10 respectively, and revising those renumbered Sections; and 


adding new Section 94A.11, to read as follows: 


CHAPTER 94A: THE SAN FRANCISCO PLACES FOR PEOPLE SHARED SPACES 


PROGRAM 


SEC. 94A.1.  THE PLACES FOR PEOPLE SHARED SPACES PROGRAM; ESTABLISHMENT 


AND PURPOSE; CORE AGENCY JURISDICTION. 
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(a)  Establishment and Purpose. There is hereby created a San Francisco Places for 


People Shared Spaces Program (“Program” or “Places for People Program”). A People Place 


Shared Space, defined in Section 94A.2, is intended to be a temporary space on City-owned 


property, and in some cases also on nearby privately-owned open spaces, where the public 


can gather and participate in various commercial or non-commercial offerings and events. 


Under the Program, a public or private entity may obtain City approval to create a People Place 


Shared Space by occupying the location with reversible physical treatments or improvements 


and/or activating the location with programming.  


This Chapter 94A sets forth a streamlined process by which the Planning Department, 


Department of Public Works, Municipal Transportation Agency, Department Real Estate 


Division, Fire Department, and Entertainment Commission (collectively, defined in Section 


94A.2 as the “Core City Agencies”), and their successor agencies or departments, if any, will 


coordinate the review and approval of a request to occupy and activate such spaces and 


issue a permit to authorize the use.   


(b)  Core City Agency Jurisdiction Retained. Each Core City Agency shall retain its 


full authority under the City Charter and applicable Codes to authorize the use, and impose 


conditions on the “People Place Shared Space Permit,” as defined in Section 94A.2, and enforce 


the Agency’s requirements. In particular, this Article1 Chapter 94A is not intended to (1) to be 


an alternative to the process in the Transportation Code for review and approval of street closures 


and activities on public streets unrelated to the Places for People Shared Spaces Program by the 


Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation (“ISCOTT”) or Municipal 


Transportation Agency Board of Directors (“SFMTA Board of Directors”), contained in Article 6 of 


the Transportation Code or (2) to preclude the Director of Public Works from exercising the 


authority to regulate activities on the public right-of-way under sections of the Public Works 


Code that are unrelated to the Places for People Shared Spaces Program.  Consistent with the 
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definition of a Shared Spaces Permit in Section 94A.2, permits shall be issued by the designated Core 


City Agency.   


The procedures by which the Department of Public Works and Municipal Transportation 


Agency will review and approve a permit issued pursuant to this Chapter 94A are set forth in Section 


793et seq. of the Public Works Code (for Public Works) and Division II of the Transportation Code (for 


MTA). The Department of Real Estate procedures are set forth in Section 94A.8 of this Chapter. The 


Entertainment Commission’s jurisdiction over “Limited Live Performance Locales” is set forth in 


Section 1060 of the Police Code. 


SEC. 94A.2.  DEFINITIONS. 


For purposes of this Chapter 94A, the following definitions shall apply: 


“City” is the City and County of San Francisco. 


“City Lot Shared Space” is a Shared Space occurring on property owned by the City under the 


administration of the Real Estate Division pursuant to Section 94A.7. 


“Core City Agencies” are the City departments and agencies participating in the Places 


for People Shared Spaces Program: the Planning Department (“Planning”), Department of Public 


Works (“Public Works”), Municipal Transportation Agency (“MTA”), Department of Real Estate 


Division (“Real Estate”), Fire Department, and Entertainment Commission. 


“Curbside Shared Space” is a Shared Space occurring in a portion of the curbside lane of a 


City street.  Curbside Shared Spaces include structures previously permitted by Public Works as a 


Parklet, or a Shared Space during the COVID-19 pandemic.  For purposes of the Shared Spaces 


Program, a Curbside Shared Space is further defined to include the following types:  


(a) “Fixed Commercial Parklet” is a fixed encroachment placed in the curbside lane 


that is used principally for commercial activity during specified business hours.  During daylight hours 


when the Curbside Shared Space is not being activated for commercial use, it is open to the public.  


Pursuant to Section 94A.6, when the Fixed Commercial Parklet is being activated for commercial use, 
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the Steward must provide public seating, including but not limited to a public bench, which is 


accessible to persons who are not patrons of the business.   


(b) “Movable Commercial Parklet” is the use of the curbside lane principally for 


commercial activity during specified business hours, where all structures and furniture are removed 


from the right-of-way outside of the specified business hours.  During daylight hours when the 


Moveable Commercial Parklet is not being activated for commercial use, it is open to the public. 


Pursuant to Section 94A.6, when the Moveable Commercial Parklet is being activated for commercial 


use, the Steward must provide public seating, including but not limited to a public bench, which is 


accessible to persons who are not patrons of the business. 


(c) “Public Parklet” is the use of the curbside lane that is fully accessible to the public 


during daylight hours and is at no time used for commercial activities. 


“Director” is the Director of the relevant department or their designee. 


“Fixed Commercial Parklet.”  See definition of Curbside Shared Space. 


“Integrated Shared Space” is a Shared Space with activities occurring on a combination of 


locations that are Shared Space Categories in close proximity to one another and operated by the same 


Steward. 


“Longer-Term Closure” has the same meaning as the term is defined in Section 101 of 


Division II of the Transportation Code. 


“Movable Commercial Parklet.”  See definition of Curbside Shared Space. 


“Public Parklet.”  See definition of Curbside Shared Space.  


“Roadway Shared Space” is a Shared Space with activities occurring in or on the Traffic Lane, 


and includes street closures previously approved as part of the Shared Spaces program during the 


COVID-19 pandemic. 


“People Place Shared Space” is a publicly-accessible location approved under the Places 


for People Shared Spaces Program and located (a) on City-owned property under the 
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administration of the Real Estate Division, (b) on the sidewalk, and/or (c) in the curbside lane or 


on all or any portion of the roadway between curbs, and/or (d) on private property, where the 


public can gather and participate in commercial or non-commercial offerings and events. Such 


offerings and events may include, but are not limited to: retail, cultural events, arts activities, 


and entertainment; food and drink; and general recreation. A People Place Shared Space is 


managed, fully or partially, by a Steward under a People Place Shared Space Permit issued 


under the Program and may involve the temporary and reversible installation and 


maintenance of physical treatments, improvements, or elements. 


“People Place Shared Space Categories” are constitute the following types of Shared Spaces, 


as defined in this Section 94A.2: (a) “City Lot People Place Shared Space,” which has activities 


occurring on property owned by the City; (b) “ Curbside People Place Shared Space,” Integrated 


Shared Space, which has activities occurring in a portion of the curbside lane of a roadway(c) 


“Roadway People Place Shared Space,” and which has activities occurring in or on any portion of 


the roadway, except for activities occurring only in the curbside lane; (d) “Sidewalk People Place 


Shared Space.,” which has activities occurring on a portion of sidewalk; and (e) “Integrated People 


Place.,” which is a single project with activities occurring on a combination of locations that are 


People Place Categories in close proximity to one another and operated by the same Steward. 


“People Place Shared Spaces Permit” is a permit issued under the Places for People Shared 


Spaces Program through its Core City Agencies that allows a Steward to create a People Place 


Shared Space by temporarily occupying and activating the location for a specified period of 


time.  Shared Spaces permits shall be issued by the Core City Agencies, as follows:  


 (a)  Real Estate shall review and issue permits for City Lot Shared Spaces pursuant to 


the procedures set forth in Section 94A.7 of this Chapter. 


 (b)  Public Works shall review and issue permits for Curbside Shared Spaces and 


Sidewalk Shared Spaces pursuant to the procedures set forth in Sections 793 et seq. of the Public 
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Works Code, provided that the Director of Transportation has approved closure of the curbside lane 


pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 204 of Division II of the Transportation Code. 


 (c)  Where the Roadway Shared Space proposal would result in a Temporary Closure, 


ISCOTT shall review and issue permits pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 6.16 of Division 


I of the Transportation Code.  For Roadway Shared Space permits where the proposal would result in 


a Longer-Term Closure, the SFMTA Board of Directors shall evaluate the suitability of closing the 


street pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 206 of Division II of the Transportation Code, and 


MTA shall review and issue the Roadway Shared Space permit. 


 (d)  The Entertainment Commission shall review and issue permits pursuant to its 


jurisdiction as set forth in Article 15.1of the Police Code. 


 “People Place Proposal” is a proposed concept for a People Place project submitted to the 


Places for People Program by a prospective Steward prior to the submittal of an application for a 


People Place Permit, for the purpose of initial evaluation and determination of suitability for further 


development by the Core City Agencies. 


“Shared Spaces Program” or “Program” is the San Francisco Shared Spaces Program 


established and described in this Chapter 94A. 


  “Sidewalk Shared Space” is a Shared Space with activities occurring on a portion of 


sidewalk, but does not include permits for tables and chairs in the sidewalk pursuant to Public Works 


Code Article 5.2. 


“Steward” is, for a City Lot People Place Shared Space, (a) any person or educational, 


recreational, or social agency, (b) any bona fide fraternal, charitable, religious, benevolent, or 


other nonprofit organization which is exempt from taxation under the Internal Revenue Code 


as a bona fide fraternal, charitable, religious, benevolent, or nonprofit organization, or (c) a 


public agency with programs based in San Francisco. For Curbside Shared Spaces,  People 


Places, Roadway People Places Shared Spaces, and Sidewalk People Places Shared Spaces, a 
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“Steward” may be any person or entity and is not restricted to the organizations and entities 


described above. 


“Temporary Closure” has the same meaning as the term is defined in Section 101 of Division II 


of the Transportation Code. 


SEC. 94A.3.  PLACES FOR PEOPLE SHARED SPACES PROGRAM FUNCTIONS. 


To achieve the purpose of the Places for People Program, the Core City Agencies shall 


perform the functions set forth below consistent with each Agency’s authority under the 


Charter and other applicable City law. The specific roles of each participating Core City 


Agency for each People Place Shared Space Category are set forth in Section 94A.4. 


(a)  Coordinate principles and practices in People Places Shared Spaces designated under 


the Places for People Program with other public agencies operating similar public realm 


initiatives and projects in the City. 


(b)  Be responsible for development and administration of Program implementation, 


policies, and strategies. 


(c)  Sustain strategic partnerships with stakeholders of People Places Shared Spaces, 


including community organizations, nonprofit organizations, and businesses, in supporting 


and enhancing the Program People Places Citywide. 


(d)  Endeavor to keep barriers to participation in the Program as low as possible, 


including but not limited to keeping administrative and permit fees modest. 


(e)  Explore efforts to cross-subsidize approved People Places Shared Spaces by 


leveraging the revenue generated in People Places Shared Spaces that exceeds the cost of 


managing and operating the People Place Shared Space and directing a portion of the excess 


funds to support other People Places Shared Spaces that have a demonstrated funding need. 
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(f)  Seek Stewards for People Places Shared Spaces through a Steward identification 


process that utilizes existing City partnership efforts where possible and builds strong 


relationships with Stewards. 


(g)  Network communication and coordinate efforts of the various Stewards within the 


Places for People Program. 


(h)  Identify opportunities to streamline permitting for active uses of People Places Shared 


Spaces so that barriers to event permitting are eliminated or minimized. 


(i)  Encourage People Place Stewards to maximize events and activities that are free to 


the public. 


(j)  Collect People Place Shared Space participation data and user feedback, and use 


established criteria to evaluate Steward performance outcomes in various areas, including 


racial equity, transportation, the environment, economic impact, type of activities, and community 


engagement. 


(k)  Support development of long-term maintenance and activity partnerships for People 


Places Shared Spaces. 


(l)  Strive to ensure that People Places Shared Spaces remain available to the public, while 


recognizing that some small number of restricted access events or time-specific commercial use 


of Curbside Shared Spaces by businesses in suitable locations may be helpful in supporting People 


Place Shared Space operations, and assisting in the City’s economic recovery from the COVID-19 


pandemic. 


(m)  Support the City’s goal of continuing to be a national and international leader in 


public realm innovation.  


(n)  Support the City’s values and commitments to Transit First, Vision Zero, Climate Action, 


access for disabled persons, and application of Curb Management Strategy to ensure balanced 


curbside functionality.  
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(o)  Support San Francisco’s economic recovery following the COVID-19 pandemic by creating 


ways for the public to activate public spaces and safely engage in economic activities, like dining and 


retail, outdoors. 


SEC. 94A.4.  INTERAGENCY COORDINATION. 


In coordinating their activities under the Places for People Program, the Core City 


Agencies shall have the responsibilities set forth below. 


(a)  Planning Department; General Coordination of Program Activities. After a 


prospective Steward submits an application for a People Place Shared Space Proposal to the 


Program pursuant to Section 94A.5, Planning will coordinate ensure review and approval of the 


application proposed People Place project. Specifically, Planning will: 


 (1)  Ensure that the application is routed the People Place Proposal to all Core City 


Agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed People Place Shared Space for review an initial 


evaluation of the desirability of the Proposal. 


 (23)   Accept, along with the other Core City Agencies, a proposed People Place into the 


Program if, after completion of the review and evaluation required by Section 94A.5, each Core City 


Agency with jurisdiction over the proposed People Place has determined that the People Place 


Proposal is suitable for further development. 


 (4)   Review an application for a People Place Permit for completion and compliance 


with Program requirements prior to its submittal and, if found complete and in compliance, direct the 


prospective Steward to file the People Place Permit application with the appropriate Core City Agency 


or Agencies pursuant to Section 94A.6. 


 (5)  Collaborate with the appropriate Core City Agency in the review and approval 


of a People Place Shared Space permit. 
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 (36)  At the request of a Core City Agency with jurisdiction over a proposed 


People Place Shared Space, develop with the prospective Steward a Stewardship Agreement 


pursuant to Section 94A.56(de). 


 (47)  Support the monitoring of the Steward’s compliance with any terms and 


conditions in the People Place Shared Space Permit and associated Stewardship Agreement, 


report any noncompliance known to the Planning Department to the applicable Core City 


Agency with jurisdiction for enforcement. 


 (58)  Coordinate Core City Agency outreach to prospective Stewards. 


In performing the coordination role described in subsections (a)(1) - (58), Planning 


shall, if necessary, obtain the recommendations of staff of the other Core City Agencies, 


including, among others: Director of Public Works or his or her designee, the Director of 


Transportation or his or her designee, the Director of the Real Estate Department Division, and/or 


the Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission.   


(b)  Director of Real Estate; City Lot People Places Shared Spaces. The Director of Real 


Estate will administer People Places Shared Spaces that are solely on a City-owned lot, pursuant 


to Section 94A.78. 


(c)  Entertainment Commission; People Places Shared Spaces with Entertainment 


Activities. The Entertainment Commission will review and consider any application for a 


People Place Shared Space Permit that proposes an activity or activities within the jurisdiction of 


the Entertainment Commission, consistent with fitting the description of a Limited Live Performance 


Locale in Police Code, Section 1060(r) but, as applied to a People Place Shared Space, the 


proposed activity or activities may include allows the service of food and beverages for 


consumption on the premises. The Commission may approve an application that satisfies all 


the applicable requirements for creation of a Limited Live Performance Locale and authorize 







 
 


Mayor Breed; Supervisors Mandelman, Safai, Stefani, Haney  


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 15 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


issuance of a People Place Shared Space Permit subject to the requirements stated in Police 


Code Section 1060. 


(d)  Planning, MTA, and Public Works; People Places Shared Spaces in the Public 


Right-of-Way. 


 (1)  Curbside People Places Shared Spaces. 


  (A)  Planning will review the overall concept of the application People Place 


Proposal, approve the Steward’s proposed program of offerings and events that will activate 


the People Place Shared Space space, and participate in the design review of all proposed 


physical treatments or improvements. 


  (B)  MTA will approve or deny the proposed closure of the curbside lane 


pursuant to Section 204 of Division II of the Transportation Code, including permit terms and 


conditions as established by the Director of Transportation, and participate, as applicable, in design 


review of all physical treatments or improvements proposed by a Steward, and, at the MTA’s 


discretion, implement any approved (i) restriping of travel and parking lanes, (ii) ground 


surface treatments to delineate right-of-ways temporarily converted for the project, (iii) 


placement of upright bollards and other traffic control devices, and (iv) other reversible site 


improvements not included within subsection (d)(1)(C) below that are needed for the project. 


MTA will carry out its role pursuant to the process set forth in Division II of the Transportation Code, 


including making the determination of any necessary street closure and circulation changes. 


  (C)  Public Works will, pursuant to the process set forth in Sections 793 et 


seq. of the Public Works Code, (i) participate in the design review and approval of physical 


treatments or improvements proposed by a Steward, (ii) participate in the review and approval 


of the Steward’s proposed program of events intended to activate the People Place Shared 


Space space, (iii) consult with additional City agencies such as the Public Utilities Commission and the 


Fire Department regarding the design and construction of any proposed structure, (iv) review and 
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approve the Stewardship Agreement, and (iv) provide approval for the People Place Shared 


Space Permit along with the other Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed 


People Place Shared Space, and (vi) issue the Curbside Shared Space permit. The Director of Public 


Works, consistent with Sections 793 et seq. of the Public Works Code, may issue regulations setting 


forth standard design and operating requirements for any Curbside Shared Space. In addition, Public 


Works, in its sole discretion, may install reversible site improvements (planters, furnishings, 


etc.) associated with the project. 


  (D)  The Core City Agencies shall review the proposed Curbside Shared Space 


for potential conflicts with future City projects, such as streetscape initiatives (including streetscape 


redesigns, paving projects, transit improvements), on-going maintenance needs, and planned 


improvements.  A Steward’s rights to occupy the Curbside Shared Space shall be conditioned upon the 


obligation to remove or modify the Curbside Shared Space at any time, as necessary for any City 


project or maintenance work, which necessity shall be determined solely by the City Agency that issued 


the Shared Space Permit.  The Steward shall be obligated to remove or modify the Curbside Shared 


Space at the Steward’s cost and return the right-of-way to a condition that the Director of Public 


Works deems appropriate.  If the proposed Curbside Shared Space would conflict with a future City 


project or necessary maintenance work, Public Works may inform the Steward of any potential 


disruption from the conflict, but the failure to do so shall not give rise to any rights to occupy, or 


otherwise not remove or modify the Steward’s occupancy of, the Curbside Shared Space. 


 (2)  Roadway People Places Shared Spaces. 


  (A)  Planning will review the overall concept of the application People Place 


Proposal, approve the Steward’s proposed program of offerings and events that will activate 


the People Place space Shared Space, and participate in the design review of all proposed 


physical treatments or improvements. Planning will also coordinate the collection of baseline 


pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular data at the relevant location(s) (i) pre-occupancy, that is, before 







 
 


Mayor Breed; Supervisors Mandelman, Safai, Stefani, Haney  


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 17 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


project implementation, (ii) during short-term temporary street closures, and (iii) post-occupancy, that 


is, for at least six months after project implementation, or a longer time period if warranted. Planning 


staff, inclusive of Environmental Planning, will consult with MTA staff as necessary on collection 


methodology. 


           (B)  MTA will carry out its role in evaluating the application People Place 


Proposal pursuant to the process set forth in Division II of the Transportation Code, including making 


the determination of any necessary street closure and circulation changes. In its discretion, the 


MTA may consider The MTA is urged to consider the following requirements in developing the Division 


II procedures: 


              (i)  Conduct the circulation analysis necessary for evaluating a 


temporary street closure and circulation changes (including full or partial width of street; full-time or 


part-time, over hours and days of the week). 


              (ii)  Review and analyze, or oversee a contract for professional services 


to review and analyze, transit and vehicular circulation data from (i) baseline pre-occupancy and/or 


(ii) occupancy of short-term temporary trial(s), and issue a technical memorandum or “Preliminary 


Circulation Assessment,” including MTA’s conclusion as to approval of the proposed temporary street 


closure. 


              (iii)   Develop procedures for participation in design review of physical 


treatments or improvements proposed by a Steward. 


              (iv)   Review, consider, and authorize (when all requirements have been 


satisfied) any changes to pedestrian and vehicular circulation associated with the People Place project. 


              (v)   I implementing any approved restriping of travel and parking 


lanes, ground surface treatments to delineate right-of-ways temporarily converted for the 


project, placement of upright bollards and other traffic control devices, and other reversible 


site improvements that are needed for the project. 
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              (vi)   Review and analyze, or oversee a contract for professional services 


to review and analyze, the pre-occupancy and post-occupancy transit and vehicular circulation data 


for projects that have been implemented. 


  (C)   If the MTA approves a temporary street closure  


(i)  Where the portion of the public-right-of-way to be used for the 


Roadway Shared Space is proposed to be closed as a Temporary Closure, ISCOTT will, pursuant to 


the process set forth in Section 6.16 of Division I II of the Transportation Code, Public Works 


will, pursuant to the process set forth in Section 793 et seq. of the Public Works Code,:  


  (i)a.  participate in the design review and approval of 


physical treatments or improvements proposed by a Steward,;  


  (ii)b. participate in the review and approval of the Steward’s 


proposed program of events intended to activate the People Place space Shared Space,;  


  (iii)c.  review and approve the Stewardship Agreement,; and 


     (iv)d.  provide approval for the People Place Shared Space 


Permit along with the other Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed People 


Place Shared Space; 


 


  (v)e.  review and approve any necessary street closure and 


circulation changes; and  


  f. issue the Roadway Shared Space permit.  


   (ii)  Where the portion of the right-of-way proposed to be used for the 


Roadway Shared Space is proposed to be closed as a Longer-Term Closure, the SFMTA Board of 


Directors shall review and approve any necessary street closure and circulation changes pursuant to 


the process set forth in Division II of the Transportation Code.  Following any decision to close the 


street by the SFMTA Board of Directors, MTA staff will: 
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    (i)a.  participate in the design review and approval of physical 


treatments or improvements proposed by a Steward;  


    (ii)b.  participate in the review and approval of the Steward’s 


proposed program of events intended to activate the Shared Space;  


    (iii)c.  review and approve the Stewardship Agreement;,  


    (iv)d.  provide approval for the Shared Space Permit along with 


the other Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed Shared Space; and  


    (v) e. issue the Roadway Shared Space permit.  


  (C)  For all Roadway Shared Space permit applications, Public Works will (i) 


participate in the design review and approval of physical treatments or improvements proposed by a 


Steward, (ii) participate in the review and approval of the Steward’s proposed program of events 


intended to activate the Shared Space, (iii) review and approve the Stewardship Agreement, and (iv) 


provide approval for the Shared Space Permit along with the other Core City Agencies with 


jurisdiction over the proposed Shared Space.  In addition, Public Works, in its sole discretion, may 


install reversible site improvements (planters, furnishings, etc.) associated with the project. 


 (3)  Sidewalk People Places Shared Spaces. 


  (A)  Planning will review the overall concept of the application People Place 


Proposal, approve the Steward’s planned program of offerings and events that will activate the 


People Place Shared Space space, and participate in the design review of all proposed physical 


treatments or improvements. 


  (B)  Public Works will, pursuant to the process set forth in Sections 793 et 


seq. of the Public Works Code, (i) participate in the design review and approval of physical 


treatments or improvements proposed by a Steward, (ii) participate in the review and approval 


of the Steward’s proposed program of events intended to activate the People Place Shared 


Space space, (iii) review and approve the Stewardship Agreement, and (iv) provide approval for 
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the People Place Shared Space Permit along with the other Core City Agencies with jurisdiction 


over the proposed People Place Shared Space, and (v) issue the Sidewalk Shared Space permit. In 


addition, Public Works, in its sole discretion, may install reversible site improvements 


(planters, furnishings, etc.) associated with the project. 


(e)  Integrated People Places Shared Spaces. Where a single application proposal involves 


activities occurring in more than one People Place Shared Space category, each Core City 


Agency shall: 


 (1)  Participate in design review and proposal development for the People Place 


Shared Space project with respect to those proposed elements that are within such Agency’s 


jurisdiction as is specified in this Section 94A.4 for review of the individual People Place Shared 


Space Categories; provided, however, that the Director of one of the participating Core City 


Agencies may authorize another participating Core City Agency to review the application 


People Place Proposal and one or more of the design elements on its behalf. 


       (2)  Implement the pertinent elements as specified in this Section 94A.4 for 


review of the individual People Place Shared Space Categories. 


SEC. 94A.5.  PEOPLE PLACE PROPOSAL. 


(a)   Initiation of the Process. A prospective Steward may submit a concept Proposal for a 


People Place project to the Places for People Program. To be considered, the proposal must include 


the following components: 


 (1)   Documentation of community outreach and support. 


       (2)   Documentary proof that all fronting property owners have been notified by the 


prospective Steward of the intent to submit a People Place Proposal. If the prospective Steward is not 


the fronting ground-floor tenant, then documentary proof of notification to the fronting ground-floor 


tenant(s) is also required. 


       (3)   A list and frequency schedule for routine maintenance tasks. 
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       (4)   A prospective activities calendar describing the frequency and types of free public 


programming. 


       (5)   The number of restricted access events, if any, that will be held annually. In no 


event may the number of restricted access events allowed exceed eight single-day events per year. 


Scheduling of any approved restricted access events shall not be concentrated during a particular time 


or times a year but be spread throughout the calendar year. Consistent with Section 94A.7(b)(2 Ppublic 


access to the People Place shall not be restricted except for restricted access events approved by the 


Places for People Program.   


       (6)   Photographs of existing conditions on the site. 


       (7)   A conceptual site plan depicting how the space will be configured, including the 


introduction and placement of any temporary physical elements. 


           (A)   City Lot People Places. If the space will be configured to accommodate 


different types of programs, the Proposal must include a series of site plans depicting proposed 


configurations. 


           (B)   Curbside People Places. If the Steward is proposing multiple Curbside 


People Places that will be operated together under the same exact terms and time(s) of a single 


Curbside People Place Permit, the proposal must include a series of site plans depicting the proposed 


extent of each installation. 


           (C)   Integrated People Places. If the space will be configured to accommodate 


different types of programs, the Proposal must include a series of site plans depicting proposed 


configurations. 


           (D)   Roadway People Places. If the space will be configured to accommodate 


different types of programs, the Proposal must include a series of site plans depicting proposed 


configurations. 
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           (E)   Sidewalk People Places. If the Steward is proposing multiple Sidewalk 


People Places that will be operated together under the same exact terms and time(s) of a single 


Sidewalk People Place Permit, the proposal should include a series of site plans depicting the proposed 


extent of each installation. 


(b)   Initial Review and Evaluation of the Proposal. After submittal, the People Place Proposal 


will be reviewed by Planning for completeness and compliance with Program requirements. If the 


People Place Proposal is determined to be complete and in compliance with Program requirements, 


Planning will route the Proposal to all Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed People 


Place for an initial evaluation of the desirability of the Proposal. If approved by all the required Core 


City Agencies, the Proposal will be accepted into the Program and further developed by the Core City 


Agencies as appropriate. 


(a)   Public Funds; Solicitation and Evaluation of Proposals. 


(1 )  If public funds are being offered for a portion of the implementation or operation of a 


People Place or Places, the People for Places Program shall issue an invitation for prospective 


Stewards to submit a competitive People Place Proposal for the project. The Program may solicit 


Proposals (A) on an ongoing basis (year-round), or (B) for set intervals on a recurring cycle (for 


example, for two weeks at the end of each quarter), or (C) for a set interval on a one-time basis 


depending on the People Place Category or other appropriate factors. 


(2 )  All Proposals that are submitted in compliance with the requirements and within the 


submission deadline shall be evaluated by Planning and the Core City Agency or Agencies with 


jurisdiction over the People Place Category. After completion of the evaluation, Planning and the Core 


City Agency or Agencies may in their discretion determine that none of the Proposals submitted are 


acceptable. 


SEC. 94A.65.  PEOPLE PLACE SHARED SPACE PERMIT – APPLICATION, ISSUANCE, 


MODIFICATION, AND REVOCATION; STEWARDSHIP AGREEMENT. 
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(a)  Submission of Permit General Application Requirements. A prospective Steward may 


submit an application for a Shared Spaces Permit consistent with the requirements of this Section 


94A.5. After Planning has reviewed the application for completeness and compliance with Program 


requirements, Planning will circulate the application to the Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over 


the proposed Shared Space.  Each proposed Shared Space application must include the following 


components: 


 (1)  A narrative description of the proposed Shared Space, including the planned 


activation of the space. 


 (2)  Documentation of community outreach and support. 


 (3)  For all Sidewalk Shared Space and Curbside Shared Space permits, documentation 


showing that all fronting property owners have been notified by the prospective Steward of the intent to 


submit an application for a Shared Space. If the prospective Steward is not the fronting ground-floor 


tenant of the proposed area to be used as a Sidewalk Shared Space or Curbside Shared Space, then 


documentary proof of consent from the fronting ground-floor tenant(s) is also required.  In cases where 


there is no ground-floor tenant fronting the proposed areas to be used as a Shared Space, documentary 


proof of consent from the fronting property owner is required. 


 (4)  A list and frequency schedule for routine maintenance tasks. 


 (5)  For Roadway Shared Spaces, a prospective activities calendar describing the 


frequency and types of free public programming, if applicable. 


 (6)  A description of any limitations on public use, including:   


  (A)  The number of restricted access events, if any, that will be held annually.  In 


no event may the number of restricted access events allowed exceed eight single-day events per year.  


Scheduling of any approved restricted access events shall not be concentrated during a particular time 


or times a year but be spread throughout the calendar year.  







 
 


Mayor Breed; Supervisors Mandelman, Safai, Stefani, Haney  


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 24 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


  (B)  If the Steward intends to use a Curbside Shared Space for the exclusive 


benefit of a business, a description of the proposed hours of use, and proposed activities.  In no event 


may the exclusive use of the Curbside Shared Space exceed the hours of operation of the associated 


business or businesses.  


 (7)  Photographs of existing conditions on the site. 


 (8)  A site plan depicting how the space will be configured, including the introduction 


and placement of any temporary physical elements, and the placement of nearby ground fixtures.  The 


site plan shall also include at-grade roadway markings such as color curbs, lane striping, parking stall 


marking, and at-grade utility access panels, storm drains, manhole covers, and other utility access 


points.  Additional site plan considerations may be articulated in regulations issued by the appropriate 


City Departments.  


(b)  Permit Application Requirements for Specific Types of Shared Spaces.  In addition 


to the general permit requirements set forth in subsection (a), Tthe following additional permit 


application requirements for specific People Place Shared Space Categories shall apply are set 


forth as follows: 


 (1)  for City Lot People Places Shared Spaces, in Section 94A.78 of this Chapter 


94A; 


 (2)  for Sidewalk People Places Shared Spaces, in Public Works Code Sections 793 


et seq.; 


 (3)  for Curbside People Places Shared Spaces, in Public Works Code Sections 793 


et seq. for permit issuance, and Section 204 of Division II of the Transportation Code for roadway 


closure.; and 


 (4)  for Roadway People Places Shared Spaces, in Public Works Code Section 793 et 


seq. and Section 6.16 of Division I II of the Transportation Code for permit issuance and roadway 


closure. 
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(c)  People Place Shared Space Permit – Issuance; Conditions of Approval; Limited 


Duration. 


 (1)  Issuance. Issuance of a People Place Ppermit authorizes the Steward to 


create a People Place Shared Space by occupying the location with reversible physical 


treatments or improvements and/or activating the location with programming. For the Core 


City Agencies, a People Place Shared Space Permit shall incorporate the requirements of and 


substitute for a permit that would otherwise be required under other sections of the Municipal 


Code. Copies of approved and issued People Place Permits for People Places on City-Owned Lots 


shall be maintained by Real Estate. Copies of approved and issued People Place Permits for People 


Places in the public right-of-way shall be maintained by Public Works.   


 (2)  Conditions of Approval; Liability Insurance and Indemnity Provisions. 


The People Place Shared Space Permit sets forth the permit terms, conditions of approval, 


operational requirements, and duration of the permit, People Place and is approved by all the 


Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space. In addition to any 


conditions that a Core City Agency is authorized to impose on a People Place Shared Space 


Permit pursuant to the provisions of this Chapter 94A, a participating Core City Agency with 


jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space shall impose any condition that it would have 


been required to impose on a permit separately issued under the Code that regulates its 


activities; provided, however, that Public Works, with the approval of the City’s Risk Manager, 


is authorized to modify standard liability insurance and indemnification requirements for 


Sidewalk Shared Space projects and Curbside People Place Shared Space projects. For People Place 


Shared Space projects developed in whole or in part, or installed in whole or in part, by a City 


Agency, the Core City Agency that issues the permit Public Works, with the approval of the City’s 


Risk Manager, may limit the Steward’s required liability insurance and indemnification 


requirements to the non-physical aspects of the People Place Shared Space. 
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  (3)   Limited Duration. A People Place Shared Space Permit is intended to be 


temporary and has a limited duration. The standard term for a Curbside People Place Shared 


Space Permit a Roadway People Place, or a Sidewalk People Place Shared Space Permit shall be 


for no longer than one two years, after which it may be renewed or extended upon review and 


approval by the Core City Agencies with jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space. Any 


closure of a curbside lane for a Curbside Shared Space must follow the requirements of Section 204 of 


Division II of the Transportation Code.  The maximum initial term for a Roadway Shared Space shall 


be two years, after which it may be renewed or extended upon review and approval by the Core City 


Agencies with jurisdiction over the Shared Space, subject to any necessary street closure by the SFMTA 


Board of Directors.  The standard term of a City Lot People Place Shared Space Permit shall be 


no longer than five years, which may be extended by the Director of Real Estate pursuant to 


the provisions of Section 94A.78(d). 


(d)  Permit Cover Sheet. The approval of the People Place Permit shall be memorialized by a 


Permit Cover Sheet that is attached to the Permit. The Permit Cover Sheet must be signed by a person 


designated by the Director of each Core City Agency with jurisdiction over the proposed People Place. 


A Core City Agency with jurisdiction over the proposed People Place may, at its own discretion, 


request that a person designated by the Director of another Core City Agency involved in the review of 


the People Place Permit also sign the Permit Cover Sheet. 


(e)  Stewardship Agreement. At the request of a Core City Agency with jurisdiction 


over the People Place Shared Space Category, the Program and Steward will shall jointly 


develop a People Place Stewardship Agreement for approval by all the Core City Agencies with 


jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space. The Stewardship Agreement will impose 


conditions and operational requirements on the People Place Shared Space that are in addition 


to those set forth in the People Place Shared Space Permit. A copy of the Stewardship 


Agreement, approved by the applicable Core City Agencies, shall be attached to the People 
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Place Shared Space Permit, and its provisions shall be considered permit requirements 


equivalent to those set forth in the People Place Shared Space Permit and enforceable pursuant 


to Section 94A.910.   


(ef)  Coordination of Additional Permits Required from Other City Agencies. 


Certain activities may require additional permits or approvals from another City agency, board, 


commission, or department that is not a Core City Agency. In such cases, the Core City 


Agencies shall coordinate regarding all other permits or approvals that may be necessary for 


or related to activities at the People Place Shared Space. In no event shall a Shared Space Permit be 


issued prior to the Fire Department, Department of Building Inspection, or any other City agency 


completing all required approvals or inspections. If additional permits or approvals are required from 


other City agencies, boards, commissions, or departments, they may be granted by the signature of an 


authorized representative of the entity on the Permit Cover Sheet described in subsection (d) above. 


(fg)  Coordination of Additional Permits Required from Other Governmental 


Authorities. Certain activities in the public right-of-way may require additional review and 


approvals from Federal or State authorities, or other County agencies, boards, commissions, 


or departments. In such cases, the Core City Agencies shall coordinate, to the extent feasible, 


regarding all other review or approvals that may be necessary for or related to the activities at 


the People Place Shared Space. 


(gh)  Modification of a People Place Shared Space Permit; Withdrawal of Approval. 


 (1)  Permit Modification. People Place Shared Space Permits on public space are 


revocable at will. Therefore, each Core City Agency that has approved issuance of a People 


Place Shared Space Permit may at any time modify those portions of the Permit that are within 


its jurisdiction, including any conditions. If a Core City Agency makes a determination to 


modify the People Place Shared Space Permit or any conditions that it has imposed, or to 


impose additional conditions, the Agency shall notify Planning and  the other Core City 
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Agencies with jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space.  Upon notification of a 


modification of the Permit, Planning and any Core City Agency that approved issuance of the 


People Place Shared Space Permit shall determine if other portions of the Permit also need to be 


modified, or if the entire People Place Shared Space Permit needs to be revoked pursuant to 


subsection (hi) below. A new People Place Shared Space Permit is required to be issued if 


Planning and the other participating Core City Agencies determine that the proposed 


modifications are major. Minor modifications to a People Place Shared Space Permit may be 


made without the issuance of a new Permit. The Core City Agency ies that issued with 


jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space Permit will notify the Steward of any permit 


modifications or if revocation of the entire Permit pursuant to subsection (hi) below is required. 


 (2)  Withdrawal of Approval. A Core City Agency may at any time withdraw its 


approval of the People Place Shared Space Permit. If a Core City Agency makes a determination 


to withdraw its approval of the People Place Shared Space Permit, any activities requiring its 


approval shall be severed from the Shared Space Permit.  tThe Agency shall notify Planning and 


the Core City Agencies that approved issuance of the People Place Shared Space Permit of its 


decision to sever from the permit those portions that are within the Agency’s jurisdiction. Upon 


receipt of a notification of severance, Planning and any the other Core City Agencies that 


approved issuance of the Permit shall determine if the severance requires revocation of the 


permit in its entirety pursuant to subsection (hi) below, or whether the permit can be modified 


rather than revoked. If the remaining Core City Agencies determine that the severance does not 


require revocation but requires a major modification of the permit, a new People Place Shared 


Space Permit must be issued.  In the case of a severance, tThe Core City Agency that issued or 


Agencies with jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space Permit will send the Steward written 


notification of the severance and any resulting modification or revocation of the People Place 


Shared Space Permit. 
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(hi)  Permit Revocation. A People Place Shared Space Permit issued pursuant to this 


Chapter 94A may be revoked at any time by the Core City Agencies that approved issuance 


of the Permit or, if revocation is required by a modification or withdrawal of approval by a Core 


City Agency pursuant to subsection (gh)(1) or (gh)(2) above, by the remaining Core City 


Agencies that approved issuance of the Permit. The revocation process may be initiated by: 


  (1)  a request for revocation from one or more of the Core City Agencies that 


approved issuance of the People Place Shared Space Permit; 


 (2)  notification of a permit modification by a Core City Agency pursuant to 


subsection (gh)(1) above; or 


 (3)  notification of withdrawal of approval by a Core City Agency pursuant to 


subsection (gh)(2) above. 


 If the People Place Shared Space Permit is revoked, the Core City Agencyies that 


issued with jurisdiction over the People Place Shared Space Permit shall send the Steward written 


notification of the revocation. 


SEC. 94A.76.  OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS. 


  (a)   Applicability of Requirements. The Operational Requirements set forth in 


subsection (b) below shall apply to all People Places Shared Spaces except as follows: 


  (1)   The applicability of the Operational Requirements to a People Place Shared 


Space within the jurisdiction of the MTA requires the MTA’s approval. 


 (2)   One or more of the Operational Requirements may not be warranted or 


appropriate for a particular People Place Shared Space or event occurring at a People Place 


Shared Space, due to special circumstances. In such situations,:  


  (A)  tThe Director of Real Estate (for a City Lot People Place Shared Space), 


or the Director of Public Works (for a Curbside Shared Space or Sidewalk People Place Shared 


Space on a portion of the public right-of-way within the jurisdiction of Public Works), or the Director 
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of MTA (for a Roadway Shared Space) may grant a non-material exception or other minor 


amendment to the Good Neighbor Policies set forth in subsection (b)(8) or to waive or modify 


one or more of the other Operational Requirements if the Director finds, in his or her the 


Director’s sole discretion, that the Requirement is not warranted or appropriate for a particular 


People Place Shared Space or event and that the public interest would be served by granting the 


waiver or modification or exception.  


   (B)  Additional regulations regarding waivers, modifications, or exceptions for 


a City Lot People Place Shared Spaces may be adopted by the Director of Real Estate pursuant 


to the Director’s authority under Section 94A.78(fg); additional regulations for Curbside Shared 


Spaces or Sidewalk a People Place Shared Spaces on the public right-of-way may be adopted, by the 


Director of Public Works pursuant to the Director’s authority under Section 793.3(a) of the 


Public Works Code; and for Roadway Shared Spaces, by the Director of MTA. 


(b)  Operational Requirements. 


 (1)  Public Accessibility. Unless authorized as a restricted access event or by 


the specific terms of a Curbside Shared Space Permit, all People Places Shared Spaces shall remain 


accessible to the public during daylight hours. Fixed Commercial Parklets and Moveable 


Commercial Parklets shall provide alternate public seating, including but not limited to a public bench, 


which is accessible to persons who are not patrons of the business for any period when the Curbside 


Shared Space is being activated for commercial use by the business.  This alternate public seating shall 


be included in the Curbside Shared Space permit.  The Director of Public Works is authorized to issue 


regulations that are consistent with this section regarding use of a Curbside Shared Space.  In no event 


shall any exclusive uses provided for in this subsection (b)(1) be construed as being inconsistent with 


the limitations on the Steward’s use pursuant to Section 94A.4(d)(1)(D). 


 (2)  Peddling and Vending Merchandise. No person shall bring, or cause to be 


brought, for the purposes of sale or barter, or have for sale, or sell in exchange, or offer for 
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sale or exchange any goods, wares, or merchandise in the People Place Shared Space unless 


the City has issued any required permit or other authorization. Notwithstanding the previous 


sentence, the sale or distribution of newspapers, periodicals, or other printed or otherwise 


expressive material is allowed subject to the applicable requirements of the Public Works 


Code. 


 (3)  Performance of Labor. No person, other than authorized City personnel, 


shall perform any labor on or upon a City Lot People Place Shared Space, including, but not 


limited to, taking up or replacing soil, turf, ground, pavement, structures, trees, shrubs, plants, 


grass, flowers, or similar activities without prior permission from (A) the Director of Real Estate 


for City Lot People Places Shared Spaces, and (B) the Director of Public Works for Sidewalk, 


Curbside, or Roadway People Places Shared Spaces. Such permission shall be specified in the 


People Place Shared Space Permit. 


 (4)  Camping Prohibited. The provisions of Park Code Section 3.12 concerning 


camping shall apply to all People Places Shared Spaces. The Director of Real Estate shall 


administer those provisions for City Lot People Places Shared Spaces, and Public Works shall 


administer them for Sidewalk, Curbside, or Roadway People Places Shared Spaces. 


 (5)  No Unpermitted Structures Allowed. There shall be no stationing or 


erecting of any structure on a People Place Shared Space without prior permission from (A) the 


Director of Real Estate for City Lot People Place sShared Spaces, (B) the Director of Public 


Works for Sidewalk, Curbside, or Roadway People Places Shared Spaces, and/or (C) Director of 


Transportation for any People Place Shared Space within the MTA’s jurisdiction. Such 


permission shall be specified in the People Place Shared Space Permit. 


 (6)  Smoking Prohibited. Pursuant to Article 19I of the Health Code, smoking is 


prohibited on any unenclosed area of property in the City that is under the jurisdiction of any 


City department if the property is a park, square, garden, sport or playing field, pier, or other 
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property used for recreational purposes or as a farmers’ market. Given the use of the subject 


areas as an outdoor public People Place Shared Space, this prohibition on smoking shall apply to 


all People Places Shared Spaces. 


 (7)  Other Restrictions. 


  (A)  No skateboarding, bicycle riding, or pets off leash is allowed without 


prior permission from (i) the Director of Real Estate for City Lot People Places Shared Spaces, or 


(ii) the Director of Public Works for Sidewalk Shared Spaces and Curbside, or Roadway People 


Places Shared Spaces, or (iii) the Director of Transportation for Roadway Shared Spaces. Such 


permission shall be specified in the People Place Shared Space Permit. 


  (B)  No littering, feeding of wildlife, or defacing of public property is 


allowed. 


  (C)  No alcohol may be consumed without prior permission from all 


required City and State authorities, as well as from (i) the Director of Real Estate for City Lot 


People Places, or (ii) the Director of Public Works for Sidewalk, Curbside, or Roadway People Places.  


Such intent must be described in the application so that the Core City Agencies may consider the 


request as part of the application.   


  (D)  General Advertising, as defined in Article 6 of the Planning Code, is 


prohibited. 


 (8)  Good Neighbor Policies. Stewards of all People Place Shared Space 


Categories shall manage the People Place Shared Space in accordance with the following good 


neighbor policies during the times of use set forth in the People Place Shared Space Permit: 


  (A)  The safety and cleanliness of the People Place Shared Space and its 


adjacent area within a 100-foot radius shall be maintained; 


  (B)  Proper and adequate storage and disposal of debris and garbage 


shall be provided; 
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  (C)  Noise and odors, unless otherwise permitted, shall be contained 


within the immediate area of the People Place Shared Space so as not to be a nuisance or 


annoyance to neighbors; 


  (D)  Notices shall be prominently displayed during events that urge 


patrons to leave the People Place Shared Space premises and neighborhood in a quiet, 


peaceful, and orderly fashion and to not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood. Such 


notices shall be removed after each event; and, 


  (E)  The Steward or its employees or volunteers shall walk a 100-foot 


radius from the People Place Shared Space within 30 minutes after programmed events have 


concluded and/or at the conclusion of its hours of operation, and shall pick up and dispose of any 


discarded trash left by patrons. 


 (9)  Additional Operational Requirements. 


  (A)  Because People Places Shared Spaces are intended to be publically 


accessible open spaces, private dining and table service shall not be permitted in Sidewalk 


People Places Shared Spaces, Curbside People Places Shared Spaces, or Roadway People Places 


Shared Spaces, unless expressly authorized in the Shared Space Permit.  Any approved use of a 


Sidewalk, Curbside, or Roadway Shared Space for private dining and table service is limited to the 


normal hours of the business’s operation.in the course of day-to-day operations.  Any business that 


uses a Shared Space exclusively for private dining and table service must provide public seating 


consistent with Section 94A.6(b)(1) during the hours of commercial use. 


  (B)  Regulations or operational requirements required by the MTA pursuant to 


Article 1200, Division II of the Transportation Code shall be imposed as a condition of approval of a 


People Place Permit. 
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 (C)   Additional operational requirements tailored to a People Place Shared Space 


in specific locations, including but not limited to hours of operation, may be imposed as a 


condition of approval of a People Place Shared Space Permit. 


SEC. 94A.87.  SPECIAL PROCESS FOR PEOPLE PLACES SHARED SPACES ON CITY 


LOTS. 


All People Places Shared Spaces that are solely on a City-owned lot shall be administered 


by the Director of Real Estate, who will coordinate with and may request assistance from 


Planning. 


(a)   Proposal Submittal and Review. 


       (1)   A concept Proposal for a City Lot People Place shall be submitted to the People 


Place Program for an initial review and evaluation by the Program coordinators at Planning and Real 


Estate. After an initial review and evaluation, the Program coordinators at Planning and Real Estate 


may recommend the Proposal to the Director of Real Estate for acceptance and administration. 


      (2)   Upon acceptance of the Proposal by the Director of Real Estate and at the Director’s 


request, Program coordinators at Planning and Real Estate shall work with the prospective Steward to 


refine the proposed design, activities program, and management plan for the proposed People Place. 


      (3)   Upon final development of the proposed design, activities program, and management 


plan, the prospective Steward may submit an application for a City Lot People Place Permit to the 


Director of Real Estate. 


(b)  Permit Application and Issuance; Public Notice. A prospective Steward may submit 


an application for a City Lot Shared Space Permit to the Director of Real Estate, and the Program 


coordinators at Planning and Real Estate shall work with the prospective Steward to refine the 


proposed design, activities program, and management plan for the proposed City Lot Shared Space.  


The Director of Real Estate may elect to authorize the People Place Shared Space under the 
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provisions of Chapter 23 of this Code. If the Director elects to authorize the People Place Shared 


Space under the provisions of this Chapter 94A , the Director shall use the following procedure: 


 (1)  An application for a City Lot People Places Shared Spaces Permit shall include 


the following: 


  (A)  Documentation of community outreach and support. 


  (B)  A list of and frequency schedule for routine maintenance tasks. 


  (C)  A prospective activities calendar describing the frequency and types 


of free public programming. 


  (D)  The number of restricted access events, if any, that will be held 


annually. In no event may the number of restricted access events allowed exceed eight 


single-day events per year. Scheduling of any approved restricted access events shall not be 


concentrated during a particular time or times a year but be spread throughout the calendar 


year. Public access to the People Place Shared Space shall not be restricted except for approved 


restricted access events. 


  (E)  Photographs of existing conditions on the site. 


  (F)  A conceptual site plan depicting how the space will be configured, 


including the introduction and placement of any temporary physical elements. If the space will 


be configured to accommodate different types of programs, the application Proposal shall 


include a series of site plans depicting proposed configurations. 


 (2)  Upon submission of an application for a City Lot People Place Shared Space 


Permit, the Director of Real Estate shall post the People Place Shared Space site with a Notice of 


Application for a period of seven 10 calendar days. In addition, the Director shall post the 


Application for seven 10 calendar days on the websites of Real Estate and the Places for People 


Shared Spaces Program. The Director may take such other actions as the Director deems 


advisable to notify the public about the application Proposal. 
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 (3)  If there are entertainment-related activities proposed for the City Lot People 


Place Shared Space that fall within the purview of the Entertainment Commission, the public 


notice may include a notice of public hearing by the Entertainment Commission. 


 (4)  The Director of Real Estate shall accept written public comments on the 


application Proposal for at least seven 10 calendar days after the first day of the posting of 


notice of the application Proposal, and a City Lot People Place Shared Space Permit shall not be 


issued before the end of the written public comment period. 


 (5)  The Director of Real Estate may, in the Director’shis or her discretion, hold a 


public hearing concerning the Proposal and application for a People Place Shared Space Permit. 


If a public hearing is held, notice of the hearing shall be given by posting a Notice of Public 


Hearing at the proposed People Place Shared Space site for at least seven 10 calendar days 


before the hearing. At the Director’s discretion, the public hearing notice may be combined 


with the Notice of Application. 


 (6)  After approval of the Permit application by the Director of Real Estate, and at 


the request of the Director, Planning Real Estate shall issue the City Lot People Place Shared Space 


Permit. 


(bc)  Permit Conditions; Grant of Exceptions. 


 (1)  Conditions. The conditions for operation, use, and maintenance of a City 


Lot People Place Shared Space shall be specified in either a City Lot People Place Shared Space 


Permit or a Lease issued pursuant to Chapter 23 of this Code. These conditions shall include, 


but are not limited to: 


  (A)  design specifications for any temporary physical treatments or 


improvements being introduced at the site; 


  (B)  scope of permissible activities and uses; daily, weekly, and/or 


monthly time periods authorized for such permissible activities and uses; 
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  (C)  the minimum number of programmed events by day, week, month, 


quarter, or year; 


  (D)  the permissible number of annual restricted access events, if any; 


  (E)  the Steward’s liability for and indemnification of the City with respect 


to the People Place Shared Space and the Steward’s required liability insurance, which is 


required for activities on publicly owned space, all as approved by the City Risk Manager or 


any successor agency; 


  (F)  an authorized signage program; 


  (G)  the delineation of maintenance responsibilities between the City and 


the Steward; 


  (H)  the expiration date of the People Place Shared Space Permit; 


  (I)  remedies for violating the permit, including but not limited to 


revocation; and 


  (J)  adherence to the Good Neighbor Policies in Section 94A.67(b)(8). 


 (2)  Exceptions; Public Notice. Upon written request from a Steward, the 


Director of Real Estate may grant a non-material exception or other minor amendment to the 


conditions imposed on a City Lot People Place Shared Space Permit if the Director determines 


that the exception or minor amendment is reasonably within the purposes of the Places for 


People Shared Spaces Program and, in consultation with the City Attorney’s Office, further 


determines that such exception or amendment does not materially increase the City’s costs or 


obligations or materially decrease the benefit the City receives under the Steward’s City Lot 


People Place Shared Space Permit.  Any exceptions or minor amendments of the Permit 


conditions that the Director has grantsed pursuant to this subsection (bc)(2) shall be in writing 


and retained in a file available for public review. In addition, at the Steward’s request, the 


Director’s letter granting the exception(s) and/or minor amendments, and any other written 
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communications relevant to the Director’s determination, shall be posted on the websites of 


Real Estate and the Places for People Shared Spaces Program. 


(cd)  Duration of Permit. Should the Director of Real Estate elect to issue a City Lot 


People Place Shared Space Permit pursuant to this Chapter 94A instead of a Lease under 


Chapter 23 of this Code, the standard term of a City Lot People Place Shared Space Permit shall 


be no longer than five years. However, in special circumstances or in cases where the 


Steward has installed significant improvements as part of the Permit, the Director of Real 


Estate has the discretion to extend the term of the Permit beyond five years. 


(de)  Calendar of Events. In addition to the requirements of Section 94A.78(bc), the 


City Lot People Place Shared Space Permit shall require the Steward to submit a monthly 


calendar of activities and events to the local District Police station, the Director of Real Estate, 


and the Places for People Shared Spaces Program by seven days prior to the start of each 


month. 


(ef)  Grant of Exceptions to Standard Operational Requirements. 


 (1)  Good Neighbor Policies. Upon written request from a Steward, the 


Director of Real Estate may grant a non-material exception or other minor amendment to the 


Good Neighbor Policies in Section 94A.67(d)(8) if the Director finds, in the Director’shis or her 


sole discretion, that one or more aspects of a Good Neighbor Policy are unwarranted or not 


appropriate for a particular City Lot People Place Shared Space or event due to special 


circumstances and that the public interest would be served by granting an exception. 


 (2)  Other Operational Requirements. Upon written request from a Steward, 


the Director of Real Estate is authorized to waive or modify one or more of the other 


Operational Requirements in Section 94A.67 if the Director finds, in his or her the Director’s 


sole discretion, that the Requirement is unwarranted or not appropriate for a particular City Lot 
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People Place Shared Space or event due to special circumstances and that the public interest 


would be served by granting an exception. 


 (3)  Public Record. Any exceptions, minor amendments, or waivers granted by 


the Director pursuant to this subsection (ef) shall be in writing and retained in a file available 


for public review. 


(fg)  Director’s Regulations. The Director of Real Estate may adopt such regulations 


governing City Lot People Places Shared Spaces as he or she the Director deems necessary or 


appropriate for the proper management and use of City Lot People Places Shared Spaces. The 


Director may, in the Director’s his or her discretion, post signage with the Regulations on a City 


Lot People Place Shared Space site. 


 


SEC. 94A.98.  APPEAL OF PERMIT DECISIONS. 


(a)  Right of Appeal. Any person may appeal the decision to grant or deny an 


application for any People Place Shared Space Permit, or to revoke or suspend an existing 


Permit, as follows: 


 (1)  Permits issued by Public Works: Any appeal of a decision by Public Works or 


Planning shall be heard by to the Board of Appeals pursuant to the provisions of Charter Section 


4.106 and Sections 8 et seq. of the Business & Tax Regulations Code.; provided, however, that 


any portion of the People Place Permit that has been approved by the MTA pursuant to its Charter 


authority may be heard and decided by the Board of Appeals only upon authorization by the MTA 


Board of Directors. In the absence of such authorization, those portions of the People Place Permit 


that fall within the MTA’s Charter authority shall be severed from the appeal and heard pursuant to the 


process that applies to appeals of MTA approvals. With respect to an appeal to the Board of 


Appeals, it shall be filed in writing with the Clerk of the Board of Appeals within 15 days of the 


date of issuance, denial, revocation, or suspension of the People Place Shared Space Permit.   
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 (2)  Permits issued by ISCOTT: Any appeal of a decision by ISCOTT shall be subject to 


the requirements of Division I of the Transportation Code. 


 (3)  Permits issued by SFMTA: Any appeal of a decision by SFMTA shall be subject to 


the requirements of Division II of the Transportation Code. 


(b)  Permit Renewal. For purposes of an appeal to the Board of Appeals, the renewal 


of an existing People Place Shared Space Permit is considered to be a new permit and may be 


appealed in accordance with the provisions of subsection (a) above. Pursuant to Section 


8(e)(9)(E)(i)(5) of the Business and Tax Regulations Code, any activities on the site would be 


suspended during the pendency of the appeal; however, the Core City Agency or Agencies 


with jurisdiction over the site may, in their discretion, authorize any authorized physical 


treatments or improvements to the site to remain pending a decision by the Board of Appeals. 


SEC. 94A.109.  ENFORCEMENT OF REQUIREMENTS. 


(a)  Complaints from the Public. The 311 Customer Relationship Management 


System is designated to receive complaints from the public and to maintain an interagency 


complaint log. The 311 System shall route individual public complaints to the department(s) or 


agency(ies) with jurisdiction in order for those departments or agencies to verify complaints 


regarding the People Place Shared Space Program or a particular People Place Shared Space and 


take any necessary enforcement actions. 


(b)  Enforcement of People Place Shared Space Permit Requirements. 


 (1)  Each Core City Agency shall enforce the requirements of the People Place 


Shared Space Permit that are within its jurisdiction.  The Core City Agency that issues the permit 


shall be the primary point of contact for any enforcement action.  Enforcement may be exercised 


either by (A) using the procedures of Section 94A.56 to modify conditions of the issued permit, 


or to withdraw approval of the permit by severance or revocation, or (B) using the 


enforcement provisions of the Code that regulates its activities: the Public Works Code for 
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Public Works; the Transportation Code for the MTA; the Planning Code for private property; and 


the Police Code for the Entertainment Commission. Enforcement by the Director of Real 


Estate is set forth in subsection (b)(2) below. 


 (2)  The Director of Real Estate shall establish administrative procedures and 


methods for verifying, addressing, and responding to any complaints concerning a City Lot 


People Place Shared Space. If the Director receives a verified complaint concerning violations of 


the terms and conditions of a Steward’s City Lot People Place Shared Space Permit, the Director 


may conduct a public hearing on the Steward’s conduct. Based on the information presented 


at the hearing, the Director or his or her designee may revoke, suspend, modify, or condition the 


People Place Shared Space Permit or take any other action the Director deems appropriate 


under the terms of the People Place Shared Space Permit to address the Steward’s conduct. 


If any person occupies a City Lot People Place Shared Space in violation of the applicable 


requirements and regulations, the Director of Real Estate or his or her designee shall order the 


violator to either correct the violation or vacate the People Place Shared Space site. If the 


violation is not corrected as ordered, the violator shall be subject to enforcement pursuant to 


the Police Code. 


SEC. 94A.1110.  FEES. 


(a)  People Place Shared Space Permit Fee. Pursuant to Section 94A.56 (c)(1), a People 


Place Shared Space Permit substitutes for a permit that would otherwise be required by the 


Municipal Code. Notwithstanding any other provision of the Municipal Code including Public Works 


Code Section 2.1.3, any permit fees assessed as part of this Program may be adjusted each year, 


without further action by the Board of Supervisors, only to reflect changes in the relevant Consumer 


Price Index, as determined by the Controller.  Shared Space Permit fees shall be due and payable 


annually by March 31, in accordance with Article 2, Section 76.1 of the Business and Tax Regulations 


Code.  
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 (1)  The fees amounts for a Curbside Shared Space Permits and Sidewalk People Place 


Shared Space Permits in the public right-of-way shall be one-half the fees that Public Works is are 


authorized by Article 2.1 of the Public Works Code to charge for a permit granting permission to 


occupy a portion of the public right-of-way that is equivalent in scope to the People Place Permit. 


These fees shall be paid to Public Works pursuant to Section 793.2(b) of the Public Works Code. Any 


fees collected for Curbside Shared Spaces shall be shared evenly between Public Works and MTA.   


 (2) The fees for Roadway Shared Space Permits shall be authorized by the 


Transportation Code. 


(b)  Other Fees. Nothing in this Section 94A.11 or in Chapter 94A is intended to preclude a 


Core City Agency, or other City department or agency, from charging the fees authorized to be charged 


for any additional permits required or for services performed in implementing the People Place 


Proposal, including but not limited to fees related to time and material costs of ongoing enforcement 


and inspection, provided, however, that due to the public nature of the improvements, no ongoing 


occupancy assessment fee shall be charged. Any other fee charged by a Core City Agency, or other City 


department or agency, in connection with a People Place Permit shall be one-half the fee that the 


agency or department is authorized to charge for such permit. 


(c)  Condition of Approval. Payment of all fees due shall be a condition of any permit, 


license, or other approval to establish and/or operate a People Place Shared Space. 


(c)  Increased Renewal Fees Based On Additional Enforcement Activities.  When there have 


been three or more verified complaints in the prior year regarding the Steward’s compliance with the 


terms of the permit, the Core City Agency that issued the permit is authorized to develop and charge an 


additional fee to any Steward seeking renewal of their permit.  The fee shall be based on the additional 


time and materials spent by City staff in enforcing the terms of the permit. 


SEC. 94A.11.  TRANSITION OF EXISTING SHARED SPACES AND PARKLETS. 


(a)  Conversion of Permits Issued During the COVID-19 Pandemic.   
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 (1)  Any structure permitted as a Shared Space under the terms of the Mayor’s February 


25, 2020 Proclamation Declaring the Existence of a Local Emergency and the 18th Supplement to that 


Proclamation, may continue to occupy the right-of-way pursuant to the terms of the applicable permit 


(each a “pandemic Shared Spaces Permit”) 


 (2)  At any time prior to the expiration of the pandemic Shared Spaces Permit, the 


Shared Spaces permittee may apply to convert their pandemic Shared Spaces Permit into a new Shared 


Spaces Permit as provided herein. Conversion of a pandemic Shared Spaces Permit shall follow the 


process set forth in this Section 94A.11, and any pandemic Shared Spaces Permit that is converted to a 


new Shared Spaces Permit under this Chapter 94A must comply with all of the terms of this Chapter 


94A, including any approvals for the closure of the curbside or roadway. The pandemic Shared Spaces 


permit shall be converted upon the issuance of a new Shared Spaces Permit consistent with the 


requirements of Chapter 94A. In the event of a conflict between this Chapter 94A and the terms of an 


pandemic Shared Spaces Permit, the terms of this Chapter 94A shall prevail.   


 (3)  Upon the expiration of any pandemic Shared Spaces Permit, the permittee shall 


remove all structures and restore the public right-of-way to the Public Works Director’s satisfaction.  


In the event the Mayor’s authorization of the Shared Spaces program expires before the Shared Spaces 


permittee has converted the pandemic Shared Spaces Permit into a new Shared Spaces Permit 


authorized by the terms of this Chapter 94A, if the proposed Steward has submitted a complete 


application for a new Shared Spaces Permit prior to the expiration of the Mayor’s emergency 


authorization of the Shared Spaces program, the Steward shall be permitted to continue occupying the 


potential Shared Space pending a final determination by the Core City Agencies on the proposed 


conversion of the pandemic Shared Spaces Permit into a new Shared Spaces Permit authorized by the 


terms of this Chapter 94A, provided that the Steward diligently pursues such determination.  If the 


Shared Spaces permit is not so converted, then the permittee shall remove all structures and restore the 


public right-of-way to the Public Works Director’s satisfaction. 
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(b)  Conversion of Permits Issued Under the Parklets Program.   


 (1)  Any curbside structure currently permitted by Public Works pursuant to Public 


Works Director’s Order No. 183392 and Public Works Code section 810B or Public Works Code 


section 793 may continue to occupy the right-of-way pursuant to the terms of the applicable permit, 


provided, however, that upon the expiration of the Parklet Permit, Public Works shall not approve any 


extensions of the permit.  


 (2)  At any time prior to the expiration of the Parklet Permit, the Parklet permittee may 


apply to convert their Parklet Permit into a Curbside Shared Spaces Permit authorized by the terms of 


this Chapter 94A. Conversion of a Parklet Permit into a Curbside Shared Space Permit shall follow the 


process set forth in this Section 94A.11, and any Parklet Permit that is converted to a Curbside Shared 


Space Permit must comply with all of the terms of this Chapter 94A, including any approvals for the 


closure of the curbside.  The Parklet Permit shall be converted upon the issuance of a Shared Space 


Permit.  In the event of a conflict between this Chapter 94A and the terms of an existing permit issued 


pursuant to the Mayor’s February 25, 2020 Proclamation Declaring the Existence of a Local 


Emergency, the terms of this Chapter 94A shall prevail over any aspect of the Parklet program.   


 (3)  In the event the Parklet permit expires before the permittee has converted the 


Parklet Permit into a Curbside Shared Space Permit authorized by the terms of this Chapter 94A, if the 


proposed Steward has submitted a complete application for a Shared Space Permit prior to the 


expiration of the Parklet Permit, the Steward shall be permitted to continue occupying the potential 


Shared Space pending a final determination by the Core City Agencies on the proposed conversion of 


the permit, provided that the permittee diligently pursues such determination.  If the Parklet Permit is 


not converted into a Shared Space Permit authorized by the terms of this Chapter 94A, then the Parklet 


permittee shall remove all structures and restore the public right-of-way to the Public Works Director’s 


satisfaction. 
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(c)  Temporary Fee Waiver and Deferral.  In order to encourage economic activities to be 


conducted in a safe manner during and after the COVID-19 pandemic, notwithstanding the fees set 


forth in Section 94A.10, assessment of Shared Space Permit and license fees are waived through June 


30, 2021.  Fees shall be assessed starting July 1, 2021, but collection of the Shared Spaces fees shall be 


deferred until June 30, 2022. 


(d)  Expiration of Section.  Unless reenacted, this Section 94A.11 shall expire by operation of 


law on January 1, 2023.  Upon the expiration of this Section, the City Attorney shall cause this Section 


to be removed from the Administrative Code. 


 


Section 3.  Articles 2.1 and 15 of the Public Works Code are hereby amended by 


revising Sections 2.1.1, 2.1.3, 793, 793.1, 793.2, and 793.3; deleting existing section 793.4; 


renumbering existing Sections 793.5 and 793.6 as Sections 793.4 and 793.5, respectively, 


and revising new Sections 793.4, and 793.5, to read as follows: 


SEC. 2.1.1.  FEES. 


Notwithstanding the permit fee provisions listed elsewhere in this Code, the permit fee 


and assessment schedule for the permit categories and uses specifically listed below shall be:  


*   *   *   * 


(s)  Curbside Parklet Fee.  Permits for the types of Curbside Shared Spaces issued pursuant to 


Administrative Code Chapter 94A and Public Works Code Section 793 et seq. are as follows, with one 


half of this fee allocated to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority.   


(i) Public Parklet fee  


 (A) Initial application fee of $1,000 for the first parking space and $250 for each 


additional parking space;  


 (B) Annual renewal fee of $100 per parking space.  


(ii) Movable Commercial Parklet fee 
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 (A) Initial application fee of $2,000 for the first parking space and $1,000 for 


each additional parking space;  


 (B) Annual renewal fee of $1,500 per parking space. 


(iii) Fixed Commercial Parklet fee  


 (A) Initial application fee of $5,000 for the first parking space and $1,500 for 


each additional parking space;  


 (B) Annual renewal fee of $3,000 per parking space. 


SEC. 2.1.3.  ADDITIONAL FEES. 


 In instances where where the actual costs of the administration or processing of any 


application, approval, or permit are is is in excess of or will exceed the fee amount established 


pursuant to section 2.1.1, the Director, in his or her the Director’s discretion, may require an 


applicant or permittee to pay a sum in excess of the subject fee amounts. This additional sum 


shall be sufficient to recover actual costs that the Department incurs and shall be charged on 


a time and materials basis. The Director also may charge for any time and materials costs that 


other agencies, boards, commissions, or departments of the City incur in connection with the 


processing or administration of a particular application, approval, or permit. Whenever 


additional fees are or will be charged, the Director, upon request of the applicant or permittee, 


shall provide in writing the basis for the additional fees or an estimate of the additional fees to 


be charged. 


SEC. 793.  THE PLACES FOR PEOPLE SHARED SPACES PROGRAM – PEOPLE PLACES 


SHARED SPACES IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY. 


Places for People The Shared Spaces is a Program is established in Chapter 94A of the 


Administrative Code. Under the Program, a public or private entity may obtain City approval to 


create a People Place Shared sSpace and provide activities, for a limited period of time, on City-


owned property and in some cases nearby privately-owned spaces where the public can 
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gather and participate in commercial or non-commercial offerings and events. The space 


created is a “People Place Shared Space” that is managed by the permittee, defined as a 


“Steward.” 


The Places for People Shared Spaces Program is a joint effort by the Planning 


Department, Public Works, the Municipal Transportation Agency, the Department of Real 


Estate Division, and the Entertainment Commission (defined in Section 94A.2 of the 


Administrative Code as the “Core City Agencies”) to coordinate their review and approval of a 


People Place Shared Space and streamline the permit process. The Program responsibilities of 


the Core City Agencies in the coordination process are set forth in Section 94A.4 of the 


Administrative Code. 


SEC. 793.1.  PURPOSE AND SCOPE; DEFINITIONS. 


(a)  Purpose and Scope. The general procedure by which the Core City Agencies 


participating in the Places for People Shared Spaces Program coordinate their evaluation and of a 


proposed People Place concept proposal, review of an application for a People Place Shared Space 


Permit, and approve and issue a People Place Shared Space Permit is set forth in Sections 


94A.5 and 94A.6 of the Administrative Code. Sections 793.2 through 793.6 of this Code 


establish the procedure for Public Works’ review and approval of a People Place Shared Space 


in the public right-of-way. This procedure shall apply to any prospective “Curbside People 


Place Shared Space,” “Roadway People Place,” and “Sidewalk People Place Shared Space” in the 


Places for People Shared Spaces Program. 


(b)  Definitions. The terms defined in As provided in Section 94A.2 of the Administrative 


Code shall have the same meaning for purposes of Sections 793 et seq. of this Code, including,: 


      “Longer-Term Closure; People Place Shared Space; ” is a publicly-accessible location 


approved under the Places for People Program and located (a) on City-owned property, (b) on the 


sidewalk, and/or (c) in the curbside lane or on all or any portion of the roadway between curbs where 
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the public can gather and participate in commercial or non-commercial offerings and events. Such 


offerings and events may include, but are not limited to: cultural events, arts activities, and 


entertainment; food and drink; and general recreation. A People Place is managed, fully or partially, 


by a Steward under a People Place Permit issued under the Program and may involve the temporary 


and reversible installation of physical treatments, improvements or elements. 


      “People Place Shared Space Categories, and the definitions of those categories: City Lot 


Shared Space, Curbside Shared Space, Roadway Shared Space, and Sidewalk Shared Space; ” are: (a) 


“City Lot People Place,” which has activities occurring on property owned by the City; (b) “Curbside 


People Place,” which has activities occurring in a portion of the curbside lane of a roadway; (c) 


“Roadway People Place,” which has activities occurring in or on any portion of the roadway, except 


for activities occurring only in the curbside lane; (d) “Sidewalk People Place,” which has activities 


occurring on a portion of sidewalk, and (e) “Integrated People Place,” which is a single project with 


activities occurring on a combination of locations that are People Place categories in close proximity 


to one another and operated by the same Steward. 


      “People Place Shared Space Permit; ” is a permit issued under the Places for People 


Program through its Core City Agencies that allows a Steward to create a People Place by temporarily 


occupying and activating the location for a specified period of time. 


      “Steward; and Temporary Closure” is, for Curbside People Places, Roadway People 


Places, and Sidewalk People Places, any person or entity who has been issued a People Place Permit 


that authorizes the permittee, acting as a Steward, to manage and activate a People Place under the 


Places for People Program.       


For purposes of Sections 793.2 through 793.6, a Sidewalk People Place, a Roadway People 


Place, and a Curbside People Place shall be referred to collectively as People Places in the Public 


Right-of-Way. 
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SEC. 793.2.  PERMIT APPROVAL PROCESS APPLICABLE TO ALL CURBSIDE AND 


SIDEWALK PEOPLE PLACES SHARED SPACES IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY. 


(a)  Initiation of the Process. Any prospective Steward wishing to establish a People Place in 


the Public Right-of-Way may initiate the process by submitting a concept proposal to the Places for 


People Program pursuant to Section 94A.5 of the Administrative Code (“People Place Proposal”). If 


the People Place Proposal is accepted into the Program, the Core City Agencies shall work with 


prospective Steward to develop the concept proposal, after which the prospective Steward may submit 


an application for a People Place Permit to the People Place Program pursuant to the process set forth 


in Administrative Code Section 94A.6. The application shall include the components specified in 


Administrative Code Section 94A.6(a). The Planning Department will review the People Place Permit 


application for completeness and compliance with Program requirements, and if found compliant will 


direct the prospective Steward to submit the application to Public Works. 


(b)  Public Works Application Review Procedure; Payment of Permit Fees. The 


prospective Steward may submit the application for a Curbside or Sidewalk People Place Shared 


Space Permit to Public Works for its review and approval. Public Works shall review the 


application consistent with the interagency coordination process described in Administrative Code 


Section 94A.4.  Payment of the permit fees is required by Administrative Code Section 


94A.1011 at the time of submittal. 


(bc)  Public Notice and Opportunity to Comment.  


 (1)  Upon submission of the  an application for a Sidewalk People Place Shared 


Space Permit application, or a Curbside Shared Space where the proposal would result in Temporary 


Closure, the prospective Steward shall post the site(s) with one or more Notices of Application 


provided by Public Works for a period of seven 10 calendar days. The Notice(s) shall be posted 


in a location acceptable to Public Works. The prospective Steward shall submit to Public 


Works photographic evidence that the Notice(s) were posted appropriately. The prospective 
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Steward shall remove the Notice of Application the day after expiration of the seven 10-day 


notice period. Public Works shall accept public comments on the Notice of Application for 


seven 10 calendar days from the first day the Notice was posted at the site(s). 


 (2)  For Roadway Shared Spaces where the proposal would result in a Temporary 


Closure, the public notice shall proceed in accordance with the applicable process set forth in 


Transportation Code, Division I, Article 6. 


 (3)  For Roadway and Curbside People Places Shared Spaces, and Curbside Shared 


Spaces where the proposal would result in a Longer-Term Closure, the public notice shall also 


include notice of any public hearing by the Municipal Transportation Agency Board proceed in 


accordance with the applicable process set forth in Transportation Code, Division II, Article 


200, Section 202; (Notice of Public Hearing).  


 (4)  The Notice may include notice of public hearing by the Entertainment 


Commission if proposed activities fall within the purview of the Entertainment Commission 


described in Administrative Code Section 94A.4(c). 


(cd)  Public Hearing. The Director of Public Works may wish to hold a public hearing 


concerning the Sidewalk People Place Shared Space Permit application that would extend the 


occupancy beyond 24 consecutive months. If the Director determines that a public hearing will be 


held, the prospective Steward shall post on the site(s) a Notice of Public Hearing provided by 


Public Works for a period of seven 10 calendar days prior to the date of the scheduled hearing. 


The Notice of Public Hearing posting shall be removed by the applicant the day after the 


expiration of the seven- 10-day period. Unless otherwise outlined in this Section 793.2, the 


Notice of Public Hearing posting shall comply with Article 5.6 of the Public Works Code. 


(de)  Permit Issuance and Conditions of Approval; Grant of Exceptions. 


(1)  After approval by Public Works may issue any Curbside or Sidewalk a People 


Place Shared Space Permit consistent with Sections 793 et seq. and Administrative Code Chapter 94A 
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is issued. The conditions of approval required or authorized by Administrative Code Section 


94A.56(c) or other applicable sections of Administrative Code Chapter 94A shall be imposed 


on the People Place Shared Space Permit and enforced pursuant to Administrative Code Section 


94A.910, including the obligation to remove or modify a Curbside Shared Space at any time, as 


necessary for any City project or maintenance work at the Steward’s own cost consistent with 


Administrative Code Section 94A.4(d)(1)(D). The Director of Public Works or designee may choose 


to apply additional conditions on the People Place Shared Space Permit that are pertinent to 


Public Works jurisdiction. 


(2)  All Sidewalk and Curbside Shared Space permits shall be conditioned upon the 


obligation to remove or modify the Shared Space at any time, as necessary for any City project or 


maintenance work, which necessity shall be determined solely by the City Agency that issued the 


Shared Space Permit.  In the event of an emergency, the City Agency may provide 24-hours notice. It 


shall be the Steward’s obligation to remove or modify the Sidewalk or Curbside Shared Space at their 


own cost and return the right-of-way to a condition that the Director of Public Works deems 


appropriate.  In no event shall the City be liable for reimbursing the Steward for the costs of or 


restoring the Shared Space installation.   


   Upon written request from a Steward, the Director of Public Works may grant a non-


material or other minor amendment to the conditions imposed on a People Place in the Public Right-


of-Way if the Director determines that the exception or minor amendment is reasonably within the 


purposes of the Places for People Program and, in consultation with the City Attorney’s Office, further 


determines that such exception or amendment does not materially increase the City’s costs or 


obligations or decrease the benefit the City receives under the Steward’s People Place Permit. 


 Any exceptions or minor amendments of the Permit conditions that the Director has 


granted pursuant to this subsection (e)(2) shall be in writing and retained in a file available for public 


review. In addition, at the Steward’s request, the Director’s letter granting the exception(s) and/or 
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minor amendments, and any other written communications relevant to the Director’s determination 


shall be posted on the websites of Real Estate and the Places for People Program. 


SEC. 793.3.  OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS; EXCEPTIONS. 


(a)  Requirements. Except as specified in subsection (b) below, all Curbside and 


Sidewalk People Places Shared Space Permits in the Public-Right-of-Way shall conform to the 


Operational Requirements set forth in Administrative Code Section 94A.67. In addition, Tthe 


Director of Public Works may also adopt such additional regulations as he or she the Director 


deems appropriate and necessary for the proper management and use of a Curbside or 


Sidewalk People Place Shared Space in the Public Right-of-Way,.  The additional regulations may 


include but are not limited to: maintenance requirements; minimum required clearances from street 


corners, sidewalk bulb-outs, or protective bollards; appropriate clearances for paths of travel; 


applicable standards from the Americans with Disabilities Act; and appropriate clearances for 


stormwater and other hydrological concerns. 


(b)  Grant of Exceptions to Standard Operational Requirements. 


 (1)  Operational Requirements.  Upon written request from a Steward, the Director of 


Public Works may grant a non-material or other minor amendment to the conditions imposed on a 


Curbside or Sidewalk Shared Space Permit, if the Director determines that the exception or minor 


amendment is reasonably within the purposes of the Shared Spaces Program and, in consultation with 


the City Attorney’s Office, further determines that such exception or amendment does not materially 


increase the City’s costs or obligations or decrease the benefit the City receives under the Steward’s 


Shared Space Permit. 


 (2)  Good Neighbor Policies.  Upon written request from a Steward, the 


Director of Public Works may grant a non-material exception or other minor amendment to the 


Good Neighbor Policies set forth in Administrative Code Section 94A.67(b)(8) if the Director 


finds, in his or her the Director’s sole discretion, that a Good Neighbor Policy is unwarranted or 
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not appropriate for a particular People Place Shared Space or event on the public right-of-way 


under the jurisdiction of Public Works due to unique circumstances and that the public interest 


would best be served by granting an exception. The Director of Public Works shall issue such 


exceptions in writing, retain the granted exceptions in a file available for public review, and shall post 


such correspondence on the Department’s and Places for People Program’s website. 


 (2)  Other Operational Requirements. Upon written request from a Steward, the 


Director of Public Works is authorized to waive or modify one or more of the other Operational 


Requirements established in Administrative Code Section 94A.7 if the Director finds, in his or her sole 


discretion, that is unwarranted or not appropriate for a particular People Place or event on the public 


right-of-way under the jurisdiction of Public Works. 


 (3)  Public Record. Any exceptions, minor amendments, or waivers granted by 


the Director pursuant to this subsection (b) shall be in writing and retained in a file available 


for public review. 


SEC. 793.4.  GRANT OF EXCEPTIONS TO PERMIT TERMS. 


Upon written request from a Steward, the Director of Public Works may grant a non-material 


exception or other minor amendment to the conditions imposed on a permit for a People Place in the 


Public Right-of-Way if the Director determines that the exception or minor amendment is reasonably 


within the purposes of the Places for People Program and, in consultation with the City Attorney’s 


Office, further determines that such exception or amendment does not materially increase the City’s 


costs or obligations or decrease the benefit the City receives under the Steward’s People Place Permit. 


 Any exceptions or minor amendments of the Permit conditions that the Director has 


granted pursuant to this Section shall be in writing and retained in a file available for public review. In 


addition, the Steward’s request, the Director’s letter granting the exception(s) and/or minor 


amendments, and any other written communications relevant to the Director’s determination shall be 


posted on the websites of Real Estate and the Places for People Program. 
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SEC. 793.5.  VIOLATION OF PERMIT CONDITIONS, OPERATIONAL 


REQUIREMENTS, OR ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS; ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 


AND PENALTIES. 


(a)  Enforcement Actions; Penalties. If any person has occupied a People Place 


Shared Space in the Public Right-of-Way in violation of any Permit conditions, operating 


requirements, and or regulations applicable to the People Place Shared Space, the Director of 


Public Works, or a designee or agent acting on the Director’s behalf, may take any action 


authorized by this Code that is considered necessary to abate or correct the violation. The 


Director is expressly authorized to: 


 (1)  Modify the People Place Shared Space Permit, withdraw the Director’s 


approval of the Permit, or request revocation of the Permit by the Core City Agencies 


pursuant to Section 94A.56(i) of the Administrative Codethis Chapter; 


 (2)  Issue a criminal citation pursuant to the provisions of Section 792(e)(1)(A) of 


this Code that is applicable to Street Plazas; 


 (3)  Issue an administrative citation and assess the administrative penalties 


authorized by Section 792(e)(1)(B) of this Code for Street Plazas; 


 (4)  Call upon other City officials to assist in the enforcement of this Article 15, 


including but not limited to the Chief of Police and the City Attorney; and 


 (5)  Seize, remove, or demolish any structures or furniture placed in public sidewalk or 


roadway areas. 


  (A)  If a permit to place the structure or furniture has been rescinded or expired, 


before any such structure or furniture is seized, the Steward shall be notified and given 10 business 


days to remove the structure or furniture. If the Steward does not remedy the underlying violation 


leading to the rescission of the permit and/or apply for a Shared Space Permit within the time 


prescribed, the City may seize, remove, or demolish the structure or furniture. 
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  (B)  Seized furniture shall be retained by the City and may be recovered by the 


responsible party for a period of at least 30 business days following seizure.  As a condition of 


recovering any furniture seized pursuant to this Section or receiving a subsequent Shared Spaces 


Permit, the Steward shall pay an impound fee covering the actual cost to the City of transporting and 


storing such furniture, unless the seizure is deemed improper following a hearing under this subsection 


(a)(5)( ). 


   (C)  If the City Engineer determines that it is practicable to do so, Public Works 


shall retain any seized structures. As a condition of recovering any structure seized pursuant to this 


Section or receiving a subsequent Shared Spaces Permit, the Steward shall pay an impound fee 


covering the actual cost to the City of transporting and storing such structure, unless the seizure is 


deemed improper following a hearing under this subsection (a)(5)( ). 


  (D)  If the City Engineer determines that it is not practicable to do so, Public 


Works may demolish any unpermitted structure placed in the right-of-way. Where a Steward is 


responsible for an unpermitted structure that requires demolition, the Steward shall not be eligible for 


a subsequent Shared Spaces Permit until the Steward has paid the fee covering the actual costs to the 


City of demolishing and disposing of the structure(s). Such recoverable costs may include those 


incurred by Public Works and any other City department, including the City Attorney’s Office, for time 


and materials spent enforcing the requirements of the permit. 


  (D)  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section 793.4, if the Director 


determines that any structure or furniture is placed in public sidewalk or roadway areas in such a 


place or manner as to pose an immediate and serious danger to persons or property, the City may seize 


such structure and furniture without prior notice to the Steward if it is impractical to remedy the 


danger by moving the structure or furniture to another point on the sidewalk or public right-of-way.  


  (F)  Following any seizure, the Steward shall be notified promptly of such 


seizure and shall have the right to request an informal hearing before a designated City official to 
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determine whether the seizure was proper. The Steward must request the hearing within 10 days of 


receiving notice of the seizure.  Any furniture seized pursuant to this Section shall be retained by the 


City and may be recovered as provided herein.   


Failure to provide any notice to a Steward pursuant to this section shall not give rise to any 


claims or cause of action against the City; and 


 (6)  Take any other enforcement action authorized by this Code that is 


applicable to occupancy of the public right-of-way. 


(b)  Rules and Regulations; Director’s Orders. The Director may adopt such orders, 


rules, policies, procedures, regulations, rules, or standards as the Director considers 


appropriate in order to: 


 (1)  process, verify, and respond to complaints from the public concerning a 


Curbside or Sidewalk People Place Shared Space in the Public Right-of-Way that is routed from the 


311 Customer Relationship Managements System, as described in Administrative Code 


Section 94A.910(a); 


 (2)  abate a violation of the terms and conditions of a Sidewalk, or Curbside, or 


Roadway Shared Space Place Permit or other requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 94A 


that are within the jurisdiction of the Director; and 


 (3)  identify specific violations that would be subject to the criminal citation 


penalty authorized in subsection (a)(2) above. 


(c)  Public Hearing. In taking any of the above actions, the Director of Public Works 


may hold a public hearing on the Steward’s conduct. If a public hearing is held, the Director 


shall follow either the notice and hearing procedures for Street Encroachment Permits set 


forth in Section 786 et seq. of this Code or a codified notice and hearing procedure that is 


more applicable to a People for Places Shared Spaces Permit. 


SEC. 793.56.  FINANCIAL RECORDS. 
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The Steward shall make its financial records related to the use of the People Place 


Shared Space available to the Director of Public Works for inspection upon written request of 


the Director. 


 


Section 3.  The Transportation Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 6.1, 6.2. 


6.7, and 6.11, and adding new Section 6.16, to read as follows: 


SEC. 6.1.  INTERDEPARTMENTAL STAFF COMMITTEE ON TRAFFIC AND 


TRANSPORTATION (ISCOTT). 


There is hereby established a committee to be known as the Interdepartmental Staff 


Committee on Traffic and Transportation (ISCOTT), consisting of the department or their 


designated representatives from the following departments and agencies: Municipal 


Transportation Agency, Planning, Public Works, Police, Fire, Public Health, and Entertainment 


Commission. The Director of Transportation shall serve as Chair of ISCOTT. The Director of 


Administrative Services of the City and County of San Francisco or his or her the Director’s 


designee shall review recycling plans submitted pursuant to Section 6.5 and recommend any 


conditions to ISCOTT that should be imposed on any applicant. In exercising its powers 


ISCOTT shall consult with any other City department or agency that could be affected by any 


temporary use or occupancy of a public street. ISCOTT shall have the authority to take all 


acts reasonably necessary for it to carry out any duties imposed upon it by law. Before acting 


on any application for temporary use or occupancy of public streets, street fair or an athletic 


event, ISCOTT shall conduct a public hearing at a publicly noticed time and place to be 


determined by ISCOTT. 


SEC. 6.2.  REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR TEMPORARY USE OR OCCUPANCY OF 


PUBLIC STREETS; PROCEDURE. 
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(a) Any person seeking permission for the temporary use or occupancy of a public 


street within the City shall file an application with, and on a form provided by, the SFMTA, and 


shall pay the filing fee established by the SFMTA Board of Directors. 


(b) An application shall not be accepted or approved for a proposed temporary use 


or occupancy scheduled to occur fewer than 30 calendar days after the application is 


submitted to the Municipal Transportation Agency, except as follows in this subsection 


(b)paragraph: 


 (1) An application for a proposed temporary use or occupancy scheduled to 


occur fewer than 30 calendar days after the application date may be filed for emergency 


consideration. The Director of Transportation shall consider the request if the applicant has 


demonstrated that an extraordinary emergency exists that requires the closing of a street, and 


provided that there is adequate time available for the Municipal Transportation Agency to 


conduct the required public hearing and post notice of the scheduled hearing at least 72 hours 


in advance of the hearing. 


 (2) The Mayor's Film and Video Arts Commission (the "Film Commission"), or 


other successor commission or division of the Mayor's office, may file with the Director of 


Transportation an application on behalf of a film or other video production company (which 


company shall be responsible for the payment of all applicable fees) for a proposed temporary 


use or occupancy scheduled to occur fewer than 30 calendar days after the application date, 


provided that there is adequate time available for the Director of Transportation to conduct the 


required public hearing and post notice of the scheduled hearing at least 72 hours in advance 


of the hearing. The Film Commission (or the film company on whose behalf the application 


was made) shall (A) notify residents, merchants and other occupants of the public street(s) to 


be closed of the dates proposed for street closure, and (B) notify any and all affected City 


departments, including the Police Department and the Department of Public Works.  
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(c) The completed application shall include, when applicable, maps and/or drawings 


which identify the streets that would be affected, shall describe the scope and design of the 


event, including illustrations of the location of staging, food booths, and seating, and shall 


include a diagram of an emergency access plan. In addition, the Director of Transportation 


may request such additional information as is necessary to allow ISCOTT to make an 


informed evaluation of the proposed temporary use or street occupancy. In the case of "major 


events," as defined in Section 6.3, applicants shall submit an emergency medical services 


plan. 


(d) Applicants shall be responsible for posting notice of the public hearing at least 


seven calendar days prior to the hearing at which the application will be reviewed by ISCOTT. 


Such notice shall include a description of the streets that would be affected and shall be 


posted in the area of the proposed temporary use or street occupancy according to rules and 


regulations prescribed by the Director of Transportation. The applicant shall submit a 


declaration under penalty of perjury to the Director of Transportation attesting that the 


required public notices have been posted. 


(e) ISCOTT Review and Approval Process. In reviewing an application, ISCOTT 


shall consider the impact of the temporary use or occupancy of public streets on the traffic, 


security, health, and safety of the public; determine the traffic, security, health, and safety 


requirements of the proposed temporary use or occupancy; and evaluate the measures 


proposed by the applicant to satisfy those requirements. For major events, ISCOTT shall 


forward the applicant's proposed emergency medical services plan to the Director of 


Emergency Medical Services and Emergency Operations Section (EMSEO). ISCOTT shall 


consider the recommendations of EMSEO regarding the proposed emergency medical 


services plan. It shall be the duty of ISCOTT to also consider the following: 
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 (1) Demonstrated ability of the applicant to comply with requirements 


necessary to protect the safety, health, and welfare of the public, including compliance with 


the requirements of San Francisco Health Code Article 19L, “Prohibiting Smoking at Certain 


Outdoor Events,” unless those requirements are waived pursuant to Section 1621.5(e) of the 


Police Code. 


 (2) Duration of the temporary use or street occupancy and the City's ability to 


accommodate such use or occupancy with the necessary resources. 


 (3) Overextension of the City's resources because of previously approved 


temporary use or occupancy of public streets or other activities that could cause scheduling 


conflicts during the same period. 


 (4) The availability of an appropriate emergency access plan. 


 (5) The number of major events (as defined in Section 6.3 below) scheduled 


during the period for which the applicant seeks a permit, the nature and location of the major 


events, and the demand these major events will have on the City's resources, including its 


police, emergency and sanitation personnel. In considering the major events for which 


applications have been filed and/or approved. ISCOTT should give priority based on the 


chronological order in which the applications are received, and applicants denied permission 


on the basis that there are too many major events already approved or pending for approval 


shall be offered alternative dates by ISCOTT. Notwithstanding this provision, ISCOTT may, in 


its discretion, grant preference to recurring events traditionally or historically associated with a 


particular day or dates, provided that other applications, once approved, cannot be revoked 


because of the subsequent filing of an application for a permit for an event traditionally or 


historically associated with a particular day or dates. 


 (6) If the application is related to a filming project to be conducted by the 


applicant, ISCOTT shall notify the Film Commission (or other successor commission or 
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division of the Mayor's office) and shall consider such conditions and criteria as the Film 


Commission shall attach to the application. 


(f) ISCOTT may impose additional requirements or conditions it deems necessary 


to protect the public interest by ensuring traffic management, security of property and health 


and safety of citizens. At the time ISCOTT reviews the application, it shall also determine the 


necessity of and the total estimated actual costs incurred by the Municipal Transportation 


Agency for any adjustments to transit operations required to implement the street closureto run motor 


coaches to accommodate the rerouting of electrically powered transit vehicles because of restrictions 


that are imposed by the temporary street closing. The applicant shall pay a fee to the SFMTA based on 


the number of electrically powered vehicle hours per line affected. For purposes of this provision, 


"vehicle hour" shall mean the number of hours each coach on a line is in operation during the day of 


the street closing. If the application is approved, ISCOTT shall transmit to the applicant an invoice for 


the fee.  If the application is approved, ISCOTT shall transmit to the applicant an invoice reflecting the 


cost for making any adjustments to transit operations.  The applicant shall make full payment of the 


fee no later than five days prior to the date of the street closing, or in accordance with a 


schedule agreed to by the Director of Transportation. ISCOTT shall not disapprove any 


application for a temporary use or occupancy of public streets because of the applicant's 


political, religious, or cultural orientation. 


(g) ISCOTT shall take action to approve or disapprove an application within 30 days 


of receipt of a complete application. Notice of ISCOTT's action of approval or disapproval 


shall be submitted to the Chief of Police; the Fire Chief; the Director of Public Health; the 


Director of Public Works; and the Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission, and 


be maintained as a matter of record. For major events, notice of ISCOTT's action of approval 


or disapproval shall also be submitted to the Director of EMSEO. 
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(h) Appeals Process. Should the application be disapproved by ISCOTT, the 


applicant may first appeal the decision to the Director of Transportation if the application was 


filed at least 30 days prior to the date of the proposed temporary use or occupancy. Such 


appeal shall be made by filing the appeal with the Director of Transportation on a form 


provided by the Municipal Transportation Agency within five working days of disapproval. 


Upon receipt, the Director of Transportation shall set a time and place for hearing such 


appeal. In considering the appeal the Director of Transportation shall conduct a public hearing 


for which notice shall be posted at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing at the Municipal 


Transportation Agency, at the main library, and at the Office of the Clerk of the Board of 


Supervisors. 


(i) At the appeal hearing, the appellant and members of ISCOTT shall have an 


opportunity to present oral testimony and written materials in support of their positions. The 


Director of Transportation shall consider the same criteria as set forth in Section 6.2(e). Upon 


hearing the appeal, and after any further investigation by the Director of Transportation, the 


Director of Transportation may affirm, reverse, or modify the ISCOTT decision. Notice of the 


Director of Transportation's action of approval or disapproval shall be submitted to the Chief of 


Police, the Fire Chief, the Director of Public Health, the Director of Public Works, and the 


Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission and shall be maintained as a matter of 


record. 


(j) If the Director of Transportation denies the application after the appeal described 


in the preceding subsection (j)paragraph, the applicant may then appeal the decision to the 


Board of Supervisors. Such appeal shall be made by filing the appeal with the Clerk of the 


Board, on a form provided by the Clerk, within five working days of the Director of 


Transportation's disapproval. The Board may establish a fee to be imposed upon the filing of 


any such appeal. Upon receipt, the Clerk shall set a time and place for hearing such appeal 
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by the Board of Supervisors, which hearing shall be at the Board's next regular meeting, 


provided that all applicable public notice requirements are satisfied. The Board shall conduct 


the hearing according to the same standards of review as set forth in Section 6.2(e). Upon 


hearing the appeal, and after any further investigation that the Board may request, the Board 


may affirm, reverse or modify the Director of Transportation's decision. The decision of the 


Board regarding the appeal shall be final. The Clerk of the Board shall transmit copies of any 


legislation approving a temporary street closing to the Director of Public Works, Chief of 


Police, the Fire Chief, the Superintendent of Emergency Hospital Service of the Department of 


Public Health, the Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission, and to the Director of 


Transportation. For major events, the Clerk shall transmit copies of any legislation approving a 


temporary street closing to the Director of EMSEO. 


(k) Any permission for the temporary use of or occupancy of a public street 


authorized pursuant to these provisions shall be subject to the conditions set forth in Sections 


6.7 and 6.8. 


(l) Late Application. Should the applicant file an application for a proposed 


temporary use or occupancy fewer than 30 days prior to the date of the proposed use or 


occupancy, and not far enough in advance of the proposed use or occupancy to allow 


ISCOTT to consider the application at a regularly scheduled meeting of ISCOTT, then the 


Director of Transportation shall have the responsibility and duty to consider and approve or 


disapprove the application after consulting with the members of ISCOTT. The Director of 


Transportation shall conduct a public hearing for which notice shall be posted at least 24 


hours in advance of the hearing at the Municipal Transportation Agency, the main library, and 


at the Office of the Clerk of Tthe Board of Supervisors. At the hearing, the applicant and 


interested persons shall have an opportunity to present oral testimony and written materials in 


support of their position. The Director of Transportation shall conduct the hearing according to 
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the same standards of review as set forth in Section 6.2(e) hereof. Notice of the Director of 


Transportation's action of approval or disapproval shall be submitted to the Chief of Police, 


the Chief of the Fire Department, the Director of Public Health, the Director of Public Works, 


and the Executive Director of the Entertainment Commission, and shall be maintained as a 


matter of record. In the event the Director of Transportation disapproves the application, the 


applicant shall have the right to appeal the Director of Transportation's decision to the Board 


of Supervisors in accordance with the same terms and conditions as set forth in Section 


6.2(e). 


SEC. 6.7.  CONDITIONS. 


Any permission for the temporary use or occupancy of a public street authorized by the 


City shall be subject to the following conditions: 


(a) The temporary use or occupancy of a public street shall not unnecessarily 


obstruct or bar public access onto said street. Sidewalks shall remain open at all times for 


pedestrian use unless closure of the sidewalk is provided for by resolution of the Board of 


Supervisors explaining the reason for such closure. 


(b) No object of any nature shall be placed or maintained within 15 feet of any fire 


hydrant or within five feet of any fire alarm box or police call box. 


(c) No object of any nature shall be placed or maintained within any intersection or 


pedestrian crosswalk, nor shall any vehicle be permitted to be Parked in such areas. 


(d) A continuous passageway in the roadway for the use of emergency vehicles shall be 


maintained as determined by the Fire Department at least 14 feet in width shall be maintained at all 


times during the period of such use or occupancy for the use of emergency vehicles. 


(e) No object of any nature shall be fastened to or erected over the surface of the 


street or sidewalk, and no object shall be affixed to any pole or standard upon any street or 


sidewalk, without prior written consent of the Director of Public Works. 
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(f) Painting upon any street or sidewalk surface shall be permitted only if a 


washable paint is used. 


(g) Adequate illumination of the area shall be maintained at all times such 


illumination is appropriate. 


(h) Official traffic-control devices and traffic signal controllers shall not be covered or 


blocked at any time during the period of such use or occupancy. 


(i) Street barricades determined by the Police Department as being necessary to 


protect the public's safety shall be delivered by the Police Department or the department's 


designee;Municipal Transportation Agency shall be maintained in said locations at all times 


during the period of such use or occupancy by the permittee; and shall be collected by the 


Police Department or the department's designeeremoved promptly by the permittee upon termination 


of the period of said use or occupancy. 


(j) All manhole covers and valve box covers shall be kept clear of any fixed object. 


(k) All streets and sidewalks within the area for which such permission is granted 


shall be kept clean and free from dirt and debris at all times during the period of such 


temporary use or occupancy, and all materials and equipment used in connection with said 


temporary use and occupancy shall be removed from the area within 24 hours of the 


termination of the period of such use or occupancy. The Director of Public Works shall report 


any violations of this subsection to the Board of Supervisors. 


(l) Applicants for permission to hold a street fair on a predominantly commercial 


street shall comply with the following requirements for insurance coverage. For purposes of 


this Ssubsection (l), a "predominantly commercial street" shall mean a street block on which at 


least 50% percent of front footage of private property on the ground floor of the street is used 


for commercial purposes. A street block shall be measured from street intersection to street 


intersection, but shall not include any alley intersection. 
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 (1) Applicants shall maintain in force, during the full term of the permit, 


insurance as follows: 


  (A) General Liability Insurance with limits not less than $500,000 each 


occurrence Combined Single Limit Bodily Injury and Property Damage, including Contractual 


Liability, Personal Injury, Broadform Property Damage, Products and Completed Operations 


Coverages; 


  (B) If any vehicles will be operated by the applicant in connection with 


street fair activities under the permit, Automobile Liability Insurance with limits not less than 


$500,000 each occurrence Combined Single Limit Bodily Injury and Property Damage, 


including owned, non-owned and hired auto coverages, as applicable; and 


  (C) If the applicant has employees, Workers' Compensation with 


Employers' Liability limits not less than $500,000 each accident. 


 (2) General Liability and Automobile Liability Insurance policies shall be 


endorsed to provide the following: 


  (A) Name as additional insureds the City and County of San 


Francisco, its officers, agents and employees; 


  (B) That such policies are primary insurance to any other insurance 


available to the Additional Insureds with respect to any claims arising out of activities under 


the permit, and that insurance applies separately to each insured against whom claim is made 


or suit is brought. 


 (3) Certificates of insurance, in format and with insurers satisfactory to the 


City evidencing all applicable coverages shall be furnished to the City not less than 10 


working days prior to the date of the event and before commencing any operations under the 


permit, with complete copies of policies to be furnished to the City upon request. 
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 (4) The insurance requirement of this Ssubsection (l) shall be waived by the 


Board of Supervisors if the applicant certifies in writing that (A) the purpose of the street fair is 


First Amendment expression and that (B) the cost of obtaining insurance is so financially 


burdensome that it would constitute an unreasonable prior restraint on the right of First 


Amendment expression, or that it has been impossible for the applicant to obtain insurance 


coverage. 


(m) Signs shall be posted pursuant to San Francisco Health Code Sections 265 


through 265.3 wherever alcohol is offered for sale. 


(n) All applicants shall comply with the requirements of San Francisco Health Code 


Article 19L, "Prohibiting Smoking at Certain Outdoor Events." 


(o) Such further conditions as may be imposed by the Department of Public Works 


after inspection of the area involved.  


SEC. 6.11.  ATHLETIC EVENTS; DESIGNATION OF ROUTES. 


(a) The increasing number of athletic events being held on City streets places a 


significant burden on the City and its inhabitants. Athletic events provide entertainment and 


recreation for San Franciscans and people throughout the Bay Area, as well as promoting and 


supporting tourism in the City. But closing off several major streets at the same time to 


accommodate a race often causes hardship in the daily lives of local residents, widespread 


disruption of public transit service, increased litter on public streets and sidewalks, and 


potential interference with emergency services. By adopting sections 6.10-6.14this ordinance, 


the Board of Supervisors intends to reconcile the City's interest in promoting athletic events 


with the right of its citizens to the quiet enjoyment of their own neighborhoods. 


(b) Athletic events requiring temporary street closings shall be limited in location to 


routes previously designated as appropriate by the Board of Supervisors. These routes shall 


be drawn up by ISCOTT and approved by resolution of the Board of Supervisors. In 
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designating these routes, ISCOTT and the Board shall consider the effect of the designation 


upon: Local traffic patterns; Municipal Railway routes; the ability of the Police Department and 


the Department of Public Works to provide special services to the event; the safe and efficient 


delivery of police, fire and emergency medical services to the affected neighborhoods; the 


safety of participants in the event; and, the rights of participants, residents and local 


businesses to the reasonable use and enjoyment of City streets. 


(c) Any person seeking permission to conduct an athletic event as defined in 


Section 96.10 shall file an application. The filing of an application and its processing shall be 


governed by the same processes, application fees, appellate procedures, Municipal Railway 


fees, and other requirements contained in Section 96.2, which sets forth the procedures for 


requesting permission for temporary use or occupancy of public streets. A street closing for an 


athletic event shall be restricted to those routes designated pursuant to this Section. The 


applicant may, as part of the application, request a waiver of this restriction. In considering a 


request for a waiver, the City may take into account the extent to which the event has been 


held along a particular route prior to the application date if that same route has been in use 


continuously for a period of three or more years. An applicant's request for a waiver shall be 


granted to the extent that a change of route is required by the Police Department for reasons 


of public safety. 


SEC. 6.16.  TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURES FOR ROADWAY SHARED SPACE 


ACTIVITIES. 


(a) Definitions.  For the purposes of this Section 6.16, the following definitions shall apply: 


 (1) “Roadway Shared Space Activities” means permitted activities that are 


authorized under the Shared Spaces Program set forth in Administrative Code Chapter 94A which 


occur in the Traffic Lane, do not significantly interfere or delay a public transit service, and generally 
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do not exceed ten consecutive hours per day over four consecutive days per week over a total period of 


time of not more than two years.    


 (2) “Traffic Lane” means the portion of the Street that has been dedicated for the 


movement of motor vehicles exclusive of transit platforms and traffic islands. 


(b) ISCOTT is authorized to issue permits for the Temporary Closure, as defined in Division 


II, and occupancy of the Traffic Lane of a Street, including Roadway Shared Space permits pursuant to 


the Shared Spaces Program as set forth in Administrative Code Chapter 94A, under the jurisdiction of 


the Municipal Transportation Agency, provided that the Municipal Transportation Board of Directors 


authorizes ISCOTT to issue such permits.  Any permit issued by ISCOTT shall be limited to a period of 


one-year or less.  ISCOTT may renew any such permit for up to one additional year for a maximum 


period of two consecutive years for the Temporary Closure. 


(c) Any person seeking permission for the temporary use or occupancy of the Traffic Lane 


shall file an application and follow all of the procedures set forth in Section 6.2, except for subsection 


(b)(2) and (e)(6), and Section 6.5. 


(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of Section 6.2, ISCOTT shall review an application 


for a Roadway Shared Space permit and shall issue any approval within 30 days of receipt of the 


application, for projects that are not located on Municipal Railway or other public transit lines.  For 


permitted locations that are located on Municipal Railway or other public transit lines, approval may 


take longer than 30 days after receipt of an application.  


(e) In determining whether to issue a permit, ISCOTT shall follow the procedures set forth 


in Sections 6.2 and 6.7 and all of the requirements and conditions set forth in those sections shall apply 


notwithstanding Section 6.8.  In addition to the street barricade requirement set forth in Section 6.7(i), 


any barricades required by the Municipal Transportation Agency shall be provided by that agency.  If 


ISCOTT decides not to temporarily close the Traffic Lane, neither Public Works nor any other City 


agency shall have the authority to issue a permit for occupancy of the Traffic Lane. 
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(f)  Upon the expiration of any Roadway Shared Space permits under the Shared Spaces 


Program, ISCOTT’s approval to temporarily close the Traffic Lane shall immediately expire and the 


closed portion of the Street shall be reopened immediately.  Upon revocation of any Roadway Shared 


Space permit, the closed portion of the Street shall be reopened after fourteen days notice has been 


given by the City, or sooner if the Director determines that the closure is resulting in an immediate 


threat to the public health, safety, or welfare.  If the closed portion of the Street is not reopened within 


the time set by the Director, the Roadway Shared Space permittee shall be subject to fines and 


administrative penalties as provided under Administrative Code Chapter 94A. 


(g)  The SFMTA may charge a fee to reimburse the agency for costs associated with the closure 


of a Traffic Lane.  The amount of this fee shall be the same amount as set forth in Table 902(b) for 


“Community Events” in Division II of the Transportation Code depending on the date an application is 


submitted. 


 


Section 4.  Article 7 of Division 1 of the Transportation Code is hereby amended by 


adding Section 7.2.55, to read as follows: 


SEC. 7.2.  INFRACTIONS. 


In addition to public offenses created by the Vehicle Code, the actions listed in this 


Section 7.2 are prohibited, and each and every violation of a prohibition listed below shall be 


an infraction, except as otherwise provided in: (a) this Code; or (b) the Vehicle Code; or (c) as 


necessary to comply with the direction of a Police Officer or Parking Control Officer; or (d) with 


respect to a Municipal Parking Facility, upon the direction of an authorized parking attendant; 


or (e) with respect to any other Public Property, except with the permission of, and subject to 


such conditions and regulations as are imposed by the agency that owns the property that are 


available for public inspection at the agency's offices. 


*   *   *  * 
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SEC. 7.2.55. NO PARKING ZONES. 


To Park in a zone on any street, alley or portion of a street or alley that is subject to a posted 


Parking prohibition except for the purpose of loading or unloading passengers or freight. 


 


Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 


enactment.  Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 


ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 


of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.   


 


Section 6.  Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 


intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 


numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 


Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 


additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under 


the official title of the ordinance.   


 


 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
By:  /s/  
 AUSTIN M. YANG 
 Deputy City Attorney 
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General notes


The diagrams within the Designing Accessible Communities Restaurant Accessibility 
Field Guide graphically illustrate many of the requirements of the California Building 
Code (CBC), Title 24, the Americans with Disabilities Act Standards (ADAS), and 
recommended best practices. 


This Restaurant Accessibility Field Guide is intended to be used as an aid for building 
design and construction, as well as inspection. Designing Accessible Communities 
(DAC) and its Board of Directors and Executive Director assume no liability in the 
use or misuse of the DAC Restaurant Accessibility Field Guide. This document 
represents an effort to integrate the most restrictive requirements of the above 
named codes, standards and guidelines. It also makes suggestions for improved 
accessibility not covered in those requirements. The DAC Restaurant Accessibility 
Field Guide is intended for use only as a guide in conjunction with the above named 
regulations. Since the Restaurant Accessibility Field Guide was not prepared by any 
of the agencies responsible for developing the standards listed above, this document 
should only be considered an interpretation of those standards.


All minimum, maximum, and exact dimensions are to be exact within the limits of 
modern measurement unless otherwise specified in the CBC or ADAS.  All dimensions 
are “finish-to-finish” dimensions. For example, specifications for a toilet centered at 
18 inches from the side wall means that the centerline of the toilet is 18 inches from 
the finished surface of drywall, tile, or other finished wall surface.


The Access Board has made changes to measurements that had previously fixed at an 
absolute dimension, allowing for tolerances. However, there has not been sufficient 
research and interaction with the disability community to determine if these new 
tolerances will still afford the same level of accessibility in the built environment. 
Any changes of this nature should be based on research and input from people with 
disabilities whose access may be affected.


Richard Skaff
Richard Skaff
Founder and Executive Director
Designing Accessible Communities
P.O. Box 2579
Mill Valley, CA 94942
Voice/Fax: 415-388-7206
Cell: 415-497-1091
Email: richardskaff@designingaccessiblecommunities.org
Web: www.designingaccessiblecommunities.org


Note on Printing from a Home/Work Computer: Set margins to .25” on all sides in order to ensure all material is contained on the printout.
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5
leGend


AFF = ABOVE FINISH FLOOR


TYP. = TYPICAL


MIN. = MINIMUM


MAX. = MAXIMUM


CLR. = CLEAR


  > = GREATER THAN


  < = LESS THAN


 = CENTER LINE


O.C. = ON CENTER


W/ = WITH


INT. = INTERIOR


EXT. = EXTERIOR


LEVEL = LESS THAN 1:50 (2%) SLOPE IN ANY DIRECTION


Best Practice: 
 = SUGGESTIONS FOR BETTER ACCESS THAT MAY NOT   
    NECESSARILY BE SPECIFIED IN THE CODES


ADAS = 2010 AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT STANDARDS*
     References in italic blue type (i.e. 502)


CBC = 2010 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, Title 24, Part 2*
     References in bold red type (i.e. 1129B.3)


*NOTE: Citations from both regulations are listed concerning particular accessibility 
features. However, in some cases, the requirement is only required by one of the 
regulations. We believe that we have provided the information describing the most 
restrictive requirements from both sets of regulations.


CL
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2010 ada standards and 2010 CbC, title 24 information


2010 ameriCans with disabilities aCt standards for aCCessible desiGn (2010 adas)


What it is:
The U.S. Department of Justice published an updated and revised document, the official online version 
of the 2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design, on September 15, 2010.  It provides the scoping 
and technical requirements for new construction and alterations resulting from the adoption of revised 
2010 Standards in the final rules for Title II and Title III. This document provides requirements and 
recommendations for ensuring equal opportunity for persons with disabilities in places of employment, 
State and local government services, public accommodations, commercial facilities, and transportation.


Compliance Effective Date: March 15, 2012 
If the start date for construction is on or after this date, all newly constructed or altered State and local 
government faciliites (Title II) must comply with the 2010 ADA Standards. For public accommodations 
and commercial facilites (Title III), all projects whose permit applciation date is on or after this date must 
comply with the 2010 ADA Standards. 


Where to Find:
On the U.S. Department of Justice, ADA website:
http://www.ada.gov/2010ADAstandards_index.htm
OR
The U.S. Department of Justice provides free ADA materials. Printed materials may be ordered by calling 
the ADA Information Line (1-800-514-0301 (Voice) or 1-800-514-0383 (TTY)). Automated service is 
available 24-hours a day for recorded information and to order publications.


2010 California buildinG Codes, title 24, part 2, Chapter 11b (2010 CbC)


What it is:
This is part of the official triennial compilation and publication of the adoptions, amendments and repeal 
of administrative regulations to California Code of Regulations, Title 24, also referred to as the California 
Building Code. Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 11B is the portion that refers specifically to Accessibility to Public 
Buildings‚ Public Accomodations‚ Commerical Buildings and Publicly Funded Housing.


Compliance Effective Date: January 1, 2011
For new construction or alteration projects beginning constructionon or after this date.


Where to Find:
California’s building codes are published by the International Code Council (ICC) and may be purchased 
directly from the council.  Visit the online store at www.iccsafe.org, or call 800-786-4452 for order 
information.
An online version is available here:
http://publicecodes.citation.com/st/ca/st/b200v10/index.htm
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CLEARANCE  8’2”
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5’-0” min


parkinG


Access Aisle
1129B.3 
-Shall be marked by a blue 
painted border 
-Within, hatched lines 
shall be painted color 
contrasting parking surface 
(blue or white preferred)
-Keep clear of obstructions


Path of Travel 
1133B.7.1
-48” wide min.


Wheel Stop
1129B.3.3 
-Shall prevent reduction of 48” min. 
req’d Path of Travel by vehicles 
overhanging into walkway


Identification Signs
1129B.4
-70 sq. in. min.
-Posted at 80” min. to 
bottom


Van Access Aisle
1129B.3
-On passenger side only


Car Access Aisle
1129B.3
-Can be shared by 2 spaces
-On passenger side if only 1 
car acc. space provided


Space Identification
1129B.4 
-36”x36” blue square 
w/ ISA in white


Slope of Spaces & Aisles
1129B.3, 502
-Min. possible
-Not to exceed 2% slope in 
any direction


“Unauthorized Vehicles” Sign 
1129B.4 
-Placed conspicuously near 
parking lot entrance or 
immediately adjacent to & visible 
from each accessible stall
-Min. 17” x 22” with 1” high 
lettering, black on white 
background
-Blank spaces must be filled 
out with proper information


Vertical 
Clearance
1129B.3, 502
-98” min. at 
acc. parking 
spaces & 
along at least 
one vehicle 
access route 
to such 
spaces to 
allow van 
clearance


No Parking in Access 
Aisles
-12” min. high white 
lettering
-Bold typeface 


International Symbol 
of Accessibility (ISA)
-Wheelchair profile: Identification Signs


1129B.4 
-Show ISA in white on 
dark blue background
-70 sq. in. min.
-Posted at 80” min. to 
bottom if in path of travel
-Additional language/sign 
stating “Mimimum Fine 
$250”
-Van Accessible spaces to 
be marked with additional 
language/sign


Curb Ramps
1129B.3.3 
-See Curb Ramps, p. 8-9
-Cannot project into parking 
space or access aisle


Van Accessible Space
208
-9’ min. wide
-Min. 1 per 6 accessible spaces
-if only one accesssible space 
provided, must be van accessible


Accessible Space Dimensions
1129B.3
-18’ min. length
-9’ min. width, measured to 
centerlines of striping


9’-0” min space 8’-0” min aisle 9’-0” min space
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EXAMPLE Towing Company
123 Main St., Anytown, CA 90001


555-555-5555


required aCCessible spaCes


table 11b-6, Table 208.2


Total # # Accessible


1-25 1
26-50 2
51-75 3
76-100 4
101-150 5
151-200 6
201-300 7
301-400 8
401-500 9
501-1000 2% 


1001+ *


NOTES: 
*20, +1 per 100 (or fraction 
thereof) over 1000
-For every 6 accessible 
parking spaces, 1 must 
be van accessible (208)
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Curb ramps


Level Landing
1127B.5.4
-4’ deep minimum level landing at top 
of curb ramp for full width of ramp


Curb Ramp Width
1127B.5.2
-4’ wide minimum 


Border
1127B.5.6
-All curb ramps shall have a grooved border 
12” wide at the level surface of the sidewalk 
along the top and each side
-1/4” grooves shall be approx. 3/4” on center


Detectable Warnings
-Detectable warning to extend 
full width and depth* of the curb 
ramp, excluding the flared sides, 
inside the grooved border
-See p. 10 for more info


Groove Detail
Fig. 11B-20D


General
1127B.5.5, 406
-Construct curb ramps at each corner 
of street intersections and where a 
pedestrian way crosses a curb
-Surfaces shall be stable, firm, and slip 
resistant and shall be of contrasting 
color or texture from that of the 
adjacent sidewalk


Full Width of Ramp


48
” 


m
in


48” min


12”


Sidewalk


Street


approx. 3/4” o.c.


1/4”


1/
4”


*NOTE:
The California Division of the 
State Architect allows for an 
acceptable alternative design 
where the detectable warning 
surface extends 36” min. in 
the direction of travel for the 
full width of the curb ramp.
[DSA Interpretation of 
Regulations Document: 
DSA (AC) IR 11B-4 (3)]







© June 2012 Designing Accessible Communities. All rights reserved.


9
Curb ramp slopes


Curb Ramp Slope
1127B.5.3
-1:12 (8.33%) max. 
slope in direction of 
travel


Adjacent Surface Slopes
1128B, 1127B.5.3, 403.3, 406.2
-Cross slope of any ramp portion 1:50 (2%) 
max. 
-1:20 (5%) max. slope on adjacent gutters, 
road surfaces and accessible route(s)


Parallel Ramps
1127B.5 Note 5 (Fig. 11B-20B, Case C)
-Where this is not enough room 
to install a 48” min. wide top 
landing, slope entire width of 
sidewalk down to landing level 
with adjacent street 
-Max. slope 1:12 (8.33%)
-Include grooved border on top 
end of curb ramp, at level surface 
of sidewalk


Flared Sides Slope
1127B.5.3, 406.3
-1:10 (10%) max. slope


1:10 max


Curb Ramp Slope
1127B.5.3
-1:12 (8.33%) max. 
slope in direction of 
travel


48
” 


m
in


1:12 max slope


1:50 max


1:12 max slope


1:10 max


1:12 max slope


1:20 max slope


1:50 max cross slope


48
” 


m
in


sidewalk


street48
” 


m
in


Flush Transition between 
Street and Curb Ramp


Street, 1:20 max slope Curb Ramp, 1:12 max slope Sidewalk, 1:50 max cross slope


SidewalkStreet


1”


20” 12”


1”


48” min


Curb Ramp


48” min
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deteCtable warninGs


Spacing
1127B.5.7
-Center-to-Center spacing nominal 2.35”


General*
1127B.5.7, Fig. 11B-23A, 701.1, 705.1, Fig. 705.1
-Detectable warnings shall be slip-resistant and consist of raised truncated domes
-Shall contrast visually with adjoining surfaces
-Material used to provide contrast shall be integral to the walking surface
-Domes shall be aligned in a rectangular pattern, not offset
-Refer to CCR Title 24, Part 12, Chapters12-11A and B for building and facility access specifications for DSA-AC 
approved detectable warning products and directional surfaces


Truncated Domes
1127B.5.7
-Nominal base diameter 0.9”, tapering to 0.45” diameter at top
-Nominal height 0.2”


.9” base diameter


.45” top diameter


2.35” o.c.


.9” base diameter


.45” top diameter


2.35” o.c.


.2
” 


he
ig


ht


*NOTE:
1121B.3.8(a)
-Where a walkway crosses 
a hazardous vehicular way, 
use Detectable Warnings 
in Federal Color No. 33538 
(Federal Yellow)
-Determine hazardous 
vehicular areas by looking 
at the user base and the 
vehicular traffic volume where 
it crosses the pedestrian 
right-of-way (i.e. place 
Federal Yellow Detectable 
Warnings at commercial 
driveways to shopping 
centers, etc.)
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ramps


Ramp Width
1133B.5.2
-48” min. clear width 
*NOTE: If Occupancy is >300 people, 
60” min. clear width 


Bottom Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-72” min. length
-Full width of ramp


Intermediate Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-60” min. length Level Landing
-Full width of ramp run


Top Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-Min. 60” x 60” Level 
Landing 


Ramp Slope
1133B.5.3, 405.2
-Use least possible slope
-1:12 (8.33%)Max. slope 
-30” max. rise for any run 
-1:50 (2%) max. cross slope


General
1133B.5.1
-Any accessible route with a slope greater 
than 1:20 (5%) is considered a ramp 


Landings
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-Provide Level Landings [less than 1:50 (2%) slope in all 
directions] at top and bottom of each ramp
-If necessary, provide intermediate landings for each 30” vertical 
rise and at each change in direction
-Provide positive drainage on ext. ramp landings


Bottom Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-72” min. length
-Full width of ramp


Top Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-Min 60” x 60” Level Landing 


Intermediate Landing on Switchbacks
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-72” min. length in direction of ramp run at 
any change of direction greater than 30o


72” min 60” min


48
” 
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*


UP UP


60” min


60
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72” min 72” min


UP


UP


48
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60” min
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ramps


Top Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-Min 60” x 60” Level 
Landing 


Ramp Slope
1133B.5.3, 405.2 
-Use least possible slope
-1:12 (8.33%)Max. slope 
-30” max. rise for any run 
-30’ max. run
-1:50 (2%) max. cross slope


Ramp Width
1133B.5.2
-48” min. clear width 
*NOTE: If Occupancy is >300 
people, 60” min. clear width 


Bottom Landing
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-72” min. length Level Landing
-Full width of ramp


Intermediate Landing at Change of 
Direction
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-72” min. length in direction of ramp run at any 
change of direction greater than 30 degrees
-72” min. wide 
-Level Landing


General
1133B.5.1
-Any accessible route with a slope greater 
than 1:20 (5%) is considered a ramp 


Landings
1133B.5.4, 405.7
-Provide Level Landings [less than 1:50 (2%) slope in all 
directions] at top and bottom of each ramp
-If necessary, provide intermediate landings for each 30” vertical 
rise and at each change in direction
-Provide positive drainage on ext. ramp landings


72” min72” min
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UP
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ramp handrails


Bottom Landing
1133B.5.2, 1133B.5.4.2
-72” min. length
-Full width of ramp


Clear Space at Door on 
Landing
1133B.5.4.4 
-42” min. between fully open 
door and railing


Handrails
1133B.5.5.1
-May extend into required clear 
width 3-1/2” on each side


Railing Extension
1133B.5.5.1
-12” min. length 
parallel to floor before 
turning down or to the 
side


Distance to Wall
1133B.5.5.1
-1-1/2” between 
handrail and wall


Clearance at Door
1133B.2.4.3, 404.2.4
-24” min. at latch side of ext. 
door


Handrail Height
1133B.5.5.1
-34” min., 38” max.
-Consistent along 
entire ramp run


Wheel Guide Rail OR Curb
1133B.5.4.8
-2” to 4” tall wheel guide rail, centered at 2” to 4” AFF 
OR
Curb at 2” min. height AFF
-Full length of ramp
-When handrails are not wall-mounted
-Must provide smooth edge along inside of ramp


Top Landing
1133B.5.2, 1133B.5.4.2, 405.7 
-60” min. length
-Full width of ramp (Min. 48” 
wide)


Handrail Return
1133B.5.5.1
-12” min. parallel to floor
-27” max to lower return 
rail
-Not needed if a compliant 
handrail extends along a 
level landing


General
1133B.5.5.1
-Handrails required on all ramps, except at door landings 
where ramp rise is <6”
-Continuous on both side of ramp


72” min


12” min, typ.
42” min


12” min
72” min


60” min
12” min


UP


2”- 4”tall wheel guide rail 2” min curb


48
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Ramp Width
1133B.5.2
-48” min. clear width 
*NOTE: If Occupancy is >300 people, 60” min. clear width 
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handrails


Handrail Grips (for ramps and 
stairs)
1133B.4.2.5-6, 505.5, 505.7 
-Grip portion 1-1/4” to 1-1/2” 
in cross section (or equivalent 
gripping surface) measured to outer 
dimension
-1-1/2” space between handrail and 
wall
-Smooth wall surface behind 
handrails


Handrail
1133B.4.1.1, 1133B.4.2.1, 505.2, 505.4 
-Mounted 34” - 38” above tread surface
-Return to wall, post, or floor at ends
-On both sides of stairs
-Continuous along both sides


Top Extension
1133B.4.2.2, 505.10 
-12” past nosing on top tread
-Parallel with floor
-Return to floor, wall, or handrail


Bottom Extension
1133B.4.2.2, 505.10 
-Handrail extends at same slope 1 Tread Width past 
bottom stair
-12” horizontal extension past that, parallel with floor
-Return to floor, wall, or handrail


1-1/4” to 
1-1/2”


1-1/4” to 
1-1/2”


1-1/4” to 
1-1/2”


1-1/2” 1-1/2”


1-1/2”


34
” 


-3
8”


12”


Tread Width


Tread Width


12”


34
” 


-3
8”


34
” 


-3
8”


27
” 


m
ax


Non-Circular Handrail Grips 
505.7.2 
-2-1/4” max. cross section
-4” min. to 6-1/4” max. perimeter
(Note: This was proposed as a part 
of the next CBC Code Cycle at the 
5/21/12 Stakeholder Forum, but is 
not yet part of CBC, Title 24, as of 
this writing.)


4” to 6-1/4”


2-1
/4”


4” to 6-1/4”


2-1/4”
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stairs


Handrails
1133B.4.1.1, 1133B.4.2.1, 505.2, 505.4 
-34” to 38” mounting height, 
consistent along each flight of stairs
-Continuous on both sides of stairs
-Return to wall, post, or floor at ends


Striping for People Who are Blind or 
Visually Impaired
1133B.4.4
-On top and bottom tread of interior stairs
-On all treads on exterior stairs
-Non-slip surface
-Contrasting color with stair treads
-2” to 4” wide
-Set 1” max. back from front edge of tread
-Full width of step


Treads and Risers
1133B.4.5, 1133B.4.5.2, 504.2, 504.3
-Risers 4” to 7” high
-No open risers
-Treads 11” deep
-See p. 16 for more info


12” 


Tread 
Width


1” max 2” - 4”


11”


12” 


34
” 


-3
8”


4”
 -


 7
”


27
” 


m
ax


Bottom Extension
1133B.4.2.2, 505.10 
-Handrail extends at same slope 
1 Tread Width past bottom stair
-12” horizontal extension past 
that, parallel with floor
-Return to floor, wall, or handrail


Top Extension
1133B.4.2.2, 505.10 
-12” past nosing on top tread
-Parallel with floor
-Return to floor, wall, or handrail
-Exceptions: 
  -at a change in direction,   
   continue handrail
  -in existing buildings where 
   an extension would cause a 
   dangerous condition


Cane Detectable Extensions
1133B.8.6, 307.4
-Where the vertical clearance is 
less than 80”, provide a barrier 
to warn people with blindness 
or visual impairments
-The leading edge of the 
barrier or guardrail shall be 27” 
max. above the finished floor
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stairs


Risers
1133B.4.5, 1133B.4.5.2, 504.2, 504.3
-Open risers NOT permitted
-4” to 7” high
-Vertical or 30 degrees max. 
-Consistent through entire flight of stairs


Treads
1133B.4.5, 504.2
-11” max. depth from riser to riser
-Horizontal
-Same through entire flight of stairs
-Front may extend 1-1/4” max. past back 
edge of tread below


Nosings
1133B.4.5.3,  504.5
-1/2” max. radius
-1/2” max. bevel
OR
-Projected 1-1/4” max. past back of tread 
below, with underside curved or beveled at 30o 
max.


4”
 -


 7
”


11” max
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doors


General
1133B.2.2, 1133B.2.3.3
-Door size shall be min. 36” wide by min. 6’8” 
tall
-Mounted so that when opened 90 degrees, 
clear width is 32” min.
-Revolving doors are not permitted as part of 
an accessible route


Door Hardware
1133B.2.5.2, 309.4
-Door hardware located between 34” and 44” above 
finished floor
-Operable with one hand, does not require tight 
grasping, pinching or twisting of the wrist to operate
-Lever-type hardware, panic bars, push-pull activating 
bars, and U-shaped handles are acceptable
-If there are actuator bars that run the height of the 
door, the bottom 10” must be protected by a kickplate 
that protrudes no more than 4” max from the face of the 
door, and does not create a trap or hazardous condition


Kickplate
1133B.2.6, 404.2.10
-Bottom 10” min. from floor on all doors 
(except automatic and sliding doors) must 
be a smooth, uninterrupted surface on push 
side
-Allows door to be opened by a wheelchair 
footrest 
-If infilling an existing door, make sure 
surfaces are flush so as not to create a trap 
or hazardous condition
NOTE: Devices for holding a door open may 
be installed on the pull side of a door


Door Opening Force
1133B.2.5, 404.2.9, 404.2.8 
-Max. 5 lbs. of force to open all interior and 
exterior doors
->5 lbs. may be used to ensure a fire door 
closes, but not >15 lbs. Use lowest pressure 
possible
-If door has a closer, it must take 5 seconds 
min. to swing from 90 degrees open to 
closed
-Door must be maintained to keep a 
compliant opening force
-If a compliant door opening force is not 
achievable, a power operator may be used, 
with a battery backup and a regular service 
contract, for exterior doors only 
1133B.2.5, Exception 2(b)
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Threshold
1133B.2.4.1, 404.2.5
-1/4” max. height AFF without bevel
-1/2” max. height AFF with 1:2 sloped bevel 
between 1/4” and 1/2” height


doors & thresholds


Additional Push Side Clearance
404.2.4.1
-If door is equipped with both a latch and 
closer, provide 12” min. clearance on strike 
side of push side of door


Maneuvering 
Clearances at Doors
1133B.2.4.2
-60” min. clearance 
on pull side of door
-48” min. clearance 
on push side of door


Door Opening
1133B.2.2
-32” min. clear when door is open 90o


Pull Side Clearance
1133B.2.4.3 
-18” min. clearance on strike 
side for interior doors
-24” min. clearance on strike 
side for exterior doors
-24” min. preferred


18” min (int)
24” min (ext)


12” min


PUSH SIDE


32” min


PULL SIDE


60
” 


m
in


48
” 


m
in


1/
4”


 m
ax


1:2 bevel


1/
2”


 m
ax


1/
4”


 m
ax


DOOR


Door Opening 
Direction
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doors & Vestibules


Clear Width
1133B.3.1 
-44” min. clear width of corridor
-32” clear opening at doorway with door 
open 90o


Pull Side Approach
1133B.2.4.3
-18” min. clearance on strike side for interior door
-24” min. clearance on strike side for exterior door
-Best Practice: 24” is preferred 


Space Between Doors
1133B.2.4.4, 404.2.6 
-48” min. clear space between doors (when 
door swinging into space is open 90o)
-Doors shall swing in same direction or 
outward from vestibule


Push Side Approach
404.2.4.1
-12” min. clearance on strike side 


32” min clear
18” min (int)
24” min (ext)


48
” 


m
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44” min


48
” 
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12” min


18” min (int)
24” min (ext)
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Corridors


Corridors (Longer than 200 ft.) 
1133B.3.2 
-60” min. clear width


Corridors (Less than 200 ft.)
1133B.3.1
-44” min. clear width
-36” min. clear width for buildings with 
occupancy loads <10
-Best Practice: Even in occupancy loads of 
< 10, use 44” min. clear hall width because 
of difficulty for a person in a wheelchair 
making a 90o turn in narrower halls


Turn Around
1118B.2, 304.3.1 
-If <60” min. wide, provide a 60” 
min. diameter circle for turning 
around every 200 ft. min.  


60” min


44” min


60” min
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fire alarm pull stations


PULL DOWN


     FIRE             ALARM


PULL          DOWN


     FIRE             ALARM


Mounting Height 
1118B.5, 1118B.6, 308.2.1, 308.3.1
-48” max. AFF to operable parts
-15” min. AFF


Operable Parts
1117B.6.2, 1117B.6.4, 309.2, 309.4
-Operable with one hand
-No tight grasping, pinching, or twisting of the wrist
-5 lbs. max. force to activate operable parts 
-30” x 48” min. clear floor space adjacent to fire 
alarm pull station


National Fire Alarm Code Requirements (NFPA 72)
-Located in normal path of exit
-At least one station on each floor
-Not more than 200 ft. to nearest station from any point in the building


48
” 


m
ax


 A
FF


4”
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ax


4” max


48
” 


m
ax
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4”
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4” max


Non-Accessible Fire Alarm Pull Station


Accessible Fire Alarm Pull Station
-The operable lever arm is replaced with one that can be 
easily operated with a closed fist, as shown at right


Note: Accessible fire alarm pull stations and 
retrofit kits are available from Simplex Grinell.
#4099-9020 NO GRIP Addressable Single Action 
Manual Pull Station
#4099-9805 Actuator Retrofit Kit


Not Accessible
-Requires control of fingers
-Requires tight grasping or 
pinching


Accessible
-Does not requires control of 
fingers
-Does not require tight 
grasping or pinching
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eleVators


1


Call Buttons
1116B.1.10, 407.2.1 
-42” AFF to CL of hall call buttons
-Buttons 3/4” min. in smallest dimension, 
raised 1/8”
-Button designating “up” on top, “down” on 
bottom
-Internally illuminated white over entire 
surface of buttons
-Best Practice: Leave a 30” x 48” min. clear 
floor space in front of the hall call buttons 
for people who use wheelchairs, other 
mobility devices, or service dogs


Handrail
1116B.1.11 
-Provide on one wall of elevator 
car, prefer rear wall
-1-1/2” from wall surface
-32” AFF


Tactile Emergency Evacuation 
Sign
-See p. 26 for more info


Floor Indication
1116B.1.14, 407.2.3.1
-On both door jambs on each floor
-Indicate floor using raised characters 2” 
high and Braille
-Main entry level indicated by a raised star, 
raised number, and “Main” in Braille
-60” min. AFF to CL


Hall Lantern
1116B.1.13, 407.2.2
-Visual and audible signal at each elevator 
entrance
-Visual signal 2-1/2” x 2-1/2” min. and 
visible from near call buttons
-Audible signal sounds once for “up” and 
twice for “down,” or announce verbally
-72” min. AFF to CL
-Audible signal for each floor passed


Door Protective Re-opening 
Device
1116B.1.5, 407.3.3
-Capable of sensing an object or 
person in path of closing door at 
5” and 29” AFF
-Requires no contact
-Doors re-open for min. 20 
seconds before closing


2”
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2”


2-1/2”


32
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42
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Destination Based Elevator Systems
-Best Practice: Do not use destination based elevator systems that do not provide 
accessibility for all people, including those with visual or cognitive disabilities
-See City of San Francisco guidelines: 
http://sfdbi.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=338 or call the 
Department of Building Inspection at (415) 558-6088
or contact Thomas Fessler, Building Inspector, City of San Francisco, Access 
Division at thomas.fessler@sfgov.org or (415) 575-6923
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eleVators


Side Door Car
1116B.1.4, 1116B.1.8, 407.4.1 
-Door 36” min. wide
-Car 68” min. wide


Centered Door Car
1116B.1.8, 407.4.1
-Door 42” min. wide
-Car 80” min. wide


Car Depth
1116B.1.8, 407.4.1
-51” min. from rear wall to front wall
-54” min. from rear wall to door


Controls Location
1116B.1.8
-Front wall next to door
OR
-In side opening cars, on side 
wall adjacent to door


Door Protective Re-opening Device
1116B.1.5, 407.3.3
-Capable of sensing an object or person in path of closing door at 5” and 29” AFF
-Requires no contact
-Doors re-open for min. 20 seconds before closing


Handrail
1116B.1.11 
-Provide on one wall of elevator 
car, rear wall preferred
-1-1/2” from wall surface
-32” AFF


68” min


36” min 42” min


80” min
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Destination Based Elevator Systems
-Best Practice: Do not use destination based elevator systems that do not provide 
accessibility for all people, including those with visual or cognitive disabilities
-See City of San Francisco guidelines: 
http://sfdbi.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=338 or call the Department of 
Building Inspection at (415) 558-6088
or contact Thomas Fessler, Building Inspector, City of San Francisco, Access Division at 
thomas.fessler@sfgov.org or (415) 575-6923
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eleVator Controls


EMERGENCY PHONE


Mounting Height
1116B.1.8
-48” max. AFF to CL 
of highest operable 
part
-15” min. AFF


Characters
1116B.1.9 
-5/8” min. high 
-Raised
-Immediately to the left 
of buttons
-Braille directly below
-White on black 
background


Button Size
1116B.1.9, 407.4.6
-3/4” min.
-Raised 1/8”


Spacing
1116B.1.9 
-3/8” min. between 
buttons and nearest 
tactile object


Mounting Height
1116B.1.8
-48” max. AFF to CL 
of highest button


Emergency 
Buttons
407.4.6
-2’11” min. AFF to CL


Destination Based 
Elevator Systems
-Best Practice: Do not 
use destination based 
elevator systems that do 
not provide accessibility 
for all people, including 
those with visual or 
cognitive disabilities
-See City of San Francisco 
guidelines: 
http://sfdbi.org/
Modules/ShowDocument.
aspx?documentid=338 
or call the Department 
of Building Inspection at 
(415) 558-6088
or contact 
Thomas Fessler, 
Building Inspector, 
City of San Francisco, 
Access Division at 
thomas.fessler@sfgov.org 
or (415) 575-6923
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Emergency Phone 
-When phone is housed 
in an enclosure or 
cabinet, ensure that 
opening mechanism 
does not require tight 
grasping, pinching, or 
twisting
-Best Practice: A loop 
that can be used with 
one closed fist or a push-
to-open type door is 
recommended
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wheelChair lifts


Landings
1116B.2.3
-60” x 60” level landings at bottom and top 
of lift


Platform
410.3
-48” x 32” min. platform


Door Sizes
1116B.2.6, 410.6
-42” min. side door
-32” min. front door
-Use of a platform lift cannot 
require that a person using 
a wheelchair back out of the 
lift unless there is a power 
operator on the doors


60
” 


m
in


32
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42
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60” min


48” min


60” min


32” min


Maintenance
1116B.2.5.1, 410.1
-Platform lifts shall have a 
yearly service contract, with a 
signed & dated log of weekly 
tests
-Platform lifts shall provide a 
self-recharging battery backup 
in case of a power failure
-Best Practice: Include 
Emergency Phone in all 
platform lifts (See p. 24)
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emerGenCY eVaCuation siGns


YOU ARE HERE


FIRE ALARM


ELEVATOR


FIRE EXTINGUISHER / HOSE 


EXIT 


EXIT PATH


STANDPIPE / HOSE 


EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLAN


123 MAIN STREET


FIRE / POLICE / MEDICALCALL 911


DISABLED PERSONS


IN CASE OF AN EMERGENCY


PULL FIRE ALARM AND USE STAIRS


USE ELEVATOR


INSTRUCTIONS ON P A SYSTEM


LIGHTS WILL FLASH LISTEN FOR


FIRE ALARM IS A VARIABLE TONE


AND AWAIT ASSISTANCE


GO TO NEAREST STARWELL 


Raised Characters
1117B.5.5, 703.2
-Duplicated in Braille
-1/32” min. above background
-Uppercase
-Sans serif font (not italic, oblique, script, decorative or unusual)
-Height of characters: 5/8” min. to 2” max.


Braille
1117B.5.5, 1117B.5.6, 703.3
-Use contracted (Grade 2) Braille
-Below corresponding text
-Separated 3/8” min. (1/2” max.) 
from any other tactile character, raised 
borders and decorative elements


Mounting
703.4
-48” min. AFF to baseline of lowest tactile element
-60” max. AFF to baseline of highest tactile element
-Posted at all required exit stairs, every elevator 
landing, and inside public entrances to large, multi-
storied and/or multi-roomed buildings


Visual Characters
1117B.5.2, 703.5
-Non-glare finish
-Contrast (light-on-dark or 
dark-on-light)
-40” min. AFF


General
-Make the info available to everyone, regardless of ability
-See California Code of Regulations, Title 19, Section 3.09 or the City of San Francisco for more info
-The sign above is based on San Francisco design policy, and is not mandated to look like this or follow this format 
by state or federal accessibility regulations. The requirements listed are those for signs in general and the design 
reflects one option for applying those requirements.
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restroom siGns


WOMEN


WOMEN


Placement
1117B.5.7, 1115B.6, 703.2, 703.4.1
-Geometric symbol shall be placed along the 
horizontal centerline of restroom door
-Room ID sign and geometric symbol 
centerlines at 60” AFF
-Room ID sign 3” min. outside door swing 
on wall on latch side of door
-Geometric symbol shall contrast door 
(light-on-dark or dark-on-light, blue is typ.)
-See p. 28 for more info


Room ID Sign
1117B.5.5, 1117B.5.6, 703.4.1
-60” AFF to CL of pictogram area on sign
-60” max. AFF to baseline of highest 
tactile character
-6” min. pictogram area outside 
dimension, accompanied by text 
description and Braille directly below
-2” min. text and Braille area below
-Text:
  5/8” min. character height (2” max)
  Raised 1/32” min.
  Sans serif uppercase characters
  Horizontal format
-Braille:
  Contracted (Grade 2) Braille
  Dots 1/10” apart on center in each cell
  2/10” space between cells
  Dots raised 1/40” min.
  Dots shall be domed or rounded
-Characters and symbols contrast with 
background (light-on-dark or dark-on-
light)
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restroom siGns


Geometric Identification Symbols
1115B.6
-Doors leading to sanitary facilities marked 
with geometric symbols
-Geometric symbols should be placed at ALL 
restrooms to identify gender (accessible or 
not)
-ISA only used at accessible restrooms
-Centered horizontally on door at 60” AFF to 
the centerline
-Corners have min. 1/8” radius
-Ease edges of sign
-Men’s Room: equilateral triangle, 1/4” 
thick, edges 12” long, vertex pointing 
upward
-Women’s Room: Circle, 1/4” thick, 12” 
diameter
-Unisex Room: Circle, 1/4” thick, 12” 
diameter, with a 1/4” thick triangle 
superimposed within the 12” diameter
-All symbols contrast light on dark, or dark 
on light, and contrast with door surface
-Best Practice: no raised characters, 
symbols, or Braille on geometric symbols 
[tactile information should be placed on 
sign at the strike side of door (See p. 27 for 
more info)]
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toilet faCilities


Door
1133B.3.1
-32” min. clear width


Accessible Path
1115B.3.1.4
-44” min. clear width from entrance 
to accessible toilet compartment


Ambulatory Accessible Stall
1115B.3.1.5, 604.8.2
-Where there are 6+ stalls, 
provide at least 1 ambulatory 
accessible stall
-Outward swinging door
-Parallel grab bars
-See p. 32 for more info


Lavatories
1115B3.1.3
-5% min (but not <1) 
accessible
-30” x 48” clear floor 
space
-See p. 37 for more info


Wheelchair Accessible Stall
1115B.3.1, 1115B.4.1, 604.3, 604.8.1
-Min. 1 wheelchair accessible stall
-Automatic-closer on stall door
-34” wide door (side entrance) OR
-32” wide door (end entrance)
-18” min. clear space on strike 
side of door
-See p. 30-31 for more info


Turning Space
1115B.3.1.4
-60” min diameter clear 
turning space


Clear Space by Door
1115B.3.1.4
-48” min clear space in 
front of stall door


Urinals
-See p. 33 for more info
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Restroom Fixtures
-See p. 36 for more info


44” min
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toilet stalls, wheelChair aCCessible, side entrY


General
1115B.1, 213.1
-All multi-user toilet rooms 
must have at least 1 
wheelchair accessible stall
-On accessible route


Side Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.1
-Provide grab bar on closest side wall 
-42” min. length
-12” max. from rear wall to near end of grab 
bar
-54” min. from rear wall to far end of grab bar


Rear Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.2
-Provide grab bar on rear wall
-36” min. length
-24” min. from CL of toilet to 
one side, 12” min. from CL of 
toilet to the other sideDoor


1115B.3.4.5, 604.8.1.2
-34” min. clear width for side entry stall
-Loop or U-shaped door pulls installed on both 
sides of stall door immediately below latch
-Use slide or dial/lever latch locking 
mechanisms
-Self-closing door
-Door may not swing into minimum required 
compartment area


Side Entry Stall Size
1115B.3, 604.3.1, 604.8.1.1
-60” min. width measured 
from side wall
-60” min. depth measured 
from rear wall


12” max


54” min


42” min


60” min (for side entrance)


34” min
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Toilet
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-18” from CL of toilet to side wall


Flush Controls
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-On wide side of toilet 
-Hand activated or automatic
-If hand activated, must be operable 
with one hand, max. 5 lbs. force, and 
no grasping, pinching, or twisting of 
the wrist
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toilet stalls, wheelChair aCCessible, end entrY
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Rear Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.2
-Provide grab bar on rear wall
-36” min. length
-24” min. from CL of toilet to 
one side, 12” min. from CL of 
toilet to the other side


Side Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.1
-Provide grab bar on closest 
side wall 
-42” min. length
-12” max. from rear wall to 
near end of grab bar
-54” min. from rear wall to far 
end of grab bar


End Entry Stall Size
1115B.3, 604.3.1, 604.8.1.1
-60” min. width measured from side wall
-56” min. (wall hung toilet) or 59” min. (floor 
mounted toilet) depth measured from rear wall


Door
1115B.3.4.5, 604.8.1.2
-32” min. clear width for end entry stall
-4” max. from hinge to wall
-Loop or U-shaped door pulls installed on both 
sides of stall door immediately below latch
-Use slide or dial/lever latch locking 
mechanisms
-Self-closing door
-Door may not swing into minimum required 
compartment area


Flush Controls
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-On wide side of toilet 
-Hand activated or automatic
-If hand activated, must be 
operable with one hand, max. 
5 lbs. force, and no grasping, 
pinching, or twisting of the 
wrist


Toilet
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-18” from CL of toilet to side wall


General
1115B.1, 213.1
-All multi-user toilet rooms 
must have at least 1 
wheelchair accessible stall
-On accessible route
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toilet stalls, ambulatorY aCCessible


General
1115B.3.5, 213.3.1
-Where there are more than 6 
stalls (toilets and/or urinals), 
at least one must be an 
ambulatory accessible stall
-On accessible route


18
”


36
”


32
”


60” min


42” min 12” max


54” min


Door
1115B.3.4.5, 604.8.2
-32” min. clear width 
-Loop or U-shaped door pulls installed on both sides 
of stall door immediately below latch
-Use slide or dial/lever latch locking mechanisms
-Self-closing door
-Door may not swing into minimum required 
compartment area


Stall Size
1115B.3.5, 604.8.2.1
-60” min. depth measured from rear wall
-36” width between side walls or partitions


Toilet
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-18” from CL of toilet to side wall


Side Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.1, 604.8.2.3
-Provide grab bars on both side 
walls or partitions
-42” min. length
-12” max. from rear wall to 
near end of grab bar
-54” min. from rear wall to far 
end of grab bar
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urinals


48”


14” - 17”
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General
1115B.4.2.1, 213.3.3
-Urinals should be wall-hung or stall type
-On accessible route
-Where more than 1 urinal is provided, at 
least 1 shall be accessible


Flush Controls
1115B.4.2.2, 605.4
-44” max. AFF 
-Operable with one hand
-No tight grasping, pinching, or 
twisting of the wrist
-5 lbs. max. force to operate


Mounting Height
1115B.4.2.1, 605.2
-17” max. AFF to top of rim


Clear Floor Space
1115B.4.2.3, 605.3
-30” x 48” min. clear floor 
space in front of urinal for 
a front approach


Depth of Urinal
1115B.4.2.1, 605.2
-14” min. to 17” max. from 
wall to outer surface of rim


Wall-hung Urinal


Stall Type Urinal


14” - 17”


14” - 17”


44
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FF
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sinGle-user toilets


Toilet
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-18” from CL of toilet to side wall


Door
1115B.3.4.5, 604.8.2
-32” min. clear width 


Side Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.1
-Provide grab bar on closest side 
wall 
-42” min. length
-12” max. from rear wall to near 
end of grab bar
-54” min. from rear wall to far 
end of grab bar
-24” min. from front of toilet to 
frong end of grab bar


Rear Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.2
-Provide grab bar on rear wall
-36” min. length
-24” min. from CL of toilet to 
one side, 12” min. from CL of 
toilet to the other side


Flush Controls
1115B.4.1, 604.2
-On wide side of toilet 
-Hand activated or automatic
-If hand activated, must be operable 
with one hand, max. 5 lbs. force, and 
no grasping, pinching, or twisting of 
the wrist


Lavatory
1115B.4.3.2
-18” min from side wall or 
partition to centerline of 
lavatory
-See p. 37 for more info


Clear Space
1115B.3.2, 1115B.3.3, 1115B.4
-28” min. from outside edge of 
toilet to sink, 32” to wall
-60” min. diameter turning radius 
in front of toilet
-48” min from front of toilet to 
wall
-Best Practice: Leave a 
wheelchair space (30” x 48” min.) 
on wide side of toilet. Keep this 
area clear of trash cans, furniture 
and other storage


18” min18”
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Toilet Paper Dispenser
1115B.8.4, 604.7
-36” max. from back wall to front end of 
dispenser
-7” to 9” from front of toilet to CL of dispenser
-19” min. AFF to CL of dispenser
-Mounted below grab bar
-Do not use large dual roll dispensers, as they:
   -Generally protrude more than 4” from the 
     wall
   -Toilet paper may tear off inside the 
    dispenser, making it impossible and/or 
    dangerous for someone with limited 
    mobility to reach the paper. They may lose 
    their balance and fall.


Toilet Seat Height
1115B.4.1.4, 604.4
-17” to 19” AFF to 
top of seat


Grab Bar
1115B.4.1.3, 609.4
-33” AFF to CL of grab bar
-Parallel to floor


Toilet Seat Cover Dispenser
1115B.8.3
-40” max. to operable part 
-Do not place behind toilet or 
above grab bar


Hook
603.4
-48” AFF to highest operable part
-Side wall location preferred


toilet stall eleVation


Side Grab Bar
1115B.4.3, 604.5.1
-Provide grab bar on closest side wall 
-42” min. length
-12” max. from rear wall to near end of grab bar
-54” min. from rear wall to far end of grab bar
-24” min. from front of toilet to frong end of grab bar


Rear Grab Bar
1115B.4.1.3
-33” AFF to CL of grab 
bar
-Parallel to floor
-If high toilet tank 
prohibits 33” mounting 
height, rear grab bar 
only may be mounted 
at 36” AFF to CL of grab 
bar, with a mim. 1-1/2” 
clearance between 
bottom of grab bar and 
top of tank


54” min


12” max 42” min


36” max


7” - 9”


24” min
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restroom fixtures


4” max


4” max


4” max


4” max


Surface Mounted Manual Paper Towel 
Dispenser


Slimline Electric Hand Dryer


Surface Mounted Trash Can


Recessed Manual Paper Towel 
Dispenser


Recessed Sanitary Napkin/
Tampon Dispenser


Recessed Trash Can


General
1115B.8.3, 307.2, 308.2, 308.3
-Where fixtures (i.e. paper 
towel dispensers, hand 
dryers, trash cans, sanitary 
napkin/tampon dispensers, 
etc.) are provided, at least 
one of each type:
  -must be on an accessible 
   route
  -have all operable parts,   
   including coin slots,   
   mounted at 40” max. AFF
  -have all operable parts/  
   controls operable by one 
   hand, with no tight 
   grasping, pinching, or 
   twisting of the wrist


-Fixtures mounted with their 
lowest edge between 27” and 
80” AFF may not protrude 
more than 4” max. into the 
clear path of travel


-Best Practice: Use recessed, 
semi-recessed or slimline 
surface-mounted fixtures not 
protruding more than 4” from 
the wall


-Best Practice: Use fixed 
trash cans to avoid misplaced 
trash cans interfering with 
clear paths of travel or 
required clear floor spaces


-Best Practice: Do not use 
electric hand dryers that 
require user to insert hands 
from top (i.e. Dyson Airblade, 
Mitsubishi Jet Towel). These 
hand dryers would require a 
user in a wheelchair to lean 
forward to use them, which is 
not easy to do from a seated 
position and may cause 
falls. Also, documentation 
for these dryers indicates 
that they are unsuitable for 
use by “children and infirm 
persons” without responsible 
supervision
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laVatories


General
1115B.3.1.3, 1115B.4.3.1, 1115B.4.3.4, 214.3.4, 606.5
-Min. 5% (but not <1) of lavatories must be accessible
-40” max. AFF to bottom of mirrors’ reflective surface 
when placed above lavatories
-If provided, locate soap and towel dispensers within 
accessible reach ranges (See p. 36, 41) and convenient 
to someone using the accessible lavatory
-Insulate or cover exposed hot water and drain pipes 
to protect users from burns and/or sharp edges
-No sharp or abrasive surfaces under lavatories


Faucets and Controls
1115B.4.3.1, 306.3, 309
-Operable with one hand
-Do not require tight grasping, pinching, or twisting to 
operate
-Max 5 lbs. of force
-Lever operated, push type, or electronically controlled 
are acceptable
-Self-closing valves (push-to-use) must remain open 
for 10 seconds min.
-25” max. reach from front of lavatory or counter to 
front of controls
-Use a temperature control valve to keep water from 
reaching scalding temperatures


Height
1115B.4.3.2, 306.3
-Toe Clearance: 
  9” min. high at 6” max. from wall
-Knee Clearance:
  29” min. AFF at front of lavatory or counter
  27” min. AFF (29” recommended) at 8” deep from 
  front of lavatory or counter
-Top of Lavatory/Counter:
  34” max. AFF
-Best Practice: The 27” min. knee clearance does not 
take into account people who use larger wheelchairs or 
scooters. 29” min. measurements will allow for these


Depth
1115B.4.3.2, 1115B.4.3.3, 1115B.4.3.4, 305.3, 306.2, 606.3
-17” min. from back wall to front of lavatory or counter
-25” max. from front of lavatory or counter to front of 
controls
-11” min. depth of knee clearance before toe clearance 
(27” min., 29” recommended AFF)
-8” min. depth from front of lavatory or counter, 27” 
min. AFF to underside of lavatory
-48” min. deep clear floor space for forward approach 
to lavatory, 19” max. overlap allowed underneath 
lavatory


17” min


25” max


8” min


6” max


11” min


17” min


25” max


19” max overlap


clear floor/knee space


48” min clear floor space
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laVatories


Distance from Wall or Partition
1115B.4.3.2
-18” min. from side wall or partition to 
centerline of lavatory


Distance to Controls
306.3
-25” max. from front of lavatory or counter 
to front of controls


Clear Floor Space
1115B.4.3.3, 305.3
-30” x 48” min. clear floor space for frontal 
approach to lavatory
-19” max. allowable overlap with knee and 
toe clearance under lavatory
-Dispensers, dryers, etc. on side wall must 
not protrude more than 4” into required 
clear space


18” min to CL18” min to CL


30” min 30” min


4” max
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telephones


Clear Floor Space
1117B.2.2, 704.2.1.1
-30” x 48” in side or front approach
-Shelf may extend 10” max in front of face 
of telephone unit, provided there is ample 
knee clearance beneath it


Side Panels
1117B.2.2, 704.2.1.1
-30” min. between side panels
-27” min. to lower edge of side 
panels for cane detectability
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Mounting Height 
1118B.5, 1118B.6, 308.2.1, 308.3.1
-48” max. AFF to operable parts


International Symbol of 
Accessibility (ISA)
1117B.5.8.1, 703.7.2.1
-Place ISA on accessible phones
-White pictogram on blue 
background


Volume Control 
1117B.5.8.3, 1117B.2.8, 
707.2.3, 704.3
-At least 25%, but not less 
than 1, of public phones 
shall have volume control 
for users with hearing 
impairments
-Place volume control 
symbol on phones so 
equipped


Text Telephone (TTY) 
1117B.5.8.2, 1117B.2.9, 703.7.2.2, 
704.4
-Where there are 4 or more 
public telephones, provide at 
least 1 text telephone (TTY)
-If provided on shelf adjacent to 
phones, 34” AFF to top of shelf, 
with 27” min. knee clearance 
beneath
-Place TTY symbol where TTY 
provided


General 
1117B.2.1, 704.2.1
-At least 50%, but not less than 1, 
of public phones shall be accessible
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Auditorium


protrudinG objeCts
Vertical Clearance/Head Room
1133B.8.6, 307.4
-All circulation spaces shall have 80” min. 
clear from the finished floor
-Where the vertical clearance is less than 
80”, provide a barrier to warn people with 
blindness or visual impairments
-The leading edge of the barrier or 
guardrail shall be 27” max. above the 
finished floor (Best Practice: handrail at 
36” to 42”, with a lower rail, at 6” min. to 
27” max., for cane detectability)


Protrusion Limits
1133B.8.6, 307.2
-Objects protruding from walls with their leading edges from 27” - 80” 
above the floor may only protrude 4” max. into paths of travel
-Protruding objects may not reduce the clear width of an accessible 
path of travel


Post-Mounted Objects
1133B.8.6, 307.3
-Free-standing post-mounted 
objects may overhang 12” max. 
when they are between 27” and 
80” from the floor


Double Post Mounted 
Objects
1133B.8.6, 307.3
-When a sign or 
obstruction is between 2 
posts 12” or more apart, 
the lower edge shall be 
27” max. or 80” min. 
above the floor
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reaCh ranGes


Side Reach 
(Obstructed)
1118B.6, 308.3.2
-46” max. AFF
-Obstruction: 
  24” max. deep
  34” max. high


Side Reach
1118B.6, 308.3.1
-48” max. AFF
-15” min. AFF
-30” min. clear floor space
-10” max. from wall/
operable parts


Front Reach
1118B.5, 308.2.1
-48” max. AFF
-15” min. AFF
-48” min. clear floor space


Front Reach 
(Obstructed)
1118B.5, 308.2.2
-Obstruction:
  25” max. deep
  34” max. high
-48” max. AFF if 
obstruction <20” deep
-44” max. AFF if 
obstruction 20-25” deep
-Depth of knee space 
under obstruction must 
be at least as deep as 
reach needed to object 
over obstruction
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tables


Required Accessible Tables
1104B.5, 1122B.1, 226
-At least 5% (but never less 
than 1) of tables, seating, 
counters, and/or dining 
surfaces must be accessible
-Where there is more than 
1 accessible space, these 
spaces must be dispersed 
throughout the area or facility 
where dining surfaces are 
provided
-Where there are multiple 
functional areas (i.e. bar and 
dining room), there must be 
at least 1 accessible space for 
each area


Knee Space
1122B.3, 902 
-27” min. from finished 
floor to underside of 
table (Best Practice: 29” 
preferred)
-30” min. clear width 
under table
-19” min. clear depth 
under table (may overlap 
the 30”x48” clear floor 
space required at table 
for wheelchair)


Table Top
1122B.4, 902
-28” min. to 34” max. 
from finished floor to top 
of table


Clear Path To and 
Between Tables
1104B.5
-36” min. clear width
between tables, seats and 
other obstacles, even 
with patrons seated at 
tables


Clear Floor Space at 
Table
1122B.2 
-30”x 48” min. clear floor 
space at table, may overlap 
the knee clearance under 
the table by 19”
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Note:
-It is important to 
be able to arrange 
non-fixed tables to 
accommodate larger 
groups with people 
with disabilities in 
their party


Four Corners Table Base


Center Post Table Base
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banquette seatinG


Clear Floor Space at Table
1122B.2 
-30”x 48” min. clear floor space 
at table, may overlap the knee 
clearance under the table by 19”


19” min
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Sled (or T) Table Base


Booth Seating with Center Post Table BaseNote:
-It is important to 
be able to arrange 
non-fixed tables to 
accommodate larger 
groups with people 
with disabilities in 
their party


30” min
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table bases
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Bolt-Down Center Post Table BaseCenter Post Table BaseNon-Accessible X Base


Sled or T Table BaseFour Corners Table Base


Knee Space
1122B.3, 902 
-27” min. from finished floor to underside of table (Best 
Practice: 29” preferred)
-30” min. clear width under table
-19” min. clear depth under table (may overlap the 30”x48” 
clear floor space required at table for wheelchair)


General/Best Practice 
1122B.3, 902 
-The following are considered ACCESSIBLE bases: 
  -Legs in the 4 corners with at least 30” min. between them
  -Sled or T base on two sides of the table with 30” min. between them
  -Center post with bolt-down base, at least 19” from edge of table
  -Center post with flat base of 1/2” thick max. with 1/4” bevel, if flat base extends   
    into the required 19” clear space from edge of table
-Do NOT use X-shaped table base, as it interferes with the 19” min. clear space from edge 
of table and may cause wheelchair footrests to become stuck (shown in red above)
-Do NOT use center post with thick or sloped bases that extend into the required 19” min. 
clear space from the edge of the table, as this will prevent a person using a wheelchair 
from being able to sit comfortably at the table, or may cause their wheelchair to tip back
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bar/Counter seatinG


Bar/Counter Top
1122B.4, 902.4.2
-28” min. to 34” 
max. from finished 
floor to top of bar/
counter
-Must extend full 
depth of bar/counter
-Do NOT use as 
service area


Knee Space
1122B.2, 306.3
-27” min. from finished 
floor to underside of table 
(29” preferred)
-30” min. clear width 
under table
-19” min. clear depth 
under table (may overlap 
the 30”x48” clear floor 
space required at table 
for wheelchair)


Bar/Counter Width
1104B.5.4
-60” min.
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19” minRequired Accessible Tables
1104B.5, 1122B.1, 226
-At least 5% (but never less than 1) 
of tables, seating, counters, and/or 
dining surfaces must be accessible
-Where there is more than 1 
accessible space, these spaces must 
be dispersed throughout the area 
or facility where dining surfaces are 
provided
-Where there are multiple functional 
areas (i.e. bar and dining room), 
there must be at least 1 accessible 
space for each area
-A drop-down hinged counter surface 
does not count as an accessible 
space, counter must be same height 
from customer side to employee side
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path of traVel (interior)


Clear Path To and Between Tables
1104B.5.4, 1133B.6, 403.5.1
-36” min. clear width between tables, seats, and 
other obstacles, even with patrons seated at 
tables, from entrance, through dining area, to 
accessible restrooms


Best Practice: Employee Training
-Accessible seating should be the last seating 
filled to ensure its availability for customers with 
disabilities
-Moveable furniture positions must be maintained 
regularly, even when restaurant is busy


36” min clear
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sample seatinG Chart


Kitchen


Bar


Front Dining Room


Back Dining Room


Patio


Restroom


Restroom


Clear Path To and Between Tables
1104B.5.4, 1133B.6, 403.5.1
-36” min. clear width between tables, 
seats and other obstacles, even with 
patrons seated at tables, from 
entrance, through dining area, to 
restrooms


Best Practice: Employee Training
-Accessible seating should be the last seating 
filled to ensure its availability for customers with 
disabilities
-Moveable furniture positions must be maintained 
regularly, even when restaurant is busy


Required Accessible Tables
1104B.5, 1122B.1, 226
-At least 5% (but never less than 1) 
of tables, seating, counters, and/or 
dining surfaces must be accessible
-Where there is more than 1 
accessible space, these spaces must 
be dispersed throughout the area 
or facility where dining surfaces are 
provided
-Where there are multiple functional 
areas (i.e. bar and dining room), 
there must be at least 1 accessible 
space for each area
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US Access Board
http://www.access-board.gov/
1331 F Street NW, Suite 1000
Washington, DC  20004-1111
(202) 272-0080
For Guidance on Accessibility Issues:
800.872.2253 
800.993.2822 (TTY)


US DOJ - Civil Rights Division
http://www.justice.gov/crt/
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001
202.514.4609
202.514.0716 (TTY)


ADA Information Line
http://www.ada.gov/
800.514.0301
800.514.0383 (TTY)


California DOJ
http://oag.ca.gov/
Attorney General’s Office
California Department of Justice
Attn: Public Inquiry Unit
P.O. Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
916.322.3360
800.952.5225
TTY/TDD Dial 711 or 800.735.2929


California DSA (Department of the State Architect)
http://www.dgs.ca.gov/
1102 Q Street, Suite 5100 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
916.445.8100
Manager, Access Compliance 916.445.8100


California Restaurant Association
http://www.calrest.org/
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
800.765.4842 
916.447.5793


Golden Gate Restaurant Association
http://ggra.org/
100 Montgomery Street, Suite 1280
San Francisco, CA 94104
415.781.5348


Designing Accessible Communities
http://www.designingaccessiblecommunities.org/
PO Box 2579 
Mill Valley, CA 94942
415.388.7206


ContaCts



http://www.dgs.ca.gov/
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CheCklist


feature requirement Yes/no notes


PARKING (p. 7)
# of Accessible Spaces 1 per 25 spaces (1-100 spaces), +1 per 50 


additional spaces (101-200 spaces), +1 per 100 
spaces (201-500 spaces)
2% (501-1000 spaces)
20, +1 per 100 or fraction thereof over 1000 
(1001+ spaces)


Accessible Spaces Identified by 36” x 36” blue square with ISA in 
white


Van Accessible Spaces Min. 1 per 6 accessible spaces provided
If only 1 accessible space provided, must be van 
accessible.


Accessible Space Dimensions 9’ wide min. (measured to centerline of striping) x 
18’ long min. 


Access Aisle 5’ wide min. x full length of space
May be shared by two spaces, on passenger side if 
only 1 space
Keep free of obstructions
Use min. slope possible, not to exceed 2% in any 
direction
Shall be marked with a blue border
Shall be striped (blue or white preferred) with “No 
Parking” in 12” min. hight white bold lettering


Van Access Aisle 8’ wide min. x full length of space
On passenger side of space only
Keep free of obstructions
Use min. slope possible, not to exceed 2% in any 
direction
Shall be marked with a blue border
Shall be striped (blue or white preferred) with “No 
Parking” in 12” min. high white bold lettering


Vertical Clearance 98” min. at accessible parking spaces and along at 
least one vehicle access route to these spaces to 
allow van clearance


Parking Signage:
Space Signage 70 sq. in. min.


Posted at 80” min. to bottom of sign
Shall contain ISA and lettering in white on blue 
background
Additional language/sign stating “Minimum Fine 
$250”


Van Accessible Signage Same as above, with additional language/sign 
stating “Van Accessible”


Lot Signage Placed conspicuously near parking lot entrance 
or immediately adjacent to and visible from each 
accessible stall
Min. 17” x 22” with 1” high lettering, black on 
white background
Wording: “Unauthorized vehicles parked in 
designated accessible spaces not displaying 
distinguishing placards or special license plates 
issued for person with disabilities will be towed 
away at the owner’s expense. Towed vehicles may 
be reclaimed at (fill in blank with towing company 
name and address) or by telephoning (fill in blank 
with towing company phone number).”
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feature requirement Yes/no notes


CURB RAMPS (p. 8-9)
Width 48” wide min.
Slope 1:12 max slope on ramp


1:10 max slope on flared sides
Detectable Warnings See Detectable Warnings below
Edge Grooves/Border All curb ramps shall have a grooved border 12” 


wide at the level surface of the sidewalk along the 
top and each side
1/4” grooves shall be approx. 3/4” on center


Level Landing 4’ deep minimum level landing at top of curb ramp 
for full width of ramp


DETECTABLE WARNINGS 
(p.10)
Base of Domes Nominal .9” diameter
Top of Domes Nominal .45” diameter
Distance Between Domes Nominal 2.35” on center
Arrangement Rectangular pattern (not offset)
Measurements Extend full width and depth of curb ramp, 


excluding flared sides, inside grooved border
Visual Contrast visually with adjoining surfaces (yellow 


typical)
RAMPS (p. 11-12)
Slope An accessible route with a slope greater than 1:20 


is considered a ramp
Use least possible slope, 1:12 max.


Wheel Guide Rail or Curb 2” - 4” wide guide rail, 2” - 4” AFF to CL
OR
2” min. height AFF curb
Full length of ramp when handrails are not wall 
mounted, must provide smooth edge along inside 
of ramp 


Handrails See Handrails below
Landings:
Level Landings Less than 1:50 slope on level landings


Alll landings must be level
30’ max. run between landings (30” max. rise)


Bottom Full width of ramp (48” min. clear width) 
72” min. length


Intermediate On straight ramp:
60” min. length, full width of ramp
On switchbacks (greater than 30o):
72” min. lenth in direction of ramp run, full width 
of all ramp runs adjacent to landing
On Change of Direction (greater than 30o):
72” min. length in direction of ramp run, 72” min 
width


Top Min. 60” x 60” level landing
HANDRAILS (p. 13-14)
Height 34” - 38” to top of handrail, consistent along entire 


run of ramp or flight of stairs
Continuous on both sides of ramps or stairs


Cross Section of Grip Portion 1-1/4” to 1-1/2”
Distance from Wall 1-1/2”
Wall Surface Smooth surface behind handrails to prevent injury
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feature requirement Yes/no notes


Returns 12” horizontal section at top of ramp or stairs, 
return to floor, wall, or handrail
At bottom of ramp, 12” min. horizontal section 
before returning to floor, wall, or handrail
At bottom of stairs, extend rail at slope 1 tread 
width beyond bottom stair, then 12” min. 
horizontal section before returning to floor, wall, or 
handrail


STAIRS
Riser 4”- 7” high


No open risers
Vertical or 30o max.


Tread 11” deep
Consistency Consistent height and depth for entire flight of 


stairs
Handrails See Handrails above
Nosings 1/2” max. radius


1/2” max. bevel
OR
Projected 1-1/4” max. past back of tread below, 
with underside curved or beveled at 30o max.


DOORS, VESTIBULES, & 
CORRIDORS (p. 17-20)
Entry Door 5 lbs. force max.
Fire Doors Up to 15 lbs. force (use lowest force possible)
Revolving Doors Not permitted on an accessible route
Height 6’-8” min.
Width 36” min. 
Kickplate Bottom 10” min. from floor must be a smooth, 


uninterrupted surface on push side
Hardware Mounted at 34” to 44” AFF


Must be operable with one hand, with no tight 
grasping, pinching, or twisting of the wrist


Opening 32” min. clear when door is open 90o


Maneuvering Clearance 60” min. on pull side of door
48” min. on push side of door


Pull Side Clearance 18” min. on strike side (interior doors)
24” min on strike side (exterior doors)
(24” min. preferred)


Push Side Clearance 12” min. on strike side if door is equipped with 
both a latch and a closer 


Threshold 1/4” max. height AFF without bevel
1/2” max. height AFF with 1:2 sloped bevel 
between 1/4” and 1/2” height


Vestibule-Doors Swing in 
Same Direction


48” min. between doors (when door swinging into 
space is open 90o)
44” min. clear width of corridor


Vestibule- Doors Swing Out 48” min. between doors
44” min. clear width of corridor


Corridors (longer than 200’) 60” min. clear width
Corridors (shorter than 200’) 44” min. clear width


Provide a 60” min. diamter circle for turning 
around every 200’ min.
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feature requirement Yes/no notes


FIRE ALARM PULL 
STATIONS (p. 21)
Operable Parts Operable with one hand, with no tight grasping, 


pinching, or twisting of the wrist
5 lbs. max. force to operate


Clear Floor Space 30” x 48” min. clear floor space adjacent to fire 
alarm pull station on an accessible path


Mounting Height 15” min. to 48” max. AFF to operable parts
General Located in normal path of exit


At least one station on each floor
Not more than 200’ to nearest station from any 
point in the building


ELEVATORS (p. 22-24)
Hall Call Buttons 42” AFF to CL of hall call buttons


Buttons 3/4” min. smallest dimension, raised 1/8”
Button designating “up” on top, “down” on bottom
Internally illuminated white over entire surface 
Best Practice: leave a 30” x 48” min. clear floor 
space adjacent to the hall call buttons


Hall Lantern Visual and audible signal at each elevator entrance
Visual signal 2-1/2” x 2-1/2” min. and visible from 
near call buttons
Audible signal sounds once for “up” and twice for 
“down,” or may announce verbally
72” min. AFF to CL
Audible signal for each floor passed


Floor Indication On both door jambs on each floor
Indicate floor using raised characters 2” high and 
Braille
Main entry level indicated by a raisted star, raised 
number, and “Main” in Braille
60” min. AFF to CL


Width 68” min. (side door car)
80” min. (center door car)


Depth 51” min. from rear wall to front wall
54” min. from rear wall to door


Handrails Provide on one wall of elevator car, rear wall 
preferred
1-1/2” from wall surface
32” AFF


Destination Based Elevator 
Systems


Best Practice: do not use destination based 
elevator systems that do not provide accessibility 
for all pepole, including those with visual or 
cognitive disabilities


Controls Locate on front wall next to door or, in side opening 
cars, on side wall adjacent to door
Button size: 3/4” min., raised 1/8”
3/8” min. spacing between buttons and nearest 
tactile item
5/8” min. high raised characters immediately to 
the left of buttons, with Braille directly below
White on black background
48” max. AFF to CL of highest button


Emergency Phone 15” min. - 48” max. AFF to CL of highest operable 
part
When phone is in an enclosure, ensure that 
the opening mechanism does not require tight 
grasping, pinching, or twisting of the wrist to 
operate
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feature requirement Yes/no notes


WHEELCHAIR LIFTS      
(p. 25)
Landings 60” x 60” min. level landings at top and bottom of 


lift
Platform 48” x 32” min. platform
Doors 32” min. front door, 42” min. side door 


Use of a platform lift cannot require that a person 
using a wheelchair back out of the lift unless there 
is a power operator on the doors


Maintenance Platform lifts shall have a yearly service contract, 
with a signed & dated log of weekly tests
Platform lifts shall provide a self-recharging battery 
backup in case of power failure
Inlcude an emergency phone in all platform lifts 
(See Emergency Phone under Elevators above)


EMERGENCY EVACUATION 
SIGNS (p. 26)
General Make the info available to everyone, regardless of 


ability
Use raised characters, duplicated in Braille
Posted at all required exit stairs, every elevator 
landing, and inside public entrances


Mounting Height 48” min. AFF to baseline of lowest tactile element
60” max. AFF to baseline of highest tactile element


Visually Printed Information Non-glare finish
Contrast light-on dark or dark-on-light
40” min. AFF


Tactile Information Use contracted (Grade 2) Braille that duplicates the 
visual information, below the corresponding text
Separated by 3/8” min. from any other tactile 
character, raised border or decorative element


Raised Characters 1/32”  min. raised above background
Uppercase
Sans serif font
Height of characters 5/8” min. to 2” max.


Restroom Signs 
(p. 27-28)
Room ID Sign 60” AFF to CL of pictogram area on sign


60” max. AFF to baseline of highest tactile 
character
6” min. pictogram area outside dimension, 
accompanies by text and Braille description directly 
below
Text: 5/8” min. character height (2” max.), raised 
1/32” min., sans serif upper case characters
Braille: Contracted (Grade 2) Braille, dots 1/10” 
apart on center in each cell, 2/10” space between 
cells, dots raised 1/40” min.
Characters and symbols contrast with background
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feature requirement Yes/no notes


Geometric Symbols Geometric sybmol shall contrast door (light-on-
dark or dark-on-light, blue background with white 
symbols is typical)
Geometric symbols whould be placed at ALL 
restrooms to identify gender
ISA only used at accessible restrooms
Corners have min. 1/8” radius
Ease edges of sign
1/4” thick
Men’s Room: Equilateral triangle, 12” long edges, 
vertex pointing up
Women’s Room: Circle, 12” diameter
Unisex Room: Equilateral triangle, vertex pointing 
up, on top of and within the boundaries of a 12” 
diameter circle
Best Practice: do not put raised characters, 
symbols or Braille on geometric symbols


Placement Geometric symbol shall be placed along the 
horizontal centerline of restroom door
Room ID sign and geometric symbol centerlines at 
60” AFF
Room ID sign 3” min. outside door swing on wall 
on latch side of door


TOILET FACILITIES 
(p. 29-36)
Number of Acc. Stalls Min. 1 wheelchair accessible stall


Where there are 6+ stalls and/or urinals, provide 
at least 1 ambulatory accessible stall


Clear Path Min. 44” wide clear path from entrance to all 
accessible features


Wheelchair Accessible Stall Provide grab bars on side and rear walls
18” to CL of toilet from side wall
Flush controls on wide side of toilet
Side Entry Stall:
60” min. width from side wall
60” min. depth from rear wall
34” min. door at 4” max. from hinge to wall
End Entry Stall:
60” min. width from side wall
56” min. (wall hung toilet) or 59” min. (floor 
mounted toilet) depth from rear wall
32” min. door at 4” max. from hinge to wall


Ambulatory Accessible Stall 60” min. depth from rear wall
36” width between side walls or partitions
Provide grab bars on both side walls/partitions
32” min. door


Urinals Where more than 1 urinal is provided, at least 1 
urinal shall be accessible
17” max. AFF to top of rim (wall mounted)
14” - 17” depth from wall to outer surface of rim 
(wall or stall type urinal)
Flush controls shall be 44” max. AFF
30” x 48” clear floor space in front of urinal for a 
front approach
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feature requirement Yes/no notes


Grab Bars Side: 
42” min. length
12” max. from rear wall to near end of grab bar
54” min. from rear wall to far end of grab bar
33” AFF to CL
Rear: 
36” min. length
12” min. on one side of CL of toilet, 24” min. on 
other side
33” AFF to CL (may go up to 36” if toilet tank 
interferes with mounting height on rear grab bar 
only)


Fixtures Hooks:
48” AFF to hights operable part, side wall preferred
Toilet Seat Cover Dispenser:
40” max. to operable part, do not place behind 
toilet
Toilet Paper Dispenser:
36” max. from back wall to front end of dispenser
7” - 9” from front of toilet to CL of dispenser
19” min. AFF to CL of dispenser, mounted below 
grab bar, do not use large dual roll dispensers
Other fixtures (i.e. Paper Towel Dispensers, 
Hand Dryers, Trash Cans, Sanitary Napkin/
Tampon Dispensers, etc.):
Where provided, at least one of each type must be 
on an accessible route, and have all operable parts, 
including coin slots, mounted at 44” max. AFF
Fixtures with lowest edge between 27” and 80” 
must not protrude more than 4” from wall
Best Practice: Use recessed, semi-recessed, or 
slimline fixtures
Best Practice: Use fixed trash cans to keep 
accessible routes clear


LAVATORIES (p. 37-38)
General Min. 5% (but not <1) of lavatories must be 


accessible
40” max. AFF to bottom of mirrors placed above 
lavatories


Mounting Height 34” max. to top of lavatory/counter
Knee Clearance 29” min. AFF at front of lavatory or counter


27” min. AFF (29” recommended) at 8” deep from 
front of lavatory/counter


Toe Clearance 9” min. high at 6” max. from wall
Protected Pipes Insulate or cover all hot water and drain pipes
Clear Floor Space 30” x 48” min. clear floor space in front of 


lavatories
Depth 17” min. from back wall to front of lavatory/


counter
11” min. depth of knee clearance before toe 
clearance


Faucet/Controls Operable with one hand, with no tight grasping, 
pinching, or twisting of the wrist
Max 5 lbs. of force to operate
25” max. reach from font of lavatory or coutner to 
front of controls
Use a temperature control valve to keep water 
from reaching scalding temperatures


Distance from Wall/Partition 18” min.
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TELEPHONES (p. 39)
Number of Accessible Phones Min. 50% (but not <1) of public phones must be 


accessible
TTY Where there are 4+ public phones, provide at least 


1 TTY with appropriate signage
If on shelf adjacent to phones, 34” AFF to top of 
shelf, with 27” min. knee clearance beneath


Mounting Height 48” max. to highest operable part
Clear Floor Space 30” x 48” clear floor space for front or side 


approach
Volume Control At least 25% (but not <1) of public phones must 


have volume control with appropriate symbol
ISA Place white ISA pictogram on blue background at 


all accessible phones
PROTRUDING OBJECTS 
(p.40)
Protrusion Limits 4” max. protrusion for all objects whose leading 


edge is between 27” and 80” AFF
Vertical Clearance/Headroom 80” min. clear AFF


Where it is less than 80”, provide a guardrail or 
barrier at 27” max. AFF


Post-Mounted Objects Free-standing post-mounted objects may overhang 
12” max. when they are between 27” and 80” AFF


Double Post-Mounted 
Objects


When a sign or object is mounted between 2 
postes 12” or more apart, the lower edge shall be 
27” max. or 80” min. AFF


REACH RANGES (p. 41)
Side Reach 48” max. AFF


15” min. AFF
30” min. clear floor space
10” max. from wall/operable parts


Side Reach, Obstructed 46” max. AFF for an obstruction 24” max. deep x 
34” max. high 


Front Reach 48” max. AFF
15” min. AFF
48” min. clear floor space


Front Reach, Obstructed 48” max. AFF if obstruction is < 20” deep
44” max. AFF if obstruction is 20” - 25” deep
Obstruction: 25” max. deep x 34” max. high


DINING & BAR SEATING 
(p. 42-44)
Required # Accessible At least 5% (but never < 1) of all tables, seating, 


counters, bars, and/or dining surfaces must be 
accessible
Where there is more than 1 accessible space, these 
spaces must be dispersed throuout the area or 
facility
Where there are multiple functional areas (i.e. 
bar and dining room), there must be at least 1 
accessible space per area


Clear Floor Space 30” x 48” min. clear floor space at each accessible 
seating spot


Tables 28” min. to 34” max. AFF to table top
27” min. (29” preferred) knee clearance under 
table
30” min. clear width under table
19” min. clear depth
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Banquette Seating 30” x 48” min. clear floor space 
28” min. to 34” max. AFF to table top
27” min. (29” preferred) knee clearance under 
table
30” min. clear width under table
19” min. clear depth 


Bar/Counter Seating Must provide min. 60” long lowered counter/
bar section that extends from employee side to 
customer side
19” min. deep x 27” min. (29” preferred) high knee 
clearance
28” min. to 34” max. AFF to top of bar/counter


PATH OF TRAVEL (p. 45)
Clear Path 36” min. clear width path between tables, seats, 


and other obstacles, even with patrons seated 
at tables, from entrance, through dining area, to 
accessible restrooms
Train employees to keep this path clear at all times


SEATING CHART (p.46)
Accessible Seating Dispersed throughout facility


At least one accessible seating space per functional 
area
Train employees to fill accessible spaces last, to 
ensure their availability


MENUS
Menus in alternate formats Braille, Large Print, Pictorial, Sign Language, High 


Contrast, Read aloud, Language other than English
OTHER
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

Subject: Comments Relating to Upcoming 4/22 Planning Commission Hearing Relating to "Shared
Spaces" Program/Policy
To: <commission.secretary@sfgov.org>, Nicole Bohn <nicole.bohn@sfgov.org>, Deborah
(Debby)Kaplan <debkap301@gmail.com>, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <city.administrator@sfgov.org>, Office of the City Attorney
<cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>
Cc: California Department of Justice <PIU.PIU@doj.ca.gov>
 

Commission Secretary
 
Hello.  
 
As suggested, I've copied and pasted two (2) recent emails below my signature block.  One is the
email I sent to the SF Mayor's Office on Disability  that describes my questions/concerns relating to
the SF Planning Commission "Shared Spaces" policy, and the second was received from the Mayor's
Office on Disability Director, Nicole Bohn, with her response to my email.  Additionally,
 
I'm writing to ask that each Planning Commissioner be provided a copy of the two attached emails
and a copy of my non-profit organization's (Designing Accessible Communities) "Restaurant
Accessibility Field Guide".  Additionally, by this email, I'm writing to ask that I be allowed adequate
time during the hearing to speak to the Commissioners in detail about my concerns regarding the
proposed changes/additions/deletions to the Shared Spaces policy.
 
Thank you.

Richard Skaff, Executive Director
Designing Accessible Communities
Cell: 707-755-1681
Email: richardskaff1@gmail.com
"Fighting Hate
Teaching Tolerance
Seeking Justice" | The
Southern Poverty Law Center
 
From: Richard Skaff <richardskaff1@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 18, 2021 4:19 PM
To: Bohn, Nicole (ADM) <nicole.bohn@sfgov.org>
Cc: Deborah (Debby)Kaplan <debkap301@gmail.com>; California Department of Justice
<PIU.PIU@doj.ca.gov>; Ida A. Clair <ida.clair@dgs.ca.gov>; John King <jking@sfchronicle.com>
Subject: Fwd: SF Planning Commission hearing 4/22 on permanent "Shared Spaces" program
 

mailto:commission.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:nicole.bohn@sfgov.org
mailto:debkap301@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:city.administrator@sfgov.org
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Nicole Bohn, Director
Deborah Kaplan, Deputy Director
San Francisco Mayor's Office on Disability
 
Hello, Nicole and Debbie.
 
I just received the attached email from a San Francisco resident.  That person has, in the near past,
contacted me regarding San Francisco's intent to formalize the City's Parklet Program because of
access concerns.
 
Well, if what I've read within the attached documents is all there is with regard to both program and
physical accessibility required by the "Plan", I have concerns about the present program that
apparently had the parklet policy enforcement role taken away from DPW.  Apparently, the Planning
Department is now in charge of the City's Parklet Program.  Is that a correct assumption on my part? 
If so, does Planning have trained inspection staff to inspect installed Parklets?   And if a Parklet is
found to be out of compliance with the City's Parklet program, what is the Planning Department's
authority to enforce the program requirements as they relate to both program and physical access
for persons with disabilities?
 
I've done a quick review of the documents (attached below) and it doesn't appear (although I may
have missed it) to have anything within the Parklet Program documents that speaks to the issues of
state and federal accessibility requirements. I would have thought that there would be a substantial
section within those documents defining what state and federal access requirements relate to the
placing of a dining, sitting, and public use on public, Title II, City owned sidewalks and streets.
 
What, if any input did the Mayor's Office on Disability have in the development of the City Parklet
Program?
 
These are all questions every city, county, state agency (in our case, Cal Trans) should be asking
when developing a parklet program.  I'm sorry to say that most, if not all, haven't and aren't. 
Hopefully the City of San Francisco will create a fully accessible for everyone parklet program and
that will go on to help other communities know what they should and must do to make their
parklets fully accessible to everyone. 
 
I look forward to getting a timely response from you.  It appears that the Planning Department
hearing about the City Parklet Program will be taking place this next week, so hearing from you prior
to the hearing will be important.
 
Thank you.
 
Richard Skaff, Executive Director
Designing Accessible Communities
Email: richardskaff1@gmail.com
Cell: 707-755-1681

mailto:richardskaff1@gmail.com


"Fighting Hate
Teaching Tolerance
Seeking Justice" | The 
Southern Poverty Law Center
 
Mon, Apr 19, 2021, 11:55 AM Bohn, Nicole (ADM) <nicole.bohn@sfgov.org> wrote:

Thanks, Richard.  
 
Your message is timely; the Mayor's Disability Council heard from the Shared Spaces
Program as part of their monthly public hearing on Friday (4/16).  While the program
leadership made a public commitment in this meeting to maintaining accessibility should
the permanent program be adopted, the specifics of exactly how accessibility review and
compliance oversight will happen within this program are still in development. 
 
With your (assumed) permission, by way of this e-mail, I am forwarding your
correspondence to the Mayor's Disability Co-Chairs for consideration.  MDC sent an initial
letter to Sup. Peskin's Office last week addressing some of your same concerns, and now are
in the process of revising a draft to involve the Legislative sponsors (listed
here:  https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/LI040621.pdf) and, ideally, the Planning
Commission, in time for this Friday's Meeting.  
 
I am sure that the Council would welcome additional advocacy support, should you also
wish to contact the legislative sponsors and the Planning Commission, underscoring the
importance of upholding Federal, State and local disability access requirements in a
meaningful way.
 
MOD will continue this advocacy as well.  
 
Helen and Alex:  If you would like to, feel free to reach out to Richard directly, for another
public perspective, as you proceed on behalf of the Council.
 
Thank you again for reaching out.
-N
 
 
 
Nicole Bohn
Director
Current SFGOV information on COVID-19 for people with disabilities:
https://sf.gov/information/get-help-seniors-and-people-disabilities 
 
SF Mayor’s Office on Disability

mailto:nicole.bohn@sfgov.org
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https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sf.gov/information/get-help-seniors-and-people-disabilities&g=NGNjYmZiYWI5OGM0MmIwNw==&h=MzIzZDdmODliMmI5Mzc3NmI0YWE5NzY0MTk1MjMxZDYzNDgzNzUyNjJiNmM4MzlmYzI1NzIzY2RiNjU4ZDcxOQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmEwYjBmYTZhNWNiYmVhODY0MGNkY2ZhZTJhZDQwY2ZmOnYx


1155 Market Street 1st Floor
Direct: (415) 554-6785
Office: (415) 554-6789
E-mail:  nicole.bohn@sfgov.org
Web:  sfgov.org/mod
Pronouns:  She, Her, Hers
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** JAMES BYRNE SWORN IN AS SAN FRANCISCO POLICE COMMISSIONER
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 12:48:52 PM
Attachments: 04.21.21 Police Commission Swearing In_Jim Byrne.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 at 12:40 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** JAMES BYRNE SWORN IN AS SAN FRANCISCO
POLICE COMMISSIONER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, April 21, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
JAMES BYRNE SWORN IN AS SAN FRANCISCO POLICE

COMMISSIONER
Byrne, nominated by Mayor London Breed, has decades of experience as an immigration

attorney
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today conducted the swearing-in ceremony to
confirm James Byrne to the San Francisco Police Commission. In March 2021, Mayor Breed
nominated Byrne to the Commission, the seven-member body charged with setting policy for
the Police Department and conducting disciplinary hearings when police conduct charges are
filed. Yesterday, the Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to confirm Byrne to the
Commission.
 
Byrne was born and raised in San Francisco by Irish immigrant parents and is an attorney who
specializes in immigration law. He regularly offers pro bono immigration assistance, advising
people from all over the world on their immigration cases.
 
“I am proud to have nominated Jim Byrne to serve on the San Francisco Police Commission.
The Police Commission serves an important role in our city government, especially as we’re
working to implement critical public safety reforms and ensure that our diverse communities
are supported and protected, and I am glad that with Jim’s confirmation today we now have a
complete commission,” said Mayor Breed. “Jim is an experienced attorney with a proven track
record of looking out for the most vulnerable members of our community and working to
improve the lives of others. I’m confident that he will bring that integrity and a commitment to

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, April 21, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
JAMES BYRNE SWORN IN AS SAN FRANCISCO POLICE 


COMMISSIONER 
Byrne, nominated by Mayor London Breed, has decades of experience as an immigration 


attorney 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today conducted the swearing-in ceremony to 
confirm James Byrne to the San Francisco Police Commission. In March 2021, Mayor Breed 
nominated Byrne to the Commission, the seven-member body charged with setting policy for the 
Police Department and conducting disciplinary hearings when police conduct charges are filed. 
Yesterday, the Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to confirm Byrne to the Commission. 
 
Byrne was born and raised in San Francisco by Irish immigrant parents and is an attorney who 
specializes in immigration law. He regularly offers pro bono immigration assistance, advising 
people from all over the world on their immigration cases. 
 
“I am proud to have nominated Jim Byrne to serve on the San Francisco Police Commission. The 
Police Commission serves an important role in our city government, especially as we’re working 
to implement critical public safety reforms and ensure that our diverse communities are 
supported and protected, and I am glad that with Jim’s confirmation today we now have a 
complete commission,” said Mayor Breed. “Jim is an experienced attorney with a proven track 
record of looking out for the most vulnerable members of our community and working to 
improve the lives of others. I’m confident that he will bring that integrity and a commitment to 
supporting underserved communities to the Police Commission.” 
 
“I am deeply grateful and humbled to be nominated by Mayor Breed and confirmed by the Board 
of Supervisors to serve on the Police Commission,” said Jim Byrne. “I have always been 
committed to ensuring that people are given every opportunity to make a life here using the best 
of our justice system, and I am looking forward to utilizing my expertise as an immigration 
attorney to bring a different perspective to the Commission.” 
 
Byrne has decades of experience practicing immigration law. After graduating from law school, 
he established his own law practice in San Francisco in 1983. His practice of immigration law 
includes deportation defense, family-based immigration, and employment-based immigration. 
Throughout the course of his career, Byrne has protected immigrant families from deportation, 
represented clients in asylum proceedings, and represented thousands of clients from all over the 
world. Byrne has volunteered once a month for the last 22 years at the Irish Immigration Pastoral 
Center Immigration Clinic in San Francisco’s Richmond District. He also regularly does pro 
bono work, including representing Mexican and Guatemalan nationals in immigration court. 
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“I was so enthused to hear about Jim Byrne’s nomination to the Police Commission,” said Bilal 
Mahmood, a San Francisco resident, entrepreneur and philanthropist. “As the son of immigrants 
myself, I know firsthand the difficulty immigrant families have in engaging with our law 
enforcement. Mr. Byrne’s decades of experience as an immigration attorney will provide a much 
needed perspective on the commission, one that can hopefully elevate the voice of our immigrant 
communities and engender more trust with our police force.” 
 
Byrne was raised in San Francisco’s Excelsior District near McLaren Park and attended 
Cleveland Elementary School, Epiphany Grammar School, and Saint Ignatius High School in 
San Francisco. He graduated from UC Davis in 1977, receiving two bachelor’s degrees, one in 
history and the other in agricultural economics and business management. In 1980, Jim received 
his Juris Doctor from the University of the Pacific McGeorge School of Law in Sacramento, 
California. 
 
“Jim has been a humble, intelligent and hardworking advocate for hundreds of migrants that 
found themselves caught up in the harshness of our often times unfair immigration justice 
system,” said Celine Kennelly, Chair of the San Francisco Immigrant Rights Commission. “His 
wisdom and experience will be an asset to the Police Commission and all San Franciscans.” 
 
He is married to Maureen O’Neill, who, as a nurse at the Tom Waddell Clinic in San Francisco, 
provides healthcare for underserved people in the Tenderloin. They have lived in San Francisco’s 
Sunset District for the last 36 years. 
 
Byrne’s confirmation to the Police Commission comes at an important time for public safely in 
San Francisco. In June 2020, Mayor Breed announced a roadmap 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 21st Century Policing. 
 
 


### 







supporting underserved communities to the Police Commission.”
 
“I am deeply grateful and humbled to be nominated by Mayor Breed and confirmed by the
Board of Supervisors to serve on the Police Commission,” said Jim Byrne. “I have always
been committed to ensuring that people are given every opportunity to make a life here using
the best of our justice system, and I am looking forward to utilizing my expertise as an
immigration attorney to bring a different perspective to the Commission.”
 
Byrne has decades of experience practicing immigration law. After graduating from law
school, he established his own law practice in San Francisco in 1983. His practice of
immigration law includes deportation defense, family-based immigration, and employment-
based immigration. Throughout the course of his career, Byrne has protected immigrant
families from deportation, represented clients in asylum proceedings, and represented
thousands of clients from all over the world. Byrne has volunteered once a month for the last
22 years at the Irish Immigration Pastoral Center Immigration Clinic in San Francisco’s
Richmond District. He also regularly does pro bono work, including representing Mexican and
Guatemalan nationals in immigration court.
 
“I was so enthused to hear about Jim Byrne’s nomination to the Police Commission,” said
Bilal Mahmood, a San Francisco resident, entrepreneur and philanthropist. “As the son of
immigrants myself, I know firsthand the difficulty immigrant families have in engaging with
our law enforcement. Mr. Byrne’s decades of experience as an immigration attorney will
provide a much needed perspective on the commission, one that can hopefully elevate the
voice of our immigrant communities and engender more trust with our police force.”
 
Byrne was raised in San Francisco’s Excelsior District near McLaren Park and attended
Cleveland Elementary School, Epiphany Grammar School, and Saint Ignatius High School in
San Francisco. He graduated from UC Davis in 1977, receiving two bachelor’s degrees, one in
history and the other in agricultural economics and business management. In 1980, Jim
received his Juris Doctor from the University of the Pacific McGeorge School of Law in
Sacramento, California.
 
“Jim has been a humble, intelligent and hardworking advocate for hundreds of migrants that
found themselves caught up in the harshness of our often times unfair immigration justice
system,” said Celine Kennelly, Chair of the San Francisco Immigrant Rights Commission.
“His wisdom and experience will be an asset to the Police Commission and all San
Franciscans.”
 
He is married to Maureen O’Neill, who, as a nurse at the Tom Waddell Clinic in San
Francisco, provides healthcare for underserved people in the Tenderloin. They have lived in
San Francisco’s Sunset District for the last 36 years.
 
Byrne’s confirmation to the Police Commission comes at an important time for public safely
in San Francisco. In June 2020, Mayor Breed announced a roadmap 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 21st
Century Policing.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CANNABIS LEGISLATION TO BOLSTER

CITY’S EQUITY PROGRAM AND FURTHER SUPPORT CANNABIS BUSINESS OWNERS
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 12:41:10 PM
Attachments: 04.21.21 Cannabis_Equity Program and Grants.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 at 10:30 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES
CANNABIS LEGISLATION TO BOLSTER CITY’S EQUITY PROGRAM AND
FURTHER SUPPORT CANNABIS BUSINESS OWNERS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, April 21, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CANNABIS

LEGISLATION TO BOLSTER CITY’S EQUITY PROGRAM
AND FURTHER SUPPORT CANNABIS BUSINESS OWNERS

San Francisco has approved nearly $1 million in equity awards and assistance for cannabis
businesses with permits, grant applications, and workforce development

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced legislation to enhance the
impact of the Cannabis Equity Program and support all cannabis businesses in San Francisco.
The legislation builds on the Program’s original goal to combat disparities in the cannabis
industry through the establishment of equity cannabis businesses in San Francisco. The
Cannabis Equity Program, which was launched in 2018, was created to lower the barriers to
cannabis licensing and prioritize those hit hardest by the War on Drugs.
 
The legislation that Mayor Breed introduced at the Board of Supervisors yesterday will
modify the permit process and create new processing priorities in the Office of Cannabis in
order to increase opportunities for equity businesses. The legislation also provides greater
ownership flexibility for cannabis businesses and preserves equity commitments in the
program.
 
“As San Francisco works to recover from COVID-19, it’s important that we support small
businesses, including our cannabis industry,” said Mayor Breed. “This legislation helps us
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, April 21, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES CANNABIS 


LEGISLATION TO BOLSTER CITY’S EQUITY PROGRAM 
AND FURTHER SUPPORT CANNABIS BUSINESS OWNERS 
San Francisco has approved nearly $1 million in equity awards and assistance for cannabis 


businesses with permits, grant applications, and workforce development 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced legislation to enhance the 
impact of the Cannabis Equity Program and support all cannabis businesses in San Francisco. 
The legislation builds on the Program’s original goal to combat disparities in the cannabis 
industry through the establishment of equity cannabis businesses in San Francisco. The Cannabis 
Equity Program, which was launched in 2018, was created to lower the barriers to cannabis 
licensing and prioritize those hit hardest by the War on Drugs. 
 
The legislation that Mayor Breed introduced at the Board of Supervisors yesterday will modify 
the permit process and create new processing priorities in the Office of Cannabis in order to 
increase opportunities for equity businesses. The legislation also provides greater ownership 
flexibility for cannabis businesses and preserves equity commitments in the program. 
 
“As San Francisco works to recover from COVID-19, it’s important that we support small 
businesses, including our cannabis industry,” said Mayor Breed. “This legislation helps us make 
sure the program continues to achieve its goals and ensure that cannabis business owners are 
supported and have the resources they need to be successful in San Francisco.” 
 
Since the establishment of the Cannabis Equity Program, 94 Equity Applicants have applied for 
permits to operate cannabis businesses in San Francisco. To date, San Francisco has issued 31 
permits to equity cannabis businesses, including permanent and temporary permits. In addition to 
issuing permits for businesses, San Francisco’s Office of Cannabis administers grants for Equity 
Applicants, who are individuals that meet criteria based on residency, income, criminal justice 
involvement, and housing insecurity. 
 
These grants, funded by the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development (GO-
Biz) and the Bureau of Cannabis Control (BCC) can be used for start-up and ongoing costs. 
San Francisco has received approximately $6.3 million in grants from GO-Biz and BCC. To 
date, the City has approved funding requests for 16 grantees, ranging from around $50,000 to 
$100,000 each and nearly $1 million has been disbursed or is in the process of disbursement. 
 
The legislation creates measures to ensure the cannabis industry in San Francisco continues to 
support comminutes that have historically been harmed by past policies and the War on Drugs. 
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Specifically, the legislation: 
• Prioritizes Cannabis Equity Applicants who are sole proprietors for permit processing. 


o Equity Applicants will continue to receive top priority.  
o Non-equity owners who support Equity Applicants through shared manufacturing 


will also receive heightened priority.  
• Shortens the time period for a transfer of more than a 50% ownership interest in a 


Cannabis Business from ten years to five years, giving businesses more flexibility to 
grow.  


• Requires that cannabis businesses make additional social equity contributions if they seek 
to reduce the equity applicant’s ownership interest by 20% or more.  


o These commitments include opportunities to provide hiring, training, and 
mentorship, and provide other forms of support to cannabis equity businesses or 
local organizations. 


 
“Being the First Latina owned cannabis dispensary Owner/CEO of Stiiizy Union Square feels 
surreal,” said Equity Permit holder Cindy De La Vega. “My grand opening was October 9, 2020 
during this difficult time. I am grateful for the San Francisco Equity Program and proud to be 
permit number eleven. I look forward to using my opportunity to show others that the San 
Francisco Equity Program does work and should be the blueprint for others to bring to their 
cities.” 
 
“I’m grateful to the City and the State for this opportunity,” said Ali Jamalian, Founder and CEO 
of Kiffen LLC and Equity Permit holder. “Thank you to the Office of Cannabis for standing up 
this Pilot Program. The money is incredibly helpful and allows me to scale my business during a 
difficult time. I’m hopeful that all eligible equity applicants will take advantage of the 
opportunity.” 
 
The cannabis industry in San Francisco is important for the City’s economic recovery from the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Cannabis businesses have created jobs and provided local San Francisco 
residents with meaningful access to income as many in the City have worried about employment. 
Over the past year, 11 new equity cannabis businesses have opened, each creating local job 
opportunities and generating sales tax revenue to fund other social services and programs. 
During this same time, approximately 75 cannabis businesses also operated with temporary 
permits, and an additional 38 businesses operated as medical cannabis dispensaries. 
San Francisco’s cannabis businesses employ approximately 70 local residents through the City’s 
First Source Hiring Program. 
 
“Thank you to Mayor Breed and her team for leaning in, attending Cannabis Oversight 
Committee meetings, and introducing this important legislation,” said Marisa Rodriguez, 
Director, Office of Cannabis. “As San Francisco’s equity community continues to grow, which is 
central to the work of the Office of Cannabis, the support of leadership like this is a powerful 
symbol of the City’s commitment to building equity in our communities.” 
 
Equity Grants Background 
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The California Cannabis Equity Act of 2018 and the Budget Act of 2019 appropriated funding 
for the State of California to support local jurisdictions development and implementation of local 
cannabis equity programs. The goal of this effort is to provide opportunities to individuals 
negatively impacted by the war on drugs to enter the legal cannabis marketplace, through 
technical assistance and funding to support startup and ongoing costs associated with their 
cannabis business. 
 
San Francisco Cannabis Oversight Committee 
The San Francisco Cannabis Oversight Committee, an advisory body has played an important 
role in representing and shaping the City’s diverse and growing cannabis industry. Reflecting a 
variety of stakeholders, the Oversight Committee created a transparent space for the public and 
representatives of local government to gather, listen, and collectively steer the direction of the 
legalized cannabis industry in San Francisco. 
 
 


### 







make sure the program continues to achieve its goals and ensure that cannabis business owners
are supported and have the resources they need to be successful in San Francisco.”
 
Since the establishment of the Cannabis Equity Program, 94 Equity Applicants have applied
for permits to operate cannabis businesses in San Francisco. To date, San Francisco has issued
31 permits to equity cannabis businesses, including permanent and temporary permits. In
addition to issuing permits for businesses, San Francisco’s Office of Cannabis administers
grants for Equity Applicants, who are individuals that meet criteria based on residency,
income, criminal justice involvement, and housing insecurity.
 
These grants, funded by the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development (GO-
Biz) and the Bureau of Cannabis Control (BCC) can be used for start-up and ongoing costs.
San Francisco has received approximately $6.3 million in grants from GO-Biz and BCC. To
date, the City has approved funding requests for 16 grantees, ranging from around $50,000 to
$100,000 each and nearly $1 million has been disbursed or is in the process of disbursement.
 
The legislation creates measures to ensure the cannabis industry in San Francisco continues to
support comminutes that have historically been harmed by past policies and the War on Drugs.
Specifically, the legislation:

Prioritizes Cannabis Equity Applicants who are sole proprietors for permit processing.
Equity Applicants will continue to receive top priority.
Non-equity owners who support Equity Applicants through shared manufacturing
will also receive heightened priority.

Shortens the time period for a transfer of more than a 50% ownership interest in a
Cannabis Business from ten years to five years, giving businesses more flexibility to
grow.
Requires that cannabis businesses make additional social equity contributions if they
seek to reduce the equity applicant’s ownership interest by 20% or more.

These commitments include opportunities to provide hiring, training, and
mentorship, and provide other forms of support to cannabis equity businesses or
local organizations.

 
“Being the First Latina owned cannabis dispensary Owner/CEO of Stiiizy Union Square feels
surreal,” said Equity Permit holder Cindy De La Vega. “My grand opening was October
9, 2020 during this difficult time. I am grateful for the San Francisco Equity Program and
proud to be permit number eleven. I look forward to using my opportunity to show others that
the San Francisco Equity Program does work and should be the blueprint for others to bring to
their cities.”
 
“I’m grateful to the City and the State for this opportunity,” said Ali Jamalian, Founder and
CEO of Kiffen LLC and Equity Permit holder. “Thank you to the Office of Cannabis for
standing up this Pilot Program. The money is incredibly helpful and allows me to scale my
business during a difficult time. I’m hopeful that all eligible equity applicants will take
advantage of the opportunity.”
 
The cannabis industry in San Francisco is important for the City’s economic recovery from the
COVID-19 pandemic. Cannabis businesses have created jobs and provided local San
Francisco residents with meaningful access to income as many in the City have worried about
employment. Over the past year, 11 new equity cannabis businesses have opened, each
creating local job opportunities and generating sales tax revenue to fund other social services



and programs. During this same time, approximately 75 cannabis businesses also operated
with temporary permits, and an additional 38 businesses operated as medical cannabis
dispensaries. San Francisco’s cannabis businesses employ approximately 70 local residents
through the City’s First Source Hiring Program.
 
“Thank you to Mayor Breed and her team for leaning in, attending Cannabis Oversight
Committee meetings, and introducing this important legislation,” said Marisa Rodriguez,
Director, Office of Cannabis. “As San Francisco’s equity community continues to grow,
which is central to the work of the Office of Cannabis, the support of leadership like this is a
powerful symbol of the City’s commitment to building equity in our communities.”
 
Equity Grants Background
The California Cannabis Equity Act of 2018 and the Budget Act of 2019 appropriated funding
for the State of California to support local jurisdictions development and implementation of
local cannabis equity programs. The goal of this effort is to provide opportunities to
individuals negatively impacted by the war on drugs to enter the legal cannabis marketplace,
through technical assistance and funding to support startup and ongoing costs associated with
their cannabis business.
 
San Francisco Cannabis Oversight Committee
The San Francisco Cannabis Oversight Committee, an advisory body has played an important
role in representing and shaping the City’s diverse and growing cannabis industry. Reflecting
a variety of stakeholders, the Oversight Committee created a transparent space for the public
and representatives of local government to gather, listen, and collectively steer the direction of
the legalized cannabis industry in San Francisco.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Petition Supporting 300 5th Street
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 11:47:44 AM
Attachments: 300 5th Street Petition Signers 4.21.2021.xlsx

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 11:30 AM
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland
(CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner,
Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>; Jake Shemano
<jake@realtexgroup.com>; Todd David <todd@sfhac.org>; Laura Clark <laura@yimbyaction.org>;
Sara <sara@yimbyaction.org>; Cody Fornari <cody@realtexgroup.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Petition Supporting 300 5th Street
 

 

Director Hillis and members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
On behalf of the Housing Action Coalition and SF YIMBY, please see the attached document with
petition signers in support of the 300 5th Street proposal.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Respectfully,
Corey Smith
Deputy Director, HAC
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		First name		Last name		Email		Address		City		State		Zip code		Comments		Timestamp (EST)

		ben		chuaqui		bchuaqui@gmail.com				El Cerrito		California		94530		We need more housing!		2021-04-21 12:04:58 EST

		Levi		Armlovich		l.armlovich@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94112		We need more housing like this in all our neighborhoods, not just SOMA. Please bring denser housing to Excelsior!		2021-04-21 00:44:29 EST

		Michael		Cresanti AIA		mikecresanti@yahoo.com				San Francisco		California		94118				2021-04-20 21:02:36 EST

		Carlos		Serrano-Quan		los8dat@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94115		This type of housing is sorely needed in our City, the housing will make the area vibrant and have mixed-income individuals and families		2021-04-20 17:21:06 EST

		Daniel		McGivern		mcgivern.daniel@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94133				2021-04-20 12:10:08 EST

		Scot		Conner		scot.conner@berkeley.edu				San Francisco		California		94123				2021-04-20 00:21:16 EST

		Jeremy		Bamberger		jermberg@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-19 09:58:59 EST

		Catherine		House		catherineh@svn.com				San Francisco		California		94103		Good idea for an under-utilized corner.		2021-04-18 19:07:04 EST

		Jeremy		Linden		jlinden@monkey.org				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-17 18:03:46 EST

		Hunter		Oatman-Stanford		hoatmanstanford@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-17 14:21:17 EST

		Raymond		Kania		raymond.kania@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94122				2021-04-17 14:10:06 EST

		Craig		Adelman		dinosf@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107		I live on this block and would very much like to see more housing here. This is a virtual definition of an underutilized site given how close it is to services, amenities, transit, and other infrastructure. Please approve.		2021-04-17 13:04:20 EST

		Lisa		Swan		lisa.swan@gmail.com		1400 7th St #302		San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-17 00:40:05 EST

		Kenneth		Russell		krlist+yimby@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94132				2021-04-17 00:09:52 EST

		Brad		Bulger		brad@bulgerlists.org				San Francisco		California		94103		This is a great location and a great opportunity. I strongly support this development.		2021-04-16 20:51:18 EST

		Sarah		Coe		sarah.anne.coe@gmail.com		55 9th St #1507		San Francisco		California		94158				2021-04-16 17:04:06 EST

		Jordan		Roth		jordanroth@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94111				2021-04-16 16:36:23 EST

		Martin		Schwartz		mhschwar@gmail.com				Seattle		Washington		98118				2021-04-16 16:04:53 EST

		Anna		Stern		annasternsf@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107		I support new homes on 5th Street		2021-04-16 15:37:51 EST

		Connor		Boyd		connorboyd2002@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 15:37:45 EST

		Sade		Borghei		smborghei@yahoo.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 15:19:13 EST

		Mark		Elkins		marke41162@aol.com				San Francisco		California		94107		I fully support this housing project.		2021-04-16 15:10:36 EST

		Jon		Redick		thejonredick@gmail.com				San Rafael		California		94903				2021-04-16 15:08:39 EST

		Julia		Berg		berg.juliaj@gmail.com		1075 Market Street, Unit 605		San Francisco		California		94103		Please approve new units in SOMA!		2021-04-16 14:51:12 EST

		Sandra		Biddulph		sbiddulph@dci-engineers.com		3385 Michelson Drive		San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 14:00:48 EST

		Anthony		Wu		wuster@ymail.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 13:28:36 EST

		Tamas		Nagy		tamas.nagy@ucsf.edu				San Francisco		California		94107		This looks like a great project! Lots of units in a walkable, bikeable, public transit accessible area. SOMA needs more residential builds.		2021-04-16 13:13:38 EST

		Pedro		Silva		pedrolee_@hotmail.com				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-16 13:00:10 EST

		Paul		Nguyen		pauln75@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94103		We need more housing that prioritize walking, biking, and transit. Thanks for advocating for this! Happy to support this effort.		2021-04-16 12:56:47 EST

		Greg		Brandt		brandt.greg@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-16 12:54:51 EST

		Nicholas		Cobb		loyaltyarm@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 12:48:07 EST

		Kyle		Ahlers		kahlers@wellesley.edu		1330 Rhode Island St.		San Francisco		California		94110				2021-04-16 12:46:49 EST

		Daniel		Haspel		haspel@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 12:46:48 EST

		Omar		Elorabi		omarelorabi@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-16 12:43:48 EST

		Linda		Erkelens		lke505@gmail.com		390 Arkansas St		San Francisco		California		94107		I support more housing. Linda Erkelens		2021-04-16 12:42:06 EST

		David		Young		dave@artichokelabs.com				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-16 12:36:58 EST

		Eric		Gregory		mrericsir@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-16 12:36:20 EST

		Sara		Raffel		sararaffel@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94107				2021-04-16 12:27:46 EST

		Mona		Lovgreen		mlovgreen@dialogdesign.ca		500 Sansome Street Suite 370		San Francisco		California		94109		We need more housing in SF and this is a great and sustainable use of the land in SOMA, creating a transit oriented community which includes BMR units. I fully support this project.		2021-04-15 23:54:43 EST

		Chris		Heriot		cheriot@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94110				2021-04-15 17:12:30 EST

		Charles		Whitfield		whitfield.cw@gmail.com		1 St Francis Place		San Francisco		California		94114				2021-04-15 17:08:17 EST

		David		Ivan		ivandavid14@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94114				2021-04-15 16:41:05 EST

		Amelie		Crowe		storiesoflondon@gmail.com				Oakland		California		94607		I am frequently in this area and believe these homes would be an amazing benefit to the neighborhood!		2021-04-15 16:04:27 EST

		Scot		Conner		scot.conner@berkeley.edu				San Francisco		California		94123				2021-04-15 15:25:47 EST

		Matt		Klimerman		klimermanm@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94131				2021-04-15 14:29:59 EST

		Corey		Smith		cwsmith17@gmail.com		74 Delmar Street		San Francisco		California		94117		This is a great project, please approve.		2021-04-15 13:25:31 EST

		Gezahegn		Mengistu		gezu@lemateats.com				Berkeley		California		94703				2021-04-15 13:19:50 EST

		Matt		Ticknor		matt@junctionprops.com				San Francisco		California		94110				2021-04-15 13:00:23 EST

		steve		saffold		stevesaffold@gmail.com				Oakland		California		94610		This is an appropriate location for this dense housing project. I support it.		2021-04-15 12:55:14 EST

		Jeff		Brink		jeffdbrink@yahoo.com				San Francisco		California		94105		We need more high-density housing in San Francisco that is located in close proximity to transit. This is an ideal development to achieve that goal.		2021-04-15 12:54:19 EST

		tomas		janik		tomasjaniksf@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94109		Great design, more housing is needed!!		2021-04-15 12:33:21 EST

		Connie		Zheng		connie@realtexgroup.com				San Francisco		California		94111				2021-04-14 16:21:49 EST

		jennifer		bailey		jennynbailey@gmail.com				San Francisco		California		94118				2021-04-14 16:19:08 EST

		Deborah		Schneider		deborah@sfhac.org				San Francisco		California		94127				2021-04-14 13:12:37 EST

		Corey		Smith		corey@sfhac.org		74 Delmar Street, None		San Francisco		California		94103				2021-04-13 21:27:26 EST







--
Corey Smith 陈锐 | Pronouns: He/Him
Deputy Director | Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 541-9001 | Cell: (925) 360-5290

Email: corey@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org
 
To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed development at 1458 San Bruno- please add this to the project file
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 11:47:27 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Sandra Pace <pacesandra@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 10:46 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Proposed development at 1458 San Bruno- please add this to the project file
 

 

Hello,
 
I'm a 10 year + member of the community garden (Portero Del Sol) and
I'm voicing my opposition to the proposed 7 - story development at 1458
San Bruno.  The proposed building will negatively impact the garden due
to its size and the shadow it will cast on the garden, and I'm concerned
that it may encroach on the open space/park next to our garden.  
 
I'm happy to provide my myriad of other concerns, but for brevity I've left
them out. 
 
Please note my opinion by filing it for this proposed project.
 
Thank you,
Sandra Pace
415-260-0243
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PUBLIC LIBRARY REOPENING TIMELINE
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 9:12:42 AM
Attachments: 04.20.21 Library Reopening.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 at 11:17 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PUBLIC
LIBRARY REOPENING TIMELINE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, April 20, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PUBLIC LIBRARY

REOPENING TIMELINE
San Francisco’s Main Library will reopen for “Browse and Bounce” service on Monday, May

3, with more branch libraries to reopen in the following weeks
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the San Francisco Public
Library (SFPL) will begin to reopen for limited indoor service on Monday, May 3, 2021, with
the reopening of the first floor of the Main Library. The Chinatown/Him Mark Lai Branch
Library and Mission Bay Branch Library will reopen the week of May 17. Additional floors at
the Main Library and neighborhood branches will reopen as staffing permits and San
Francisco continues to make progress on its recovery. Since March 2020, SFPL employees
have been serving San Francisco’s COVID-19 response in a variety of essential roles.
 
SFPL has developed a “Browse and Bounce” program, where patrons will be able to browse
library books, music, movies and more, access free public computers for 50-minute sessions,
printers, and photocopiers, have questions answered by library staff, return borrowed
materials, pick up holds, use the self-check-out machines, and get assistance with library cards
and their library accounts. Browse and Bounce will operate in addition to SFPL To-Go, the
library’s front-door holds pick up service, which is operating at 15 libraries and four
bookmobile locations.
 
“I want to thank all of the Library staff, along with all the other City workers, who have been
serving San Francisco’s COVID response for more than a year now,” said Mayor Breed. “I
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, April 20, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PUBLIC LIBRARY 


REOPENING TIMELINE 
San Francisco’s Main Library will reopen for “Browse and Bounce” service on Monday, May 3, 


with more branch libraries to reopen in the following weeks  
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the San Francisco Public 
Library (SFPL) will begin to reopen for limited indoor service on Monday, May 3, 2021, with 
the reopening of the first floor of the Main Library. The Chinatown/Him Mark Lai Branch 
Library and Mission Bay Branch Library will reopen the week of May 17. Additional floors at 
the Main Library and neighborhood branches will reopen as staffing permits and San Francisco 
continues to make progress on its recovery. Since March 2020, SFPL employees have been 
serving San Francisco’s COVID-19 response in a variety of essential roles. 
 
SFPL has developed a “Browse and Bounce” program, where patrons will be able to browse 
library books, music, movies and more, access free public computers for 50-minute sessions, 
printers, and photocopiers, have questions answered by library staff, return borrowed materials, 
pick up holds, use the self-check-out machines, and get assistance with library cards and their 
library accounts. Browse and Bounce will operate in addition to SFPL To-Go, the library’s front-
door holds pick up service, which is operating at 15 libraries and four bookmobile locations. 
 
“I want to thank all of the Library staff, along with all the other City workers, who have been 
serving San Francisco’s COVID response for more than a year now,” said Mayor Breed. “I know 
that people have really been missing the library, and though we’ve adapted to provide more to-go 
options and online resources, there’s nothing quite like getting to browse the shelves and pick out 
your next book.” 
 
Since March 2020, hundreds of Library staff have played a critical role in the City’s COVID-19 
response, serving as Disaster Services Workers in various positions. Library staff have supported 
the City’s emergency response working at food pantries, COVID-19 testing sites, Community 
Hubs for students, Shelter-in-Place hotels. Library staff continue to serve as contact tracers and 
case investigators working to slow the spread of the virus in the community and part of the 
COVID Command Center’s efforts to conduct outreach work, translations, copywriting, and 
communications. As San Francisco continues reopening and transitioning to recovery from 
COVID-19, additional Library staff are beginning to return to their pre-pandemic roles, enabling 
the City to gradually resume in-person library services. 
 
“We’ve missed each and every one of our library patrons, just as much as they’ve missed us and 
we are so proud to start welcoming them back inside,” said City Librarian Michael Lambert. 
“Over the past few months, we have been hard at work laying the foundation for an in-person 
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service that follows the latest public health guidance and safety protocols to protect our staff and 
patrons.” 
 
Reopening Timeline 
The schedule for reopening libraries is as follows: 
 


• Monday, May 3 – San Francisco Main Library – First Floor 
o 100 Larkin Street (enter via Grove Street) 
o Hours: Monday-Saturday, 10:00 a.m.-5:30 p.m., Sunday 12:00 p.m.-5:30 p.m. 


 
• Monday, May 17 – Chinatown/Him Mark Lai Branch Library 


o 1135 Powell Street 
o Hours: Monday-Friday, 10:00 a.m.-5:30 p.m. 


 
• Tuesday, May 18 – Mission Bay Branch Library 


o 960 Fourth Street 
o Hours: Tuesday-Saturday, 10:00 a.m.-5:30 p.m. 


 
At the Main Library, visitors will also be able to visit the San Francisco History Center on the 6th 
floor by appointment and request materials to be retrieved from collections on upper floors, such 
as cookbooks, gardening, and general nonfiction. Additional floors at the Main Library and 
neighborhood branches will reopen as staffing permits. 
 
“COVID-19 required that we limit our interactions and exposure. Now as we begin to turn the 
corner, it’s important to bring back the public services that help connect community and end 
isolation. Our libraries are safe spaces, a place for respite and learning, especially for our seniors 
and kids,” said City Administrator Carmen Chu. “As a young girl I loved going to the library and 
in San Francisco we have one of the best library systems in the country. Today, I am so excited 
to see our branches begin to open again especially in some of our densest communities.” 
 
“SFPL has been a tremendous partner in the City’s COVID-19 response. From contact tracing to 
community outreach to monitoring test sites and hotels, library staff have made important 
contributions throughout the pandemic and we are grateful for their service,” said Dr. Grant 
Colfax, Director of the Department of Public Health. 
 
Safety Measures 
Capacity and services will be limited at all in-person San Francisco Public Libraries. Patrons will 
be required to abide by all safety requirements and library rules, including social distancing and 
wearing masks. For the safety of the public and library staff no chairs will be available for sitting 
to read or study, no study and meeting rooms will be open, and in-person events will not be 
allowed at this time.  
 
To ensure the safety of library users and staff, SFPL has developed a number of safety protocols 
and enhancements including: 
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• Library users over the age of 2 are required to wear a mask or face covering 
• Social distancing reminders will be placed around the library 
• Building capacity will be limited 
• Hand sanitizer will be available at the entrance and service points. 
• Available public computers will be spaced out to encourage social distancing 
• Sanitizing wipes will be available to wipe down computer keyboards 
• Sneeze guards will be placed at all public service desks 
• Self check-out stations will be available for quick and easy borrowing 


 
More information about the library reopening is available online at sfpl.org 
 


### 
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know that people have really been missing the library, and though we’ve adapted to provide
more to-go options and online resources, there’s nothing quite like getting to browse the
shelves and pick out your next book.”
 
Since March 2020, hundreds of Library staff have played a critical role in the City’s COVID-
19 response, serving as Disaster Services Workers in various positions. Library staff have
supported the City’s emergency response working at food pantries, COVID-19 testing sites,
Community Hubs for students, Shelter-in-Place hotels. Library staff continue to serve as
contact tracers and case investigators working to slow the spread of the virus in the
community and part of the COVID Command Center’s efforts to conduct outreach work,
translations, copywriting, and communications. As San Francisco continues reopening and
transitioning to recovery from COVID-19, additional Library staff are beginning to return to
their pre-pandemic roles, enabling the City to gradually resume in-person library services.
 
“We’ve missed each and every one of our library patrons, just as much as they’ve missed us
and we are so proud to start welcoming them back inside,” said City Librarian Michael
Lambert. “Over the past few months, we have been hard at work laying the foundation for an
in-person service that follows the latest public health guidance and safety protocols to protect
our staff and patrons.”
 
Reopening Timeline
The schedule for reopening libraries is as follows:
 

Monday, May 3 – San Francisco Main Library – First Floor
100 Larkin Street (enter via Grove Street)
Hours: Monday-Saturday, 10:00 a.m.-5:30 p.m., Sunday 12:00 p.m.-5:30 p.m.

 
Monday, May 17 – Chinatown/Him Mark Lai Branch Library

1135 Powell Street
Hours: Monday-Friday, 10:00 a.m.-5:30 p.m.

 
Tuesday, May 18 – Mission Bay Branch Library

960 Fourth Street
Hours: Tuesday-Saturday, 10:00 a.m.-5:30 p.m.

 
At the Main Library, visitors will also be able to visit the San Francisco History Center on the
6th floor by appointment and request materials to be retrieved from collections on upper floors,
such as cookbooks, gardening, and general nonfiction. Additional floors at the Main Library
and neighborhood branches will reopen as staffing permits.
 
“COVID-19 required that we limit our interactions and exposure. Now as we begin to turn the
corner, it’s important to bring back the public services that help connect community and end
isolation. Our libraries are safe spaces, a place for respite and learning, especially for our
seniors and kids,” said City Administrator Carmen Chu. “As a young girl I loved going to the
library and in San Francisco we have one of the best library systems in the country. Today, I
am so excited to see our branches begin to open again especially in some of our densest
communities.”
 
“SFPL has been a tremendous partner in the City’s COVID-19 response. From contact tracing
to community outreach to monitoring test sites and hotels, library staff have made important



contributions throughout the pandemic and we are grateful for their service,” said Dr. Grant
Colfax, Director of the Department of Public Health.
 
Safety Measures
Capacity and services will be limited at all in-person San Francisco Public Libraries. Patrons
will be required to abide by all safety requirements and library rules, including social
distancing and wearing masks. For the safety of the public and library staff no chairs will be
available for sitting to read or study, no study and meeting rooms will be open, and in-person
events will not be allowed at this time.
 
To ensure the safety of library users and staff, SFPL has developed a number of safety
protocols and enhancements including:
 

Library users over the age of 2 are required to wear a mask or face covering
Social distancing reminders will be placed around the library
Building capacity will be limited
Hand sanitizer will be available at the entrance and service points.
Available public computers will be spaced out to encourage social distancing
Sanitizing wipes will be available to wipe down computer keyboards
Sneeze guards will be placed at all public service desks
Self check-out stations will be available for quick and easy borrowing

 
More information about the library reopening is available online at sfpl.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON GUILTY VERDICT IN TRIAL OF DEREK CHAUVIN
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 9:05:57 AM
Attachments: 04.20.21 Derek Chauvin Verdict.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 at 2:21 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON GUILTY VERDICT IN
TRIAL OF DEREK CHAUVIN
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, April 20, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON GUILTY VERDICT IN TRIAL

OF DEREK CHAUVIN
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed issued the following statement regarding the
guilty verdict issued today in the trial of Derek Chauvin for the murder of George Floyd.
 
“This verdict does not bring back the life of George Floyd. It can’t replace the years of his life
that were robbed from him, nor the life experiences and memories that would have been made
with his friends and family. What this verdict does reflect is that the tide is turning in this
country, although still too slowly, toward accountability and justice.
 
Almost eleven months ago, the world watched as Officer Derek Chauvin kept his knee on the
back of George Floyd’s neck. He kept it there for eight minutes and 46 seconds, but it felt like
an eternity. The systemic injustice from hundreds of years of racism and mistreatment of
Black Americans was put into plain view on video, and the country and the world erupted in
protest.
 
While we’re now months removed from the height of those protests, the need for action is as
critical as ever. This is about more than prosecuting the officer who killed George Floyd,
though that is an important step. It’s about fundamentally restructuring how policing is done to
move away from the use of excessive force. It’s about shifting responses to non-violent calls
away from an automatic police response to something better equipped to handle the situation.
It’s about reinvesting in communities in which years of systematic disinvestment has made it
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, April 20, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** STATEMENT *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON GUILTY VERDICT IN TRIAL 


OF DEREK CHAUVIN 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed issued the following statement regarding the 
guilty verdict issued today in the trial of Derek Chauvin for the murder of George Floyd. 
 
“This verdict does not bring back the life of George Floyd. It can’t replace the years of his life 
that were robbed from him, nor the life experiences and memories that would have been made 
with his friends and family. What this verdict does reflect is that the tide is turning in this 
country, although still too slowly, toward accountability and justice.  
 
Almost eleven months ago, the world watched as Officer Derek Chauvin kept his knee on the 
back of George Floyd’s neck. He kept it there for eight minutes and 46 seconds, but it felt like an 
eternity. The systemic injustice from hundreds of years of racism and mistreatment of Black 
Americans was put into plain view on video, and the country and the world erupted in protest. 
 
While we’re now months removed from the height of those protests, the need for action is as 
critical as ever. This is about more than prosecuting the officer who killed George Floyd, though 
that is an important step. It’s about fundamentally restructuring how policing is done to move 
away from the use of excessive force. It’s about shifting responses to non-violent calls away 
from an automatic police response to something better equipped to handle the situation. It’s 
about reinvesting in communities in which years of systematic disinvestment has made it nearly 
impossible for people to thrive. It’s about changing who we are as a country. 
 
That’s what we’re trying to do in San Francisco. Our Street Crisis Response Teams, consisting of 
paramedics and behavioral health specialists, are now often the first responders to non-violent 
911 calls relating to mental health and substance use. Our Dream Keeper Initiative is redirecting 
$120 million to improve the lives of Black youth and their families through investments in 
everything from housing, to healthcare, to workforce training and guaranteed income. And our 
sustained, multi-year efforts to reform our police department has resulted in a 57% reduction in 
instances of use of force and a 45% decrease in officer involved shootings since 2016. 
 
While this tragedy can never be undone, what we can do is finally make real change in the name 
of George Floyd. Nothing we can do will bring him back, but we can do the work to prevent 
others from facing his fate in the future. That is the work we need to do. It’s ongoing, it’s 
challenging, but if we are committed we can make a real and lasting difference in this country.” 
 


### 
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nearly impossible for people to thrive. It’s about changing who we are as a country.
 
That’s what we’re trying to do in San Francisco. Our Street Crisis Response Teams, consisting
of paramedics and behavioral health specialists, are now often the first responders to non-
violent 911 calls relating to mental health and substance use. Our Dream Keeper Initiative is
redirecting $120 million to improve the lives of Black youth and their families through
investments in everything from housing, to healthcare, to workforce training and guaranteed
income. And our sustained, multi-year efforts to reform our police department has resulted in a
57% reduction in instances of use of force and a 45% decrease in officer involved shootings
since 2016.
 
While this tragedy can never be undone, what we can do is finally make real change in the
name of George Floyd. Nothing we can do will bring him back, but we can do the work to
prevent others from facing his fate in the future. That is the work we need to do. It’s ongoing,
it’s challenging, but if we are committed we can make a real and lasting difference in this
country.”
 

###



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 141 LELAND AVE and 7 LELAND AVE
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:59:02 AM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit Center is open on a limited
basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening
remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Cameron Moberg <holla@camer1.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:51 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 141 LELAND AVE and 7 LELAND AVE

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

Hello. I am a resident of the Visitation Valley neighborhood. I live on Arleta Ave, two blocks from Leland Ave.

I’m writing about two properties. The first is 141 Leland.

If I am reading the flyer correctly, 141 Leland will be a group home? I understand there is a huge need for that. I am
an advocate. I spent many years working with you on the 6th street corridor and the TL. However, I believe the
immediate need in Viz Valley neighborhood is elderly and family housing. There are many families of all ages.
Often times, there are many generations in one home due to affordability. It would be incredible to offer an
opportunity for these families. It’s what our neighborhood needs.

If it is decided to be a group home, I do have concerns. As I mentioned, I have worked alongside youth for years.
I’ve been in many group homes. The lack of staffing and care is astonishing. Often times there is one staff
overseeing way to many classes. The youth do not get the care they need. Or it starts out with enough care and
dwindles over the years. What steps are being made to ensure there is enough counselors and case workers? What’s
steps are being made to ensure the longevity of those case workers and the continuous amount of staff needed?

Next I will express my concern for 7 Leland. (I’m pretty sure that’s the correct address).

Their is a dispensary that has been working to move in to the neighborhood. We have one right around the corner on
Bayshore. That one is called Elevate. Bayshore and Leland have two completely different feels. There is also a
business called Trap House that sells containers for weed. My concern is with two other Similar shops, what type of
street is it turning our family friendly, walkable street in to? Don’t get me wrong, I don’t mind a dispensary here.
My concern is the amount of them. After all, we already have one/two. How many do we really need?

Thank you for your time, Cameron
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Emily Abraham
Interim Director, Public Policy

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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Abad, Robin (CPC); Nickolopoulos, Sheila (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Chamber Support of Small Business Recovery Act
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:58:20 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Support_Small Business Recovery .pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "SooHoo, Candace (CPC)" <candace.soohoo@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 at 3:20 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: SF Chamber Support of Small Business Recovery Act
 
FYI for the Planning Commission, in case this wasn’t send over.
 
Candace SooHoo, Deputy Communications Manager
Office of Executive Programs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7536 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit Center is open on a
limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Emily Abraham <eabraham@sfchamber.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 3:13 PM
To: SooHoo, Candace (CPC) <candace.soohoo@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF Chamber Support of Small Business Recovery Act
 

 

Good afternoon,
 
On behalf of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce and the hundreds of businesses we represent, I
am pleased to offer our enthusiastic support of the Mayor’s Small Business Recovery Act. Please see
attached for our full letter of support to the Board of Supervisors, to be sent to the Planning
Commissioners as well.
 
Sincerely,
 
Emily Abraham
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235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104
tel: 415.352.4520 • fax: 415.392.0485
sfchamber.com • twitter: @sf_chamber


April 15, 2021


The Honorable Mayor London Breed and San Francisco Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94012


RE: Support of File# 210285 Small Business Recovery Act


Dear Honorable Mayor and Board of Supervisors,


On behalf of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce and the hundreds of businesses
we represent, I am pleased to offer our enthusiastic support of the Mayor’s Small
Business Recovery Act.


The Small Business Recovery Act builds on the momentum of Proposition H to further
streamline business permitting processes, allow more flexibility for business activities,
and support arts and cultural activities. Additionally, it makes several Planning Code
changes that will simplify processes for businesses throughout San Francisco, saving
time and capital.


Now, more than ever, our city’s existing small business community and upcoming
entrepreneurs need the support, flexibility, and opportunities to sustain, grow, and
reimagine their businesses. Compared to a pre-Covid baseline, 50 percent of our small
businesses are closed. While it remains to be seen if these businesses are permanently
or temporarily shut, this legislation will surely make reopening a feasible option for
many.


The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce actively supports policies that uplift our
small business community which contributes so greatly to San Francisco’s vibrance and
culture. We believe this ordinance will help small businesses to maintain a foothold in
San Francisco’s neighborhood commercial districts and hopefully be successful in the
long-term.


Sincerely,


Rodney Fong
President & CEO
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce







San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
(Direct) 916-294-5029 • (E) eabraham@sfchamber.com
Pronouns: she/her/hers

Sign-up for our weekly newsletter here.
Join us at our upcoming virtual events. 

State Check-In – April 21 | 1PM
Executive Coffee Break – April 29 | 11AM
Small Business Week – May 3 - 7 
Executive Coffee Break – June 3 | 11AM
CityBeat Breakfast – June 24 | 11AM
SF Chamber’s Member Mixer – July 27 | 5:30PM
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1215 29th Ave
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:17:23 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Norman Chong <nchong@to2law.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 5:01 PM
To: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>;
Lee@leehammack.com; Bob Noelke (robertnoelke@aol.com) <robertnoelke@aol.com>; Christie
West (christiewest11@gmail.com) <christiewest11@gmail.com>; Timwestpoker@gmail.com
Subject: RE: 1215 29th Ave
 
Thank you. 
 

From: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:57 PM
To: Norman Chong <nchong@to2law.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>;
Lee@leehammack.com; Bob Noelke (robertnoelke@aol.com) <robertnoelke@aol.com>; Christie
West (christiewest11@gmail.com) <christiewest11@gmail.com>; Timwestpoker@gmail.com
Subject: Re: 1215 29th Ave
 
Hi Norman,
 
I have forwarded your submittal to the Commissioners. We will be prepared to discuss it during the
hearing on Thursday.
 
Thank you,
Vincent
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Vincent W. Page II, Planner
Code Enforcement Team, Zoning and Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7396| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Calls will be returned via email and/or an invitation for a remote, virtual meeting (Zoom, Microsoft Teams, or
Web-Ex) for the duration of the Stay Safe at Home Order. Alternatively, please feel free to email your
request to discuss a project, and a meeting invitation will be shared.
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by email, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 
 

From: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 at 10:13 AM
To: Norman Chong <nchong@to2law.com>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>, Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>,
Lee@leehammack.com <lee@leehammack.com>, Bob Noelke (robertnoelke@aol.com)
<robertnoelke@aol.com>, Christie West (christiewest11@gmail.com)
<christiewest11@gmail.com>, Timwestpoker@gmail.com <Timwestpoker@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: 1215 29th Ave

Hi Norman,
 
Thank you for sending this over. While it is too late for this information to be incorporated into the
Commission Packet, you may, of course, present it during the hearing. (The deadline for new
information to be incorporated into the Commission Packet was Wednesday. The packet was
finalized on Thursday and published on Friday.) Who on your team will be giving the presentation?
Will they be using any slides? If so, you will need to send the slides to me so that I can assist with
uploading them and making sure they are visible to the Commissioners, and to the public, during the
hearing.
 
Here is what I need from you:
  1.  A copy of the slide presentation, if one is to be prepared, in PDF file format.
  2.  The contact information (one email address and one phone number) of the person who will be
giving the presentation. Commission Secretary staff (Chanbory “Chan” Son,
chanbory.son@sfgov.org) will reach out to the presenter/ sponsor via their contact information the
day before the hearing to provide a direct conference call link. A Web-Ex link for other members of
your team to use will also be provided. Others on your team may provide comments after the main
presentation by the project sponsor is given.
 
Please send this information by 5pm tomorrow.
 
Thank you,
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Vincent
 
Vincent W. Page II, Planner
Code Enforcement Team, Zoning and Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7396| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Calls will be returned via email and/or an invitation for a remote, virtual meeting (Zoom, Microsoft Teams, or
Web-Ex) for the duration of the Stay Safe at Home Order. Alternatively, please feel free to email your
request to discuss a project, and a meeting invitation will be shared.
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by email, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 
 

From: Norman Chong <nchong@to2law.com>
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 at 11:36 AM
To: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Lee@leehammack.com <lee@leehammack.com>, Bob Noelke (robertnoelke@aol.com)
<robertnoelke@aol.com>, Christie West (christiewest11@gmail.com)
<christiewest11@gmail.com>, Timwestpoker@gmail.com <Timwestpoker@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: 1215 29th Ave

 

Dear Mr. Paige,
 

Attached please find supplemental materials submitted in support of the CUA for 1215 29th Avenue. 
These supplemental materials relate primarily to the financial hardship issues faced by the owner(s). 
We had hoped to include a cost estimate from a licensed general contractor, but the estimate has
not been completed.
 
Norman L. Chong
Tarkington, O’Neill, Barrack & Chong
A Professional Corporation
201 Mission Street, Suite 710
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel:  (415) 777-5501
Fax: (415) 546-4962
 
This communication is intended only for the person or entity named and may contain information that is privileged and confidential and
exempt form disclosure under applicable law.  Unauthorized distribution or copying of this communication is prohibited.  If you have
received this communication in error, please notify this office at (415) 777-5501 and delete this message from your system.. Thank you.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2020-010729CUA - 1215 29th Avenue
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:16:49 AM
Attachments: 2021-04-19 Supp to CUA Appl for 1215 29th Avenue CUA (Rec #2020-010729CUA).pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:55 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
<Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2020-010729CUA - 1215 29th Avenue
 
Dear President Koppel, Vice-President Moore, and Esteemed Commissioners,
 
We received the attached document from the project sponsor for Conditional Use Authorization
Application No. 2020-010729CUA yesterday. The Department is currently reviewing the submittal
and will be prepared to discuss it on Thursday.
 
Should you have any questions before then, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Yours sincerely,
Vincent
 
Vincent W. Page II, Planner
Code Enforcement Team, Zoning and Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7396| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Calls will be returned via email and/or an invitation for a remote, virtual meeting (Zoom, Microsoft Teams, or
Web-Ex) for the duration of the Stay Safe at Home Order. Alternatively, please feel free to email your

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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Faustini Appraisal Services


P.O. Box 2692


Alameda, CA 94501


jayfaustini@comcast.net


Hooshmand Law Group


22 Battery Street, Suite 610


San Francisco, CA 94111


Re: Property: 1215 29th Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


File No.: 1019TWE


In accordance with your request, I have appraised the above referenced property.  The report of that appraisal is 


attached.


The purpose of this appraisal is to estimate the market value of the property described in this appraisal report, as 


improved, in unencumbered fee simple title of ownership.


This report is based on a physical analysis from the street of the site and exterior of the improvements, a locational 


analysis of the neighborhood and city, and an economic analysis of the market for properties such as the subject.  The 


appraisal was developed and the report was prepared in accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional 


Appraisal Practice.


The value conclusions reported are as of the effective date stated in the body of the report and contingent upon the 


certification and limiting conditions attached.


It has been a pleasure to assist you.  Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of additional service to you.


Sincerely,


Frank J Faustini, Jr.


Residential Real Estate Appraiser
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1215 29th Ave. San Francisco CA 94122


N/A West, Timothy M San Francisco


Block: 1721  Lot: 002


1721-002 2019-2020  7,446.46 


Central Sunset 667-A2 0327.00


NA N/A


Litigation


Hooshmand Law Group 22 Battery Street, Suite 610, San Francisco, CA 94111


San Francisco Association of Realtors (SFAR) MLS


N/A


N/A N/A N/A


N/A


1,100


3,200


1,500


0


125


90


85


5


5


5The subject's Central Sunset district is bordered by California Highway 1 (19th Ave.) to 


the east; Lincoln Way to the north; Sunset Blvd. to the west; and Ortega St. to the south. 


See Comment Addendum.


See Comment Addendum. 


40' X 120' 4,800 sf Rectangular Area


RH-1 (D) Residential House -  1 Dwelling Unit Per Lot (Detached) / 4,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size


Under the 


subject's current zoning designation, the highest and best use of the subject is as a single family residence.  Other uses are not legally permissible.


Asphalt


None


*See Below *See Below *See Below


See Comment Addendum.


* Note: FEMA has not issued flood maps for the City/County of San Francisco.


See Comment Addendum See Comment Addendum


3


Edwardian


1916


40-60


Stucco/Average


Asphalt Comp/Avg


Metal/Fair


WdCsdSnglPn/Fair


Gas


None/Typical


1


P&D


Front


Rear-Wood


Concrete


1


No interior inspection performed.


7 4 2 2,190


See Comment Addendum.


See Comment Addendum.


No readily observable physical deficiencies or adverse conditions were noted during the exterior inspection from the street.  There are many 


issues regarding the condition and integrity of the property that may not be apparent.  The appraiser is not a home inspector.  The reader of this 


report is referred to the clarification of scope of work contained in the supplemental addendum to this report.


Frank J. Faustini Jr. - Real Estate Appraiser
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The purpose of this summary appraisal report is to provide the lender/client with an accurate, and adequately supported, opinion of the market value of the subject property.


Property Address City State Zip Code


Borrower Owner of Public Record County


Legal Description


Assessor's Parcel # Tax Year R.E. Taxes $


Neighborhood Name Map Reference Census Tract


Occupant Owner Tenant Vacant Special Assessments $ PUD HOA $ per year per month


Property Rights Appraised Fee Simple Leasehold Other (describe)


Assignment Type Purchase Transaction Refinance Transaction Other (describe)


Lender/Client Address


Is the subject property currently offered for sale or has it been offered for sale in the twelve months prior to the effective date of this appraisal? Yes No


Report data source(s) used, offering price(s), and date(s).


I did did not analyze the contract for sale for the subject purchase transaction. Explain the results of the analysis of the contract for sale or why the analysis was not


performed.


Contract Price $ Date of Contract Is the property seller the owner of public record? Yes No Data Source(s)


Is there any financial assistance (loan charges, sale concessions, gift or downpayment assistance, etc.) to be paid by any party on behalf of the borrower? Yes No


If Yes, report the total dollar amount and describe the items to be paid.


Note: Race and the racial composition of the neighborhood are not appraisal factors.


Neighborhood Characteristics


Location Urban Suburban Rural


Built-Up Over 75% 25-75% Under 25%


Growth Rapid Stable Slow


One-Unit Housing Trends


Property Values Increasing Stable Declining


Demand/Supply Shortage In Balance Over Supply


Marketing Time Under 3 mths 3-6 mths Over 6 mths


One-Unit Housing


PRICE


$ (000)


AGE


(yrs)


Low


High


Pred.


Present Land Use %


One-Unit %


2-4 Unit %


Multi-Family %


Commercial %


Other %


Neighborhood Boundaries


Neighborhood Description


Market Conditions (including support for the above conclusions)


Dimensions Area Shape View


Specific Zoning Classification Zoning Description


Zoning Compliance Legal Legal Nonconforming (Grandfathered Use) No Zoning Illegal (describe)


Is the highest and best use of subject property as improved (or as proposed per plans and specifications) the present use? Yes No If No, describe


Utilities Public Other (describe) Public Other (describe)


Electricity


Gas


Water


Sanitary Sewer


Off-site Improvements - Type Public Private


Street


Alley


FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area Yes No FEMA Flood Zone FEMA Map # FEMA Map Date


Are the utilities and off-site improvements typical for the market area? Yes No If No, describe


Are there any adverse site conditions or external factors (easements, encroachments, environmental conditions, land uses, etc.)? Yes No If Yes, describe


Source(s) Used for Physical Characteristics of Property Appraisal Files MLS Assessment and Tax Records Prior Inspection Property Owner


Other (describe) Data Source for Gross Living Area


General Description


Units One One with Accessory Unit


# of Stories


Type Det. Att. S-Det./End Unit


Existing Proposed Under Const.


Design (Style)


Year Built


Effective Age (Yrs)


General Description


Concrete Slab Crawl Space


Full Basement Finished


Partial Basement Finished


Exterior Walls


Roof Surface


Gutters & Downspouts


Window Type


Heating/Cooling


FWA HWBB


Radiant


Other


Fuel


Central Air Conditioning


Individual


Other


Amenities


Fireplace(s) #


Woodstove(s) #


Patio/Deck


Porch


Pool


Fence


Other


Car Storage


None


Driveway # of Cars


Driveway Surface


Garage # of Cars


Carport # of Cars


Attached Detached


Built-in


Appliances Refrigerator Range/Oven Dishwasher Disposal Microwave Washer/Dryer Other (describe)


Finished area above grade contains: Rooms Bedrooms Bath(s) Square Feet of Gross Living Area Above Grade


Additional features (special energy efficient items, etc.)


Describe the condition of the property and data source(s) (including apparent needed repairs, deterioration, renovations, remodeling, etc.).


Are there any apparent physical deficiencies or adverse conditions that affect the livability, soundness, or structural integrity of the property? Yes No


If Yes, describe.


Does the property generally conform to the neighborhood (functional utility, style, condition, use, construction, etc.)? Yes No If No, describe.
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6 998,000 1,468,000


60 1,120,000 2,950,000


1215 29th Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


N/A


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


4,800 Sq.Ft.


Area


Edwardian


Good


103 Years


Average


7 4 2


2,190


None


Adequate


Central/None


Standard


1 Car Garage


Porch/Patio/Deck


Bonus Room(s) 2 Rms/2 Baths


Days On Market (DOM)


List Price(s) N/A


05/07/2018


Nominal


Realist Dc #K611280 & #K611281


10/16/2019


1256 30th Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


0.05 miles S


1,378,000


651.54


SFAR MLS #478986


Realist Doc #K722451


Cash


None


01/18/2019 COE


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


3,840 Sq.Ft. +24,000


Area


Edwardian


Good


102 Years 0


Inferior +70,000


7 3 1.5 +8,000


2,115 0


None


Adequate


Central/None


Standard


.2 Car Gar. - Tandem -20,000


Porch/Balcony +10,000


1 Large Room +20,000


16


$1,395,000


112,000


8.1


11.0 1,490,000


N/A


N/A


Realist/SFAR MLS


10/16/2019


1219 32nd Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


0.18 miles W


1,600,000


830.31


SFAR MLS #472635


Realist Doc #K638722


Cash


None


07/13/2018 COE 0


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


3,600  Sq.Ft. +30,000


Area


Edwardian


Good


98 Years 0


Significantly Superior -160,000


8 5 3 -32,000


1,927 +34,000


None


Adequate


Central/None


Standard


1 Car Garage


Porch/Patio/Deck


None +40,000


42


$1.489M - $1.38M


-88,000


5.5


18.5 1,512,000


$1,380,000


01/23/2018


Realist Doc #K569426


10/16/2019


1620 Lawton St.


San Francisco, CA 94122


0.62 miles SE


1,727,000


661.43


SFAR MLS #487757


Realist Doc # K835079


Conventional


None


09/24/2019 COE


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


3,000  Sq.Ft. +45,000


Area


Contemporary 0


Good


79 Years 0


Superior -130,000


8 4 3 -32,000


2,611 -55,000


None


Adequate


Central/None


Standard


2 Car Garage -40,000


Porch/Patio/Deck


None +40,000


41


$1,395,000


-172,000


10.0


19.8 1,555,000


N/A


N/A


Realist/SFAR MLS


10/16/2019


N/A


Realist/SFAR MLS


Realist/SFAR MLS


The subject had three transfers transactions for nominal amounts 


between related parties within the past three years.  In addition to the two transfers on May 7, 2018 noted above, there was an additional 


transfer on 04/18/2018 (Realist Doc #K525649).  Except for Sale 2, the comparable sales have not been sold or had a transfer within the year 


prior to the date of their sale.  The prior sale of Sale 2 appears to have been an arms length transaction (SFAR MLS #465005)..The difference 


between the  sales prices is primarily due to the remodeling and expansion of this property between its sales dates.  The seasonal  market 


increases between the winter 2017/2018 contract date and the spring/summer 2018 contract date also likely contributed to this difference.


See Comment Addendum.


1,500,000


1,500,000


The Sale Comparison approach is the only relevant approach to value.  The Reproduction Cost approach is not relevant due to the lack of land 


sales in a market that has been built-out for decades, and due to the need for estimates of depreciation from all sources.  The Income approach 


is not relevant because properties like the subject are not purchased primarily for their income producing abilities.


This report is issued subject to a 


Hypothetical Condition.  See the "Improvements" section of the Comment Addendum for further information.


1,500,000 10/28/2019
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There are comparable properties currently offered for sale in the subject neighborhood ranging in price from $ to $ .


There are comparable sales in the subject neighborhood within the past twelve months ranging in sale price from $ to $ .


FEATURE SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE # 2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3


Address


Proximity to Subject


Sale Price $ $ $ $


Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area $ sq.ft. $ sq.ft. $ sq.ft. $ sq.ft.


Data Source(s)


Verification Source(s)


VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment


Sales or Financing


Concessions


Date of Sale/Time


Location


Leasehold/Fee Simple


Site


View


Design (Style)


Quality of Construction


Actual Age


Condition


Above Grade Total Bdrms. Baths Total Bdrms. Baths Total Bdrms. Baths Total Bdrms. Baths


Room Count


Gross Living Area sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft.


Basement & Finished


Rooms Below Grade


Functional Utility


Heating/Cooling


Energy Efficient Items


Garage/Carport


Porch/Patio/Deck


Net Adjustment (Total) + - + - + -$ $ $


Adjusted Sale Price


of Comparables $ $ $


Net Adj. %


Gross Adj. %


Net Adj. %


Gross Adj. %


Net Adj. %


Gross Adj. %


I did did not research the sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales. If not, explain


My research did did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.


Data Source(s)


My research did did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the comparable sales for the year prior to the date of sale of the comparable sale.


Data Source(s)


Report the results of the research and analysis of the prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales (report additional prior sales on page 3).


ITEM SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE #1 COMPARABLE SALE #2 COMPARABLE SALE #3


Date of Prior Sale/Transfer


Price of Prior Sale/Transfer


Data Source(s)


Effective Date of Data Source(s)


Analysis of prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales


Summary of Sales Comparison Approach


Indicated Value by Sales Comparison Approach $


Indicated Value by: Sales Comparison Approach $ Cost Approach (if developed) $ Income Approach (if developed) $


This appraisal is made "as is", subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the improvements have been


completed, subject to the following repairs or alterations on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed, or subject to the


following required inspection based on the extraordinary assumption that the condition or deficiency does not require alteration or repair:


Based on a visual inspection of the exterior areas of the subject property from at least the street, defined scope of work, statement of assumptions and limiting
conditions, and appraiser’s certification, my (our) opinion of the market value, as defined, of the real property that is the subject of this report is
$ , as of , which is the date of inspection and the effective date of this appraisal.
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See Comment Addendum.


2,343


The Reproduction Cost approach is not relevant due to the lack of land 


sales in a market that has been built-out for decades, and due to the 


need for estimates of depreciation from all sources.  Additionally, the 


Cost Approach cannot credibly be developed on the subject property 


without an interior inspection.


N/A N/A


Income approach is not reliable due to predominant owner occupancy.  This is 


consistent with methodology found in the marketplace.
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COST APPROACH TO VALUE (not required by Fannie Mae)


Provide adequate information for the lender/client to replicate the below cost figures and calculations.


Support for the opinion of site value (summary of comparable land sales or other methods for estimating site value)


ESTIMATED REPRODUCTION OR REPLACEMENT COST NEW


Source of cost data


Quality rating from cost service Effective date of cost data


Comments on Cost Approach (gross living area calculations, depreciation, etc.)


OPINION OF SITE VALUE =$


DWELLING Sq.Ft. @ $ =$


Sq.Ft. @ $ =$


=$


Garage/Carport Sq.Ft. @ $ =$


Total Estimate of Cost-New =$


Less Physical Functional External


Depreciation =$( )


Depreciated Cost of Improvements =$


"As-is" Value of Site Improvements =$


INDICATED VALUE BY COST APPROACH =$Estimated Remaining Economic Life (HUD and VA only) Years


INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE (not required by Fannie Mae)


Estimated Monthly Market Rent $ X  Gross Rent Multiplier = $ Indicated Value by Income Approach


Summary of Income Approach (including support for market rent and GRM)


PROJECT INFORMATION FOR PUDs (if applicable)


Is the developer/builder in control of the Homeowners’ Association (HOA)? Yes No Unit type(s) Detached Attached


Provide the following information for PUDs ONLY if the developer/builder is in control of the HOA and the subject property is an attached dwelling unit.


Legal Name of Project


Total number of phases Total number of units Total number of units sold


Total number of units rented Total number of units for sale Data source(s)


Was the project created by the conversion of existing building(s) into a PUD? Yes No If Yes, date of conversion


Does the project contain any multi-dwelling units? Yes No Data Source(s)


Are the units, common elements, and recreation facilities complete? Yes No If No, describe the status of completion.


Are the common elements leased to or by the Homeowners’ Association? Yes No If Yes, describe the rental terms and options.


Describe common elements and recreational facilities.
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1215 29th Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


N/A


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


4,800 Sq.Ft.


Area


Edwardian


Good


103 Years


Average


7 4 2


2,190


None


Adequate


Central/None


Standard


1 Car Garage


Porch/Patio/Deck


Bonus Room(s) 2 Rms/2 Baths


Days On Market (DOM)


List Price(s) N/A


05/07/2018


Nominal


Realist Dc #K611280 & #K611281


10/16/2019


1687 31st Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


0.61 miles S


1,401,000


809.83


SFAR MLS #478618


Realist Doc #K700414


Conventional


None


12/04/2018 COE


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


3,000 Sq.Ft. +45,000


Area


Traditional 0


Good


87 Years 0


Slightly Superior -35,000


5 2 1 +48,000


1,730 +60,000


None


Adequate


Central/None


Standard


.2 Car Gar. - Tandem -20,000


Porch +10,000


2 Rooms/1 Bath +10,000


8


$1,299,000


118,000


8.4


16.3 1,519,000


N/A


N/A


Realist/SFAR MLS


10/16/2019


25 Lomita Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94122


0.91 miles SE


1,700,000


1111.84


SFAR MLS #480046


Realist Doc # K761857


Conventional


None


04/30/2019 COE


Urban/Good


Fee Simple


6,000  Sq.Ft. -30,000


Pano Ocean/GGB/Dwntn -127,000


Traditional 0


Good


72 Years 0


Superior -127,000


5 2 1 +48,000


1,529 +86,000


None


Adequate


Central/None


Solar Array -26,000


1 Car Garage


Porch/Patio/Deck


3 Rooms/1 Bath 0


79


$1.975M-$1.725M


-176,000


10.4


26.1 1,524,000


N/A


N/A


Realist/SFAR MLS


10/16/2019


4 5 6


4 5 6


See Page 2.
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FEATURE SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # COMPARABLE SALE # COMPARABLE SALE #


Address


Proximity to Subject


Sale Price $ $ $ $


Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area $ sq.ft. $ sq.ft. $ sq.ft. $ sq.ft.


Data Source(s)


Verification Source(s)


VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjustment


Sales or Financing


Concessions


Date of Sale/Time


Location


Leasehold/Fee Simple


Site


View


Design (Style)


Quality of Construction


Actual Age


Condition


Above Grade Total Bdrms. Baths Total Bdrms. Baths Total Bdrms. Baths Total Bdrms. Baths


Room Count


Gross Living Area sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft.


Basement & Finished


Rooms Below Grade


Functional Utility


Heating/Cooling


Energy Efficient Items


Garage/Carport


Porch/Patio/Deck


Net Adjustment (Total) + - + - + -$ $ $


Adjusted Sale Price


of Comparables $ $ $


Net Adj. %


Gross Adj. %


Net Adj. %


Gross Adj. %


Net Adj. %


Gross Adj. %


Report the results of the research and analysis of the prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales (report additional prior sales on page 3).


ITEM SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # COMPARABLE SALE # COMPARABLE SALE #


Date of Prior Sale/Transfer


Price of Prior Sale/Transfer


Data Source(s)


Effective Date of Data Source(s)


Analysis of prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales


Analysis/Comments
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DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE:  The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market 


under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably and assuming the price 


is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the 


passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: (1) buyer and seller are typically motivated; (2) both parties are 


well informed or well advised, and each acting in what they consider their own best interests; (3) a reasonable time is allowed 


for exposure in the open market; (4) payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 


comparable thereto; and (5) the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or 


creative financing or sales concessions* granted by anyone associated with the sale.  (Source: FDIC Interagency Appraisal and 


Evaluation Guidelines, 2010.)


* Adjustments to the comparables must be made for special or creative financing or sales concessions.  No 


adjustments are necessary for those costs which are normally paid by sellers as a result of tradition or law in a 


market area; these costs are readily identifiable since the seller pays these costs in virtually all sales transactions.  


Special or creative financing adjustments can be made to the comparable property by comparisons to financing 


terms offered by a third party institutional lender that is not already involved in the property or transaction.  Any 


adjustment should not be calculated on a mechanical dollar for dollar cost of the financing or concession but the 


dollar amount of any adjustment should approximate the market's reaction to the financing or concessions based 


on the appraiser's judgment.


STATEMENT OF LIMITING CONDITIONS AND CERTIFICATION


CONTINGENT AND LIMITING CONDITIONS:  The appraiser's certification that appears in the appraisal report is subject to the 


following conditions:


1.  The appraiser will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect either the property being appraised or the title 


to it.  The appraiser assumes that the title is good and marketable and, therefore, will not render any opinions about the title.  


The property is valued on the basis of it being under responsible ownership.


2.  Any sketch provided in the appraisal report may show approximate dimensions of the improvements and is included only to 


assist the reader of the report in visualizing the property.  The appraiser has made no survey of the property.


3.  The appraiser will not give testimony or appear in court because he or she made an appraisal of the property in question, 


unless specific arrangements to do so have been made beforehand, or as otherwise required by law.


4.  Any distribution of valuation between land and improvements in the report applies only under the existing program of 


utilization. These separate valuations of the land and improvements must not be used in conjunction with any other appraisal 


and are invalid if they are so used.


5.  The appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent conditions of the property or adverse environmental 


conditions (including the presence of hazardous waste, toxic substances, etc.) that would make the property more or less 


valuable, and has assumed that there are no such conditions and makes no guarantees or warranties, express or implied, 


regarding the condition of the property. The appraiser will not be responsible for any such conditions that do exist or for any 


engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such conditions exist.  This appraisal report must not be 


considered an environmental assessment of the subject property.


6.  The appraiser obtained the information, estimates, and opinions that were expressed in the appraisal report from sources 


that he or she considers to be reliable and believes them to be true and correct.  The appraiser does not assume responsibility 


for the accuracy of such items that were furnished by other parties.


7.  The appraiser will not disclose the contents of the appraisal report except as provided for in the Uniform Standards of 


Professional Appraisal Practice, and any applicable federal, state or local laws.


8.  The appraiser has based his or her appraisal report and valuation conclusion for an appraisal that is subject to satisfactory 


completion, repairs, or alterations on the assumption that completion of the improvements will be performed in a workmanlike 


manner.


9.  The appraiser must provide his or her prior written consent before the lender/client specified in the appraisal report can 


distribute the appraisal report (including conclusions about the property value, the appraiser's identity and professional 


designations, and references to any professional appraisal organizations or the firm with which the appraiser is associated) to 


anyone other than the borrower; the mortgagee or its successors and assigns; the mortgage insurer; consultants; professional 


appraisal organizations; any state or federally approved financial institution; or any department, agency, or instrumentality of 


the United States or any state or the District of Columbia; except that the lender/client may distribute the property description 


section of the report only to data collection or reporting service(s) without having to obtain the appraiser's prior written 


consent.  The appraiser's written consent and approval must also be obtained before the appraisal can be conveyed by anyone 


to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media.


10.  The appraiser is not an employee of the company or individual(s) ordering this report and compensation is not contingent 


upon the reporting of a predetermined value or direction of value or upon an action or event resulting from the analysis, 


opinions, conclusions, or the use of this report.  This assignment is not based on a required minimum, specific valuation, or 


the approval of a loan.


ADDITIONAL DEFINITION:


Exposure Time:  The estimated length of time that the property interest being appraised would have been offered on the market 


prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on the effective date of the appraisal.  Exposure time is a 


retrospective opinion based on an analysis of past events assuming a competitive and open market.
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CERTIFICATION:  The appraiser certifies and agrees that:


1.  The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.


2.  The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions and 


are my personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.


3.  Unless otherwise indicated, I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no  


personal interest with respect to the parties involved.


4.  Unless otherwise indicated, I have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property 


that is the subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.


5.  I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or the parties involved with this assignment.


6.  My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.


7.  My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a predetermined 


value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated 


result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.


8.  My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform 


Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice that were in effect at the time this report was prepared.


9.  Unless otherwise indicated, I have made a personal inspection of the exterior areas of the property that is the subject of this 


report, and the exteriors of all properties listed as comparables.


10.  Unless otherwise indicated, no one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person(s) signing this 


certification (if there are exceptions, the name of each individual providing significant real property appraisal assistance is 


stated elsewhere in this report).


                                                                            SCOPE OF WORK


The Scope of Work is the type and extent of research and analyses performed in an appraisal assignment that is 
required to produce credible assignment results, given the nature of the appraisal problem, the specific requirements 
of the intended user(s) and the intended use of the appraisal report.
 
The Scope of Work for this appraisal assignment is defined by the complexity of this appraisal assignment and the 
reporting requirements of this appraisal report form, including the above definition of market value, statement of 
assumptions and limited conditions, and certifications.  The appraiser has: (1) performed a complete visual inspection 
of the subject property from at least the street; (2) inspected the neighborhood; (3) inspected each of the comparables 
from at least the street; (4) researched, verified, and analyzed data from reliable public and/or private sources;  and (5) 
reported the analysis, opinions and conclusions in this appraisal report.


Reliance upon this report, regardless of how acquired, by any party or for any use, other than those specified in this 
report by the Appraiser, is prohibited.  The Opinion of Value that is the conclusion of this report is credible only within 
the context of the Scope of Work, Effective Date, the Date of Report, the Intended User(s), the Intended Use, the stated 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions, any Hypothetical Conditions and/or Extraordinary Assumptions, and the Type of 
Value, as defined herein. The appraiser, appraisal firm, and related parties assume no obligation, liability, or 
accountability, and will not be responsible for any unauthorized use of this report or its conclusions.


1215 29th Ave., San Francisco, CA 94122


Frank J Faustini, Jr.


Title: Real Estate Appraiser


AL042426


CA 04/26/2021


10/29/2019


Title:
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COMMENT ADDENDUM


SUBJECT NEIGHBORHOOD:


The subject immediate market area is the Central Sunset district.  The Central Sunset district primarily is composed
of  an urban mix of residential properties.  Residences are of various styles and degrees of remodeling and updating.
 Residences are predominately single family but also include compatible condominium, 2-4 family, multi-family uses. 
Commercial uses are predominately retail and are concentrated along Irving St.  All community services including
schools are generally within 1 mile.  The San Francisco Central Business District (CBD) is approximately 5 miles to
the East.


MARKET CONDITIONS:


Due to the lack of a statistically significant number of sales of single family properties in the subject's immediate
market area of the Central Sunset district, analysis has been expanded to include the adjacent and competing
Central Parkside district. 


Market conditions in the subject's extended market area experienced a significant upward pressure from 2012
through 2017.  From the second quarter of 2018 through current, the market has been generally stable. despite a
continuing shortage and very short marketing times.  The heightened seasonal volatility experienced from 2012
through 2017 has remained, however.  Statistics from the local MLS system illustrate this point.  


During the first quarter of 2018, there were 32 sales of all levels of single family dwellings in the Central Sunset and
Central Parkside districts.  Those sales had a median price of $1,380,000 and a median time on market of 13 days.


During the second quarter of 2018, there were 43 sales, with a median price of $1,560,000 and a median time on
market of 14 days.


During the third quarter of 2018, there were 47 sales, with a median price of $1,500,000 and a median time on
market of 15 days.


During the fourth quarter of 2018, there were 43 sales, with a median price of $1,300,000 and a median time on
market of 17 days.


During the first quarter of 2019, there were 22 sales, with a median price of $1,401,000 and a median time on
market of 15 days.


During the second quarter of 2019, there were 48 sales, with a median price of $1,605,000 and a median time on
market of 14 days.


During the third quarter of 2019, there were 47 sales, with a median price of $1,500,000 and a median time on
market of 17 days.


During the fourth quarter of 2019 to date (October 27, 2019), there were 15 sales, with a median price of $1,500,000
and a median time on market of 14 days.


Currently , there are 18 active listings and 15 listings pending close of escrow.  The number of active listing equates
to approximately one month's supply of inventory at current absorption rates.  This, along with the ratio of pending
sales to listings, generally indicates a shortage of inventory in an area where three to six months supply is typical. 
Marketing times have remained at the extreme low end of practical marketing periods, which also indicates a current
imbalance in supply and demand.


SITE:


The subject site is an interior lot, larger in size as compared with other lots in its market area. The lot is mostly level.


No readily observable adverse site factors were noted on the day of exterior inspection from the street.  Please refer
to a title report to identify easements of record.
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to a title report to identify easements of record.


IMPROVEMENTS:


This report has been issued subject to the Hypothetical Condition that the subject single family residence does not
have multiple tenancies and does not have any portion of the residence subject to the rent control portions of the
Rent Ordinance. 


Per information provided by the client, the subject has two additional units on the ground floor which were added
without the benefit of permits and appear to violate zoning regulations.


Although state law exempts single family residences from the rent control portions of the San Francisco Rent
Ordinance, when a single family property is divided into multiple units, rented individually, this actual use of the
property overrides the single family residence exemption and rent controls attach to the property.  There are
significant associated costs for a buyer to gain possession of a property which was sold with tenancies intact,
including relocation payments, legal fees and delays impacting cash flow/use.  Tenant buyouts are also common in
the area.  But tenant buyouts typically require legal representation in addition to any buyout figure and also have
substantial overall costs.


The marketing of properties with tenants in place is detrimental to marketability and there is a significant market
reaction to properties marketed with controlled tenancies, especially for single family residences.  Single family
residences are typically marketed in this area without being subject to any tenants rights.


The appraiser is not aware of the current status of the tenancies within the subject building.  Nor does the appraiser
have access to this private information.  Analysis of the effect of any current tenancy would require specific
information regarding that tenancy.


Therefore, in order to provide credible results, this appraisal has been issued subject to the Hypothetical Condition
that the subject single family residence does not have multiple tenancies and does not have any portion of the
residence subject to the rent control portions of the Rent Ordinance.  


No interior inspection of the subject property was performed.  For information regarding the subject property, records
available from the City/County of San Francisco and information provided by the Client were relied upon.


Information provided by the client included: 


(i)  video of a walk though of the main residence dated April 9, 2019;
(ii) 188 photos of the subject property dated from October of 2018 and April 9, 2019, including photos of all interior
rooms, the ground floor garage area and the exterior of the property; 
(iii)  a floor plan with dimensions of the main residence recently prepared by a licensed appraiser;
(iv) a Craigslist.org rental posting for a "Junior one-bedroom" "In-law apt." in the subject building dated July 8, 2019,
including interior photos of this unit;
(v)  three Craigslist.org rental listings for individual rooms within the main residence, dated March 4, 2019, May 28,
2019 and June 4, 2019; and
(vi)  a prior appraisal of the subject property dated March 31, 2016 and with an inspection date of March 23, 2016,
including interior photos and a floor plan with dimensions of the entire property.


The 2016 through 2019 photos and video noted above all indicate that the subject's condition remained generally the
same over this time frame.  It has been assumed that the subject property was in the same state and overall
average condition as of the effective date as it was as of the dates of the photos and video relied upon.  If this
assumption proves to be incorrect, it could impact the conclusion of rental value contained within this report.


The subject property is a three story wood frame structure.  It was constructed as single family residence in 1916. 
The exterior is sided with stucco.  


The main residence is contained within the upper two levels.  The main level contains a living room, dining room,
kitchen with informal dining area, one bedroom and one bathroom.  The upper level has three bedrooms and one
bathroom.  A rear deck is accessed from the two rear bedrooms on the upper level.


The two appraiser prepared floor plans differ significantly.  This difference appears to be primarily due differences in
the top floor's perimeter.  The floor plan included in the 2016 appraisal appears to include a significant error in the
dimensions of the top floor.  It appears that the central side walls have been improperly placed, removing half of the
central bedroom and half of the bathroom.  The recently prepared floor plan has been considered to be more
credible and has been relied upon in this appraisal.  The dimensions in this floor plan have been included as an
addendum in this report and indicate the gross building area of the main residence to be 2,190 sq. ft.  The sketch
included is an estimate only, based upon available information.  No interior inspection of the property was performed
and actual measurements were not taken.


The kitchen has been updated with newer cabinetry, newer ceramic tile flooring, newer ceramic tile counters and
some newer appliances. The bathrooms have ceramic tile flooring/wainscoting and vanities with marble counters. 


The living room and entrance area feature period wood quarter height wainscoting/crown moldings/trim, a period
fireplace with brick surround and wood mantel and built in cabinetry with leaded glass.  Some other period details
remain on the main level, including crown moldings and leaded glass windows.
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IMPROVEMENTS (continued):


Windows are mostly dated wood cased, double hung, single pane. Heating is supplied by a forced air unit.  The
water heater is newer.


Typically, 70-110 year old single family residences within San Francisco originally had a very large ground level
garage without any finished rooms on this level.  It is common for these garages to have been partially converted to
living area over the years, typically without the benefit of permits or only partial permitting.  These types of rooms are
referred to locally as "bonus" rooms and are common and market accepted.


The information, photos and the floor plan included in the 2016 appraisal, as well as the Craigslist.org rental listing,
indicates that subject's ground floor has two unpermitted junior one bedroom accessory units converted from garage
space at some point over the years.  These rooms have been included in the “Bonus Room(s)" line of the sales
comparison grid in accordance with the local market’s typical reaction to these types of rooms.


There are no readily observable physical deficiencies or adverse conditions.  There are many issues regarding the
condition and integrity of the property that may not be apparent.  The appraiser has assumed that all major systems
are functional and no concealed damage exists.  The appraiser is not a building inspector.  The reader is referred to 
the "Scope of Work" clarification in the Addendum pages.


Physical depreciation is slightly less than typical for a structure this age due to its adequate maintenance over the
years and its partial updating.  No functional or external obsolescence were noted.


SALES COMPARISON APPROACH COMMENTS:


The subject is located in an area within the Central Sunset district with predominately Residential House -  1
Dwelling Unit Per Lot (Detached) zoning.  This area is located between Lincoln Way and Irving St. to the north and
south and 26th Ave. and 33rd Ave. to the east and west.   The lots in this area are larger than typical in the district. 
The properties within this area were constructed a decade or two prior to the remainder of the district being built out. 
The RH-1 (D) zoning requires side set backs.


The district’s predominate RH-1 zoning has a smaller minimum lot size and a no required setbacks.  The majority of
single family homes in the district are located RH-1 zoning and are zero lot line, row style residences on smaller lots
(typically 2,500 sq. ft.).  The comparable sales used are all fully detached properties with side set backs and lots
larger than typical.  All sales. except Sale 5, are located within the subject's Central Sunset district.  Sales 1 and 2
are located in the subject's immediate area noted above.  Sale 5 is located in the Golden Gate Heights district, but in
close proximity to the Central Sunset district.


The comparables chosen bracket the subject's various aspects of value.  The comparables have been adjusted for
differences with the subject at a rate of $25 per square foot difference in lot area over 300 square feet, at a rate of
$130 per square foot difference in GLA over 100 square feet and at a rate of $16,000 per difference in total room or
bathroom count.  Due to limited street parking in the subject's market area, garage parking has been adjusted at a
rate of $40,000 per parking space with independent access and $20,000 per space in tandem arrangement.   Bonus
rooms or bathrooms have been adjusted at a rate of $10,000 per room or bathroom and $20,000 per large room.


No age adjustments were made due to similar overall effective ages and/or inclusion within the overall condition
category.   


Due diligence has been exercised by viewing of all comparable's interiors on the MLS on-line system.  These
viewings formed the basis for the condition and view adjustments (or lack thereof).


This appraisal report rounds adjustments to the nearest $1,000. This level of rounding is considered appropriate
given the degree of accuracy inherent in the appraisal process.  


Sale 1 is a property of similar size, age and style located in very close proximity to the subject (See Plat Map).  This
property lacks any recent updating and its wood flooring is largely in need of repair.  The property is in overall fair
condition, inferior to the subject’s condition, requiring an adjustment.  Adjustments are also necessary for its inferior
lot size, slightly inferior bathroom count, superior garage parking, inferior outdoor amenities and inferior bonus
rooms.


Sale 2 is a slightly dated but still relevant sale of property within the subject’s immediate area.  This property was
completely remodeled just prior to its sale.  It is in significantly superior overall condition when compared to the
subject, requiring an adjustment.  Adjustments are also needed for its inferior lot size, superior total room/bathroom
counts, inferior gross living area and lack of bonus rooms.  This property had an additional listing just prior to its sale.
 This prior listing (SFAR MLS #470495) was cancelled 10 days prior to the re-listing of the property by a different
agent.  The list price for this listing ($1,488,888 and lowered to $1,450,000) was slightly higher than the re-listing’s
list price of $1,380,000.  The Days On Market presented for this sale includes both listings combined,


Sale 3 concerns a very recent sale of a larger property.  This property has had significant recent updating and is in
superior overall condition.  Adjustments have been made for its for its inferior lot size, superior total and bathroom
counts, superior gross living area, superior garage parking and lack of bonus rooms.
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counts, superior gross living area, superior garage parking and lack of bonus rooms.


SALES COMPARISON APPROACH COMMENTS (continued):


Sale 4 is the sale of a smaller detached property.  Although this property has had limited updating, it is in slightly
superior condition when compared to the subject, warranting an adjustment.  Adjustments are also required for its
inferior lot size, inferior total room and bathroom counts, inferior living area, superior garage parking and inferior
outdoor amenities.


Sale 5 is concerns the sale of a property with a larger lot located in the nearby Golden Gate Heights district.  This
property features panoramic views of the Pacific Ocean as well as views of the Golden Gate Bridge and Downtown
San Francisco.  An adjustment is necessary for this view amenity.  This property’s main residence was remodeled
recently and its bonus rooms have been recently updated.  The property is in superior overall condition, requiring an
adjustment.  Adjustments are also necessary for its superior lot size, inferior total room and bathroom counts,
inferior gross living area and its solar array.


The adjustment for the solar array is based on a study completed by the Lawrence Berkeley National Lab wherein
they studied 72,000 home sales and concluded that solar systems have a contributory value of $3.90 to $6.40 per
watt.  The adjustment also is based on a study performed by the San Francisco Assessor/Recorder's Office that
concludes the contributory value of a solar system is $5 per watt.  That figure has been used as the basis of the
adjustment.  Per the arrays electrical permit, the array’s output is 5.2kW.  The adjustment is 5.2kW = 5,200w x $5 =
$26,000.  Reference to the San Francisco Assessor/Recorder's Office study can be found in a press release dated
7/13/11 on the San Francisco Assessor/Recorder's Office web site. The Lawrence Berkeley National Lab study can
be downloaded from:  http://eetd.lbl.gov/ea/emp/reportes/lbnl-4476e.pdf.


RECONCILIATION: 


The Sale Comparison approach is the only relevant approach to value.  The Reproduction Cost approach is not
relevant due to the lack of land sales in a market that has been built-out for decades, and due to the need for
estimates of depreciation from all sources.  Additionally, the Cost Approach cannot credibly be developed on the
subject property without a current interior inspection.  The Income approach is not relevant because properties like
the subject are not purchased primarily for their income producing abilities.


The sales displayed above are similar to or bracket the subject's various aspects of value.  The range of actual sale
price is from $1,378,000 to $1,727,000.  After adjustments for differences with the subject, a range from $1,490,000
to $1,555,000 is defined.  Excluding the high indicator, a narrower range of $1,490,000 to $1,524,000 results. The
subject has been appraised within this range as the best reflection of market value as of the effective date of
appraisal.


This appraisal report is intended for use by the client for litigation purposes only. This report is not intended for any
other use by any other party.  While a third party may receive a copy of this appraisal it does not mean that the third
party is an "Intended User" as that term is defined in the form or USPAP. 


The subject's estimated exposure time in the current market, when competitively priced, is under 3 months.


No personal property value was included within this appraisal.


Signatures contained herein are digitally computer generated.


This is an appraisal report.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ADDENDUM


By this notice, all persons and firms reviewing, utilizing or relying on this report in any manner, bind themselves to
accept the assumptions and limiting conditions contained in this report.  Do not use this report if you do not so
accept.


Client and Intended User:
While a third party may receive a copy of this appraisal it does not mean that the third party is an intended User as
that term is defined in the appraisal form or USPAP.


Purpose and intended Use:
The purpose of this appraisal is to estimate the market value of the subject property as defined herein.  The current
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice define the market value conclusion as an opinion of market
value and not an estimate of market value.  The function, or, intended use of the appraisal, is to assist the client
named on page one of this report in evaluating the subject property for litigation purposes.  This report was
prepared at the request of the client named on page one, for their exclusive use. This report is not an engineering,
construction, legal, or architectural survey and expertise in these areas, among other, is not implied.  This is an
appraisal report.  The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.


Additional Scope of Work Information:
The appraiser has visited the subject site/property to gather physical data about the subject property from the street. 
The appraiser did not view any portion of the interior of the subject property, including the crawlspace (if applicable)
and the attic (if applicable).  The appraiser's visual observation from the street did not include testing appliances,
heating or cooling systems, plumbing or electrical systems, sewage lines, interior wall space, foundation, soil or
other items that are beyond the scope of work for a visual observation as defined in this appraisal report.  If the client
or any other reader of this report has concerns about the functionality of these items, the appraiser recommends the
reader hire an inspector that is qualified in those systems or that area.  The appraiser provides no warranties,
implied, expressed, or otherwise for the function of these items.


The term inspection may be used several times in this report.  A complete visual inspection from the street includes
noting special amenities, making general observations of the condition of the property for valuation purposes,
looking for issues of neighborhood conformity - and looking for signs of renovation or remodeling.


An appraisal inspection should not be confused with the type of inspection performed by an expert qualified as a
Home Inspector.  If the client, the borrower or any other reader of this report would like a more detailed report
concerning the condition, the structural or mechanical elements of the property, a professional Home Inspector
should be contacted.


The value estimate contained herein is based on the assumption that the property is not affected by the existence
of hazardous substances, such as formaldehyde, radon, asbestos or detrimental environmental conditions unless
otherwise stated in this report.  The appraiser is not an expert in the identification of hazardous substances or
detrimental environmental conditions.  The appraiser's visual inspection of the subject property and inquiries about
the subject property did not develop any information that indicated any apparent significant hazardous substances or
detrimental environmental conditions which would affect the value of the subject property negatively unless
otherwise stated in this report.  It is possible that tests and inspections made by a qualified hazardous substance and
environmental expert would reveal the existence of hazardous substances or detrimental environmental conditions
on or around the subject property that would negatively affect the value.  If the client, or any other reader of this
report would like a more detailed report concerning hazardous substances or detrimental environmental conditions,
a qualified hazardous substance and environmental expert should be contacted.


Limit of Liability:
The liability of the Appraiser and affiliated independent contractors, is limited to the client named on the first page
of this report only and to the fee actually received.  Further, if this report is placed in the hands of anyone other
than client, the client shall make such a party aware of all the assumptions and limiting conditions of the
assignment and related discussions.
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Timothy Alec Gillihan, CPA/ABV/CFF 
Senior Vice President 
  


2019 - Present:  JS Held 
Mr. Gillihan has thirteen years of forensic accounting experience and is primarily engaged as a consultant by 
attorneys, insurance companies, independent insurance adjusters and businesses. He specializes in the financial 
evaluation of damage claims and fraud cases, including first party property losses, third-party liability cases, 
commercial litigation damages, partnership disputes, and fidelity matters. He has also provided analysis of 
business valuation, divorce, trust/estate, personal injury, death, and employment discharge cases. 
 
2006 – 2019:  Hagen, Streiff, Newton & Oshiro, Accountants, P.C 
Timothy Gillihan was a Partner in the Oakland office of HSNO.  
 
 


Testimony History 
 
Elizabeth Roe and Old Capital View Restaurant and Lounge, Inc v. Specialty Risk of America, LLC, et al 
Circuit Court for the Fourth Judicial Circuit, Fayette County, Illinois 
Deposition Testimony: June 24, 2019 
 
Blaze, Inc., et al, v. VF Mall, LLC, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara 
Deposition Testimony: May 29, 2019 
 
Angulo v. O’Hearn 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara 
Trial Testimony: May 13, 2019 
 
Spinner v. Felser 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Marin 
Trial Testimony: March 19, 2019 
 
Spinner v. Felser 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Marin 
Deposition Testimony: March 1, 2019 
 
Angulo v. O’Hearn 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara 
Deposition Testimony: January 2, 2019 
 
California Department of Forestry v. Bill Massa Company, Inc 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Monterey 
Trial Testimony: December 18, 2018 
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California Department of Forestry v. Bill Massa Company, Inc 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Monterey 
Deposition Testimony: November 16, 2018 
 
Espindola v. Minton 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Trial Testimony: November 14, 2018 
 
Khounpangna v. Kaiser 
Arbitration 
Arbitration Testimony: October 9, 2018 
 
Khounpangna v. Kaiser 
Arbitration 
Deposition Testimony: October 1, 2018 
 
Espindola v. Minton 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Deposition Testimony: September 25, 2018 
 
Reising v. Western Alliance Bank 
Arbitration 
Arbitration Testimony: August 30, 2018 
 
Reising v. Western Alliance Bank 
Arbitration 
Deposition Testimony: August 24, 2018 
 
Hodges v. Hertz 
United States District Court, Northern District of California 
Deposition Testimony: August 15, 2018 
 
Guy v. Donahue  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sonoma 
Trial Testimony: March 21, 2018 
 
Fischer v. Mama’s Towing 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sacramento 
Deposition Testimony: January 16, 2018 
 
Guy v. Donahue  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sonoma 
Deposition Testimony: November 14, 2017 
 
Joseph Troiano v. Splunk, Inc.  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Deposition Testimony: July 12, 2016 
 







Page 3 of 5  


Marthe Schreiber v. Stephen K Lee Enterprises, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Trial Testimony: June 10, 2016 
 
Christopher Kenton v. Jacobson, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Marin 
Deposition Testimony: May 19, 2016 
 
Marthe Schreiber v. Stephen K Lee Enterprises, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Deposition Testimony: May 18, 2016 
 
Gwyn Robert Jones v. Fickett 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara 
Trial Testimony: April 18, 2016 
 
Cipriano, et al v. Phan, et al  
Superior Court of California, Santa Clara 
Deposition Testimony: April 5, 2016 
 
Gwyn Robert Jones v. Fickett 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara 
Deposition Testimony: March 29, 2016 
 
Thomas Murray v. Anoush Massoumi 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Trial Testimony: September 29, 2014 
 
MacKay and Somps v. Dunmore Homes, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Placer 
Trial Testimony: September 8, 2014 
 
Jennifer Sunia v. Sonoma Valley Pool & Spa, Inc.  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sonoma 
Deposition Testimony: August 18, 2014 
 
Jean-Marie Cropsey v. Park View Gardens, Ensign Group, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sonoma 
Trial Testimony: June 9, 2014 
 
Ralph Dean v. Darren Pomponio 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sonoma 
Deposition Testimony: September 20, 2013 
 
Julio Flores v. National Passenger Corporation dba Amtrak 
United States District Court, Northern District of California 
Deposition Testimony: June 27, 2013 
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Jennifer Madsen v. Irene Butcher Green, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sacramento 
Trial Testimony: May 9, 2012 
 
Dolly Totes v. City and County of San Francisco, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco 
Trial Testimony: April 11, 2012 
 
PPC Forest Towers, LLC v. Palantir Technologies, Inc. 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Santa Clara 
Deposition Testimony: February 28, 2012 
 
Ghirardelli Chocolate Company v. Duhig Stainless, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda 
Deposition Testimony: January 5, 2012 
 
Jennifer Madsen v. Irene Butcher Green, et al 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Sacramento 
Deposition Testimony: November 18, 2011 
 
Richard M. Davis v. Catherine M. Hart  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Marin  
Trial Testimony: March 23, 2011 
 
Lauren DeLizza v. Speck Cab Company, Inc.  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco  
Deposition Testimony: November 18, 2010 
 
Richard M. Davis v. Catherine M. Hart  
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Marin  
Deposition Testimony: November 9, 2010 
 
 


Education 
 
University of San Francisco – San Francisco, CA 


Graduation May 2018, Masters of Arts, Economics 
Awarded Outstanding Graduate Student of Economics Department 


Indiana University, Kelley School of Business – Bloomington, IN 
2005, Bachelor of Science - Accounting 
2005, Bachelor of Science - Finance 


Continuing Professional Education requirements fulfilled as required by the AICPA and the California State Board 
of Accountancy. 
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Professional Certifications, Registrations & Licenses 
 
Certified Public Accountant, California, License 105907 
Accredited in Business Valuation  
Certified in Financial Forensics 
 
 


Professional Associations 
 
Financial Literacy Committee, California Society of Certified Public Accountants 
Communications Committee, California Society of Certified Public Accountants 
Member, California Society of Certified Public Accountants 
Secretary, San Francisco Property Claims of the Pacific Association  
Treasurer, Claims Conference of Northern California 
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Print Date: 1/25/20 DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY


Project Name: Sarkany v West
J.S. Held Project Number: 19090790


Summary of Assets and Debts Held by Christie West


Account no. Source Date valued
Binder 


Reference
Balances JSH comments


Cash and cash equivalents:
INO Christie West and Helene Sheffield (Christie's mother):


Frost Bank - Checking 04-4189582 Account stmt 01/17/2020 A1 76.15$                             
INO Christie B. West (dba Christie B. West Sale):


Wells Fargo Bank - Checking 7937362270 Account stmt 12/31/2019 A4 478.50                             2019 Hard-money loan proceeds re: 938 Clark Ave #59, MV deposited in 04/2019
INO Christie West:


Frost Bank - Checking Unknown 07/03/2019 Christie's Declaration 07/03/2019 E6 4,000.00                         Does this include the $7,500 casino jackpot Christie recently won?
Wells Fargo Bank - Checking 2384747065 Account stmt 01/13/2020 A7 455.00                             
Wells Fargo Bank - Uncashed cashier's check Unknown 10/10/2019 Christie's Depo; Cashier's check 


#5803396, #5803248, #5803395, and 
#5803250


10/10/2019 A11-A14 29,000.00                      Undetermined if these have been cashed/used


Total cash and cash equivalents Rx 34,009.65$                   


Personal property:
INO Christie West:


Vehicle - 2018 Nissan Rogue 07/03/2019 Christie's Declaration;
05/20/2019 & 10/10/2019 Christie's Depo


10/21/2019 E6 19,941.00$                   Estimate per KBB


Less: Santander Consumer USA- Loan (principal only) 514130XXXXXX Experian Credit Rpt 07/31/2019 C19 (19,315.00)                    
Net equity- Vehicle- Nissan Rogue Rx 626.00                             


Miscellaneous 07/03/2019 Christie's Declaration 07/03/2019 E6 1,000.00                         
Total personal property Rx 1,626.00$                      


Credit cards and loans:
INO Christie B. West:


Capital One 400344XXXXXXXXXX Experian Credit Rpt 08/07/2019 C16 (1,807.00)$                    
Nordstrom XXXXXXXXXXXX2135 Account stmt 01/29/2019 A17 (315.11)                            


Total credit cards Rx (2,122.11)$                    


Other debt:
INO Christie B. West:


Americollect- Collections 100105XXXXXX Experian Credit Rpt 07/19/2019 C3 (50.00)$                            
Capital Accounts- Collections 206085X Experian Credit Rpt 08/01/2019 C3 (609.00)                            
Fidelity Creditor Serv- Collections F600SUXXXXXXXXXXX Experian Credit Rpt 08/26/2019 C5 (3,554.00)                       
Credit Consulting Services Inc Unknown Fidelity National Title Co. - Prelim Rpt 07/19/2019 D7 (38,386.00)                    
Hoge, Fenton, Jones & Appel Inc Unknown Fidelity National Title Co. - Prelim Rpt 07/19/2019 D8 (9,295.94)                       
Alycia Moore and Daniel Roig Unknown Fidelity National Title Co. - Prelim Rpt 07/19/2019 D8 (1,160.00)                       
State of CA EDD- Tax lien G001733159 Fidelity National Title Co. - Prelim Rpt 07/19/2019 D8 (55,253.09)                    
State Board of Equalization re: catering business Unknown Per Counsel 10/21/2019 Unknown Matter pending (estimated between $50K-$60K)


Total other debt Rx (108,308.03)$              


Christie's estimated net worth excluding real property Rx (74,794.49)$                 


Description


GILLIHAN 000039
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Print Date: 1/25/20 DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY


Project Name: Sarkany v West
J.S. Held Project Number: 19090790


Summary of After-Tax Income and Estimated Expenses for Christie West


Source Date valued Ref Monthly Annualized JSH comments


Income:
Taxable income:


Pension from United Airlines 06/10/2013 Bankruptcy 06/10/2013 B25 1,786.00$        21,432.00$        
Social security benefits (85%) 06/10/2013 Bankruptcy 06/10/2013 B25 1,575.90           18,910.80           Assume benefits are re: disability


Total taxable income Rx 3,361.90           40,342.80           
Less: standard deduction IRS (1,154.17)         (13,850.00)         Assume single filing status per 2019 IRS table (additional $1,650 for age 65+)


Total adjusted gross income Rx 2,207.73           26,492.80           
Less: estimated income taxes:


Federal IRS (264.93)              (3,179.14)            Assume single filing status per 2019 IRS tax rate at 12%
State CA FTB (47.42)                 (569.00)                 Assume single filing status per 2018 CA FTB tax amount table


Total estimated income taxes Rx (312.34)              (3,748.14)            
Add back standard deduction Rx 1,154.17           13,850.00           
Tax-exempt income:


Gift 07/03/2019 Christie's Declaration 07/03/2019 D27 -                        -                           $500 per Declaration; excluded due to rental analysis
Social security benefits (15%) IRS 278.10               3,337.20              Assume benefits are re: disability


Total tax-exempt income Rx 278.10               3,337.20              


Total after-tax income Rx 3,327.66$        39,931.86$        


Expenses: 
Estimated living expenses:


Food and alcoholic beverages Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey G1 (589.42)$            $         (7,073.00) Per BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey
Utilities Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (302.67)                           (3,632.00)
Household operations Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (86.17)                              (1,034.00)
Housekeeping supplies Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (54.42)                                  (653.00)
Household furnishings and equipment Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (128.58)                           (1,543.00)
Apparel and services Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (65.83)                                  (790.00)
Transportation Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (326.00)                           (3,912.00)
Healthcare Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (347.00)                           (4,164.00)
Entertainment Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (265.67)                           (3,188.00)
Personal care products Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (54.33)                                  (652.00)
Misc Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (321.08)                           (3,853.00)


Total estimated living expenses Rx (2,541.17)         (30,494.00)         


Total surplus, net of estimated living expenses Rx 786.49$            9,437.86$           


Other debt:
Capital One (46.00)$              (552.00)$              
Nordstrom (98.00)                 (315.00)                 
Santander Consumer USA (Nissan Rogue loan) (515.00)              (6,180.00)            
Americollect- Collections Sch 1.0 (0.42)                    (5.00)                       Assume payment over 10 years
Capital Accounts- Collections (5.08)                    (60.90)                    
Fidelity Creditor Serv- Collections (29.62)                 (355.40)                 
Credit Consulting Services Inc (319.88)              (3,838.60)            
Hoge, Fenton, Jones & Appel Inc (77.47)                 (929.59)                 
Alycia Moore and Daniel Roig (9.67)                    (116.00)                 Assume payment over 10 years
State of CA EDD- Tax lien (460.44)              (5,525.31)            
State Board of Equalization re: catering business Unknown Unknown


Total other debt Rx (1,561.57)         (17,877.80)         


Total surplus, net of estimated living expenses and other debt Rx (775.08)$           (8,439.94)$         


Description


GILLIHAN 000040
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Print Date: 1/25/20 DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY


Project Name: Sarkany v West
J.S. Held Project Number: 19090790


Summary of Assets and Debts Held by Timothy West


Account no. Source Date valued
Binder 


Reference
Balances JSH comments


Cash and cash equivalents:
INO Timothy West:


Wells Fargo Bank - Checking 3070683655 Account stmt 12/24/2019 H1 (10.00)                               
Wells Fargo Bank - Checking 5245312102 Account stmt 12/06/2019 H5 219.24                             
Chase - Checking 139013798 Account stmt 11/13/2017 -                                      Closed in 2017
Paypal Transaction history 01/25/2020 H10 456.36                             
Venmo Unknown Per Mr. West 01/24/2020 -                                      


Total cash and cash equivalents Rx 665.60$                          


Personal property:
INO Timothy West:


Vehicle - 2009 Chevy Tahoe Per Mr. West 10,572.00$                   
Less: Loan -                                      


Net equity - Vehicle - Chevy Tahoe 10,572.00                      
Miscellaneous -                                      


Total personal property 10,572.00$                   


Credit cards and loans:
INO Timothy West:


Wells Fargo Bank - Platinum Card xxxxxxxxxxxx2805 Experian Credit Rpt 01/07/2020 (6,016.00)$                    
Chase - Credit Card 414720XXXXXXXXXX Experian Credit Rpt 08/12/2018 (20,630.00)                    


Total credit cards Rx (26,646.00)$                 


Other debt:
INO Timothy West


Name Redacted Email, Mr. West 01/25/2020 (500,000.00)$              
Taylor Black Mr. West 01/25/2020 (170,000.00)                 
Edward Holyoake Mr. West 01/25/2020 (290,000.00)                 
Zachary Clark Mr. West 01/25/2020 (50,000.00)                    
Former Sponsor Mr. West 01/25/2020 (200,000.00)                 
Aargon Agency 225811XXXX Experian Credit Report 01/04/2020 (208.00)                            
Tax Lien Mr. West 01/25/2020 (69,000.00)                    


Total other debt Rx (1,279,208.00)$          


Timothy's estimated net worth excluding mortgages Rx (1,294,616.40)$          


Description


GILLIHAN 000041
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Print Date: 1/25/20 DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY


Project Name: Sarkany v West
J.S. Held Project Number: 19090790


Summary of After-Tax Income and Estimated Expenses for Christie West


Source Date valued Ref Monthly Annualized JSH comments


Income:
Taxable income:


Poker Income Sch 4.0 12/31/2019 -$                     -$                        
Other Income Mr. West 01/24/2019 -                        -                           


Total taxable income Rx -                        -                           
Less: standard deduction IRS (1,154.17)         (13,850.00)         


Total adjusted gross income Rx (1,154.17)         (13,850.00)         
Less: estimated income taxes:


Federal IRS -                        -                           
State CA FTB -                        -                           


Total estimated income taxes Rx -                        -                           
Add back standard deduction Rx 1,154.17           13,850.00           
Tax-exempt income:


-                        -                           
-                        -                           


Total tax-exempt income Rx -                        -                           


Total after-tax income Rx -$                     -$                        


Expenses: 
Estimated living expenses:


Food and alcoholic beverages Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey K1 (845.50)$            $      (10,146.00) Per BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey
Utilities Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (365.42)                           (4,385.04)
Household operations Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (269.17)                           (3,230.04)
Housekeeping supplies Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (58.58)                                  (702.96)
Household furnishings and equipment Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (157.50)                           (1,890.00)
Apparel and services Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (177.83)                           (2,133.96)
Transportation Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (397.83)                           (4,773.96)
Healthcare Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (383.50)                           (4,602.00)
Entertainment Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (275.75)                           (3,309.00)
Personal care products Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (79.17)                                  (950.04)
Misc Per 2017-2018 BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (678.42)                           (8,141.04)


Total estimated living expenses Rx (3,688.67)         (44,264.04)         


Total surplus, net of estimated living expenses Rx (3,688.67)$      (44,264.04)$      


Other debt:
Wells Fargo Bank - Platinum Card Experian credit report Sch 2.0 (61.00)$              (732.00)$              
Chase - Credit Card (171.92)              (2,063.00)            Assume payment over 10 years
Name Redacted (4,166.67)         (50,000.00)         
Taylor Black (1,416.67)         (17,000.00)         
Edward Holyoake (2,416.67)         (29,000.00)         
Zachary Clark (416.67)              (5,000.00)            
Former Sponsor (1,666.67)         (20,000.00)         
Aargon Agency (1.73)                    (20.80)                    
Tax Lien (575.00)              (6,900.00)            


Total other debt (10,892.98)      (130,715.80)      


Total surplus, net of estimated living expenses and other debt Rx (14,581.65)$   (174,979.84)$   


Description


GILLIHAN 000042
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Print Date: 1/25/20 DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY


Project Name: Sarkany v West
J.S. Held Project Number: 19090790


Real Property Values and Rental Income


Description Reference
1215 29th 


Avenue 938 Clark San Antonio
Property Value and Equity
Faustini Appraised Value Faustini Deposition 1,500,000$          860,000$              N/A
Grey Adjustment Grey Deposition N/A
Grey Appraised Value Grey Deposition N/A


Mortgage Balance Sch 3.1; Mrgt Stmt (572,382)                (268,747)                (77,484)                   
Hard Money Loan Balance Sch 3.1 (102,618)                (181,253)                -                             


Equity 825,000$              410,000$              N/A


Rental Income
Total Rent Per Christie West 4,300$                    3,800$                    1,400$                    


Mortgage Mortgage Stmts (4,877)                      (2,281)                      (1,399)                      
Property Tax Assume included Assume included Assume included
Insurance Assume included Assume included Assume included
Estimated Utilities Estimate (100)                          (75)                             (50)                             
Estimated R&M Estimate (215)                          (190)                          (70)                             
HOA Per Ms. West -                             (565)                          -                             
Total Expenses (5,192)                      (3,111)                      (1,519)                      


Net Rental Income (892)$                       689$                         (119)$                       


Scenario A: Christie West Owns 100% of All Properties
Christie West Tim West


Equity 1,235,000$          -$                          
Net Income (322)                          -                             


Scenario B: Tim West Owns 100% of 29th Avenue and 50% of 938 Clark
Christie West Tim West


Equity -$                          1,030,000$          
Net Income (119)                          (548)                          


GILLIHAN 000043
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Print Date: 1/25/20 DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY


Project Name: Sarkany v West
J.S. Held Project Number: 19090790


Estimate of Annual Poker Income  - Timothy West


Year


Gross Winnings 
(No Losses 
Included) Buy-In


Net Winnings 
(No Losses 
Included)


Estimated 
Staker Take


Net to Tim West 
(No Losses 
Included)


Number of 
Tournaments 
w/Winnings


Average Gross 
Winnings Average Buy-In


Estimated Total 
Tournaments


Estimated Total 
Buy-In


Estimated Buy-
In For Losing 
Tournaments


Net to Tim West 
With Losses


Net to Tim West 
@ 50-50 Split 


with Staker
Note A Note A Note B Note A Note C


2006 268,750$             6,760                      261,990$             -$                         261,990$             2 134,375$             3,380                      6                                17,264$                10,504$                251,486$             251,486$             
2007 242,151                35,280                   206,871                165,497                41,374                   10 24,215                   3,528                      30                             86,318                   51,038                   (9,664)                    52,398                   
2008 320,809                60,038                   260,771                208,616                52,154                   9 35,645                   6,671                      27                             77,686                   17,648                   34,507                   112,738                
2009 41,084                   13,500                   27,584                   22,067                   5,517                      3 13,695                   4,500                      9                                25,895                   12,395                   (6,878)                    1,397                      
2010 50,809                   14,030                   36,779                   29,423                   7,356                      4 12,702                   3,508                      12                             34,527                   20,497                   (13,141)                 (2,108)                    
2011 694,635                60,580                   634,055                507,244                126,811                15 46,309                   4,039                      45                             129,477                68,897                   57,914                   248,131                
2012 516,632                32,310                   484,322                387,458                96,864                   9 57,404                   3,590                      27                             77,686                   45,376                   51,488                   196,785                
2013 283,383                22,016                   261,367                209,094                52,273                   17 16,670                   1,295                      52                             149,618                127,602                (75,329)                 3,082                      
2014 242,837                32,112                   210,725                168,580                42,145                   24 10,118                   1,338                      73                             210,041                177,929                (135,784)              (72,566)                 
2015 132,065                19,505                   112,560                90,048                   22,512                   18 7,337                      1,084                      55                             158,250                138,745                (116,233)              (82,465)                 
2016 720,832                87,765                   633,067                506,454                126,613                11 65,530                   7,979                      33                             94,950                   7,185                      119,428                309,349                
2017 369,064                27,859                   341,205                272,964                68,241                   9 41,007                   3,095                      27                             77,686                   49,827                   18,414                   120,776                
2018 49,476                   18,290                   31,186                   24,949                   6,237                      12 4,123                      1,524                      36                             103,582                85,292                   (79,055)                 (69,699)                 
2019 51,305                   7,300                      44,005                   35,204                   8,801                      9 5,701                      811                          27                             77,686                   70,386                   (61,585)                 (48,384)                 


Total 3,983,832$        437,346$             3,546,486$        2,627,597$        918,889$             152                          26,209$                2,877                      135                          1,320,666$        883,320$             35,569$                1,020,918$        
2006 - 2019 Average 284,559$             31,239$                253,320$             187,685$             65,635$                11                             26,209$                2,877$                   33                             94,333$                63,094$                2,541$                   72,923$                
2017 - 2019 Average 156,615                17,816                   138,799                111,039                27,760                   10                             16,944                   1,782                      30                             86,318                   68,502                   (40,742)                 898                          
2015 - 2019 Average 264,548                32,144                   232,405                185,924                46,481                   12                             24,740                   2,724                      36                             102,431                70,287                   (23,806)                 45,915                   


80%
Note A: Hendon Mob Poker Database


Note B: According to Mr. West, he has not bought-in with his own money since 2006. Also according to Mr. West, profits (winnings less buy-in) are split 80-20 between the Staker(s) and Mr. West. 


Note C: Estimated cash-out at 33% of tournaments played
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1 Chris A. Tarkington (SBN 043132) otark@to2law.com 
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Norman Chong (SBN 111439) nchong@to2law.com 
Joseph D. O'Neil (SBN 226806) joneil@to2law.com 
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TARKINGTON, O'NEILL, BARRACK & CHONG 


4 A Professional Corporation 
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Telephone: (415) 777-5501
Facsimile: ( 415) 546-4962


Attorneys for Defendants 
Christie West and Timothy West 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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23 


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, UNLIMITED JURISDICTION 


JENNIFER SARKANY, RAMSEY 
ABOUREMELEH, SANDRA FIERRO, 
and NINA ROBIN 


Plaintiff, 


vs. 


CHRISTIE WEST, TIMOTHY WEST; 
AND DOES 1 THROUGH 20, 


Defendants. 


_ ____________ / 


Case No. CGC-18-571355 


DECLARATION OF CHRISTIE WEST 


RE: DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR 


WAIVER OF BOND; CCP § 995.240(a) 


Date: Jan 11, 2020 
Time: 9:30 AM 
Dept: 220 
Hon. Kathleen A. Kelly 


Complaint Filed: 
Trial Date: 


November 15, 2018 
November 18, 2019 


24 I, Christie West, DECLARE THAT: 


25 


26 


27 


28 


I. 


2. 


I am a defendant in this action and reside at 1215 29th Ave, SF. 


I am familiar with the pleadings, records and files in this matter and make this 


declaration based on personal knowledge and/or information and belief after review of all 


relevant materials. 


SARKANY V. WEST 1 CASE NO. CGC-18-57135 


DEC CHRISTIE WEST IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR WAIVER 


ELECTRONICALLY
F I L E D


Superior Court of California,
County of San Francisco


12/15/2020
Clerk of the Court


BY: SANDRA SCHIRO
Deputy Clerk
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28 
Law Offices 


TARKINGTON, 
O’NEILL, BARRACK 


& CHONG 
A Professional Corporation 


201 MISSION STREET, 
SUITE 710 


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
Telephone (415) 777-5501 
Facsimile (415) 546-4962 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


I am employed in the County of San Francisco, State of California. I am over the age of 18 
and not a party to the within action; my business address is 201 Mission Street, Suite 710, San 
Francisco, California 94105. On the date set forth below, following ordinary business practice, I 
served a true copy of the document(s) described as: 


DECLARATION OF CHRISTIE WEST RE: 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR WAIVER OF BOND; 


CCP § 995.240(a) 


[ ] (BY EMAIL) by electronically serving a true copy of the document(s) listed above to 
the person(s) at the electronic address(es) set forth below. 


[ X ] (BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE) by electronically serving the document(s) described 
above via Court approved vendor One Legal on those recipients designated on the vendor’s 
Website. 


[ ] (BY U.S. MAIL) I caused such envelope(s) with postage thereon fully prepaid to be 
placed in the United States mail at San Francisco, California. 


[ ] (BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused each such envelope(s) to be delivered by hand 
on the below date to the addressee(s) via personal service. 


[ ] (BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY) I caused such envelope(s) to be delivered to an 
overnight delivery carrier with delivery fees provided for, addressed to the person(s) on whom it 
is to be served. 


addressed as follows: 


Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Mark Hooshmand 
Laura Strazzo 
Hooshmand Law Group 
22 Battery Street, Suite 610 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
laura@lawmmh.com 
mark@lawmmh.com 


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. Executed on December 15, 2020, at San Francisco, California. 


Tracy Herrington 


SARKANY V. WEST Case No. CGC-18-571355 
PROOF OF SERVICE
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EXHIBIT B 
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		2019-10-28 Faustini Appraisal of 1215 29th Ave.pdf

		REPORT (1).pdf (p.175-194)



		2020-12-15 DEC OF CHRISTIE WEST (redacted).pdf

		Declaration of C. West

		Exhibit A - Mortgage Statements/Forebearance

		Exhibit B - Bank Balances

		Exhibit C - C West non-rent Income











request to discuss a project, and a meeting invitation will be shared.
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by email, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/remotehearings
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1215 29th Ave request - Timing of packet to public
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:16:31 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:38 PM
To: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 1215 29th Ave request - Timing of packet to public
 
Hi Sue,
 
Thank you for your message. I am not sure that I would be able to adequately answer your question.
This is, admittedly, the first item brought by me to a Planning Commission hearing. I thank you in
advance for your patience.
 
I’m copying the Commission Secretary here, who will kindly be able to answer your questions
regarding the date and time upon which the Commission packet for this item was published.
 
Thank you,
Vincent
 
Vincent W. Page II, Planner
Code Enforcement Team, Zoning and Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7396| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Calls will be returned via email and/or an invitation for a remote, virtual meeting (Zoom, Microsoft Teams, or
Web-Ex) for the duration of the Stay Safe at Home Order. Alternatively, please feel free to email your
request to discuss a project, and a meeting invitation will be shared.
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by email, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory


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

convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 
 

From: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net>
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 at 6:34 PM
To: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1215 29th Ave request - Timing of packet to public

 

I draw your attention to the RULES which govern  the Planning Commission and
Department. 

What you cite as established Planning Department policy is incorrect.

 

APPENDIX A of San Francisco Planning Commission Rules & Regulations provides -

A.  Submittals

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions
shall be made without a vote of the Commission.

B.  Discretionary Review

I. Submittals:

      a.    Submittals, including staff packets, are due to the Commission one week in
advance of hearing

C.    Mandatory Discretionary Review

I. Submittals:

a. Submittals, including staff packets, are due to the Commission one week in
advance of hearing.

D.    Cases - Conditional Use, Office Allocation, Downtown Project; etc

I. Submittals:

a. Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or
b. At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission Officers, two

weeks in advance of hearing.

E.    Policy or Major Project Informational Presentations

https://sfplanning.org/remotehearings
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
mailto:hestor@earthlink.net
mailto:vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org


I. Submittals:

a. Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or
b. At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission Officers, two

weeks in advance of hearing.

ONE WEEK IN ADVANCE OF HEARING means THURSDAY before 5pm close of
Department office.  When Planning Commission had live meetings, the packets (including
plans) were hand-delivered to Commissioners at Thursday meeting 7 days/week before
scheduled hearing. 

The transmittal/provision of staff packet to Commission Thursday/7 days before
hearing makes it a PUBLIC RECORD and therefore mandates provision to the
general public on THURSDAY/7 days before hearing.

It also means POSTING THURSDAY/7 days before hearing ON PLANNING
DEPARTMENT WEBSITE.

PLUS providing THURSDAY/7 days before hearing to the PUBLIC who had made a
request for staff report/packet.

Sue Hestor

On 4/16/2021 10:47 AM, Page, Vincent (CPC) wrote:

Hi Sue,
 
You can find a link to the commission packet here: https://avanan.url-
protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-
010729CUA.pdf&g=ZjUyMDY2NWExNmY4ZjFkMA==&h=Y2Y4Y2FhZTBmN2VjMWMwZT
hkOTUzN2ZjOWZlZjI2MWJmMjNlZTgyZjFiYmRmMzg4OGVjOGE1MzQyZDBhNzk4YQ==&
p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3
M2IwZTlkOnYx.
 
Thank you,
Vincent
 
Vincent W. Page II, Planner
Code Enforcement Team, Zoning and Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7396| https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=www.sfplanning.org&g=MWNiNTU2Y2Q2OWRjODRlNQ==&h=OTAwN2QzOTc2ZWU4YmFkYj
ZmODVkZGU1MDY3ZTU3MWJmMjZhMGQyYzFlNjBhMGFhYzM4YjIyN2VmYWZkMDUyZQ==&p=
YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOn
Yx
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Calls will be returned via email and/or an invitation for a remote, virtual meeting (Zoom,
Microsoft Teams, or Web-Ex) for the duration of the Stay Safe at Home Order. Alternatively,
please feel free to email your request to discuss a project, and a meeting invitation will be
shared.

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf&g=OWRjZGIwNDkzN2MyNmQ4ZQ==&h=ODkyMTM4MjZkMGI1M2JkODNkY2RmYTliODY2NTUwMzVmZjUyOTExZGQ4NjI1ZmRjZDk3MWVjYTc2ZjgyNDBjNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf&g=OWRjZGIwNDkzN2MyNmQ4ZQ==&h=ODkyMTM4MjZkMGI1M2JkODNkY2RmYTliODY2NTUwMzVmZjUyOTExZGQ4NjI1ZmRjZDk3MWVjYTc2ZjgyNDBjNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf&g=OWRjZGIwNDkzN2MyNmQ4ZQ==&h=ODkyMTM4MjZkMGI1M2JkODNkY2RmYTliODY2NTUwMzVmZjUyOTExZGQ4NjI1ZmRjZDk3MWVjYTc2ZjgyNDBjNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf&g=OWRjZGIwNDkzN2MyNmQ4ZQ==&h=ODkyMTM4MjZkMGI1M2JkODNkY2RmYTliODY2NTUwMzVmZjUyOTExZGQ4NjI1ZmRjZDk3MWVjYTc2ZjgyNDBjNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf&g=OWRjZGIwNDkzN2MyNmQ4ZQ==&h=ODkyMTM4MjZkMGI1M2JkODNkY2RmYTliODY2NTUwMzVmZjUyOTExZGQ4NjI1ZmRjZDk3MWVjYTc2ZjgyNDBjNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf&g=OWRjZGIwNDkzN2MyNmQ4ZQ==&h=ODkyMTM4MjZkMGI1M2JkODNkY2RmYTliODY2NTUwMzVmZjUyOTExZGQ4NjI1ZmRjZDk3MWVjYTc2ZjgyNDBjNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.sfplanning.org/&g=ZmRiMmE1YTAyYmNlY2YwOQ==&h=MTc1ZDU0MzU0YmM4YTNhMWViNmFjZWRkMGIwMTc0Njk3NDdmNTM4YTkxZmU4OWRiMTI1ZTdlNTRiMmU3MTMzNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.sfplanning.org/&g=ZmRiMmE1YTAyYmNlY2YwOQ==&h=MTc1ZDU0MzU0YmM4YTNhMWViNmFjZWRkMGIwMTc0Njk3NDdmNTM4YTkxZmU4OWRiMTI1ZTdlNTRiMmU3MTMzNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.sfplanning.org/&g=ZmRiMmE1YTAyYmNlY2YwOQ==&h=MTc1ZDU0MzU0YmM4YTNhMWViNmFjZWRkMGIwMTc0Njk3NDdmNTM4YTkxZmU4OWRiMTI1ZTdlNTRiMmU3MTMzNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.sfplanning.org/&g=ZmRiMmE1YTAyYmNlY2YwOQ==&h=MTc1ZDU0MzU0YmM4YTNhMWViNmFjZWRkMGIwMTc0Njk3NDdmNTM4YTkxZmU4OWRiMTI1ZTdlNTRiMmU3MTMzNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.sfplanning.org/&g=ZmRiMmE1YTAyYmNlY2YwOQ==&h=MTc1ZDU0MzU0YmM4YTNhMWViNmFjZWRkMGIwMTc0Njk3NDdmNTM4YTkxZmU4OWRiMTI1ZTdlNTRiMmU3MTMzNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//propertymap.sfplanning.org/&g=ZDA4YWFiY2E4MzQ1MWM3MA==&h=ZGQ1OThmYTFiNWU3MTFlNGEyYjJhNjM2YTdiNDc3ZTg2NGQxMzI3MjZmMTBmNTNjMjJiYTI2ZWJhYzA1YzA4NA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx


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

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are
operating remotely. Our staff are available by email, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate.
Find more information on our services here.
 
 

From: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, April 2, 2021 at 12:35 PM
To: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net>
Subject: Re: 1215 29th Ave request

Hi Sue,
 
As is established Planning Department policy, the case report will be made public on
the Friday immediately prior to the hearing. The case report will be published on the
Department’s website on April 16.
 
If you wish to submit a letter in opposition or support, please do so by 5pm on April 13.
The commission packet must be finalized by 5pm on April 14.
 
Thank you,
Vincent
 
Vincent W. Page II, Planner
Code Enforcement Team, Zoning and Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7396| https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=www.sfplanning.org&g=ZjE0N2I4NzMwYWVlMTU2NA==&h=NDUzMjYyNzY1YWNlYzk5ZTdm
Zjc0YzY4ZTFiNGQ3ODZkYTUyYjk0Y2M5NDYwODkyMzUxYjJjYjNmNDg4NmQyYw==&p=YXAzOn
NmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Calls will be returned via email and/or an invitation for a remote, virtual meeting (Zoom,
Microsoft Teams, or Web-Ex) for the duration of the Stay Safe at Home Order. Alternatively,
please feel free to email your request to discuss a project, and a meeting invitation will be
shared.
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are
operating remotely. Our staff are available by email, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate.
Find more information on our services here.
 
 

From: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net>
Date: Friday, April 2, 2021 at 10:14 AM
To: Page, Vincent (CPC) <vincent.w.page.ii@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1215 29th Ave request

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sfplanning.org/staff-directory&g=NDc1MzFiOTEyNzU3ODhlNQ==&h=NmQ0NGRiZTg4MmIyNjUzZjcxYjQ4MTA5ZTJmNzFhYjAzMmUyNDZhN2Q3N2EyZWMwOTY4ZDVkNTA1OWEyMTNlMA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sfplanning.org/remotehearings&g=ZmNjYzgwYTIxNjQ1MTc0ZQ==&h=ZTFhZGNhNWFkYmQ5MzQwOTVmNWE0NjQ3YWQwNTYwYTc0OWUxYTljNDBjOWU0OTQwMmE0ZTMyNWFlNTY1NmFkMw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmU2MjcwNjYyMWE3NDQ1N2Q1NDY5OGU0YmI3M2IwZTlkOnYx
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As soon as it is available, would you please send me the case report for
1215 29th Ave set for Plan Comm on 4/22.  2 unauthorized dwelling units
currently occupied by tenants.   2020-010729CUA.    CUA addresses
Board of Appeals’ Notice of Decision and Order in Appeal No. 20- 027
(Planning Enforcement Case No. 2018-008429ENF).

Thank you.

Sue Hestor

-->



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 353 Divisadero (record#2020-009148CUA)
Date: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:15:38 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Patrick <pb2008sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:18 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: re: 353 Divisadero (record#2020-009148CUA)
 

 

To whom it may concern,
 
I wanted to address my concerns with the opening of the newly proposed business that will be on
353 Divisadero at the corner of Divisadero and Oak. I am a resident of this neighborhood and feel my
concerns are based on living in this neighborhood for many years. 
 
My main concern is the location being proposed for the Cannabis retailer. First off, I would like to
make it known that I am a lifelong supporter of the legalization of Cannabis. My main concern is the
traffic it will bring to an area that is known to already have existing problems. When traveling
eastbound on Oak towards Divisadero there is a heavy decline to which both cyclist and automobiles
share the street. At the corner where the business is being operated is at the same location where
both auto and bicycle merge when attempting to make a right turn onto Divisadero. This has created
numerous accidents over the years. I myself have witnessed at least 6. 
 
With the opening of a Cannabis club it will further complicate the situation as it will now contest the
very same area as it no doubt will attract people to visit thus potentially causing more accidents. It's
an incredibly bad location to place a Cannabis club for this reason alone.
 
In addition to the aforementioned problem, many businesses on the same street exist simply
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because their customers have places to park. The opening of this Cannabis club will no doubt harm
these businesses and potentially put close these already struggling businesses simply because their
customers cannot find a place to park because the customers of the Cannabis club have taken all the
parking spots. The pandemic has been rather harsh to many of these struggling businesses and I
cannot find any good reason to make it more difficult for these small business owners by opening a
business that will do harm to the existing owners. 
 
Lastly, with so many other existing Cannabis clubs in the area I cannot see any good reason that
supports the opening of this club at this location other than the potential positive financial impact
for one business owner. It seems like for everyone else impacted there is no positive at all. The
community around is already served by numerous locations a few blocks away on Haight Street as
well as a fantastic location located just a few blocks North on Grove and Divisadero. This location has
a large parking lot and provides a safe and secure location for its clients. The same will never be said
of a Cannabis club located at the extremely busy and dangerous corner of Oak and Divisadero. 
 
I hope that you take the concerns addressed seriously and consider them when looking at the
proposed Oak and Divisadero project.
 
Thanks,
 
Patrick



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please support bringing new homes at 468 Turk Street
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 10:40:16 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Wilma Bolio <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 8:38 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please support bringing new homes at 468 Turk Street
 

 

Commission Secretary,

I'm writing to express my support for a creative new project that would bring 101 much-
needed affordable new homes to 468 Turk Street in the Tenderloin and urge you to
approve this worthy project.

Here are a few of the many reasons that make these thoughtfully-designed new residences
uniquely well-suited for this particular location:

1. All homes are affordable by design in a nine-story building that maximizes density to
provide as many new affordable residences as possible. There are also 17 on site Below
Market Rate units.​

2. Every home is a space-efficient, natural-light-filled studio with a large window, high
ceilings, private bathroom and kitchenette, transforming sofa wall bed (queen-sized), an
abundance of built-in storage, heating and air-conditioning, and a state-of-the-art air-
filtration system.

3. Residents' amenities include a community dining room with chef's kitchen overlooking a
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double-height community living space, a fully-furnished roof deck and backyard, community
laundry room, a "bike vault" with room for 45 bikes, and a bike maintenance station.

4. Conveniently located near public transit, the homes are a short seven-minute walk to the
Civic Center BART station.

For these and many other reasons, I urge you to approve these well-designed, well-located,
environmentally-friendly new homes without delay.

Wilma Bolio 
wilmabolio1@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94102-3852
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: To discuss the negative impact of a proposed 7-story development at 1458 San Bruno, neighboring the park

& school 4/22 6pm
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 8:26:04 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: angela mc <vashcarroll@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 8:16 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: To discuss the negative impact of a proposed 7-story development at 1458 San Bruno,
neighboring the park & school 4/22 6pm
 

 

I am a garden member at Potrero del Sol and live just across the highway on Rhode Island, so I often
walk through the neighborhood to the park/garden.
 
This large scale project is concerning because the land owner does not appear to have any
consideration for the Needs of the area with his 7 story plan only focusing on what they can get out
of the city and out of the land. 
 
A high density 7 story building with no additional parking on a cul de sac road next to a park/public
garden area is a recipe for dangerous disaster. I have seen the semi trucks delivering for the school
and I cannot imagine the impact of 40+ more cars (a conservative estimate) trying to access this
dead end street. Not to mention the long shadow cast over the park and garden by what would
basically become the local skyscraper. Oh, but the apartments facing the highway on the top floors
wouldn't need the traffic report any more, they could just look out the window. I also forsee the
additional cars creating havoc for the people who work at the school, the hospital and live in the
neighborhood regarding street parking (a separate issue from traffic safety). I would hope a traffic
study would be completed before the project moved forward to see the impact of so many cars
added to a dead end street. 
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I am not a NIMBY. A sensible option would be a 3 or 4 story building with built in parking and
featuring apartments with 2 and 3 bedroom to accommodate families who would utilize the park
and school instead of efficiency studios that take advantage of city money to become "high density".
Ideally it would include retail /community space on the first floor Grandfathering in the church,
dance studio practice space and others who use the current space (prior to covid) so they are not
gentrified out of the area. 
 
I hope the planning office can recognize that any 7 story building in this area would be a ridiculous
outlier, basically it would become the new neighborhood sky scraper. Considering the amount of
new traffic that would affect the school/park (the Ubers and Lyfts whizzing around a school to the
dead end is a huge concern for me) and the shadow this 7 story building would cast over the park
and garden (depending on the season) the only reasonable answer is to take the land owners 4 story
plan and adjust it to be a boon to the neighborhood. Built as is, this behemoth can only become the
bane of the neighborhood. 
 
Concerned neighbor, gardener, park user, 
Angela McAllister 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Johnston, Timothy (CPC)
Subject: Ridge Trail RTC Errata
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:49:02 AM
Attachments: Ridge Trail RTC Final Errata 04.19.21.pdf

FYI
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Johnston, Timothy (CPC)" <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 at 11:10 AM
To: "Lynch, Laura (CPC)" <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>, Chanbory Son <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>,
CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Huggins, Monica (CPC)" <monica.huggins@sfgov.org>, Chris Kern <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Laura & Chan,
 
Our errata memo is attached and now posted to our website:
 
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents
 
Please distribute to the planning commissioners today.  
 
I will now focus on the executive summary and have that to you by Wednesday.
 
Thanks,
 

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 12:05 PM
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MEMORANDUM 


Date: April 19, 2021 
Case No.: 2016-016100ENV 
Project Title: SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project 
To: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties 
From: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Re: Errata to the Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Case No. 


2016-016100 ENV: SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project 


Following publication of the Responses to Comments for the above-referenced project, the planning 
department determined that it was necessary to update the document to address an additional timely 
submitted letter containing comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). The subject 
letter, included as Attachment A, was submitted by San Francisco Urban Riders on August 10, 2020, within the 
45-day public review and comment period which extended from June 25, 2020 to August 10, 2020.1 The 
department inadvertently omitted this letter from the Responses to Comments document. This memorandum 
corrects that omission by summarizing and responding to each of the issues raised in the letter. The letter does 
not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR that are not already addressed in the 
Responses to Comments and does not warrant revisions to that document or the Draft EIR. 


Consistent with the other comment letters addressed in the Responses to Comments each individual 
comment has been assigned a unique comment number. The comment numbering is shown in Attachment A. 
Each substantive comment is summarized below, followed by a brief response identifying the location in the 
Response to Comments where the issue raised in the comment is addressed.  


Comment 1. This comment contains statements of support for the project objectives and Access Variant 3 
(unrestricted access), and presents an opinion regarding the project’s relationship to regional trail systems. 
The comment is similar to those presented in Chapter 11, Section 11.11, General Comments, Comment GC-2: 
Support, Opposition, and Opinions Related to the Project (pp. 11.11-2 through 11.11-39). The issues raised in 
the comment are addressed in Response GC-2 (pp. 11.11-39 and 11.11-40). 


Comment 2. This comment asserts that none of the alternatives in the EIR meet the project objectives. The 
comment is similar to those presented in Section 11.10, Alternatives, Comment AL-1, Adequacy of Alternatives 
(pp. 11.10-1 through 11.10-5). The issue raised in the comment is addressed in Response AL-1 (pp. 11.10-5 and 
11.10-6).  


Comment 3. This comment presents opinions regarding the existing docent program and one of the project 
variants, and reiterates support for Access Variant 3 (unrestricted access). The comment is similar to those 


 
1 During the July 23, 2020 Draft EIR public hearing, representatives of this organization provided oral comments which are identified in the Responses to 
Comments as O-SFUR. The substance of the written comments is similar to the oral comments provided during the hearing. 
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presented in Section 11.11, Comment GC-2 (pp. 11.11-2 through 11.11-39). The issues raised in the comment 
are addressed in Response GC-2 (pp. 11.11-39 and 11.11-40). 


Comment 4. This comment references elements of the East Bay Municipal Utility District’s public access 
program on their watershed lands, asserts the EIR’s mitigation is adequate to address the potential effects of 
such a program, and recommends the project consider similar alternative access management systems. The 
comment is similar to those presented in Section 11.10, Comment AL-1 (pp. 11.10-1 through 11.10-5). The 
issues raised in the comment are addressed in Response AL-1 (pp. 11.10-5 and 11.10-6). Similar issues are also 
addressed in Section 11.2, Project Description, Comment PD-1: Project Elements, Response PD-1 (p. 11.2-4 
and 11.2-5). 


Comment 5. This comment asserts the EIR’s analysis of potential hazards of project users attempting to cross 
State Route 92 (S.R. 92) should consider that there are different types of users, based upon mode of 
transportation used to access the project (i.e., via car, bicycle, transit), and that the likelihood and ability to 
cross the highway differs among these user groups. It is beyond the scope of the EIR to speculate as to the 
likelihood or abilities of such user groups to cross S.R. 92 where no designated crossing exists. This comment 
is similar to those concerning the adequacy of the EIR’s impact analysis and conclusions on this topic, 
presented in Section 11.4, Transportation and Circulation, Comment TR-3: Operational Impacts – Traffic 
Circulation and Parking (pp. 11.4-8 through 11.4-11). These comments are addressed in Response TR-3 (p. 
11.4-11).  


Comment 6. This comment states that an alternative which shifts the trailhead away from the S.R. 35/S.R. 92 
intersection would create an additional hazard for project users. The comment is similar to those presented in 
Section 11.10, Comment AL-2: Analysis of Impacts (pp. 11.10-8 through 11.10-10). The issue raised in the 
comment is addressed in Response AL-2 (pp. 11.10-11 through 11.10-14).  


Comment 7. This comment presents an opinion regarding the adequacy of the EIR’s mitigation to address the 
S.R. 92 crossing hazard. The comment is similar to those presented in Section 11.4, Comment TR-4: 
Transportation Mitigation Measures (pp. 11.4-15 and 11.4-16). The issue raised in the comment is addressed in 
Response TR-4 (p. 11.4-18). 


Comment 8. This comment presents an opinion regarding the best project configuration from a social access 
and equity perspective. The comment is similar to those presented in Section 11.11, Comment GC-3: Equitable 
Access and Expanded Educational Offerings (pp. 11.11-40 through 11.11-45). The issue raised in the comment 
is addressed in Response GC-3 (pp. 11.11-45 and 11.11-46). 


 


 


 







August 10, 2020 


Timothy Johnston 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Via email to  timothy.johnston@sfgov.org 


Subject: ​SFPUC's Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension, Case No. 2016-016100ENV 


Dear Mr. Johnston, 


Please find this comment on the DEIR in support of the SFPUC's Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail 


Extension, Planning Department Case No. 2016-016100ENV. This is on behalf of San Francisco Urban 


Riders, joined by the California Mountain Biking Coalition and Mountain BIkers of Santa Cruz.  


We support the Project Objectives, and the Proposed Project with Access Variant 3. 


This project will bring greater connectivity to the region’s trail systems, particularly the Bay Area Ridge 


Trail, in two ways. The proposed Extension provides connectivity south of Highway 92 towards the 


existing trail system at Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve, and eventually the Phleger 


Estate. The Proposed Project meets these goals. None of the project Alternatives achieve the stated 


Project Objectives. 


The access revisions to the Fifield-Cahill trail will increase the access on that section of trail, which 


currently is extremely limited. The permit system proposed as Access Variant 3 provides the best 


balance between the needs of protecting the ecological and cultural resources of the watershed while 


providing opportunities for educational and recreational uses. The current Docent system, even with the 


expansion outlined by the Proposed Access Variant, is limited. It requires that users not only plan in 


advance, but be available at extremely limited times and visit as part of a group. The group’s participants 


may not all share the same goals, so, for example, a visitor who wishes to slowly observe the habitat 


may be grouped with a visitor who wishes to go as far as possible to see multiple locations. As this 


example indicates, not all groups may serve the needs of the visitors and may result in challenges for the 


Docent. Thus our support of Variant 3, which would support the resource protection needs with a 


permit system while providing opportunities for a wider user base. 


A similar system as what is proposed in Access Variant 3 is presently used by the East Bay Municipal 


Water District (EBMUD) and the system has been working well and simultaneously providing for 


resource protection and controlled public access. EBMUD has installed kiosk stations where visitors can 


both sign-in/out indicating the time of use, the number in their party and any important observations. 


We recommend a similar system be considered for the proposed project.  


The proposed mitigations address the issues which increased access would impact, including well 


designed signage and fencing expanding on what is described in M-BI-4. As described by that mitigation, 


if it becomes necessary, the docent program could be reinstated either seasonally or as appropriate if it 
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is necessary. Other alternatives could include a cap on daily visitation using the permit system. The PUC 


should have the flexibility to use these options based on a solid analytical reasoning. 


Regarding the crossing of Highway 92, the Project is the best way to meet the objective to create a 


“continuous multi-modal trail.” When addressing the hazard of crossing Highway 92, the EIR should 


reflect that there are different types of users. One is those who travel (via car, etc.) to a trailhead and 


return to it. A second is those who are doing a long stretch of the Ridge Trail or other longer route, 


frequently via bicycle. A third is those who arrive by transit using the SamTrans bus stop at that 


intersection. The first category is the most common and will not cross 92. The latter two categories may 


need to cross highway 92, and are often experienced with high traffic situations. If an Alternative is 


selected which moves the trailhead further from the intersection, those users face an additional hazard: 


traveling a distance along a dangerous highway with many blind corners and no shoulder. The mitigation 


of warning signs about the hazard (M-TR-5a), addresses the current crossing issue to make it less than 


significant.  


While the social impacts of this project are not directly analyzed in the EIR, we believe that the creation 


of the Southern Skyline Trail to the full length along with improved access to both the new trail and the 


Fifield-Cahill trail is the best option from a social access and equity perspective. This provides for 


resource protection through the permit process. It also allows access to a broader range of people than 


those who can schedule a visit with the current docent program. This is especially worth consideration in 


the current recognition of the need for access to outdoor spaces by all members of our society. 


Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this important project. You can contact 


Matthew Blain via matthew@sfurbanriders.org. We are available for any questions on opportunities to 


improve the system, including appropriate mitigation. 


 Matthew Blain  Jake Bayless  Matt de Young 
 Chair,  President  Executive Director 
 SF Urban Riders  California Mountain Biking Coalition  Mountain Bikers of Santa Cruz 


SF Urban Riders is an organization dedicated to creating more off road cycling opportunities in San Francisco via 


stewardship, advocacy, and education. San Francisco Urban Riders is a Park Partner of the San Francisco Parks 


Alliance, a 501(c)3 California nonprofit public benefit corporation. Our supporters are San Francisco residents and 


SFPUC ratepayers. 


The California Mountain Biking Coalition (CAMTB) is a 501c(4) nonprofit providing a unified statewide voice for 


organizations and individuals who believe in increasing and improving trail access for off-road cycling throughout 


California.  


Mountain Bikers of Santa Cruz (MBOSC), a 501(c)(3) nonprofit, is a highly skilled professional trail stewardship 


organization. MBOSC provides soup to nuts sustainable trail development and stewardship services and effectively 


bridges the gap between land managers and the public through community engagement and volunteer 


deployment. MBOSC has made a positive impact on trail access for all trail users in the Santa Cruz Mountains 


region. 
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		MEMORANDUM









To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: Huggins, Monica (CPC) <monica.huggins@sfgov.org>; Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Tim,
 
For your packet you will also need to create an Executive Summary and attach your draft motion and
MMRP. The template for the Executive Summary can be found on m:files under Active Templates
and then select Commission Packets. Once you finish that, please PDF them all together and send to
us by COB on Wednesday and we can upload it to the folder on the I:drive for you and make sure it is
printed/mailed.
 
For your errata memo, I do not think there is a specific time for us to distribute. I would aim for by
4:00 so we can make sure it can be done by COB. Let us know on Monday if you have a more exact
time.
 
Thank you,
Laura
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 10:42 AM
To: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>;
CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: Huggins, Monica (CPC) <monica.huggins@sfgov.org>; Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Laura,
 
Here are the drat certification motion and the MMRP, as you suggested.
 
Also, as a heads-up, on Monday, if not later today, we will be submitting an errata memo for distribution
to the commissioners.  We want them to have it by Monday so that they have it 10 days before the
hearing, to meet that requirement of Ch. 31.  I will work with Monica to get it posted to our website by
Monday, as well.
 
Is there a certain time on Monday by when the commissioners would need to receive this errata memo? 
If there is a particular time-of-day deadline on Monday, we want to make sure we meet it.
 
Also, my calendar language has already been submitted and posted to the I: drive, thanks to Chan.  Is
there something more that needs to happen with it?
 
thanks again, 
 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103



Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 9:02 AM
To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Thanks Tim!
 
Sorry, yesterday got a little busy with Commission. I might suggest adding your MMRP to the packet

for the 29th just so we can have that printed and mailed to the commissioners who receive hard
copies. If you can please resend your PDF and add the MMRP, I think that would make sense. Also
you should receive an email on Monday regarding your agenda language. Since you don’t have VPN,
please just email the language to us after you receive the initial email.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Laura
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 12:05 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
BTW, those commissioners who requested hard copies were only sent the RTC, not the MMRP nor the
draft certification motion.  Just to be clear.
 
thanks,
 

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 11:41 AM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Chan,
 
Attached are all 3 documents together in one PDF.
 
thanks,
 

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 11:27 AM
To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Sorry Tim. I don’t have time to figure it out either. You could simply delete the page number for the time
being.
 
Thank you,
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7346 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
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Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 11:06 AM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
No problem, but any chance you can help me fix the page numbering in the draft motion before I convert
it to PDF?  I wasn't able to figure it out.
 

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 11:02 AM
To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Tim,
Since you have a resolution, I would need everything combined into one pdf.
 
Thank you,
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7346 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org> 
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Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 10:59 AM
To: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Here is my nearly final draft Certification Montion.  Although, I could use some help with fixing the page
numbering.
 
Thanks,!

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 10:09 AM
To: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
OK, my RTC document & MMRP have been posted to the web:
 
https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/SharedLinks.aspx?
accesskey=f0a74367ab627a27a9736c5784405af4fe5c75368116ecda9cce0feae442ec6e&VaultGUID=A4A7
DACD-B0DC-4322-BD29-F6F07103C6E0
 
https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/SharedLinks.aspx?
accesskey=a0e004d5de055845d9c6a4e0d26f96e0d2dff4300a07e3c7dec7e2a1b9cf1005&VaultGUID=A4A
7DACD-B0DC-4322-BD29-F6F07103C6E0
 
Hardcopies have been mailed to those commissioners who've requested them.
 
I am waiting on comments from the CAO on my draft certification motion and am expecting their
comments this morning.  By when do you need the final draft certification motion?
 
Chan has already posted by calendar language to the I:drive (I don't have VPN access).
 
Anything else that you need from me or that I need to do today?
 
many thanks,
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Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 12:37 PM
To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Tim,
 
I can help make sure that you provide the necessary info. Additionally, if things come up it is best to
email the email (CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org), that way one of us can be sure to
respond.
 
There is nothing that you will need to take care of before your vacation, but here is what you can
expect the week before your hearing.
 

1. Once you return the agenda language should be updated on the i:drive.

2. Starting the week of the 19th (usually on the Tuesday) you will receive an email requesting
you to  (1) review/edit your item language (2) dates by which you should provide a completed
packet ( yours will require a printed packet and due COB 4/21); (3) Starting in the afternoon
on 4/23 add names of those needing an invite to the hearing (there will be a link to do this).
You will receive emails up until Friday asking to review agenda language to make sure there
are no edits. Please note that these emails are sent to all staff and be on the lookout for an
email from Chan or Josephine referencing the 4/29/2021 hearing.

3. Starting on Monday 4/26 you will receive another email requesting information for project
sponsor contacts and where to save any powerpoint presentations (in case your internet has
issues, Commission Affairs staff will be able to jump in and share).

 
Please let me know if there is any other way that I can help.
 
 
Thanks for your kind words and have a great vacation,
Laura
 
Laura Lynch, Senior Planner
Manager of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7554| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 12:03 PM
To: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Laura,
 
Should you be my main contact for this hearing?  I will be on vacation starting tomorrow, 4/2, returning
on 4/12.  But I will have access to emails and will be keeping tabs while I'm away.
 
I am working with ESA to get the RTC mailed out by 4/14 to those that need hardcopies.  Once I get
back on the 12th, I'll also be working on getting the RTC posted to the website.  I'll also have a draft
certification motion ready for distribution that week.  
 
I reviewed the video of the Webex training for hearings, but will there be any additional prep in advance
of the hearing on 4/29 that I can participate in?  Anything else I need to know or provide?
 
Many thanks & congrats on your new role! 
 
cheers,
 

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 4:26 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Timothy (CPC)
<timothy.johnston@sfgov.org>; Huggins, Monica (CPC) <monica.huggins@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
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Hi Tim,
 
I think EP updated the EIR distribution list with the new mailing addresses for the commissioners
who are requesting a hard copy of the RTC, @Huggins, Monica (CPC) (monica.huggins@sfgov.org)
can you please send the new spreadsheet to Tim?
 
As long as you sent the hard copies directly to the commissioners that requested it in the
distribution list, Commission Affairs does not need any additional hard copies, just a link to the RTC
file when it is published.
 
Thank you and I hope you are doing well!
Laura
 

From: Johnston, Timothy (CPC) <timothy.johnston@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 11:41 AM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Subject: Getting ready for my hearing on 4/29
 
Hi Chan,
 
Can you share with me the distribution list for the Planning Commission?  I understand that some
commissioners still want to receive hardcopies.  I presume that I should have our consultant mail their
copy of the RTC directly to those commissioners.  Is that correct?  Or should I have hardcopies of the
RTC sent to you at the Planning Dept. for distribution?  
 
For this hearing, we'll have the RTC posted to our website by 4/14, and have hardcopies delivered that
day, as well, directly to some commissioners and to you at planning.
 
Is all this correct?  Anything else I should know or provide to you?
 
many thanks,
 

 

Timothy Johnston, MP, Senior Environmental Planner​

Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning​ Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7569 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francis​co Property Information Map           
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** APPLICATIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S $3 MILLION MUSIC AND ENTERTAINMENT

VENUE FUND TO OPEN APRIL 21
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:38:22 AM
Attachments: 04.19.21 Music and Entertainment Venue Recovery Fund.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 at 11:02 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** APPLICATIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S $3
MILLION MUSIC AND ENTERTAINMENT VENUE FUND TO OPEN APRIL 21
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, April 19, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
APPLICATIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S $3 MILLION MUSIC

AND ENTERTAINMENT VENUE FUND TO OPEN APRIL 21
The Music and Entertainment Venue Recovery Fund will offer grants of at least $10,000 to

every eligible entertainment venue in San Francisco, which have been struggling to remain in
business as a result of COVID-19

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City’s Music and
Entertainment Venue Recovery Fund will begin accepting applications for grants on
Wednesday, April 21, 2021. The fund was established to provide financial support to San
Francisco-based live music and entertainment venues in order to prevent their permanent
closure due to the pressures of the COVID-19 pandemic.
 
The Venue Fund advances the Economic Recovery Task Force’s recommendations to support
the arts, culture, hospitality, and entertainment sector. The fund is also aligned with San
Francisco’s other efforts to support entertainment venues, including Mayor Breed’s $2.5
million in fee and tax relief for entertainment venues and the proposals to support arts and
culture in the Mayor’s Small Business Recovery Act legislation.
 
“These music and entertainment venues are part of what makes San Francisco such a special
place to live and visit,” said Mayor Breed. “This past year has been devastating for the
entertainment sector, and these local funds will help these businesses hang on until they can
start operating again.”
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Monday, April 19, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
APPLICATIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S $3 MILLION MUSIC 


AND ENTERTAINMENT VENUE FUND TO OPEN APRIL 21 
The Music and Entertainment Venue Recovery Fund will offer grants of at least $10,000 to every 
eligible entertainment venue in San Francisco, which have been struggling to remain in business 


as a result of COVID-19 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City’s Music and 
Entertainment Venue Recovery Fund will begin accepting applications for grants on Wednesday, 
April 21, 2021. The fund was established to provide financial support to San Francisco-based 
live music and entertainment venues in order to prevent their permanent closure due to the 
pressures of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
The Venue Fund advances the Economic Recovery Task Force’s recommendations to support 
the arts, culture, hospitality, and entertainment sector. The fund is also aligned with San 
Francisco’s other efforts to support entertainment venues, including Mayor Breed’s $2.5 million 
in fee and tax relief for entertainment venues and the proposals to support arts and culture in the 
Mayor’s Small Business Recovery Act legislation. 
 
“These music and entertainment venues are part of what makes San Francisco such a special 
place to live and visit,” said Mayor Breed. “This past year has been devastating for the 
entertainment sector, and these local funds will help these businesses hang on until they can start 
operating again.” 
 
In March 2021, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Matt Haney agreed to allocate $3 million to the 
fund as part of $24.8 million for small business loans and grants in the current year surplus 
spending plan. The first round of grants will expend all $3 million in equal amounts to every 
venue eligible to receive funding. Grants will be at least $10,000 for each venue, although that 
amount will vary based on how many venues qualify for the program. 
 
“Our independent music and nightlife venues have been hit hard over the last year, and 
desperately need the support that this fund will provide,” said Supervisor Matt Haney. “Nightlife 
and entertainment are cornerstones of our city’s economy and culture. As we reopen and recover, 
we need our city’s venues to not only survive, but to be even stronger.” 
 
The fund is administered by San Francisco’s Office of Small Business, and was developed in 
consultation with stakeholders from the Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the 
Entertainment Commission, the Small Business Commission, the San Francisco Venue 
Coalition, and the Independent Venue Alliance. 
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The fund is also available to receive donations from the public. Any private donations received 
before the first round of grants is issued will be distributed as part of that round. If additional 
money is added to the fund by the City or through donations after the first round of grants is 
issued, that money will be awarded in subsequent rounds of grants. Members of the public 
interested in donating may find out more information at sfosb.org/venuefund 
 
“San Francisco’s storied live music venues bring more than just economic activity to our City; 
they are the beating heart of our shared culture, diversity, and sense of identity,” said Ben 
Bleiman, President of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. “But due to the pandemic, 
many of them are teetering on the edge of permanent closure. We applaud Mayor Breed, 
Supervisor Haney, and our San Francisco leaders for swift, decisive action to establish the Music 
& Entertainment Venue Fund. These grants will play a crucial role in saving our live music 
venues before it’s too late.” 
 
“Live music venues have not been able to be open for even a single day, at any capacity, for over 
a year. They have been among the hardest hit businesses in San Francisco, and as a result are 
hanging on by a thread,” said Sharky Laguana, President of the San Francisco Small Business 
Commission. “Many have been forced to permanently close. Music is a central part of San 
Francisco’s identity and history, and speaking as a musician, I don’t want to even think about 
our City without our beloved venues. This aid will make a big difference, and help keep music 
alive in San Francisco. Thank you Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney for creating the Music & 
Entertainment Venue Fund.” 
 
Applications open on April 21 and the deadline is May 5, 2021. Venues eligible to receive 
funding must have held a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission 
prior to the start of the pandemic and must be able to demonstrate a track record of substantial 
live entertainment programming, among other eligibility criteria. 
 
Venues interested in applying and members of the public interested in donating to the fund can 
learn more at sfosb.org/venuefund 
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In March 2021, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Matt Haney agreed to allocate $3 million to the
fund as part of $24.8 million for small business loans and grants in the current year surplus
spending plan. The first round of grants will expend all $3 million in equal amounts to every
venue eligible to receive funding. Grants will be at least $10,000 for each venue, although that
amount will vary based on how many venues qualify for the program.
 
“Our independent music and nightlife venues have been hit hard over the last year, and
desperately need the support that this fund will provide,” said Supervisor Matt Haney.
“Nightlife and entertainment are cornerstones of our city’s economy and culture. As we
reopen and recover, we need our city’s venues to not only survive, but to be even stronger.”
 
The fund is administered by San Francisco’s Office of Small Business, and was developed in
consultation with stakeholders from the Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Entertainment Commission, the Small Business Commission, the San Francisco Venue
Coalition, and the Independent Venue Alliance.
 
The fund is also available to receive donations from the public. Any private donations
received before the first round of grants is issued will be distributed as part of that round. If
additional money is added to the fund by the City or through donations after the first round of
grants is issued, that money will be awarded in subsequent rounds of grants. Members of the
public interested in donating may find out more information at sfosb.org/venuefund
 
“San Francisco’s storied live music venues bring more than just economic activity to our City;
they are the beating heart of our shared culture, diversity, and sense of identity,” said Ben
Bleiman, President of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. “But due to the
pandemic, many of them are teetering on the edge of permanent closure. We applaud Mayor
Breed, Supervisor Haney, and our San Francisco leaders for swift, decisive action to establish
the Music & Entertainment Venue Fund. These grants will play a crucial role in saving our
live music venues before it’s too late.”
 
“Live music venues have not been able to be open for even a single day, at any capacity, for
over a year. They have been among the hardest hit businesses in San Francisco, and as a result
are hanging on by a thread,” said Sharky Laguana, President of the San Francisco Small
Business Commission. “Many have been forced to permanently close. Music is a central part
of San Francisco’s identity and history, and speaking as a musician, I don’t want to even think
about our City without our beloved venues. This aid will make a big difference, and help keep
music alive in San Francisco. Thank you Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney for creating the
Music & Entertainment Venue Fund.”
 
Applications open on April 21 and the deadline is May 5, 2021. Venues eligible to receive
funding must have held a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission
prior to the start of the pandemic and must be able to demonstrate a track record of substantial
live entertainment programming, among other eligibility criteria.
 
Venues interested in applying and members of the public interested in donating to the fund can
learn more at sfosb.org/venuefund
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 311 Jersey St. Project/Record No.: 2020-009332PRJ
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:30:31 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: E Pepin <pepin4sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 4:31 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 311 Jersey St. Project/Record No.: 2020-009332PRJ
 

 

Please include this letter as part of the Discretionary Review package submitted by Christine
Bodureau.
 
Thank you again,
Elizabeth Pepin
 

On Apr 3, 2021, at 11:25 AM, E Pepin <pepin4sf@gmail.com> wrote:

﻿

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
We oppose the planned roof deck to 311 Jersey St.
project; our property sits on the south side.  Our house
was built in 1894; our family has lived in our home for
52 years, it is where our children played on the ground
yard level.  We love the original architecture of the Noe
Valley homes.  A planned roof deck would be out of
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character, highly intrusive and potentially allow a
direct view into our yard, which would provide a
completely different and negative experience.  I
recently had cancer - during my cancer journey, I
spend most of the days  in our yard, enjoying the fresh
air, under our gazebo, without direct view from the
opposite facing yard. The outdoor privacy has made a
tremendous difference in my recovery process; it
provides a crucial part of my mental/physical health
condition, which brings a peace of mind to my well
being.  We do not wish to lose our valuable privacy,
which impacts my quality of life; in addition, to what
my family has been accustomed to for over half a
century.
 
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Pepin

 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 311 Jersey St. Project/Record No.: 2020-009332PRJ
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:30:05 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: E Pepin <pepin4sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 4:33 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 311 Jersey St. Project/Record No.: 2020-009332PRJ
 

 

﻿
Please include this letter as part of the Discretionary Review package submitted by Christine
Bodureau.
 
Thank you again,
Elizabeth Pepin
 

On Apr 3, 2021, at 11:25 AM, E Pepin <pepin4sf@gmail.com> wrote:

﻿

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
We oppose the planned roof deck to 311 Jersey St.
project; our property sits on the south side.  Our house
was built in 1894; our family has lived in our home for
52 years, it is where our children played on the ground
yard level.  We love the original architecture of the Noe
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Valley homes.  A planned roof deck would be out of
character, highly intrusive and potentially allow a
direct view into our yard, which would provide a
completely different and negative experience.  I
recently had cancer - during my cancer journey, I
spend most of the days  in our yard, enjoying the fresh
air, under our gazebo, without direct view from the
opposite facing yard. The outdoor privacy has made a
tremendous difference in my recovery process; it
provides a crucial part of my mental/physical health
condition, which brings a peace of mind to my well
being.  We do not wish to lose our valuable privacy,
which impacts my quality of life; in addition, to what
my family has been accustomed to for over half a
century.
 
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Pepin

 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Informational Hearing on New Housing Element April 22nd
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:29:24 AM
Attachments: image002.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit Center is
open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate.
Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 7:01 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; Chan, Deland
(CPC) <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>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC) <kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>
Subject: Informational Hearing on New Housing Element April 22nd
 

 

 
Dear Commissioners:
This screenshot below is from the packet for next week on the Housing Element Informational hearing.
It is a great quote….because it is a true quote.  True across all types of housing.  
Housing has become a commodity.
Back on February 20, 2014 at the General Public Comment at the end of the calendar I spoke for the first
time about the extreme Alterations that looked like Demolitions in Noe Valley.
They only increased in number since then.
I really did not know about the Demolition Calculations or even Planning Code Section 317  back then.  
But as I said at the hearing back in February 2014 it seemed to me that these extreme Alterations were a
part…a small piece of the puzzle...of the housing affordability crisis.  But a part nevertheless.  Smaller
homes were being “demolished” for really big homes and increasing speculative fever.
In the past 7+ years I learned about the Demo Calcs.  
And how they have been abused to avoid greater scrutiny by the Commission, the Staff and the public.
As you proceed with the Housing Element and digest all the issues and policies, please re-consider
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19

We have prioritized housing ;—_ N
as a commodity rather than :

as a human right.






something that you have in your power to do.
As I have said, the many, many Alteration projects in Noe Valley have, with a very few exceptions, been
speculative projects….the price increases have been on average $3.9 million with the flip.  
Developers have used the loophole to produce homes that if they had come to the Commission on a
consistent, continual basis as either DRs or CUs, would have raised concerns about the loss of sound
housing.
Adjusting the Demo Calcs could shift the housing paradigm..preserve more housing and allow for
reasonable, simple expansions, even densify with ADUs or second units in the garage space and most
importantly reduce the speculation.  
And I am not just talking about Noe Valley but all neighborhoods, including the one in the photo below.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please support bringing new homes at 468 Turk Street
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:29:11 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Maurice Colvin <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Saturday, April 17, 2021 9:03 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please support bringing new homes at 468 Turk Street
 

 

Commission Secretary,

I'm writing to express my support for a creative new project that would bring 101 much-
needed affordable new homes to 468 Turk Street in the Tenderloin and urge you to
approve this worthy project.

Here are a few of the many reasons that make these thoughtfully-designed new residences
uniquely well-suited for this particular location:

1. All homes are affordable by design in a nine-story building that maximizes density to
provide as many new affordable residences as possible. There are also 17 on site Below
Market Rate units.​

2. Every home is a space-efficient, natural-light-filled studio with a large window, high
ceilings, private bathroom and kitchenette, transforming sofa wall bed (queen-sized), an
abundance of built-in storage, heating and air-conditioning, and a state-of-the-art air-
filtration system.

3. Residents' amenities include a community dining room with chef's kitchen overlooking a

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Claudine.Asbagh@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


double-height community living space, a fully-furnished roof deck and backyard, community
laundry room, a "bike vault" with room for 45 bikes, and a bike maintenance station.

4. Conveniently located near public transit, the homes are a short seven-minute walk to the
Civic Center BART station.

For these and many other reasons, I urge you to approve these well-designed, well-located,
environmentally-friendly new homes without delay.

Maurice Colvin 
moekeezy@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94124

 

mailto:moekeezy@gmail.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Informational Hearing on Housing Element April 22nd, 2021
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:11:57 AM
Attachments: 2014 Housing Element.pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Sunday, April 18, 2021 1:46 PM
To: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC) <kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Subject: Informational Hearing on Housing Element April 22nd, 2021
 

 

 
Dear Ms. Haddadan:
Attached are four pages from the 2014 Housing Element.
I sincerely hope that Policy 2.1 and Policy 3.4 will be retained in the new version.
I included the Summary and the text of both Policy 2.1 and Policy 3.4 in the attached pdf.
Would it be possible to share your screen with the Summary page (#2) when I call in next week?
Thank you and take good care.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: #2020-009332PRJ (311 Jersey Street, 94114)
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 11:11:26 AM

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: John & Carol Broderick <cjbroderick4@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 18, 2021 3:17 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: #2020-009332PRJ (311 Jersey Street, 94114)
 

 

 Re: #2020-009332PRJ (311 Jersey Street, 94114)

 John and Carol Broderick 367 Jersey Street live on the
same block of Jersey Street where the 311 Jersey
project is located.  We are adjacent to the 363 Jersey
Street project that was recently completed.  We opposed
the roof deck that the 363 Jersey Street project
proposed.  At the DR for 363 Jersey the roof deck was
removed by the planning department because it was out
of character for the neighborhood, the existing building
and created privacy issues for the neighbors on both
sides of 363 Jersey.  The proposed roof deck at the 311
Jersey project presents the same concerns.  
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 We believe there is a prescient for not allowing roof
decks in the 300 block of Jersey because of the following
as well as the DR for 363 Jersey that removed the roof
deck for the 363 Jersey project.

 

This renovation is out of character with the
immediate homes. In the late 1800's, similar
neighboring homes were built at (307, 309, 311, 327
363 and 367) Jersey Street).  During the past 130
years all have had some renovations but still
maintained their Victorian character and scale.
The 311 Jersey proposed remodel makes no effort to
keep or improve the neighborhood character and
several Residential Design Guidelines regarding
neighborhood character, scale and form, and
architectural features have not been adhered to with
this design.

Thank you for considering our concerns.

Sincerely,

John and Carol Broderick

367 Jersey Street

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Black SF Resident supports new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 9:15:53 AM

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: BRADLEY OWENS <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "bradleylowens@gmail.com" <bradleylowens@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, April 19, 2021 at 9:15 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Black SF Resident supports new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: Approximately eight or nine affordable homes will be created (25
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-27% of all new homes) with the $2.4M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s
Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

BRADLEY OWENS 
bradleylowens@gmail.com 
2114 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, California 94110

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for April 22, 2021
Date: Friday, April 16, 2021 3:59:36 PM
Attachments: 20210422_cal.docx

20210422_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20210422.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2021.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for April 22, 2021.
 
Enjoy the weekend,
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, April 22, 2021

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department

[bookmark: _Hlk63346625]49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400

San Francisco, CA 94103





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:

[bookmark: _Hlk63346654] commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.




Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 

The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples.



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.

 

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 (628) 652-7589, 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 (628) 652-7589, 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 (628) 652-7589. 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(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



FILIPINO: 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 (628) 652-7589. 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 (628) 652-7589. 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: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 187 744 4056



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, Rachael Tanner 



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.	2019-022661CUA	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313)

628 SHOTWELL STREET – west side of Shotwell Street between 20th and 21st Street, Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 3611 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 and Board of Supervisors File No. 210157 to allow the change in use of a Residential Care Facility to two dwelling units within a RH-3 (Residential-House Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021)

(Proposed for Continuance to May 20, 2021)



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



2.	2018-007267OFA-02	(J. VIMR: (628) 652-7319)

865 MARKET STREET – southeast corner of Market Street and Fifth Street, Lot 042 on Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 6) – Request for the extension of an Office Development Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322, to authorize up to 49,999 square feet from Office Development Annual Limit. The proposed extension is for an additional two years to the previously approved Office Development Authorization, and contemporaneous extension of the building/site permit performance period. The subject property is located within a C-3-R (Downtown Retail) Zoning District and the 120-X/160-S Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



3.	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



4.	Director’s Announcements



5.	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.

[bookmark: _Hlk69313998]

6.	2018-004047CWP-02	(M. LITTLEFIELD: (628) 652-7435)

HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT, HOUSING BALANCE REPORT, AND UPDATE ON MONITORING REPORTS – Informational Presentation – Staff will present the 2020 Housing Inventory, which describes San Francisco’s housing production trends on new housing construction, demolitions and alterations as well as progress on meeting the City’s regional housing needs allocation (RHNA) for different income levels. Findings of the State-mandated annual Housing Element Progress Report on how housing production trends advance the Housing Element’s policies and goals will also be presented. Housing Balance Report Nos. 11 and 12, which cover the ten-year period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2020, and January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2020, respectively, will also be presented. The Housing Balance Report monitors the housing balance between market rate and new affordable housing production. An update will also be provided on the estimated completion of various monitoring reports. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



7.	2019-016230CWP	(K. HADDADAN: (628) 652-7436)

HOUSING ELEMENT 2022 UPDATE – Informational Presentation – The Planning Department is launching the Phase II of outreach and engagement for the Housing Element of the General Plan. This update is San Francisco's first housing plan, centered in racial and social equity. The update is due late 2022 and will include policies and programs that express the city’s collective vision and values for the future of housing in San Francisco. This plan will identify priorities for decision makers, guide resource allocation for housing programs and services, and define how and where the city should create new homes for San Franciscans, or those who want to call this city home. This plan will need to accommodate the creation of 82,000 units by 2031, a target set by State and Regional Agencies that has been tripled compared to the city’s current targets.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



8.	2021-003010PRJ	(R. ABAD: (628) 652-7456)

TRANSITIONING THE SHARED SPACES TO A PERMANENT CITY PROGRAM – Informational Presentation – The Shared Spaces Program has been a critical part of the City’s crisis response strategy to sustain the locally owned small business sector in San Francisco. In addition to stabilizing neighborhood commercial corridors, merchants, and jobs, the Program has contributed positively to walkability, social and psychological wellbeing during the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to widespread success throughout the City’s neighborhoods, on Friday, March 12, Mayor Breed announced legislation to transition Shared Spaces from an emergency response into a permanent program through and after the pandemic. The legislation was officially introduced on Tuesday, March 16. The permanent version of the program will carry forward the streamlined permit process; encourage arts and culture; and better balance commercial activities with public space and transportation demands of the recovering economy. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



9.	2021-002933PCA	(S. NICKOLOPOULOS: (628) 652-7442)

SIMPLIFY RESTRICTIONS ON SMALL BUSINESSES [BOARD FILE NO. 210285] – Adoption of Planning Code Amendments to 1) delete separate definitions of “Cat Boarding,” “Gym,” “Trade Shop,” and “Services, Instructional”; 2) allow permitted conditional uses to continue after three years of abandonment; 3) allow the continuation of longstanding places of entertainment without requiring a permit; 4) allow outdoor activity areas on rooftops; 5) temporarily require a conditional use authorization for uses replacing Nighttime Entertainment uses; 6) allow accessory Catering uses in Restaurants; 7) allow accessory dwelling units on the ground floor in Neighborhood Commercial, Chinatown Business, and Chinatown Visitor districts; 8) allow temporary outdoor entertainment, arts and recreation activities; 9) delete certain conditional use finding requirements for nighttime entertainment use; 10) delete conditional use findings related to formula retail concentrations in certain districts; 11) require expedited permit processing for commercial uses on the ground floor; 12) shorten the time for the Historic Preservation Commission to request review of Minor Alteration Permits and Certificates Of Appropriateness, affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



10.	2019-006114PRJ	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567)

300 5TH STREET – southwest corner of Folsom and 5th Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3753 (District 6) – An Informational Hearing on the new construction of a 160’ tall, 16-story residential building (measuring 112,219 gross square feet) with 130 dwelling units, 108 Class One bicycle parking spaces, and zero off-street auto parking spaces. The Project is requesting approval through the ministerial review process provided under the Central SOMA Housing Sustainability District (Planning Code Section 343). The site is located within a MUR (Mixed Use Residential) Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD), SOMA Youth and Family SUD, and 85-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



11.	2013.0614ENX-02	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567)

600 SOUTH VAN NESS – southeast corner of South Van Ness Avenue at 17th Street; Lots 139-168 of Assessor’s Block 3575 (District 9) – Request for Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 329 and 843, for a Project which requests to amend Condition of Approval Numbers 22-27 of Planning Commission Motion No. 19378 to authorize the recently-constructed five-story, 27-unit residential project to comply with the inclusionary housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415 through the payment of an in-lieu fee rather than by providing four on-site Below Market Rate units. The Project Site is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 58-X Height and Bulk District. On April 9, 2015 the originally approved project received a Community Plan Evaluation and was deemed exempt from CEQA (case number 2013.0614ENV). The proposed project change does not result in a physical change to the environment and the original exemption applies. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 1, 2021)



12.	2020-003042AHB	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313)

4712-4720 3RD STREET – west side of Third Street between Newcomb and Oakdale Avenues, Lot 035 of Assessor’s Block 5311 (District 10) – Request for a HOME-SF Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3, 328, and 737 to allow modifications from the rear yard requirement of Planning Code Section 134 and construct a four-story, 40-foot tall residential building (measuring 18,348 gross square feet (GSF)) with 21 dwelling units and a ground floor commercial space (measuring approximately 760 square feet (SF), within the Bayview Neighborhood Commercial District Zoning District, Third Street Special 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

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021)



13.	2020-010729CUA	(V. PAGE: (628) 652-7396)

1215 29TH AVENUE – west side of 29th Avenue between Lincoln Way and Irving Street, Lot 002 of Assessor’s Block 1721 (District 4) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to remove two Unauthorized Dwelling Units from the ground floor of an existing three-story, single-family residence. The two Unauthorized Dwelling Units have a path to legalization under the Planning Code and are currently subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.  Both Unauthorized Dwelling Units are currently occupied by tenants.  The Project was filed in response to the Board of Appeals’ Notice of Decision and Order for Appeal No. 20-027 (Planning Enforcement Case No. 2018-008429ENF). The Project Site is located within a RH-1(D) (Residential, House, One Family, Detached) 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: Disapprove





14.	2020-009148CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567)

353 DIVISADERO STREET – southwest corner of Divisadero and Oak Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1218 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 759, for a change of use from Restaurant to Cannabis Retail within the existing 1,300 square foot commercial space on the ground floor of the existing three-story mixed-use building. The Project does not propose an on-site smoking or vaporizing room. The site is located within the Divisadero Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



15.	2020-006525DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

1990 LOMBARD STREET – at Webster and Magnolia Streets; Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 0493 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 2018.0327.4744 to convert  the two upper floors of an existing office and commercial building to residential use (to a total of six units), including a new roof deck and stair penthouse to an existing three-story building within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 4, 2021)



16.	2020-002333DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

2814 CLAY STREET – between Scott and Divisadero Streets; Lot  013 in Assessor’s Block 1002 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 2020.0203.3400 to construct a two-story horizontal rear addition to the existing two-unit, three-story over-basement building 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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 25, 2021)



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 to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, 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, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, 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.



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.
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49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400 
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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 (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance. 


  



http://www.sfplanning.org/

https://sfgovtv.org/planning
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Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement  
The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants 
of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone  ha ve ne ve r 
ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their tradi ti onal  ter r itory.  As 
guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by a cknow le dging the  
Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples. 
 
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 a gencie s 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 violati on of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724;  fa x ( 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. 
  
Pr ivacy 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 i ts 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be ma de 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these s ubmis si ons. T hi s 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submi t  
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that member s of the  publ i c  ma y 
inspect or copy. 
  
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 Ci vi c Ce nter  or  Van Ne s s 
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 servi ces,  
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 Ar ts Par ki ng 
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  age ndas  or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretar y@sfgov. or g at  l e ast  72 hours  i n 
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 (628) 652-7589, 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  r el ate d 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
S PANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un a par ato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. 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(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
FILIPINO:  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 (628) 652-7589. 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 (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум  за  48  
часов до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Re mote Access to Information and Participation  
 


In a ccordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-pla ce -  a nd t he 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders a nd supplemental directions -  a ggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down a nd reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was a uthorized to resume their hearing schedule t hrough 
the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meet ings wi ll be 
held via videoconferencing and a llow for r emote p ublic comment. T he Commission strongly 
encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, i n a dva nce of t he hea ring t o 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to str ea m 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 187 744 4056 
 
The public comment call-in line number  will a lso be p rovided on t he Depa rtment’s webpa ge 
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 


  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 
   Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner  
 
A. CO NSIDERATION 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. 2019-022661CUA (C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313) 


628 SHOTWELL STREET – west side of Shotwell Street between 20th and 21st Street, Lot 
026 of Assessor’s Block 3611 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use  Authoriz ation 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 and Board of Supervisors File No. 
210157 to allow the change in use of a Residential Care Facility to two dwelling units 
within a RH-3 (Residential-House Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021) 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 20, 2021) 


 
B. CO NSENT 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 


 
2. 2018-007267OFA-02 (J. VIMR: (628) 652-7319) 


865 MARKET STREET – southeast corner of Market Street and Fifth Street, Lot 042 on 
Assessor’s Block 3705 (District 6) – Request for the extension of an O ffice  De ve lopme nt 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322, to authorize up to 49,999 
square feet from Office Development Annual Limit. The proposed extension is for an 
additional two years to the previously approved Office Development Authorization, and 
contemporaneous extension of the building/site permit performance period. The subject 
property is located within a C-3-R (Downtown Retail) Zoning District and the 120-X/160-S 
Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
C. CO MMISSION MATTERS  
 


3. 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). 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-007267OFA-02.pdf
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• 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 


 
4. Director’s Announcements 
 
5. 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. 


 
6. 2018-004047CWP-02 (M. LITTLEFIELD: (628) 652-7435) 


HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT, HOUSING BALANCE REPORT, AND UPDATE ON MONITORING 
REPORTS – Informational Pre se ntation – Staff will present the 2020 Housing Inventory, 
which describes San Francisco’s housing production trends on new housing construction, 
demolitions and alterations as well as progress on meeting the City’s regional housing 
needs allocation (RHNA) for different income levels. Findings of the State-mandated 
annual Housing Element Progress Report on how housing production trends advance the 
Housing Element’s policies and goals will also be presented. Housing Balance Report Nos. 
11 and 12, which cover the ten-year period from July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2020, and 
January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2020, respectively, will also be presented. The 
Housing Balance Report monitors the housing balance between market rate and new 
affordable housing production. An update will also be provided on the estimated 
completion of various monitoring reports.  
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
7. 2019-016230CWP (K. HADDADAN: (628) 652-7436) 


HOUSING ELEMENT 2022 UPDATE – Informational Pre se ntation – The Planning 
Department is launching the Phase II of outreach and engagement for the Housing 
Element of the General Plan. This update is San Francisco's first housing plan, centered in 
racial and social equity. The update is due late 2022 and will include policies and programs 
that express the city’s collective vision and values for the future of housing in San 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-004047CWP-02.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-016230CWP.pdf
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Francisco. This plan will identify priorities for decision makers, guide resource allocation for 
housing programs and services, and define how and where the city should create new 
homes for San Franciscans, or those who want to call this city home. This plan will need to 
accommodate the creation of 82,000 units by 2031, a target set by State and Regional 
Agencies that has been tripled compared to the city’s current targets. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
8. 2021-003010PRJ (R. ABAD: (628) 652-7456) 


TRANSITIONING THE SHARED SPACES TO A PERMANENT CITY PROGRAM – Informational 
Pre se ntation – The Shared Spaces Program has been a critical part of the City’s crisis 
response strategy to sustain the locally owned small business sector in San Francisco. In 
addition to stabilizing neighborhood commercial corridors, merchants, and jobs, the 
Program has contributed positively to walkability, social and psychological wellbeing 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to widespread success throughout the City’s 
neighborhoods, on Friday, March 12, Mayor Breed announced legislation to transition 
Shared Spaces from an emergency response into a permanent program through and after 
the pandemic. The legislation was officially introduced on Tuesday, March 16. The 
permanent version of the program will carry forward the streamlined permit process; 
encourage arts and culture; and better balance commercial activities with public space and 
transportation demands of the recovering economy.  
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
9. 2021-002933PCA (S. NICKOLOPOULOS: (628) 652-7442) 


SIMPLIFY RESTRICTIONS ON SMALL BUSINESSES [BOARD FILE NO. 210285] – Adoption of 
Planning Code  Ame ndme nts to 1) delete separate definitions of “Cat Boarding,” “Gym,” 
“Trade Shop,” and “Services, Instructional”; 2) allow permitted conditional uses to continue 
after three years of abandonment; 3) allow the continuation of longstanding places of 
entertainment without requiring a permit; 4) allow outdoor activity areas on rooftops; 5) 
temporarily require a conditional use authorization for uses replacing Nighttime 
Entertainment uses; 6) allow accessory Catering uses in Restaurants; 7) allow accessory 
dwelling units on the ground floor in Neighborhood Commercial, Chinatown Business, 
and Chinatown Visitor districts; 8) allow temporary outdoor entertainment, arts and 
recreation activities; 9) delete certain conditional use finding requirements for nighttime 
entertainment use; 10) delete conditional use findings related to formula retail 
concentrations in certain districts; 11) require expedited permit processing for commercial 
uses on the ground floor; 12) shorten the time for the Historic Preservation Commission to 
request review of Minor Alteration Permits and Certificates Of Appropriateness, affirming 
the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 


 
10. 2019-006114PRJ (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 


300 5TH STREET – southwest corner of Folsom and 5th Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 
3753 (District 6) – An Informational Hearing on the new construction of a 160’ tall, 16-story 
residential building (measuring 112,219 gross square feet) with 130 dwelling units, 108 
Class One bicycle parking spaces, and zero off-street auto parking spaces. The Project is 
requesting approval through the ministerial review process provided under the Central 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-003010PRJ.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-002933PCA.pdf
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SOMA Housing Sustainability District (Planning Code Section 343). The site is located 
within a MUR (Mixed Use Residential) Zoning District, Central SoMa Special Use District 
(SUD), SOMA Youth and Family SUD, and 85-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
11. 2013.0614ENX-02 (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 


600 SOUTH VAN NESS – southeast corner of South Van Ness Avenue at 17th Street; Lots 
139-168 of Assessor’s Block 3575 (District 9) – Request for Large  Proje ct Authoriz ation, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 329 and 843, for a Project which requests to amend 
Condition of Approval Numbers 22-27 of Planning Commission Motion No. 19378 to 
authorize the recently-constructed five-story, 27-unit residential project to comply with 
the inclusionary housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415 through the payment 
of an in-lieu fee rather than by providing four on-site Below Market Rate units. The Project 
Site is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 58-X Height and Bulk 
District. On April 9, 2015 the originally approved project received a Community Plan 
Evaluation and was deemed exempt from CEQA (case number 2013.0614ENV). The 
proposed project change does not result in a physical change to the environment and the 
original exemption applies.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 1, 2021) 


 
12. 2020-003042AHB (C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313) 


4712-4720 3RD STREET – west side of Third Street between Newcomb and Oakdale 
Avenues, Lot 035 of Assessor’s Block 5311 (District 10) – Request for a HOME-SF Project 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.3, 328, and 737 to allow 
modifications from the rear yard requirement of Planning Code Section 134 and construct 
a four-story, 40-foot tall residential building (measuring 18,348 gross square feet (GSF)) 
with 21 dwelling units and a ground floor commercial space (measuring approximately 
760 square feet (SF), within the Bayview Neighborhood Commercial District Zoning 
District, Third Street Special 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 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021) 


 
13. 2020-010729CUA (V. PAGE: (628) 652-7396) 


1215 29TH AVENUE – west side of 29th Avenue between Lincoln Way and Irving Street, Lot 
002 of Assessor’s Block 1721 (District 4) – Request for Conditional Use  Authoriz ation, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to remove two Unauthorized Dwelling 
Units from the ground floor of an existing three-story, single-family residence. The two 
Unauthorized Dwelling Units have a path to legalization under the Planning Code and are 
currently subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.  Both Unauthorized 
Dwelling Units are currently occupied by tenants.  The Project was filed in response to the 
Board of Appeals’ Notice of Decision and Order for Appeal No. 20-027 (Planning 
Enforcement Case No. 2018-008429ENF). The Project Site is located within a RH-1(D) 
(Residential, House, One Family, Detached) 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: Disapprove 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2013.0614ENX-02c1.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-003042AHB.pdf

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/?o=1

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-010729CUA.pdf
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14. 2020-009148CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 
353 DIVISADERO STREET – southwest corner of Divisadero and Oak Streets; Lot 001 in 
Assessor’s Block 1218 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 759, for a change of use from Restaurant to 
Cannabis Retail within the existing 1,300 square foot commercial space on the ground 
floor of the existing three-story mixed-use building. The Project does not propose an on-
site smoking or vaporizing room. The site is located within the Divisadero Street NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
15. 2020-006525DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


1990 LOMBARD STREET – at Webster and Magnolia Streets; Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 
0493 (District 2) – Request for Discre tionary Re vie w of Building Permit Application no. 
2018.0327.4744 to convert  the two upper floors of an existing office and commercial 
building to residential use (to a total of six units), including a new roof deck and stair 
penthouse to an existing three-story building within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, 
Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 4, 2021) 


 
16. 2020-002333DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


2814 CLAY STREET – between Scott and Divisadero Streets; Lot  013 in Assessor’s Block 
1002 (District 2) – Request for Discre tionary Re vie w of Building Permit Application no. 
2020.0203.3400 to construct a two-story horizontal rear addition to the existing two-unit, 
three-story over-basement building 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: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 25, 2021) 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-009148CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-006525DRP.pdf
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https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-002333DRPc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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He aring Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the  cal enda r  yea r 
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 t i me r e mai ns.   


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  T he  se cond l oude r 
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, archite cts , 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written reque st  
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  pe ri od not  to excee d thr ee  (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for  a  pe r iod not  to e xce ed thr ee  ( 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 exce ed thr ee  


(3) minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may othe rwi se  


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  opene d 


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 i s a dopte d. 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, e ngi nee rs , 


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 , e ngi neer s,  


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not  
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may othe rwi se  


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. 
 
He aring Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, mate ri al s m ust  be  
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submiss ion pa ckage s mus t be  
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy m us t be  
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a  he ar ing 
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 fa shi on 
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: Pl anni ng Com mis si on,  49 
South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, 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 Pl anni ng Commi ssi on 
hearing. 
 


Ca se Type Ca se Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Uni t  
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 d ays o f 
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 issua nce o f t he d ec isi on 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Superviso rs i f t he pro jec t 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An a ppeal  of a n 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For m ore  
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  Boar d of 
S upervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of S e cti ons 
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 Housi ng 
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  i nfor mati on a bout  
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 publ i c  he ar ing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CE QA 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. Admini stra ti ve  Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in suppor t 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 prepar e d 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court  chal l enge , a  
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in wri tte n corr es pondence 
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. 
 
Pr otest 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  fe e  
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  e xact ion a s 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Le tter  wi l l 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Pr oposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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S a n Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be requi r ed by the  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to regis te r a nd r epor t  
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. 
 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/ethics
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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.



				April 22, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-022661CUA		628 Shotwell Street				fr: 11/19; 1/21; 3/18		Feeney

						Residential Care Facility to residential		to: 5/20

				Housing Inventory, Housing Balance Report and the RHNA Annual Report						Littlefield

						Informational Update

				Housing Element 2022 Update						Haddadan

						Informational Update

		2021-003010PRJ		Transitioning the Shared Spaces to a Permanent City Program						Abad

						Informational

		2021-002933PCA		Small Business Recovery Act						Nickolopoulos

						Planning Code Amendment

		2013.0614ENX-02		600 South Van Ness				fr: 2/25; 4/1		Christensen

						Change in Section 415 compliance from on-site to fee

		2019-006114PRJ 		300 5th Street						Christensen

						Design review of 160’ tall, 130-unit residential building under Housing Sustainability District

		2020-003042AHB		4712 3rd Street				fr: 3/4; 3/18		Feeney

						4-story 21-unit building (including 4 BMRs) that will participate in the HOME-SF program

		2018-007267OFA-02		865 Market Street						Vimr

						extension of an office development authorization

		2020-010729CUA		1215 29th Ave						Page

						DUR for 2 UDUs

		2019-006114PCRV		300 5th Street						Christensen

						Adoption of findings for eligibility for State Density Bonus

		2020-009148CUA		353 Divisadero Street						Christensen

						change of use to Cannabis Retail with no smoking/vaporizing

		2020-006525DRP		1990 Lombard Street				fr: 3/4		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-002333DRP		2814 Clay Street				fr: 3/25		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				April 29, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2016-016100ENV		SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project 						Johnston

						Certification

		2016-012135CUA		2214 Cayuga Ave				fr: 2/25		Pantoja

						demolition of existing SFH and construction of four new residential buildings, 7 dus

		2018-011249CUA-02		1567 California Street				fr: 4/15		Perry

						height waiver as part of their SDB approval

		2021-000485CUA		3910 24th Street						Cisneros

						massage accessory use in an existing day spa

		2014.1058CUAVAR		6424 3rd St/188 Key Avenue						Jardines

						4-story mixed-use building with 17 dwelling units

		2019-023105AHB		2800 Geary Boulevard						Dito

						Demolish existing auto retail use and construct six-story, 42-unit mixed use building via HOME-SF program

		2020-009424CUA		231-235 Wilde Avenue						Wu

						Demolition of existing single family dwelling unit and construction of two single family dwelling units

		2020-005255ENXOFASHD		474 Bryant St 						Liang

						small-cap office development

		2020-006576ENXOFASHD		77 Stillman St						Liang

						small-cap office development

		2020-006045CUAVAR		292 Eureka Street						Cisneros

						Tantamount to demo per PC 317 & Rear Yard and Open Space Variances

		2013.0846DRP		140-142 Jasper Place				fr: 12/17; 2/18; 3/4		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-000389DRP		366-368 Collingwood Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 6, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-009640OTH		Racial & Social Equity Plan						Flores

						Informational Update

		2019-021884ENV		Potrero Yard Informational						Snyder

						Informational

		2015-009955ENV		1525 Pine Street				fr: 3/18		Li

						PMND Appeal

		2015-009955CUA		1525 Pine Street				fr: 3/18		Updegrave

						Demo and new construction of an 8-story mixed-use building

		2019-020740CUA		468 Turk Street				fr: 2/25; 3/25; 4/15		Asbagh

						SDB project to construct 101 SRO Units

		2021-000186CUA		2675 Geary Blvd						May

						Bank of America formula retail

		2021-001979CUA		141 Leland Avenue						Horn

						Residential Care Conversion to group housing/State Density Bonus

		2021-002277CUAVAR		220 Dolores Street						Horn

						Residential Care Conversion to group housing

		2021-002277CUAVAR		146 Hyde Street						Horn

						Residential Care Conversion to group housing

		2019-019373DRP		217 Hugo Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 13, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-008474CUA		3519 California Street				CONSENT		Young

						Panda Express		fr: 4/15

		2019-021247CUA		1537 Mission Street						Foster

						 CUA for extension of temporary parking lot

		2021-002990PCA		Temporary Closure of Liquor Stores in Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2021-003184PCAMAP		2500-2530 18th Street Affordable Housing Special Use District						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2020-003223CUA		249 Texas St				fr: 2/4; 3/4; 4/1; 4/15		Westhoff

						demolition of single-family and construction two dwelling units

		2020-000886CUA		575 Vermont Street						Christensen

						Demo single family home and construct new duplex plus ADU

		2021-000603CUA		5 Leland Avenue						Christensen

						new Cannabis Retailer

		2020-007734DRP-04		3441 Washington Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 20, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-022661CUA		628 Shotwell Street				fr: 11/19; 1/21; 3/18; 4/22		Feeney

						Residential Care Facility to residential

		2019-016244DRP		239 Broad Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 27, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-013451PRJ		2135 Market Street						Horn

						State Density Bonus new construction of 9-story, 36 unit mixed use building

		2019-019901CUA		1068 Florida Street						Christensen

						legalize demo and rebuild of duplex

		2020-008058DRP		1950 Franklin Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-017985DRP-04		25 Toledo Way						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 3, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-006578SHD		2455 Harrison Street						Westhoff

						demolition of existing industrial building and construction of a four-story over basement, mixed-use building

		2016-015987PCA		1750 Van Ness Avenue						May

						Buddhist Cultural Center from the 3:1 residential-to-non-residential ratio exemption

		2016-015987CUAVAR		1750 Van Ness Avenue						May

						institutional use in the RC-4 District, a use size greater than 6,000 square feet, a building greater than 50 feet

		2020-011603CUA		2424 Polk Street						Feeney

						Cannabis Retail use with on-site consumption lounge

		2019-006578DRP		2455 Harrison Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 10, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2013.1535CUA-02		450-474 O'Farrell, 532 Jones				fr: 1/7; 1/21; 2/4; 3/11; 4/1; 4/15		Grob

						CUA - Amends original project

				June 17, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2021-001791PCA		Review of Large Residence Developments						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

				June 24, 2021 - Joint w/RecPark

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-017481SHD		530 Sansome Street						Hicks

						Mixed-use commercial project (SFFD station, hotel, office, gym) and residential variant project

				June 24, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-017481DNXCUA		530 Sansome Street						Foster

		OFASHDVAR				Mixed-use commercial project (SFFD station, hotel, office, gym) and residential variant project

		2020-002678CUA		2335 Golden Gate Ave						Woods

						Construction of a new basketball training facility on the USF campus

		2018-002508DRP-04		4250 26th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 1, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				July 8, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-014727AHB		921 O'Farrell Street 						Updegrave

						AHB / HOME-SF 14-story (140 feet) tower with 50 dwelling units and ground-level retail

				July 15, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				July 22, 2021

		Case No.								Planner



				July 29, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-013597ENV		Portsmouth Square Improvement						Calpin

						Draft EIR

		2019-012676DNXCUA		159 Fell Street						Updegrave

						Demolition, New Construction 7-story building with ground-floor retail and 20 residential units
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To:           Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:           Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20894

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 746

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   April 15, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-019822DRP

		4079 Cesar Chavez Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 29, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-008474CUA

		3519 California Street

		Young

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-003223CUA

		249 Texas Street

		Westhoff

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011249CUA-02

		1567 California Street

		Perry

		Continued to April 29, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20888

		2020-011809CUA

		300 West Portal Avenue

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20889

		2020-009545CUA

		2084 Chestnut Street

		Gunther

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 25, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 1, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Grob

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 10, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-020740CUA

		468 Turk Street

		Asbagh

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 6, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20890

		2020-007798CUA

		48 Stockton Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20891

		2020-007798OFA

		48 Stockton Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20892

		2019-023090CUA

		1428-1434 Irving Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include no use of rear yard open space for/by patients.

		+7 -0



		DRA-745

		2020-001578DRP-02

		17 Reed Street

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Modified

		+7 -0



		M-20893

		2020-008507CUA

		2119 Castro Street

		Balba

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0







   April 1, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-003223CUA

		249 Texas Street

		Westhoff

		Continued to April 15, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Grob

		Continued to April 15, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0614ENX-02

		600 South Van Ness

		Christensen

		Continued to April 22, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2016-000302DRP

		460 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		M-20881

		2020-006303CUA

		2201 Powell Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Diamond recused)



		M-20882

		2020-011265CUA

		1550 Wallace Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20883

		2018-013692CUA

		2285 Jerrold Avenue

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 18, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20884

		2021-000342CUA

		403 28th Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20885

		2020-007565CUA

		1336 Chestnut Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended such that the roof deck railing be pulled in three-feet and the privacy planters placed outbound of the railing.

		+7 -0



		M-20886

		2017-011827CUA

		26 Hamilton Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20887

		2019-017356CUA

		1861 Union Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-744

		2019-015785DRP

		2375 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR, Approved with Staff modifications and conditioned no roof deck and transom windows on the north side.

		+7 -0







   March 25, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-002333DRP

		2814 Clay Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 22, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-006303CUA

		2201 Powell Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to April 1, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-020740CUA

		468 Turk Street

		Asbagh

		Continued to April 15, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-006578SHD

		2455 Harrison Street

		Westhoff

		Continued to June 3, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 11, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20877

		2021-001410CRV

		42 Otis Street

		Jardines

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20878

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20879

		2020-007383CUA

		666 Hamilton Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20880

		2020-006747CUA

		3109 Fillmore Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		DRA-742

		2020-010532DRP

		1801 Mission Street

		Sucre

		Took DR and Approved; adding conditions directing the Sponsor to conduct community outreach related to:

1. Multi-lingual menus;

2. Local hire employment opportunites (acknowledging previous employees will have first-right-of-refusal); and

3. Cultural art and other interior amenities.

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		DRA-743

		2020-001414DRP

		308 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and denied the BPA.

		+5 -1 (Tanner against; Koppel absent)







   March 18, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-017356CUA

		1861 Union Street

		Feeney

		Continued to April 1, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022661CUA

		628 Shotwell Street

		Feeney

		Continued to April 22, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-003042AHB

		4712 3rd Street

		Feeney

		Continued to April 22, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2015-009955ENV

		1525 Pine Street

		Li

		Continued to May 6, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2015-009955CUA

		1525 Pine Street

		Updegrave

		Continued to May 6, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20876

		2012.0506CUA-02

		950 Gough Street

		Gunther

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 4, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2021-000342CUA

		403 28th Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 1, 2021 with direction to add a second unit.

		+7 -0



		DRA-741

		2019-017673DRP

		46 Racine Lane

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with the condition that the roof deck be pulled in five feet from all sides.

		+7 -0



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to March 25, 2021

		+7 -0







   March 11, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to April 1, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-014461CUA

		1324-1326 Powell Street

		Updegrave

		Continued Indefinitely 

		+7 -0



		M-20870

		2020-005471CUA

		3741 Buchanan Street

		Botn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-738

		2019-000969DRP-02

		4822 19th Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000969VAR

		4822 19th Street

		Pantoja

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 25, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20871

		2021-001805CRV

		Amendments to the TDM Program Standards

		Perry

		Adopted 

		+7 -0



		M-20872

		2018-016721CUA

		0 Guttenberg Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a memo with detailed plans related to landscaping, increased permeability and lighting be submitted to the CPC within two weeks.

		+7 -0



		

		2018-016721VAR

		0 Guttenberg Street

		Pantoja

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		M-20873

		2020-008651CUA

		801 38th Avenue

		Gunther

		Approved with Conditions as proposed, with no requirement for a second dwelling unit.

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20874

		2020-005251CUA

		1271 46th Avenue

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		R-20875

		2017-013728CRV

		1021 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Adopted as amended to include the finding related to open space as read into the record by Staff.

		+7 -0



		DRA-739

		2017-013728DRP-02

		1021 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Took DR and Approved with modifications and a condition that the roof-deck be increased to 750 sq ft and appropriate window materials as read into the record by Staff.

		+7 -0



		DRA-740

		2020-002743DRP-02

		1555 Oak Street

		Winslow

		No DR, adding a finding to recommend SFMTA extend the red zone for improved visibility.

		+7 -0







   March 4, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-003042AHB

		4712 3rd Street

		Feeney

		Continued to March 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-006525DRP

		1990 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 22, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0846DRP

		140-142 Jasper Place

		Winslow

		Continued to April 29, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0511DNX

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0511CUA

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		M-20866

		2020-010157CUA

		1100 Van Ness Avenue

		Agnihotri

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 18, 2021 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 18, 2021 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2009.3461CWP

		Area Plan Implementation Update and Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report

		Snyder

		Reviewed and Commented

		+7 -0



		R-20867

		2021-000317CRV

		TMASF Connects

		Kran

		Adopted a Resolution Authorizing brokerage services

		+7 -0



		M-20868

		2019-012820AHB

		4742 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a design presentation to the CPC related to open space, roof deck, railings and perimeter wall treatment.

		+7 -0



		

		2020-003223CUA

		249 Texas Street

		Westhoff

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 1, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20869

		2017-015988CUA

		501 Crescent Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+7 -0





 

  February 25, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.0614ENX-02

		600 South Van Ness

		Christensen

		Continued to April 1, 2021

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		

		2019-015785DRP

		2375 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 1, 2021

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		

		2016-012135CUA

		2214 Cayuga Avenue and 3101 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 29, 2021

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		

		2019-020740CUA

		468 Turk Street

		Kirby

		Continued to March 25, 2021

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		

		2018-006863DRP

		1263-1265 Clay Street

		Winslow

		WITHDRAWN

		



		M-20859

		2020-008305CUA

		2853 Mission Street

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		M-20860

		2018-012222CUA

		1385 Carroll Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		R-20861

		2020-006803PCA

		Code Corrections 2020

		Sanchez

		Approved

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Tanner absent)



		R-20862

		2021-000541PCA

		CEQA Appeals [BF 201284]

		Flores

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		M-20863

		2016-008515CUA

		1049 Market Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20864

		2018-016808SHD

		321 Florida Street

		Christensen

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20865

		2018-016808ENX

		321 Florida Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Incorporating changes provided by the Sponsor;

2. Pursue additional roof-top open space;

3. Explore two-bdrm units on the ground floor; and

4. Return to the CPC for final design review; 

Adding a Finding, recognizing the desire for outdoor open space, encouraging the Sponsor to pursue providing private usable outdoor open space.

		+7 -0





 

   February 18, 2021 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to assert Attorney-Client privilege

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Announced no action and Adopted a Motion to not disclose.

		+7 -0





 

   February 18, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.0846DRP

		140-142 Jasper Place

		Winslow

		Continued to March 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-016808SHD

		321 Florida Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 25, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-016808ENX

		321 Florida Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 25, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-012567DRP

		36 Delano Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 28, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 4, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20854

		2020-011581PCA

		Chinatown Mixed-Used Districts [BF 201326]

		Flores

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20855

		2019-020938CUA

		1 Montgomery Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff; and the Commission to include a provision for a commercial/retail use under the Public Access condition.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2021-001452PCA

		Expanded Compliance Control and Consumer Protections Where History of Significant Violations (BF 210015)

		Starr

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20856

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Approved with Conditinos as amended to include a min. of 15 bicycle parking spaces, of which 10 may be vertical.

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant.

		



		M-20857

		2020-008388CUA

		235 Clement Street

		Agnihotri

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20858

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions; adding a Finding, recognizing the desire for outdoor open space, encouraging the Sponsor to pursue providing private usable outdoor open space.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013728CRV

		1021 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Continued to March 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013728DRP-02

		1021 Valencia Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		DRA-737

		2019-021383DRP-02

		1615-1617 Mason Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0





 

   February 4, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-003223CUA

		249 Texas Street

		Westhoff

		Continued to March 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-021010CUA

		717 California Street

		Foster

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to March 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20850

		2020-007346CUA

		2284-2286 Union Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 21, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20851

		2020-010430CRV

		FY 2021-2023 Proposed Department Budget

		Landis

		

Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2017-015181CUA

		412 Broadway

		Perry

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		DRA-735

		2020-001229DRP

		73 Fountain Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		M-20852

		2020-001286CUA

		576 27th Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		M-20853

		2019-020049CUA

		1131 Polk Street

		Guy

		Approved with Conditions as amended, omitting references to “locally owned businesses.”

		+7 -0



		DRA-736

		2018-011022DRP

		2651-2653 Octavia Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore Against)





 

   January 28, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-009054PCA

		Temporary Use of HotelS and Motels for Permanent Supportive Housing [BF 201218]

		Flores

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2020-010373DRP

		330 Rutledge Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2018-016808SHD

		321 Florida Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-016808ENX

		321 Florida Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-012567DRP

		36 Delano Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 14, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20841

		2016-013312DVA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20842

		2016-013312PCAMAP

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20843

		2016-013312DNX-02

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20844

		2016-013312CUA-02

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20845

		2016-013312OFA-02

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20846

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Guy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		M-20847

		2020-006234CUA

		653-656 Fell Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20848

		2020-007075CUA

		2166 Market Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20849

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-734

		2018-017283DRP

		476 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		No DR 

		+4 -3 (Tanner, Imperial, Moore Against)





 

   January 21, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-002743DRP

		1555 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-010342DRP

		3543 Pierce Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2019-021369DRP

		468 Jersey Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to February 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022661CUA

		628 Shotwell Street

		Feeney

		Continued to March 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		DRA-733

		2014.0243DRP-02

		3927-3929 19th Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as Modified

		+7 -0



		M-20835

		2020-010132CUA

		150 7th Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes For January 7, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election Of Officers

		Ionin

		Koppel – President;

Moore – Vice

		+7 -0



		

		2020-010430CRV

		FY 2021-2023 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20836

		2020-006803PCA

		Code Corrections 2020

		Sanchez

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after February 11, 2021.

		+7 -0



		M-20837

		2016-008743CUA

		446-448 Ralston Avenue

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		

		2016-008743VAR

		446-448 Ralston Avenue

		Hicks

		ZA Closed the PH and took the matter under advisement

		



		M-20838

		2018-015786CUA

		2750 Geary Boulevard

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions as Amended to include a community liaison thru construction and operation of the facility.

		+7 -0



		M-20839

		2019-018013CUA

		2027 20th Avenue

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20840

		2020-006575CUA

		560 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as Amended to include a one-year report-back update hearing with specific attention to the CBA agreement.

		+7 -0







  January 14, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-012567DRP

		36 Delano Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to January 28, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-020049CUA

		1131 Polk Street

		Guy

		Continued to February 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013728CRV

		1021 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013728DRP

		1021 Valencia Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to February 25, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-017283DRP

		476 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 28, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20829

		2020-009361CUA

		801 Phelps Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2020-008417CWP

		Housing Recovery

		Nelson

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20830

		2017-004557ENV

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Mckellar

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20831

		2017-004557ENV

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Updegrave

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20832

		2017-004557CUA

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2017-004557VAR

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Updegrave

		ZA Closed the PH and Granted the requested Variances

		



		M-20833

		2018-015815AHB

		1055 Texas Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20834

		2019-006959CUA

		656 Andover Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-732

		2017-011977DRP-02

		3145-3147 Jackson Street

		Winslow

		No DR 

		+6 -1 (Moore Against)







   January 7, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-017283DRP

		476 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 14, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2017-011977DRP-02

		3145-3147 Jackson Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 14, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Boudreaux

		Continued to January 21, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0243DRP-02

		3927-3929 19th Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 21, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-001286CUA

		576 27th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to February 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-014461CUA

		1324-1326 Powell Street

		Updegrave

		Continued to March 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20826

		2020-005945CUA

		2265 McKinnon Avenue

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 10, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 17, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2020-002347CWP

		UCSF Parnassus MOU

		Switzky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20827

		2020-007461CUA

		1057 Howard Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20828

		2020-007488CUA

		1095 Columbus Avenue

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MYRNA MELGAR ANNOUNCE RETURN

OF MUNI K INGLESIDE TRAIN SERVICE STARTING ON MAY 15
Date: Friday, April 16, 2021 11:29:35 AM
Attachments: 04.16.21 Muni Service.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, April 16, 2021 at 11:01 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR
MYRNA MELGAR ANNOUNCE RETURN OF MUNI K INGLESIDE TRAIN SERVICE
STARTING ON MAY 15
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, April 16, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MYRNA

MELGAR ANNOUNCE RETURN OF MUNI K INGLESIDE
TRAIN SERVICE STARTING ON MAY 15

Service for the K Ingleside line will benefit from infrastructure and maintenance upgrades
made during the subway shutdown that resulted from the pandemic, including Wi-Fi

availability in tunnels, and quicker, smoother trips due to work done on overhead lines and
rails

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and District 7 Supervisor Myrna Melgar
today announced that Muni K Ingleside trains will return to the westside starting on May 15,
2021. The return of these trains is happening earlier than anticipated as the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) brings back Muni service for riders to support the
City’s economic recovery. The K Ingleside will join the previously announced N Judah as part
of Muni’s commitment to reopen the subway and maximize transit access citywide.
 
“The return of the K is an important step forward in bringing back the type of Muni service
that San Francisco needs as we emerge from this pandemic,” said Mayor Breed. “This last
year forced us to change so much about how our city operates, and one of the hardest parts
was the impact it had on our public transit. But while trains and buses weren’t able to run at
normal levels, the SFMTA used that time to make important upgrades and repairs to our
infrastructure and prepare for the future. Now I’m excited to see more and more people riding
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, April 16, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR MYRNA 


MELGAR ANNOUNCE RETURN OF MUNI K INGLESIDE 
TRAIN SERVICE STARTING ON MAY 15 


Service for the K Ingleside line will benefit from infrastructure and maintenance upgrades made 
during the subway shutdown that resulted from the pandemic, including Wi-Fi availability in 


tunnels, and quicker, smoother trips due to work done on overhead lines and rails 
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and District 7 Supervisor Myrna Melgar today 
announced that Muni K Ingleside trains will return to the westside starting on May 15, 2021. The 
return of these trains is happening earlier than anticipated as the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) brings back Muni service for riders to support the City’s 
economic recovery. The K Ingleside will join the previously announced N Judah as part of 
Muni’s commitment to reopen the subway and maximize transit access citywide.  
  
“The return of the K is an important step forward in bringing back the type of Muni service that 
San Francisco needs as we emerge from this pandemic,” said Mayor Breed. “This last year 
forced us to change so much about how our city operates, and one of the hardest parts was the 
impact it had on our public transit. But while trains and buses weren’t able to run at normal 
levels, the SFMTA used that time to make important upgrades and repairs to our infrastructure 
and prepare for the future. Now I’m excited to see more and more people riding Muni to get 
around San Francisco.”  
 
“We are ecstatic to see the K light rail service coming back in May. We are reopening, our folks 
are getting vaccinated, our merchants are seeing an uptick in foot traffic and connecting 
businesses to their customers is critical to economic recovery and vitality,” said Supervisor 
Melgar. “The K light rail is crucial for District 7—not just our businesses but also our 
institutions, such as our SFUSD schools and City College. We need reliable and accessible 
transit service and to ensure our recovery and success after a year of COVID. I look forward to 
continued advocacy for my district.” 
 
The K Ingleside will run through a much more reliable subway system. Muni staff used this rare, 
extended subway shutdown as an opportunity to accelerate other upgrades and necessary 
maintenance work. During normal service, subway maintenance crews can only work within the 
few hours a day when trains are not running. 
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Key improvements for Muni Metro riders include:  
 


• Wi-Fi availability thanks to routers installed in stations and cellular antennas installed in 
the tunnels. 


• Installation of new wayfinding and directional signs at Castro and Church stations. 
• Quicker and smoother trips as a result of overhead line enhancements and rail grinding. 
• Public art at the entrance and exit at Castro and West Portal stations. 


 
“Our ability to make this announcement of additional Muni service is a true testament to the 
collaboration between Muni staff, our labor unions and community partners,” said Julie 
Kirschbaum, SFMTA Director of Transit. “We know that key transit connections are critical to 
the city’s economic recovery, and we’re thrilled to re-open the subway and ramp up service.” 
 
The return of K Ingleside rail service is one part of a larger roll out of Muni rail updates 
happening on May 15, 2021 including: 
  
K Ingleside/T Third  
K Ingleside and the T Third will once again be “interlined.” This means that the two routes will 
operate as one route, from Balboa Park to Sunnydale, providing subway service at all stations 
from Embarcadero to West Portal.  
  
N Judah  
The N Judah will return for rail service on May 15 as well. Riders will have more room and 
fewer pass ups as the two-car train increases the N Judah’s capacity. 
 
J Church, L Taraval and M Ocean View  
These lines will all continue to operate as they currently do, though the increased capacity on the 
K/T trains will soon provide even better connections for those traveling downtown or to the 
western neighborhoods.   
  
The J Church will keep surface-only trains from Market Street to Balboa Park, the L Taraval will 
operate with buses from the Zoo to Downtown, and the M Ocean View will operate with a bus 
from Balboa Park to West Portal Station. 
   
To help stop the spread of COVID-19, face masks are required by federal law in Muni stations, 
when purchasing a ticket and while waiting for, boarding, riding or exiting transit. For more 
information on upcoming Muni service, visit sfmta.com. 
 


### 
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Muni to get around San Francisco.”
 
“We are ecstatic to see the K light rail service coming back in May. We are reopening, our
folks are getting vaccinated, our merchants are seeing an uptick in foot traffic and connecting
businesses to their customers is critical to economic recovery and vitality,” said Supervisor
Melgar. “The K light rail is crucial for District 7—not just our businesses but also our
institutions, such as our SFUSD schools and City College. We need reliable and accessible
transit service and to ensure our recovery and success after a year of COVID. I look forward to
continued advocacy for my district.”
 
The K Ingleside will run through a much more reliable subway system. Muni staff used this
rare, extended subway shutdown as an opportunity to accelerate other upgrades and necessary
maintenance work. During normal service, subway maintenance crews can only work within
the few hours a day when trains are not running.
 
Key improvements for Muni Metro riders include:
 

Wi-Fi availability thanks to routers installed in stations and cellular antennas installed in
the tunnels.
Installation of new wayfinding and directional signs at Castro and Church stations.
Quicker and smoother trips as a result of overhead line enhancements and rail grinding.
Public art at the entrance and exit at Castro and West Portal stations.

 
“Our ability to make this announcement of additional Muni service is a true testament to the
collaboration between Muni staff, our labor unions and community partners,” said Julie
Kirschbaum, SFMTA Director of Transit. “We know that key transit connections are critical
to the city’s economic recovery, and we’re thrilled to re-open the subway and ramp up
service.”
 
The return of K Ingleside rail service is one part of a larger roll out of Muni rail updates
happening on May 15, 2021 including:
K Ingleside/T Third
K Ingleside and the T Third will once again be “interlined.” This means that the two routes
will operate as one route, from Balboa Park to Sunnydale, providing subway service at all
stations from Embarcadero to West Portal.
 
N Judah
The N Judah will return for rail service on May 15 as well. Riders will have more room and
fewer pass ups as the two-car train increases the N Judah’s capacity.
 
J Church, L Taraval and M Ocean View
These lines will all continue to operate as they currently do, though the increased capacity on
the K/T trains will soon provide even better connections for those traveling downtown or to
the western neighborhoods. 
 
The J Church will keep surface-only trains from Market Street to Balboa Park, the L Taraval
will operate with buses from the Zoo to Downtown, and the M Ocean View will operate with a
bus from Balboa Park to West Portal Station.
 
To help stop the spread of COVID-19, face masks are required by federal law in Muni



stations, when purchasing a ticket and while waiting for, boarding, riding or exiting transit.
For more information on upcoming Muni service, visit sfmta.com.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: : 1567 California 2018-011249CUA-02 Item #13 April 15, 2021 Commission Agenda
Date: Friday, April 16, 2021 9:23:00 AM
Attachments: 1567 CUA 4-15-21.pdf

RE 1567 California @ Polk -- Planning Commission 4-15-21 2018-01249CUA-02 THREE QUESTIONS PLEASE.msg
Importance: High

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Kathleen Courtney <kcourtney@rhcasf.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 1:08 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Commissioner Theresa Imperial <TheresaImperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Perry, Andrew (CPC)
<andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; Robyn Tucker PANA <venturesv@aol.com>; Jamie Cherry RHCA
<jcherry@rhcasf.com>; Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>; Jerry Dratler
<dratlerj@gmail.com>; Marlayne Morgan <Marlayne16@gmail.com>; chris.schulman
<chris.schulman@gmail.com>; Tes Welborn <tesw@aol.com>; Matthew Mansfield
<mmansfield1@me.com>; Director Rich Hillis <richhillissf@yahoo.com>
Subject: : 1567 California 2018-011249CUA-02 Item #13 April 15, 2021 Commission Agenda
Importance: High
 

 

Commissioners – Attached and pasted below is the RHCA statement.  Also attached is the
Planner’s response about the error on the Height and Bulk Map.
-----------------------------------
 

Russian Hill Community Association
1158 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com
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Russian Hill Community Association 
1158 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com 


 
April 15, 2021 
 
President Joel Koppel and Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission 
 
Re: 1567 California 2018-011249CUA-02 Item #13 April 15, 2021 Commission Agenda 
 
Dear Commissioner Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission: 
 


“On February 13, 2020 the Planning Commission granted a request for Conditional Use Authorization, as well as 
four waivers and an incentive pursuant to the Individually-Requested State Density Bonus Program to approve the proposed 
project at 1567 California Street.” 


This decision was based on incorrect information. 


“On or around February 24, 2021, the Planning Department identified an error in the City’s Height and Bulk 
Map, incorrectly identifying approximately 22 parcels, including the Project Site, as having a height limit of 80 feet in the 
80-A Height and Bulk District. The correct height limit for these 22 parcels, including the Project Site, is 65 feet, located 
within the 65-A Height and Bulk District.” 


The Conditional Use before you is to rectify this error by granting a Height Waiver for the Project approval. 


Circumstances have changed. It is important to note that the Height Waiver is a Discretionary Waiver.  There is 
no obligation under the Inclusionary Housing Mandate or State Density Program to approve a Height Waiver.  


In consideration of the benefit the Planning Commission is being asked to confirm, the Community is entitled to 
request considerations for the development of the 8 story, 100 unit project, namely: 


1) All of the required affordable housing units (approximately 20) be on-site.  Currently the Project Sponsor 
has suggested 9 on site affordable units with the balance being via fees. 


2) All of the units be rent controlled. The Project Sponsor would be able to set initial rents at market, but the 
units would be rent controlled by contract in perpetuity. 


The Russian Hill Community Association respectfully requests that these two considerations be added as 
conditions if the Commission grants the waiver.  If, necessary, the RHCA requests that the item be continued until further 
information can be gathered by the Planning Department and Project Sponsor as to the feasibility of the above 
proposals.  . It is worth noting that the proposed project will displace the long time non-Profit Out of the Closet which 
funded numerous AIDS related projects.   


In addition, we call to the Commission’s attention the Planner’s response to our questions about the Height and 
Bulk Map error, which is attached, the process by which the error was perpetuated and the status of the other 22 
properties affected.  We ask the Commission to request that the Planning Director investigate the extent of the errors in 
the City’s Height and Bulk Map and provide an update as to the number of projects affected by this error since it 
happened 20-30 years ago. 


Lastly, the RHCA traditionally defers to our sister associations regarding projects within their boundaries.  
However the approval of an 8 story, 88 feet with parapet, building in an area where the existing building heights are 
significantly lower is an acceptance the RHCA would have questioned. We note that the Middle Polka Neighborhood 
Association and  the Lower Polk Neighbors are either defunct or have transitioned leadership since this project last 
came before them, and, more importantly that no more recent community presentations have been provided since the 
material error was noticed. 


Again, the RHCA respectfully requests that the two considerations noted be added as conditions if the 
Commission grants the Discretionary Height waiver request.  


Kathleen Courtney 


Chair, Housing and Zoning Committee 
kcourtney@rhcasf.com 
 
cc: Robyn Tucker, PANA; Jamie Cherry, RHCA, Marlayne Morgan, VNCNC; Ozzie Rohm, Jerry Dratler, SFLUC; Chris 
Schulman, LP-CBD; Andrew Dunbar, LPN; Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary.  
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RE: 1567 California @ Polk -- Planning Commission 4-15-21  2018-01249CUA-02 THREE QUESTIONS PLEASE

		From

		Perry, Andrew (CPC)

		To

		kcourtney@rhcasf.com

		Cc

		Jamie Cherry RHCA ; Robyn Tucker PANA 

		Recipients

		kcourtney@rhcasf.com; jcherry@rhcasf.com; venturesv@aol.com



Hi Kathleen,


 


Please see my responses below in red.


 


Thank you,


 


Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Office of the Zoning Administrator


San Francisco Planning


49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103


Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org


San Francisco Property Information Map


 


Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.


 


 


 


From: Kathleen Courtney &lt;kcourtney@rhcasf.com&gt; 
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:54 AM
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) &lt;andrew.perry@sfgov.org&gt;
Cc: Jamie Cherry RHCA &lt;jcherry@rhcasf.com&gt;; Robyn Tucker PANA &lt;venturesv@aol.com&gt;
Subject: 1567 California @ Polk -- Planning Commission 4-15-21 2018-01249CUA-02 THREE QUESTIONS PLEASE
Importance: High


 


 


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


 


Greetings Andrew –


 


               The Planning Commission’s planned review on April 15th of the current Conditional Use request for 1567 California (https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/agendas/2021-04/20210415_cal.pdf) has raised several questions as has the packet of information presented.  (https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-011249CUA-02.pdf 


)We would appreciate your response PRIOR to Thursday’s meeting.  Thank you.  Kathleen


 


1.  “On or around February 24, 2021, the Planning Department identified an error in the City’s Height and Bulk Map, incorrectly identifying approximately 22 parcels, including the Project Site, as having a height limit of 80 feet in the 80-A Height and Bulk District. The correct height limit for these 22 parcels, including the Project Site, is 65 feet, located within the 65-A Height and Bulk District.”


*   Under what circumstances was the error in the Height and Bulk Map identified?  Who identified the error? When was the error identified? The error dates back approximately 20-30 years and was recently brought to Planning’s attention through a public records request. The records request sought a copy of the ordinance authorizing the height increase in the vicinity of Polk and California from 65 to 80 feet. However, no ordinances or references to such changes could be found in the Department’s records. In researching this, the Department saw that the 1979 Height and Bulk Map and the 1997 Height and Bulk Map both correctly identified these parcels as being within the 65-A District and there are cases from the early 90s that correctly identify with 65-A listed. Our best guess is that when the Department was creating the Property Information Database (a precursor to PIM), for some reason these parcels were tagged in that system as being 80-A. In the 2000s, when the Department was digitizing the zoning maps, our best guess is that the information used to create those maps was pulled from PID, which was unfortunately incorrect for these parcels. The error then persisted, which is why it appears as 80-A in the 2018 zoning map.


*   What other sources does the Planning Department use to determine Height and Bulk requirements of a given area/property? I’m not sure what you mean by this question. We rely on the official zoning maps for the City. In this case, unfortunately, the zoning map happened to be incorrect.


*   What is the status of the other “approximately 22 parcels”?  What are the addresses?  Are there projects currently proposed for the other 22 parcels? The affected parcels are those on Block 0645, Lots 7, 7A, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 14A, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 24-35 (formerly 23), as well as those on Block 0646, Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4. Property owners have been notified of the error and I believe the correction has already been made in PIM, so that if you go to any of these parcels, the zoning tab should now display the correct “65-A” information. I am not aware of any projects that have been approved or are currently proposed on these parcels, which would involve a building greater than 65 feet other than the subject 1567 California project that was approved February 2020.


 


2.  What data or maps does the Planning Department rely on to determine Height and Bulk districts for review purposes?


*   As Planner during the original Planning Commission review (February 13, 2020, Motion No. 20657) you cited the incorrect Height and Bulk identification.  What alternative source of Height restrictions could have been used? Again, I don’t believe there are other alternative sources of height information; we rely on the official zoning maps for the City. In this case, the zoning map contained incorrect information; however, that was not known at the time of the last hearing and we had no reason to suspect that the zoning map was incorrect. It was not an intentional misrepresentation of the height limit.


 


3.  The information presented indicates that the building heights in the area are substantially lower than the proposed 8 story project.  


 


“Buildings along Polk Street and eastward on California are generally lower, ranging from single-story commercial buildings to mixed-use buildings up to four stories in height. West of the project site towards the Van Ness corridor, building heights can range from two to seven stories. Building heights on the subject block range from one to five stories. The property immediately south of the Project Site is developed with a 5-story building with residential units over two ground floor commercial spaces. The property immediately east of the Project Site is occupied by a single-story commercial building set back from California Street.”


 


“The finished roof of the Project would reach a maximum height of approximately 78 feet, 7.5 inches, as measured from the midpoint of the property’s California Street frontage. Rooftop penthouses would add an additional 9 feet, 6 inches of height in those areas, in total up to approximately 88 feet.”


 


*   This leads to the question of to what degree did the incorrect Height information presented to the Planning Commission on February 13, 2020 lead the Commissioners to make an incorrect decision? I am unable to comment on the extent that may have factored into the Commission’s decision. I will note that the February 2020 project was approved by the Planning Commission using the State Density Bonus law. Under the State Density Bonus, a project may request unlimited waivers provided such waivers are necessary to accommodate the bonus density in the project. If the correct height limit had been known at the time of the last hearing, the project would simply have requested a height waiver at the original hearing, along with the other waivers and one incentive that were granted at the 2020 hearing. Since this issue was not made known to the Department until recently, the project is requesting that additional height waiver now. I do not believe that the Commission has the ability to deny or reduce density here as the project is subject to the Housing Accountability Act.


 


Worrisome also Andrew, is the fact that the Planning Department’s site puts this Disclaimer regarding the Height and Bulk Map:


 


“Disclaimer: The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness of any information. CCSF provides this information on an &quot;as is&quot; basis without any warranty of any kind, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.”


 


Your responses PRIOR to the April 15th meeting would be appreciated.


 


Kathleen Courtney


Chair, Housing &amp; Zoning Committee


Russian Hill Community Association


kcourtney@rhcasf.com


(c) 510-928-8243


 


 




1979-2018 HT02.pdf

1979-2018 HT02.pdf










~------~- --
BAY -1



!



I



-----



PRESIDIO



SAN FRANCISCO



..... c:~DOtJCIUCft Sf



IJOO



(2 OPEN SPACE DISTRICT



SAN FRANCISCO MUNICI PAL CODE
PART n, CHAPTER n, ARTICLE 2 5
WITH AMENDMENTS TO AND INCLUDING
DEC 1997



SHE E T
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS
NUMBERS ARE HEIGHT LIMITS IN FEET



cJETTER SYMBOLS REFE.R TO BULK UMITS



IN CITY PLANNING CODE SEC. 270.
QQ-Z à



FEE T 800



ZONING MAP OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO











0409



0405



1130



1129 1128



1127
1126



0492
0491



0490
0489



0488A 0486A



0482



0010



0007



0795



0440A



0439A



0438A



0436F



0436E



0436D



0436C



0436B



0419A



0418A



0068



0564
0563



0562
0561



0560 0559



1027



1026
1025



1024
1023



0558 0557 0556 0555 0554 0553 0552 0551 0550



0549



0548
0547



0546
0545



0544



1030 1029 1028 0300



0735



07340733
0732



0516



1186



0677



0578



0982 0981
0980 0979



09780977



09760975



0641



1078



1077
1076



1075



1006 1005 1004 1003



0748 0747
0745



0744



0743 0742 0741



0740
0739



0738



0771
0770



0768 0767 0766 0765



07640763



0762



0761



0676



06610660



0659
0658



0657



0579



0515
0514



0513



0512 0511 0510 0509
0508 0507 0506 0505 0504 0503



0502
0501



0500
0499



0498



0576 0575
0574 0573



0572
0571



0570
0569



0568
0567



0566
0565



0543
0542



0541
0540



0539
0538



0524
0523



0522
0521



05200519



0518
0517



0495



0047



0046



0777



0776



01550154



1054 1053 1052
1051



1050
1049



1048



0696



08070806
0805



0804
0803



0799



0798 0797
0796



0642



0824 0823 0822 0821 0820
0819



0818



0817
0816



0815



1080
1079



0759
0758



0757
0756



0755



0633



0632 0631 0630 0629 0628



0650 0649 0648 0647
0646 0645



0644
0643



1081



0737



0480 0479



1184



0322
0321



0320
0319



0478 0477
0048



0217 0216



0793 0792



0788



07870786A07850783
0782



0781
0780



0775 0774 0773



0070



0417B



0417A



03
55



0354



0353



0497
0496



1047



0814 08
13



0069



0577



1208



1183 1182 1181



1180
1179



1178
1177



1176
1175



0250



0249



1207 1206
1205 1204 1203



1202
1201



1200
1199



1198
1197



0925



0923 0922 0921



0920
0919



0918



0915



0697



0656 0655 0654
0653 0652 0651



0794



0251



07110710
0709



0708
0707



0706
0705



0703 0702
0701



0700



0695 0694



0693



0692
0691



06900689
0688



0687
0686



0045



0460A 0459



0454 0453



0452



1074



0772



0627
0625



0624
0623 0622



0621



0620
0619



0618
0617



0614



0613



0280
0279



0278 0277



0779
0778



0754
0753



0752 0751 0750 0749



0451



0446



0351



0348
0347



0346 0345



0248



0731
0730



0729



0728 0726



0725



0724



0723
0720



0589



0588
0587



0586
0585



0584 0583 0582 0581 0580



0537



0719



0718
0717



0716
0715



0714
0713



0712



0303
0302



0301



1185



1159 1158



0097
0096



0095 0094



0187
0186



0185
0184



0612
0611



0607



0445A



0443A0442A



0441B



0441A
0440B



0153 0152



0071



0481



0964
0963



0962



0961



0960
0959



0958
0957



0956 0955
0954 0953



0952
0951



0950



02190218



1157 1156 1155



1154



1153
1152



1151
1150



1149



1125



1119



1118
1117



1116



1115



0468A



0467A



0466A



0465A



0464A



0463A



0462A



0599 0598 0597



0596
0595



0594
0593



0592
0591



0590



00270026



0025 0024



0937



0936
09350934



0933



0932



0931 0930
0929



0928
0927



0926



0685
0684



0683
0682



0681



0680 0679 0678



0494
0493



0337
0336



0335 0334



1160



1114



1113



1112



1111
1105



1104
1103



1102 1101 1100



1099
1098



1095



1094



1002
1001



1000
0999



0949



0948 0947 0946 0945



0944
09430942



0941



0940 0939 0938



0914
0913



0912
0911



0910
0909



0812
0811



0810



0809
0808



0476
0475



0474
0473



0472
0471



0469



0675 0674 0673
0672



0671



0670
0669



0668



0667
0666



06650664
0663



0662



0640
0639



0638
0637



0636
06350634



0606
0605 0604



0603 0602 0601 0600



0536 0535 0534 0533 0532
0531 0530 0529 0528 0527



0526 0525



0125



0124



0123



0122



0956A



40-X



OS



50-X



65-A



40-X



80-T



65-A



80-X



130-V



OS



OS



OS



OS



OS



80-D



OS



130-B



80-B



80-A



130-E



50-X



105-D



25-X



80-A



OS



240-E



50-X



65-A



80-A



130-E



30-X



105-E 160-F



120-X



65-X



130-E



130-E



96-X



80-D



96-X



80-E



30-X



85-X



160-B



230-V



160-H



80-D



130-E



130-G



70-X



160-E



120-R-2



105-E



35-X



80-D



85-X



35-X



120-X



40-X/50-X



80-T-120-T



25-X 120-X



120/200-R-2



320-S
200-S



65-X



70-X



96-X



200-L



120/320-R-2
120/400-R-2



150-S



85-X



55-X



240-G



28-X20-X



40-X



40-X



40-X
40-X



40-X



OS



OS



OS



OS



OS



40-X 40-X



40-X



40-X



40-X



40-X



65-A



65-A
65-A



105-D



65-A



65-A



80-A



50-X



50-X



65-A



65-A



40-X



40-X



40-X



80-T



80-T



40-X



40-X



40-X



40-X 65-A



130-B



105-D



160-F



S
C



O
TT S



T



PINE ST



H
YD



E
 S



T



FELL ST



POST ST



BUSH ST



LA
G



U
N



A
 S



T



G
O



U
G



H
 S



T



LA
R



K
IN



 S
T



TURK ST



UNION ST



BAY ST



HAYES ST



S
TE



IN
E



R
 S



T



GREEN ST



FR
A



N
K



LIN
 S



T



SUTTER ST



FILBERT ST



FILLM
O



R
E



 S
T



JACKSON ST



VALLEJO ST



LYO
N



 S
T



FULTON ST



CALIFORNIA ST



BROADWAY



MCALLISTER ST



GREENWICH ST



SACRAMENTO ST



CLAY ST



GOLDEN GATE AVE



B
R



O
D



E
R



IC
K



 S
T



GROVE ST



P
IE



R
C



E
 S



T



IVY ST



MARINA BLVD



OFARRELL ST



A
V



ILA
 S



T



BEACH ST



GEARY BLVD



LOMBARD ST



TURK BLVD



W
E



B
S



TE
R



 S
T



WASHINGTON ST



C
E



N
TR



A
L A



V
E



MARKET S
T



PIXLEY ST



LINDEN ST



CERVANTES BLVD



MOULTON ST



ALHAMBRA ST



VA
N



 N
E



S
S



 A
V



E



NORTH POINT ST



WILMOT ST



M
A



LLO
R



C
A



 W
AY



ANZAVISTA AVE



CAPRA WAY



TERRA VISTA AVE



MAGNOLIA ST



S
A



IN
T JO



S
E



P
H



S
 A



V
E



RICO WAY



RE
TI



RO
 W



AYCASA WAY



BIRCH ST



CLEARY CT



TOLEDO WAY



N
ID



O
 A



V
E



PERINE PL



FO
R



TU
N



A
 A



V
E



E
N



C
A



N
TO



 A
V



E



PRADO ST



ASH ST



E
A



S
TM



A
N



 S
T



O
R



B
E



N
 P



L



B
A



R
C



E
LO



N
A



 A
V



E



FRANCISCO ST



JEFFERSON ST



H
O



LLIS
 S



T



HARRIS PL



VEGA ST



S
E



YM
O



U
R



 S
T



A
V



E
R



Y S
T



RICHARDSON AVE



YACHT RD



MARINA GREEN DR



PO
PE RD



MCDOWELL AVE



MACARTHUR AVE



FUNSTON RD



SH
AFTER C



T



C
O



TTA
G



E
 R



O
W



BROMLEY PL



MILEY ST



N
O



R
M



A
N



D
IE



 TE
R



C
U



LE
B



R
A



 TE
R



S
H



A
R



P
 P



L



C
H



A
R



LTO
N



 C
T



BERGEN ALY



CLAY ST



NORTH POINT ST



CHESTNUT ST



B
A



K
E



R
 S



T



B
R



O
D



E
R



IC
K



 S
T



LYO
N



 ST



BAY ST



ELM ST



WILLOW ST



O
C



TA
V



IA
 S



T



P
IE



R
C



E
 S



T



FRANCISCO ST



P
IE



R
C



E
 S



T



O
C



TA
V



IA
 S



T



B
A



K
E



R
 S



T



P
O



LK
 S



T



JEFFERSON ST



BAY ST



B
U



C
H



A
N



A
N



 S
T



LYO
N



 S
T



BONITA ST



M
O



R
R



E
LL P



L W
A



LL P
L



FRANCISCO ST



EDDY ST



P
O



LK
 S



T



REDWOOD ST



D
O



D
G



E
 S



T



ELM ST



LARCH ST



FULTON ST



ELLIS ST



LYO
N



 S
T



GROVE ST



ELLIS ST



LE
A



V
E



N
W



O
R



TH
 S



T



GEARY ST



AUSTIN ST



FERN ST



OLIVE ST



CEDAR ST



WILLOW ST



HEMLOCK ST



MYRTLE ST



GARDEN ST



TROY ALY



K
IM



B
A



LL P
L



A
D



A
 C



T



DANIEL BURNHAM CT



H
E



LE
N



 S
T



E
R



K
S



O
N



 C
T



AUSTIN ST



CLAY ST



OFARRELL ST



WASHINGTON ST



OFARRELL ST



W
E



B
S



TE
R



 S
T



BEACH ST



FRANCISCO ST



101



101



101



D
IV



IS
A



D
E



R
O



 S
T



AQUATIC
PARK



FORT
MASON



LAFAYETTE
PARK



JEFFERSON



SQUARE



CITY
HALL



MARINA GREEN



ALTA
PLAZA



HAMILTON
SQUARE



ALAMO
SQUARE



SAN FRANCISCO BAY



HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS



“Numbers” are Height Limits in feet.  See Planning Code 
    Section 250 and following.



“Letters” refer to Bulk Limits.  See Planning Code Section 270.



“Suffix Numbers” identify districts in which special 
  regulations apply.  See Planning Code Sections 263 
  and following.



00 - Z - 1



“Open Space” DistrictOS



© 2018 City and County 
of San Francisco



0.5 Mile



Scale 1:12,000 when printed at 11” x 17”



HT02
S
H
E
E
T



WEBSTER 20181001



The Zoning Map of the City and County of San 
Francisco is established by sections 105 and 106 
of the Planning Code, a part of the San Francisco 
Municipal Code. Zoning Use Districts are 
established by sections 201, 702, 802, and 902 of 
the Planning Code.This map incorporates Board of 
Supervisors’ ordinances enacted through October 
2018.



Disclaimer: The City and County of San Francisco 
(CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, 
adequacy, completeness or usefulness of any 
information. CCSF provides this infomation on an 
“as is” basis without warranties of merchantibility 
or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no 
responsibility for anyone’s use of the information.



San Francisco Zoning Map 0102
0304



05 06 07 08



0910111213



PRESIDIO



PARKGOLDEN GATE



14














April 15, 2021
 
President Joel Koppel and Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission
 
Re: 1567 California 2018-011249CUA-02 Item #13 April 15, 2021 Commission Agenda
 
Dear Commissioner Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission:
 

“On February 13, 2020 the Planning Commission granted a request for Conditional Use
Authorization, as well as four waivers and an incentive pursuant to the Individually-Requested State
Density Bonus Program to approve the proposed project at 1567 California Street.”

This decision was based on incorrect information.

“On or around February 24, 2021, the Planning Department identified an error in the City’s
Height and Bulk Map, incorrectly identifying approximately 22 parcels, including the Project Site, as
having a height limit of 80 feet in the 80-A Height and Bulk District. The correct height limit for these
22 parcels, including the Project Site, is 65 feet, located within the 65-A Height and Bulk District.”

The Conditional Use before you is to rectify this error by granting a Height Waiver for the
Project approval.

Circumstances have changed. It is important to note that the Height Waiver is a Discretionary
Waiver.  There is no obligation under the Inclusionary Housing Mandate or State Density Program to
approve a Height Waiver.

In consideration of the benefit the Planning Commission is being asked to confirm, the
Community is entitled to request considerations for the development of the 8 story, 100 unit project,
namely:

1. All of the required affordable housing units (approximately 20) be on-site.  Currently the
Project Sponsor has suggested 9 on site affordable units with the balance being via fees.

2. All of the units be rent controlled. The Project Sponsor would be able to set initial rents at
market, but the units would be rent controlled by contract in perpetuity.

The Russian Hill Community Association respectfully requests that these two considerations
be added as conditions if the Commission grants the waiver.  If, necessary, the RHCA requests that the
item be continued until further information can be gathered by the Planning Department and Project
Sponsor as to the feasibility of the above proposals.  . It is worth noting that the proposed project will
displace the long time non-Profit Out of the Closet which funded numerous AIDS related projects. 

In addition, we call to the Commission’s attention the Planner’s response to our questions
about the Height and Bulk Map error, which is attached, the process by which the error was
perpetuated and the status of the other 22 properties affected.  We ask the Commission to request
that the Planning Director investigate the extent of the errors in the City’s Height and Bulk Map and
provide an update as to the number of projects affected by this error since it happened 20-30 years
ago.

Lastly, the RHCA traditionally defers to our sister associations regarding projects within their
boundaries.  However the approval of an 8 story, 88 feet with parapet, building in an area where the
existing building heights are significantly lower is an acceptance the RHCA would have questioned.
We note that the Middle Polka Neighborhood Association and  the Lower Polk Neighbors are either
defunct or have transitioned leadership since this project last came before them, and, more
importantly that no more recent community presentations have been provided since the material



error was noticed.

Again, the RHCA respectfully requests that the two considerations noted be added as
conditions if the Commission grants the Discretionary Height waiver request.

Kathleen Courtney
Chair, Housing and Zoning Committee
kcourtney@rhcasf.com
 
cc: Robyn Tucker, PANA; Jamie Cherry, RHCA, Marlayne Morgan, VNCNC; Ozzie Rohm, Jerry Dratler,
SFLUC; Chris Schulman, LP-CBD; Andrew Dunbar, LPN; Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: DR Support Letter re: 311 Jersey Street - 2020-009332DRP
Date: Friday, April 16, 2021 9:02:09 AM
Attachments: image.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Trishan Arul <trishan.arul@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2021 8:00 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC)
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Carrie Arul
<carrief@gmail.com>
Subject: DR Support Letter re: 311 Jersey Street - 2020-009332DRP
 

 

To the Planning Commission:
 
We own the house at 309 Jersey Street, next door to the subject property, and Trishan has lived
there for nearly 20 years. This letter is in support of the above referenced discretionary review
application by Christine Boudreau, our neighbor on the other side of the subject property.
 
For context, the 300 block of Jersey Street is a block with many long time residents who know each
other well. Pre-COVID, we hosted an annual neighbor holiday gathering in our home. Our neighbor
across the street has hosted larger outdoor block parties. We have also shared emergency
preparedness information (Trishan is a trained NERT volunteer) with our local neighbors. In short,
this particular block has friendly residents living together without a history of disputes (serious or
frivolous) for decades. Our house is the 2nd of 4 nearly identical adjacent Victorian cottage style
homes built in the 1890's. Our neighbor at 307 Jersey renovated his home to add a second story in
the 1970's or 80's, we renovated ours to do the same in 2011, so we fully expected at some point
that the other two homes may add a second story. From the outset, our renovation plans

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
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maintained the visual character and minimized the impact on our neighbors. Specific examples
include building the gable roof peak at the same height and matching second story rear setback of
307 Jersey. While those decisions reduced our interior space, we made those trade-offs to preserve
the style and be harmonious with the adjacent properties and neighbors. As a result, not a
single neighbor expressed concern or objected to our renovation plans at any point in the process.
 
With that background, we'd like to address the current renovation plans for 311 Jersey Street. When
the initial plans were sent out for neighborhood review, all of the adjacent and nearby neighbors
had concerns about the scale/height of the second story and the aesthetics of the flat roof & roof
deck over part of the house. These elements of the design deviated from the visual character of all
the neighboring houses which, as we understand, is the primary goal of the Residential Design
Guidelines. In addition, this design creates light and privacy issues for all three adjacent properties.
The minor modifications made prior to design submission to the Planning Department did not
address any of those concerns. Accordingly, many neighbors raised the same objections with the
Planning Department. During the Department's review, the staff required the owners to make more
extensive modifications to the design. Those modifications were a significant improvement and very
much welcomed. However, while addressing many of the concerns, the modifications did not fully
resolve the roof deck issues. 
 
The addition of a flat roof & deck will make the front of the house look like a cruise ship with an
upper party deck instead of a Victorian style home. Despite the architecture drawings, this will be
visible from almost every vantage point. Measuring pedestrian sight lines from immediately in front
of the peak roof is very misleading even if it is standard architecture/planning practice. Similarly,
looking at an elevation line drawing does not properly convey what a building will look like in three
dimensions. Anyone standing a foot on either side of the center-line, and certainly anyone walking
down either side of the street, will clearly see the flat roof deck. No other home on this block has a
roof deck and the most recent attempt to build one at 363 Jersey was halted through a Discretionary
Review in 2017. In fact, we're not aware of any home in Noe Valley with a roof deck plainly visible
from the street. It is clearly out of character with the neighborhood. In addition to the appearance,
we are concerned about the noise. A deck on the roof with no permanent barriers in any direction
will allow sound to carry to neighboring properties and on to the street in front. This would deprive
neighbors of the quiet enjoyment of their own outdoor spaces. Finally, we have specific privacy
concerns that the roof deck overlooks skylights into both our upstairs bathrooms. Those rooms are
on the side of the house and the skylights are the only source of natural sunlight. 
 
The current plans incorporating the changes required by the Planning Department, include a second
story deck near the rear of the home. This deck is consistent with second story rear decks of other
homes on the block, including our own. Such a second story deck does not reduce the mid block
open space and offers some noise buffering by the walls of the house & adjacent houses. This 2nd
story deck is an ideal solution to obtain additional outdoor space with minimal privacy and noise
issues. As with all the other homes, 311 Jersey also has a flat backyard, which combined with the
proposed second story deck would provide ample outdoor space for a single family home. An
intrusive roof deck in addition to these other two outdoor spaces is simply unwarranted given the
street level appearance and noise issues which it would create.
 



We request that the Planning Commission require the project sponsors to eliminate the roof deck
and carry the gable roof over the entire second story addition. This would preserve the visual
character of the neighborhood, address neighbor's privacy and noise concerns, and be consistent
with all of the adjacent homes. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 

      
Trishan & Carrie Arul
309 Jersey Street
415-824-0420
home@arul.ca

mailto:home@arul.ca


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: Lynch, Laura (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Board Report
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 2:01:00 PM
Attachments: 2021_04_15.pdf

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is operating remotely, and the City’s Permit
Center is open on a limited basis. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 
 

From: Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2021 1:51 PM
To: Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Subject: Board Report
 
Attached, please find today’s Board Report.
 
 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Legislative Affairs
San Francisco Planning 
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020: 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: +1628-652-7533| sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 
IN ORDER FOR US TO MOVE, OUR OFFICE WILL BE CLOSED WITH NO ACCESS TO PHONES OR E-MAIL ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 13 and FRIDAY, AUGUST 14, 2020. WE APPRECIATE YOUR
PATIENCE. 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail,
and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on
our services here. 
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Good afternoon, Commissioners and happy 415, today is San Francisco’s 171st birthday. 


Land Use Committee 


• Canceled 


Full Board 


• 201326 Planning Code - Chinatown Mixed Use Districts. Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: Merlone. 
PASSED Second Read 


 


• 210064 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - 1830 Sutter Street (aka Japanese 
YWCA/Issei Women’s Building) Sponsors: Preston; Mandelman, Peskin and Chan. Staff: 
McMillen Passed First Read 


 


• 210235 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review - 
Proposed 476 Lombard Street Project. Special Order 3:00 PM, Items 22-25 


 


The Board also heard the appeal of a CatEx that was issued for a project at 476 Lombard 


Street. The subject property is a three-story, single-family residence, and the proposed 


project includes second and third floor horizontal additions along with new roof decks. 


The Department identified the property as an individually significant historic resource 


under Criterion 3 for architecture and issued a Class 1 Categorical Exemption.   


 


The Planning commission heard this project as a Discretionary Review on January 28, 


2021, and voted to not take DR and approved the project as proposed.  


 


The CEQA appellants disagreed with the Department’s determination that the proposed 


project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The appellant 


focused on the proposed infill of the lightwells and removal of windows on the side 


façade; the addition of roof decks; and the removal of an existing roof top structure at 


the rear.  


 



https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDAsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAyMTA0MDkuMzg1NTI3OTEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwOi8vc2Znb3YubGVnaXN0YXIuY29tL2dhdGV3YXkuYXNweD9tPWwmaWQ9MzY3NjIifQ.HW3vSU-1yC2Z52CGJUkAfhxMLxg3Nq09lXuCpEPxJjQ/s/407913475/br/101784345043-l&g=MGMwYWIyOTE2NzU2ZmQ0ZQ==&h=YjJiN2NiYzY4MzMzMTNhNWRkYWViN2JlNDk3YjEwMTQ0MTliNjVkMzg1MWM2ODQ2NjJlOTlmOTE4OTc4ZGUzOQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjYyZjZmN2NkM2QwOWY1Mjg0YTA3MmFjOWY2N2Y0ZWM3OnYx

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDEsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAyMTA0MDkuMzg1NTI3OTEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3NmZ292LmxlZ2lzdGFyLmNvbS9MZWdpc2xhdGlvbkRldGFpbC5hc3B4P0lEPTQ3NjQzNTkmR1VJRD0zQ0EwOTUwNC0xQjBELTRFRUYtQTNGOC01ODk4OTUwRDM5QUIifQ.NmmdoXY7lZ1yB7Ggl-qPiuuBXrSN7nMVaA9mTPhk5T0/s/407913475/br/101784345043-l&g=NTg1MzM3OWNjYzk0YmQyZQ==&h=ZjQyNDdjOTI3OTM2YjIzYmU0OTczM2E1ODdiY2FjYWY0MGYxMmY2YWM3ODE0NzM4NDJmOWIzODUxZDA2YzU2Zg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjYyZjZmN2NkM2QwOWY1Mjg0YTA3MmFjOWY2N2Y0ZWM3OnYx

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDIsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAyMTA0MDkuMzg1NTI3OTEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwOi8vc2Znb3YubGVnaXN0YXIuY29tL2dhdGV3YXkuYXNweD9tPWwmaWQ9MzcxMDUifQ.8ZYKbBC2tIddvb0vBOhErF7za3gWBwyrEcZIWIMHW7s/s/407913475/br/101784345043-l&g=ZjU4MDUyYTRjZjJkNjNhOQ==&h=YjE3NGUzMzNhMjQyZmFmMGZkOWMyYTg5MDJlYzBiNzAwMTI1ODZkZTA3ZWU2MTNmMGFmOWRjOTA5ODczZmE0OQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjYyZjZmN2NkM2QwOWY1Mjg0YTA3MmFjOWY2N2Y0ZWM3OnYx





The appellant’s qualified preservation consultant argued that the alteration of these 


features would result in a substantial adverse change to a historic resource.  


 


The day of the appeal, the Department received new information from the preservation 


expert on behalf of the appellant. As such, the Department requested that the hearing 


be continue to allow the Department time to do further research on the new 


information. The Department was not granted the continuance.  


 


Instead, Supervisor Peskin asked the ERO if the Department was rescinding the 


Categorical Exemption. For this appeal, the Department determined the appropriate 


course of action was to request more time to evaluate the new information and then to 


determine whether to defend or rescind the Categorical Exemption.   


 


Supervisor Peskin also suggested that the Planning Department was not permitted to 


request a continuance; however, that is inaccurate. The Planning Department, like any 


members of the public or any other department, may request a continuance. It need not 


be granted, but we are allowed to ask for one.  


 


On the substance of the appeal, Supervisor Peskin stated that while this appeal was 


a neighborhood dispute, it also has larger implications for North Beach. Peskin agreed 


with the appellant that lightwells and other identified features contribute to the 


character of North Beach.   


 


During public comment, one neighbor had no issue with the project and supported 


upholding the Categorical Exemption, while there was no public comment in support of 


the appeal. 


 


Supervisor Peskin acknowledged that both his office and the Department had 


attempted to resolve the appellant’s concerns and to come to an agreement prior to the 


appeal hearing. However, in the end he made a motion to uphold the appeal and to 







reverse the Categorical Exemption. This motion passed 10-1, with Supervisor Melgar 


casting the dissenting vote. Staff will await the board’s findings to determine the next 


steps.  


 


Finally in honor of our majestic city’s birthday, I’d ask for your indulgence as I close with 


a short poem by Ina Coolbrith, California’s first poet laureate.  


 


Fair on your hills, my City, 


Fair as the Queen of old, 


Supreme in her seven-hilled splendor- 


You, from your Gate of Gold, 


Facing the orient sunburst, 


Swathed in the sunset gleams, 


Throned in an ultimate glory, 


City of mists and of dreams! 


 


Happy Birthday San Francisco. 
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From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, April 15, 2021 at 12:34 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO EXPANDS NETWORK OF
NEIGHBORHOOD COVID-19 VACCINE SITES AS PART OF EQUITY STRATEGY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, April 15, 2021 
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org   
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO EXPANDS NETWORK OF

NEIGHBORHOOD
COVID-19 VACCINE SITES AS PART OF EQUITY STRATEGY

This week’s expansion in eligibility to people 16 and older coincides with the opening of
the second neighborhood vaccine site in the Mission District in partnership with the Latino

Task Force as part of an equity strategy to ensure low-barrier access to vaccines for
communities hardest hit by COVID-19  

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City officials today announced
San Francisco’s fourth neighborhood COVID-19 vaccine site. Located at the Local 261 Union
building at 3271 18th Street in the Mission District and operated in partnership with the Latino
Task Force, the new Mission site is one of three neighborhood sites opening in the next three
weeks as the City augments efforts to ensure that highly impacted neighborhoods have
equitable access to the vaccine. 
 
The goal of San Francisco’s vaccination strategy is to make receiving the vaccine as
convenient, comfortable and low-barrier for as many people as possible, particularly in those
neighborhoods disproportionately affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition to this
new site, on April 19, the City will significantly augment operations from one to three days a
week with an expanded footprint at a site in Visitacion Valley/Sunnydale at 1099 Sunnydale
Avenue, which had been previously run by Bayview Child Health. On April 28, the City will
open another neighborhood vaccine access site in the OMI neighborhood at 50 Broad Street.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:dempress@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, April 15, 2021  
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org     
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
SAN FRANCISCO EXPANDS NETWORK OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
COVID-19 VACCINE SITES AS PART OF EQUITY STRATEGY 


This week’s expansion in eligibility to people 16 and older coincides with the opening of 
the second neighborhood vaccine site in the Mission District in partnership with the Latino Task 


Force as part of an equity strategy to ensure low-barrier access to vaccines for communities 
hardest hit by COVID-19   


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City officials today announced 
San Francisco’s fourth neighborhood COVID-19 vaccine site. Located at the Local 261 Union 
building at 3271 18th Street in the Mission District and operated in partnership with the Latino 
Task Force, the new Mission site is one of three neighborhood sites opening in the next three 
weeks as the City augments efforts to ensure that highly impacted neighborhoods have equitable 
access to the vaccine.   
  
The goal of San Francisco’s vaccination strategy is to make receiving the vaccine as convenient, 
comfortable and low-barrier for as many people as possible, particularly in those neighborhoods 
disproportionately affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition to this new site, on April 19, 
the City will significantly augment operations from one to three days a week with an expanded 
footprint at a site in Visitacion Valley/Sunnydale at 1099 Sunnydale Avenue, which had been 
previously run by Bayview Child Health. On April 28, the City will open another neighborhood 
vaccine access site in the OMI neighborhood at 50 Broad Street. These neighborhoods are home 
to many Latino, Black, Asian and Pacific Islander residents and essential workers, who have 
been hardest hit since the onset of the pandemic.   
  
“The Latino community in San Francisco has been hit hard by COVID-19, and throughout the 
pandemic we’ve focused on providing this community with the resources they need to stay safe 
and healthy. We’re continuing that same focus on equity with vaccines and are working with 
community organizations to locate vaccine sites in neighborhoods that have carried the burden of 
this pandemic,” said Mayor Breed. “Getting people vaccinated quickly, along with all the other 
steps we’ve been doing for more than a year now like mask wearing and social distancing, will 
help us keep each other safe and end this pandemic. This site makes it even easier for people to 
get vaccinated, right in their own neighborhood.”  
  
The new Mission vaccine site at 18th Street and Shotwell follows the successful launch of the 
City’s first neighborhood site at 24th and Capp. The site at 24th and Capp was created in 
February in partnership with UCSF and the Latino Task Force and has vaccinated over 10,000 
predominately Latino and Mission residents since opening. The new site is planned to be open 
Thursdays through Saturdays from 11:00am to 6:00pm. The site will serve people 16 and older 
who live in priority zip codes and will have an initial capacity of 200 doses per day.   
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Given that supply of the vaccine remains extremely limited, the 18th and Shotwell site is by 
appointment only with limited drop-in availability. Members of the public can sign up for an 
appointment in person at the 18th and Shotwell site as well as the Mission testing site at 24th and 
Mission, Wednesday – Sunday, 9am-2pm; at Unidos en Salud at 24th and Capp, Sunday-
Wednesday, 9am-2pm; and at the Mission Hub at 701 Alabama Street on Mondays, 
Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays from 10:00am to 3:00pm. Residents and workers of the 
priority zip codes 94124, 94134, 94112, 94110, 94107, 94102, 94103, and 94130 can also email 
LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com with any questions.   
  
The 18th and Shotwell site is located within walking distance from the 16th Street BART station 
and Muni bus lines, to ensure that it is accessible and convenient for people that it will serve. 
Muni and Paratransit are free for anyone traveling to and from COVID-19 vaccine appointments. 
The SFMTA is also providing additional access to taxi service for those using the Essential Trip 
Card. Information can be found at sfmta.com/COVID and sfmta.com/Paratransit.   
  
“Bringing vaccines directly to the most vulnerable communities is exactly how we will protect 
our constituents at the pace we need,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “The Latinx community in 
the Mission has been hardest hit in the city, and making it easy and convenient to get vaccinated 
will make all the difference in keeping the Mission healthy and getting San Francisco back on its 
feet as soon as possible.”  
  
Neighborhood vaccine access sites established with community partners, such as this new 
Mission site and the future ones in Visitacion Valley and Lakeview/OMI, are one critical piece 
of a larger network of vaccine distribution that also includes high-volume vaccination sites, 
community clinics, pharmacy partnerships, and mobile vaccination teams. In addition to the 18th 
and Shotwell site, the City continues to locate vaccine resources in neighborhoods that have 
disproportionally carried the burden of COVID-19 and has created neighborhood vaccine access 
sites in the Mission (24th and Capp), Bayview (1800 Oakdale), and the Excelsior (20 Norton 
Street).    
  
Additionally, the City has expanded mobile vaccine teams to the Tenderloin, Visitacion Valley, 
Treasure Island, Chinatown and other neighborhoods with the highest infection rates for 
COVID-19 and limited access to health care services. Last week, the City vaccinated 300 
residents at Treasure Island and at Ping Yuen, Chinatown’s largest senior living facility.  
  
“As eligibility expands citywide, we remain focused on ensuring equitable access to vaccine for 
those neighborhoods, like the Mission, that have been most impacted by this pandemic,” said Dr. 
Grant Colfax. “Thanks to our close partnership with the Latino Task Force, we’ve seen how a 
neighborhood vaccine site can be successful in drawing members of our community who may 
not normally feel comfortable going to a traditional healthcare setting to get the vaccine. The 
supportive and caring atmosphere fostered by our partners goes a long way towards helping 
people overcome their fears and propels us towards our goal of getting as many vaccines in arms 
as quickly as possible.”    
  



mailto:LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com
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Across these efforts, San Francisco is averaging over 11,000 doses a day, and 60% percent of 
San Franciscans 16 and older have received at least one dose. Thirty-eight percent of San 
Franciscans have been fully vaccinated. Eighty-four percent of San Franciscans 65 and older 
have received at least one dose of the vaccine and nearly 70% percent have been fully 
vaccinated.   
  
While more than 53% of the Mission neighborhood’s entire population has been vaccinated, 
testing continues to show that the Latino community is experiencing high rates of new infection, 
with recent testing revealing that COVID-19 test positivity is 2.3 times higher in the Latino 
population compared to the general SF population. However, the number of new cases  per 
month for Latinos is at its lowest point since April 2020 at 262 cases, a 92% percent reduction 
from 3,216 at the peak of the most recent surge. Latinos have also experienced higher rates of 
hospitalizations due to COVID-19 across all age groups, not just in the 65 and older population, 
which is more typical in the general population. However, the City’s hospital census remains low 
at just 22 patients, down from 259 at the highest point of the winter surge.   
  
San Francisco’s COVID-19 vaccine dashboard shows that the City’s focus on racial equity in 
vaccine distribution has been successful. A higher proportion of the DPH-administered 
vaccinations have gone to people of color than the total citywide vaccinations. For example, the 
Latino population represents 14% percent of the City’s vaccine eligible population and has 
received more than 25% of DPH’s vaccinations. The dashboard also shows that the top three 
neighborhoods receiving the largest amount of DPH-controlled vaccines are the Bayview, 
Mission and Excelsior.    
  
Insufficient vaccine supply remains the single biggest factor limiting the City’s vaccination 
effort. Newly eligible people age 16 and over should visit SF.gov/getvaccinated to learn about 
options for receiving the vaccine and to find links to book appointments at different vaccination 
sites. Because supply remains extremely limited while eligibility is expanding, it may take a 
number of weeks to find an available appointment. Eligible individuals should continue to be 
patient, should keep checking the website, and should accept the first vaccine that is offered, 
with the exception of people 16 and 17 years old, for whom Pfizer is currently the only approved 
vaccine.  
  
“Community led emergency response builds trust, saves lives and ultimately makes San 
Francisco a much more resilient city. Partners like the Latino Task Force have been instrumental 
in delivering life saving care and resources to our diverse communities during this global 
pandemic,” said Mary Ellen Carroll, Executive Director, San Francisco Department of 
Emergency Management. “As a City we must continue to empower, support and invest in these 
partnerships as we seek an end to this pandemic and prepare for future emergencies.”   
  
“San Francisco’s success in creating equitable access to vaccinations has been made possible by 
the exceptional community partnerships that put our most vulnerable residents first,” said 
Joaquín Torres, Assessor-Recorder. “The launch of this site is another example that when 
community leads and the City responds, we can do right by community, provide relief where it’s 
needed, and push our City towards the healthy and safe recovery that all of us want to see.”  



https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-against-covid-19
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“It has been an honor for the Latino Task Force to partner with the City of San Francisco and 
also our partners at UCSF. We have had the support of Mayor London Breed since the very 
beginning of this pandemic. Now, our focus is to offer with dignity and compassion low barrier, 
easy access to the vaccine for Latinos, BIPOC, elders and young people 16 and older in the 
Southeast neighborhoods of San Francisco,” stated the Latino Task Force.  
  
Neighborhood Site Information and Appointments  


• Excelsior – Excelsior residents 18 and over can get vaccinated at the new Excelsior 
neighborhood vaccine site, located at 20 Norton Street. Operating hours are Wednesday 
through Saturday, from 9:30am-3:30pm on Wednesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays and 12 
pm-6pm on Fridays. The site has an initial capacity of 150 doses per day. Given that supply 
of the vaccine remains extremely limited, the Excelsior site is by appointment with limited 
drop-in availability. Excelsior neighborhood residents and workers can call Excelsior 
Strong/Latino Task Force at (415) 562-8638 to schedule an appointment.  


  
• Bayview – Bayview residents 18 and over can get vaccinated at the Southeast 
Community Center neighborhood vaccine site (corner of 1800 Oakdale and Phelps, entrance 
on Phelps) in the Bayview. Hours are 9:30-3:30 Friday, Saturday and Monday. Capacity: 400 
doses per day. The Bayview neighborhood vaccine site is by appointment with limited drop-
in availability. Bayview residents and workers can call the Rafiki Coalition for an 
appointment at 415-654-0491 or visit https://rafikicoalition.org/wellness/.   


  
• Mission (24th and Capp) – Anyone 16 and over who lives in priority zip codes: Bayview 
(94124), Visitacion Valley (94134), Excelsior/Outer Mission (94112), Mission/Bernal 
(94110), Potrero/Dogpatch (94107), Tenderloin (94102), SOMA/Civic Center (94103), and 
Treasure Island (94130). Hours are Sunday-Wednesday, 9am-4pm. Capacity: 500 doses a 
day. Contact Unidos en Salud for an appointment at 1-844-965-0987 or visit their website 
at Bridge Rapid COVID-19 Testing Campaign — United In Health  


  
• Mission (3271 18th Street) – Anyone 16 and over who lives in priority zip codes:  
Bayview (94124), Visitacion Valley (94134), Excelsior/Outer Mission (94112), 
Mission/Bernal (94110), Potrero/Dogpatch (94107), Tenderloin (94102), SOMA/Civic 
Center (94103), and Treasure Island (94130). Appointments by walk-up only. Sign-ups on 
site or at Mission testing site at 24th and Mission, Wednesday – Sunday, 9am-2pm and at 
Unidos en Salud at 24th and Capp, Sunday-Wednesday, 9am-2pm and at the Mission Hub at 
701 Alabama Street on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays from 10:00am to 
3:00pm. Email LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com with questions.    


  
• Sunnydale/Visitacion Valley (1099 Sunnydale Avenue) – Launching April 
19th. Sunnydale/Visitacion Valley residents 18 and over can get a vaccine by appointment or 
by drop-in at 9:30am-3:30pm, Monday-Wednesday. This site will be operated in 
collaboration with FacesSF and Visit Healthcare. Contact FacesSF at 415 239-8705. 
Email kwu@facessf.org with questions.  


  



https://rafikicoalition.org/wellness/

https://unitedinhealth.org/community-vaccination-site-information

mailto:LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com
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• Lakeview/OMI (50 Broad Street) – Launching April 28 for Lakeview/OMI residents 18 
and over on Wednesdays, 10am-6pm; Fridays, 9am-4pm; and Saturdays, 9am-1pm. This 
site will by appointment and drop-in and be operated in collaboration with the Southwest 
Community Corporation/I.T. Bookman Community Center and Visit Healthcare. Contact the 
OMI COVID-19 Hotline for an appointment at 415 712-
0313. Email Covid19@itbookmancenter.org with questions.  
  


Anyone who works or lives in San Francisco and is eligible for the COVID-19 vaccine can go 
to SF.gov/getvaccinated to find vaccination locations and make an appointment. The City will 
continue to provide regular updates to the public about the vaccine in San Francisco 
at SF.gov/covidvaccine.  
  
In order to assist individuals who are 65 and older and those with disabilities who are unable to 
easily access the internet or schedule an appointment through their provider, the City has set up a 
call center to learn about vaccine options and receive assistance in booking an appointment to 
some locations. The number is (628) 652-2700. Phones are answered 8:30am - 5:00pm Monday 
through Friday. Callers can leave a message on weekends.  
 


### 



mailto:Covid19@itbookmancenter.org

https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-against-covid-19

https://sf.gov/covid-19-vaccine-san-francisco





These neighborhoods are home to many Latino, Black, Asian and Pacific Islander residents
and essential workers, who have been hardest hit since the onset of the pandemic. 
 
“The Latino community in San Francisco has been hit hard by COVID-19, and throughout the
pandemic we’ve focused on providing this community with the resources they need to stay
safe and healthy. We’re continuing that same focus on equity with vaccines and are working
with community organizations to locate vaccine sites in neighborhoods that have carried the
burden of this pandemic,” said Mayor Breed. “Getting people vaccinated quickly, along with
all the other steps we’ve been doing for more than a year now like mask wearing and social
distancing, will help us keep each other safe and end this pandemic. This site makes it even
easier for people to get vaccinated, right in their own neighborhood.”
 
The new Mission vaccine site at 18th Street and Shotwell follows the successful launch of the
City’s first neighborhood site at 24th and Capp. The site at 24th and Capp was created in
February in partnership with UCSF and the Latino Task Force and has vaccinated over 10,000
predominately Latino and Mission residents since opening. The new site is planned to be open
Thursdays through Saturdays from 11:00am to 6:00pm. The site will serve people 16 and
older who live in priority zip codes and will have an initial capacity of 200 doses per day. 
 
Given that supply of the vaccine remains extremely limited, the 18th and Shotwell site is by
appointment only with limited drop-in availability. Members of the public can sign up for an
appointment in person at the 18th and Shotwell site as well as the Mission testing site at 24th
and Mission, Wednesday – Sunday, 9am-2pm; at Unidos en Salud at 24th and Capp, Sunday-
Wednesday, 9am-2pm; and at the Mission Hub at 701 Alabama Street on Mondays,
Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays from 10:00am to 3:00pm. Residents and workers of the
priority zip codes 94124, 94134, 94112, 94110, 94107, 94102, 94103, and 94130 can also
email LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com with any questions. 
 
The 18th and Shotwell site is located within walking distance from the 16th Street BART
station and Muni bus lines, to ensure that it is accessible and convenient for people that it will
serve. Muni and Paratransit are free for anyone traveling to and from COVID-19 vaccine
appointments. The SFMTA is also providing additional access to taxi service for those using
the Essential Trip Card. Information can be found at sfmta.com/COVID and
sfmta.com/Paratransit. 
 
“Bringing vaccines directly to the most vulnerable communities is exactly how we will protect
our constituents at the pace we need,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “The Latinx community
in the Mission has been hardest hit in the city, and making it easy and convenient to get
vaccinated will make all the difference in keeping the Mission healthy and getting San
Francisco back on its feet as soon as possible.”
 
Neighborhood vaccine access sites established with community partners, such as this new
Mission site and the future ones in Visitacion Valley and Lakeview/OMI, are one critical piece
of a larger network of vaccine distribution that also includes high-volume vaccination sites,
community clinics, pharmacy partnerships, and mobile vaccination teams. In addition to the
18th and Shotwell site, the City continues to locate vaccine resources in neighborhoods that
have disproportionally carried the burden of COVID-19 and has created neighborhood vaccine
access sites in the Mission (24th and Capp), Bayview (1800 Oakdale), and the Excelsior (20
Norton Street).  
 

mailto:LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com
https://www.sfmta.com/projects/covid-19-developments-response
https://www.sfmta.com/getting-around/accessibility/paratransit


Additionally, the City has expanded mobile vaccine teams to the Tenderloin, Visitacion
Valley, Treasure Island, Chinatown and other neighborhoods with the highest infection rates
for COVID-19 and limited access to health care services. Last week, the City vaccinated 300
residents at Treasure Island and at Ping Yuen, Chinatown’s largest senior living facility.
 
“As eligibility expands citywide, we remain focused on ensuring equitable access to vaccine
for those neighborhoods, like the Mission, that have been most impacted by this pandemic,”
said Dr. Grant Colfax. “Thanks to our close partnership with the Latino Task Force, we’ve
seen how a neighborhood vaccine site can be successful in drawing members of our
community who may not normally feel comfortable going to a traditional healthcare setting to
get the vaccine. The supportive and caring atmosphere fostered by our partners goes a long
way towards helping people overcome their fears and propels us towards our goal of getting as
many vaccines in arms as quickly as possible.”  
 
Across these efforts, San Francisco is averaging over 11,000 doses a day, and 60% percent of
San Franciscans 16 and older have received at least one dose. Thirty-eight percent of San
Franciscans have been fully vaccinated. Eighty-four percent of San Franciscans 65 and older
have received at least one dose of the vaccine and nearly 70% percent have been fully
vaccinated. 
 
While more than 53% of the Mission neighborhood’s entire population has been vaccinated,
testing continues to show that the Latino community is experiencing high rates of new
infection, with recent testing revealing that COVID-19 test positivity is 2.3 times higher in the
Latino population compared to the general SF population. However, the number of new cases 
per month for Latinos is at its lowest point since April 2020 at 262 cases, a 92% percent
reduction from 3,216 at the peak of the most recent surge. Latinos have also experienced
higher rates of hospitalizations due to COVID-19 across all age groups, not just in the 65 and
older population, which is more typical in the general population. However, the City’s hospital
census remains low at just 22 patients, down from 259 at the highest point of the winter surge. 
 
San Francisco’s COVID-19 vaccine dashboard shows that the City’s focus on racial equity in
vaccine distribution has been successful. A higher proportion of the DPH-administered
vaccinations have gone to people of color than the total citywide vaccinations. For example,
the Latino population represents 14% percent of the City’s vaccine eligible population and has
received more than 25% of DPH’s vaccinations. The dashboard also shows that the top three
neighborhoods receiving the largest amount of DPH-controlled vaccines are the Bayview,
Mission and Excelsior.  
 
Insufficient vaccine supply remains the single biggest factor limiting the City’s vaccination
effort. Newly eligible people age 16 and over should visit SF.gov/getvaccinated to learn about
options for receiving the vaccine and to find links to book appointments at different
vaccination sites. Because supply remains extremely limited while eligibility is expanding, it
may take a number of weeks to find an available appointment. Eligible individuals should
continue to be patient, should keep checking the website, and should accept the first vaccine
that is offered, with the exception of people 16 and 17 years old, for whom Pfizer is currently
the only approved vaccine.
 
“Community led emergency response builds trust, saves lives and ultimately makes San
Francisco a much more resilient city. Partners like the Latino Task Force have been
instrumental in delivering life saving care and resources to our diverse communities during

https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-against-covid-19


this global pandemic,” said Mary Ellen Carroll, Executive Director, San Francisco Department
of Emergency Management. “As a City we must continue to empower, support and invest in
these partnerships as we seek an end to this pandemic and prepare for future emergencies.” 
 
“San Francisco’s success in creating equitable access to vaccinations has been made possible
by the exceptional community partnerships that put our most vulnerable residents first,” said
Joaquín Torres, Assessor-Recorder. “The launch of this site is another example that when
community leads and the City responds, we can do right by community, provide relief where
it’s needed, and push our City towards the healthy and safe recovery that all of us want to
see.”
 
“It has been an honor for the Latino Task Force to partner with the City of San Francisco and
also our partners at UCSF. We have had the support of Mayor London Breed since the very
beginning of this pandemic. Now, our focus is to offer with dignity and compassion low
barrier, easy access to the vaccine for Latinos, BIPOC, elders and young people 16 and older
in the Southeast neighborhoods of San Francisco,” stated the Latino Task Force.
 
Neighborhood Site Information and Appointments 

·         Excelsior – Excelsior residents 18 and over can get vaccinated at the new Excelsior
neighborhood vaccine site, located at 20 Norton Street. Operating hours are Wednesday
through Saturday, from 9:30am-3:30pm on Wednesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays and 12
pm-6pm on Fridays. The site has an initial capacity of 150 doses per day. Given that
supply of the vaccine remains extremely limited, the Excelsior site is by appointment with
limited drop-in availability. Excelsior neighborhood residents and workers can call
Excelsior Strong/Latino Task Force at (415) 562-8638 to schedule an appointment. 

 
·         Bayview – Bayview residents 18 and over can get vaccinated at the Southeast
Community Center neighborhood vaccine site (corner of 1800 Oakdale and Phelps,
entrance on Phelps) in the Bayview. Hours are 9:30-3:30 Friday, Saturday and Monday.
Capacity: 400 doses per day. The Bayview neighborhood vaccine site is by appointment
with limited drop-in availability. Bayview residents and workers can call the Rafiki
Coalition for an appointment at 415-654-0491 or
visit https://rafikicoalition.org/wellness/.  

 
·         Mission (24th and Capp) – Anyone 16 and over who lives in priority zip codes:
Bayview (94124), Visitacion Valley (94134), Excelsior/Outer Mission (94112),
Mission/Bernal (94110), Potrero/Dogpatch (94107), Tenderloin (94102), SOMA/Civic
Center (94103), and Treasure Island (94130). Hours are Sunday-Wednesday, 9am-4pm.
Capacity: 500 doses a day. Contact Unidos en Salud for an appointment at 1-844-965-0987
or visit their website at Bridge Rapid COVID-19 Testing Campaign — United In Health 

 
·         Mission (3271 18th Street) – Anyone 16 and over who lives in priority zip codes: 
Bayview (94124), Visitacion Valley (94134), Excelsior/Outer Mission (94112),
Mission/Bernal (94110), Potrero/Dogpatch (94107), Tenderloin (94102), SOMA/Civic
Center (94103), and Treasure Island (94130). Appointments by walk-up only. Sign-ups on
site or at Mission testing site at 24th and Mission, Wednesday – Sunday, 9am-2pm and at
Unidos en Salud at 24th and Capp, Sunday-Wednesday, 9am-2pm and at the Mission Hub
at 701 Alabama Street on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays from 10:00am to
3:00pm. Email LatinoTaskForceSF@gmail.com with questions.   

 

https://rafikicoalition.org/wellness/
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·         Sunnydale/Visitacion Valley (1099 Sunnydale Avenue) – Launching April
19th. Sunnydale/Visitacion Valley residents 18 and over can get a vaccine by appointment
or by drop-in at 9:30am-3:30pm, Monday-Wednesday. This site will be operated in
collaboration with FacesSF and Visit Healthcare. Contact FacesSF at 415 239-8705.
Email kwu@facessf.org with questions. 

 
·         Lakeview/OMI (50 Broad Street) – Launching April 28 for Lakeview/OMI residents
18 and over on Wednesdays, 10am-6pm; Fridays, 9am-4pm; and Saturdays, 9am-
1pm. This site will by appointment and drop-in and be operated in collaboration with the
Southwest Community Corporation/I.T. Bookman Community Center and Visit
Healthcare. Contact the OMI COVID-19 Hotline for an appointment at 415 712-
0313. Email Covid19@itbookmancenter.org with questions. 
 

Anyone who works or lives in San Francisco and is eligible for the COVID-19 vaccine can go
to SF.gov/getvaccinated to find vaccination locations and make an appointment. The City will
continue to provide regular updates to the public about the vaccine in San Francisco
at SF.gov/covidvaccine. 
 
In order to assist individuals who are 65 and older and those with disabilities who are unable
to easily access the internet or schedule an appointment through their provider, the City has set
up a call center to learn about vaccine options and receive assistance in booking an
appointment to some locations. The number is (628) 652-2700. Phones are answered 8:30am -
5:00pm Monday through Friday. Callers can leave a message on weekends. 
 

###
 

https://facessf.org/
mailto:kwu@facessf.org
mailto:Covid19@itbookmancenter.org
https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-against-covid-19
https://sf.gov/covid-19-vaccine-san-francisco

