
 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 12:11:04 PM

 
 
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: Lia Wong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "sohappy1212@gmail.com" <sohappy1212@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 12:10 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Lia Wong 
sohappy1212@gmail.com 
23 Arleta Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134

 



 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 12:10:25 PM

 
 
 
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: Vicky R <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2021 12:03 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Vicky R 
acctfive5@gmail.com 
Raymond Ave. 
San Francisco, California 94134
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 12:08:41 PM

 
 
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: Vicky R <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "acctfive5@gmail.com" <acctfive5@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 12:03 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Vicky R 
acctfive5@gmail.com 
Raymond Ave. 
San Francisco, California 94134

 



 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 12:00:19 PM

 
 
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: Celina Tan <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "ping112@hotmail.com" <ping112@hotmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 11:41 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
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crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Celina Tan 
ping112@hotmail.com 
Visitacion Ave and Rutland st 
San Francisco , California 94134

 



 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:38:38 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: Sun Kong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "sunkong51@yahoo.com" <sunkong51@yahoo.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 11:05 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
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crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Sun Kong 
sunkong51@yahoo.com 
345 Wilde ave 
San francisco, California 94134

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1525 Pine Street - Letters of Opposition
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:37:42 AM
Attachments: 1525 Pine Street - Opposition.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: "Li, Michael (CPC)" <michael.j.li@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 11:36 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)" <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1525 Pine Street - Letters of Opposition
 
Jonas,
 
Since yesterday, Claudine and I have received some letters of opposition to this project.  Some were
sent to all of the Commissioners, and some weren’t.  I’ve bundled them in the attached PDF.
 
Michael Li, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7538 | 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.
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Li, Michael (CPC)


From: Monica <mmonicato@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 05:48
To: Li, Michael (CPC)
Subject: Concerns About 1525 Pine Grubstake Project Proposal


  


Dear Senior Environmental Planner, Michael Li, 
 
 
My name is Monica To and I am a homeowner of a condominium unit at The Austin at 1545 Pine Street and I 
have been living in the Lower Polk neighborhood for over 6 years. 
 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about the proposed Lower Polk Grubstake construction project 
proposal. The latest proposal is to tear down the historical cable car Grubstake restaurant at 1525 Pine Street 
and construct an 85 ft tall luxury condominium in its place. The original project proposal was to build a 65 ft. tall 
condominium in its place. 
 
 An 85ft tall building at 1525 Pine Street will block sunlight for 10 units in the neighboring building, The Austin 
at 1545 Pine Street. This will mean that year round 10 families will have no access to sunlight at any time of 
the day. Not only will our property values plummet, our quality of life will be severely affected. 
 
The Grubstake project developer's performed a shadow study and according to the findings, it shows that even 
with our lightwell, our units will be in the shadow for more that 80% of the day. The units on the lower floors 
2nd, 3rd, and 4th, will likely be in the shadows for 100% of the day. The project developers have claimed 
blocking 100% of the light of neighboring private homes is an insignificant concern of theirs and they have 
chosen to ignore community concerns when raised during the community design review last year and during 
the new design proposal meeting a few weeks ago.  
 
We have advocated for compromises like asking them to design in a mirroring lightwell to ensure that units in 
both buildings can see some sunlight throughout the day. A mirroring lightwell design is a win-win and positive 
for both parties. However, they have prioritized squeezing in more micro studio units over a lightwell because 
they are not concerned with any of the community’s concerns and seem to prioritize future potential profits 
from more units. 
 
I and my neighbors are asking you to support the community and advocate to deny the current proposal of the 
85 ft building on 1525 Pine Street and advocate for design changes that will allow light into our lightwell to 
offset the significant negative impact on our homes. 


   This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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Thank you for reading. 
 
Sincerely, 
Monica To 
 







 
 
Shawn Farrell 
1545 Pine Street, #702 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
 
RE:  1525 Pine Street - Grubstake 
 
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I am a resident of The Austin which was built in 2018, the property adjacent to the proposed project at 
1525 Pine Street.  When we purchased our east facing condominium located on the seventh floor with a 
large terrace in 2018 it was under the assumption that when the new Grubstake building was built it 
would be 65-feet or lower.  The gentleman who owns the property at 1525 Pine Street actually rented a 
unit at The Austin and was informing all new owners at The Austin he would not build anything taller 
than 65 feet because he did not want to block our views.  It was one of the factors why we purchased our 
condominium.  Our seventh floor terrace is approximately 300 square feet.  Our condominium is 700 
square feet.  The terrace and the view is the entire reason we purchased the condominium.   
 
Alas, with the newly available State Density Bonus Program, our Grubstake neighbor modified his 
originally submitted architectural drawings to the City Planning Dept and increased the height of the 
building to 85 feet, which I believe will now greatly diminish our property value by several hundred 
thousand dollars because the view will become completely obstructed (circled in red below). 
 
But perhaps even more important -- with no underground parking at this proposed new taller building, 
and with the Grubstake restaurant taking the entirety of the front portion of the building, all residents 
must enter and exit through Austin Alley.  Austin Alley is a small one lane alley which I do not believe 
can handle the amount of automobile traffic (Uber, Lyft, cars dropping off homeowners, guests, cars 
waiting, etc.) that will be caused by an 8-story building.  I think this will simply cause too much 
congestion and a bottleneck and do not believe there has been a sufficient traffic analysis done on Austin 
Alley to warrant approval of this 8-story building.   
 
Therefore, I would recommend the requested State Density Bonus Program be denied and the Planning 
Commission perhaps approve the building at a height of 65-feet.  Thank you for your consideration.   
 


 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Shawn Farrell 







Attention:
Joel Koppel
President
San Francisco Planning Commission


Cc: Claudine Asbagh, Principal Planner
Michael Li, Senior Environmental Planner


Date: May 05, 2021


RE: 2015-009955ENV, 2015-009955CUA 1525 Pine Street (Grubstake)


Dear Mr. Koppel, Ms. Asbagh and Mr. Li:


Please accept the following appeal comments with regards to the preliminary mitigated negative
declaration report for the project titled: 1525 Pine St.


The newly proposed designs for a taller building of 83ft (plus an additional 17ft elevator
penthouse) severely impacts my east facing home in The Austin at 1545 Pine st.
When purchasing my home at The Austin, it was my understanding that a smaller development
might happen at this site. With the designs available for this development at that time, there
wouldn’t have been a sever adverse impact. But now with a 100ft tall structure to the east, it
changes the environment of my home and has an adverse impact on my lives and those of
several others living in 1545 Pine st, facing east. Had this plan been available at the time of
purchase - I wouldn’t have purchased the same home, which was not that long (3 years) ago.


1. Outdoor living terrace: My 7th floor home has an attached (23ft in length) east-facing
terrace with the only source of sun coming from the east direction. This space was sold as
an extension of the home - and it’s actively used as a living + gardening space
(Attachments B, C and D). With the proposed plan, my sunny terrace with active gardening
would be akin to a shaded prison yard  (Attachment A) that as a homeowner, I can no
longer utilize in the same way.
Additionally, I also  have major safety concerns with there being a possibility of someone
being able to climb onto the terrace that opens right into my residence. I would request for
this impact to be evaluated further.


2. Sunlight: The only source of any sun and direct light inside my home is from a direct east
facing sun, in through a large window. I am extremely concerned that this development will
cause direct emotional and mental impact for me by completely blocking access to all
sunlight. Especially in challenging times like the ones we saw during the pandemic, where I
will have to spend extended periods of time at home.


3. Density: I believe there is an inclination to maximize units in new developments in San
Francisco. However, the design of this project doesn’t support that in a practical way. There
are plans for tiny 290sqft studios, and no one-bedroom units - which are arguably the most
sought after home configuration in this neighborhood. There are also several other recent
new developments on Polk St (at Sutter, California, Bush) which are all increasing the







number of housing units in this general area, so I feel strongly against this project needing
to utilize the state’s density bonus program.  I would request for this to be evaluated further.


4. Overly congested Austin St: The above point is a good segue into congestion. With no
car parking being planned for this development and the increased ridership from
ride-sharing apps, as well as the entrance to the residential units being from Austin St - it
appears that Austin st will get extremely congested. This alley is already being used for
neighboring restaurants for outdoor dining which means residents of this new development
won’t be able to get rides to their dwellings or move in/out without disrupting outdoor dining.
Austin St congestion is also a severe concern during the construction phase of this
development, which will completely disrupt outdoor dining as well. I would request for this
traffic impact to be evaluated further.


5. Privacy: There are two open spaces in the proposed new development, both of which bring
up privacy and safety concerns for Austin homeowners. These spaces are directly facing
my residential windows which they put occupants of the new development at less than 30ft
away from my bedroom. Which means that any activity in my home can be easily seen, and
I no longer have any privacy whatsoever. I would request for this to be evaluated further.


6. Grubstake significance: As an original railroad wagon restaurant, Grubstake has a lot of
historic and LGBTQ signficance which is at the core of why some of us bought homes in
The Austin. When Grubstake first changed ownership in 2015, during the Lower Polk CBD
meetings - the new owners, Jimmy & Nick had assured neighbors that the restaurant
wouldn’t lose its current form. And no high-rise development will happen over it. Yet, it
seems like the place will be changed altogether. I have reviewed the proposals for reusing
some of the existing materials, but not having the restaurant there for 2 years and changing
its original shape as well as staff, will lose the frequent patronage that a lot of us were
hoping to continue having as neighbors.


7. Air quality: The proposed plans have Grubstake restaurant's exhaust creating emissions
at their rooftop and pointing towards my east facing home. This has a lot of health and
particle pollution concerns for me, now that the exhaust vent will be less than 20ft away
from my windows and outdoor space. In addition to the fact that their kitchen will be
operating at late night hours. This was not evaluated as part of the EIR.
As a homeowner, I’m quite concerned about the potential for respiratory illnesses
developing from continued exposure to smoke and particles for extended times during the
evening and late night. I would like to request that this be evaluated further.


I hope the planning commission will take into account the several concerns from my appeal
letter, in response to the PMND issued recently.


I would also urge the commission to consider asking the developer to plan for a shorter building
with total height (including mechanical penthouse) equal to or less than 55ft. In addition to
having a residential entrance from Pine st, instead of being exclusively on Austin St.


With Regards,


Rajan Arora
1545 Pine St, Unit 703
San Francisco CA 94109







ATTACHMENTS







A.


B. C.







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


From: Jimmy Huang
To: Li, Michael (CPC)
Subject: Proposed Grubstake Plans (1525 Pine Street)
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 15:32:19


 


Hi Michael,


I currently live in the Austin, next door to 1525 Pine Street and wanted to express concerns over the new proposed
Grubstake plans for a taller building.


I understand the lack of housing in the neighborhood and am in full support of the original plan. However, the new
proposed plan only adds 6 additional units at the cost of shrinking the size of the units to be less desirable (some as
small as 300 square feet) as well as disrupting the natural light in 10+ units at the Austin. Many of us in the Austin
are homeowners who have invested their lifesavings into our homes and neighborhood, and will be adversely
impacted by the additional height of the new plan. I hope the committee is able to take this into consideration.


Kind Regards,
Jimmy Huang
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.


From: Yixin Zhu
To: Li, Michael (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)
Subject: Grubstake project feedback
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 15:36:19


 


Hi Claudine, Joel, and Michael,


My name is Yixin and I'm a homeowner at 1545 Pine St, The Austin (next door to the
Grubstake). While I am super supportive of increased housing in our neighborhood and was a
big supporter when I first heard of the initial Grubstake plans, I am not supportive and very
concerned about the revised plan using the state density program. 


Specifically I have two buckets of concerns, the first regarding general construction principles
and the second regarding the application for state bonus density. Regarding general
construction principles:


Emissions and safety: One of the first topics that was brought up during our review
with the Grubstake planning team was regarding the ventilation of the Mixed-Use
Project. When asked about plans to control and regulate emissions, the only answer
we received was that they planned on installing a "top of the line ventilation system."
The team was unable to provide more information regarding the matter. On top of
being a huge proponent of fighting climate change I am also personally worried about
any ventilation system that will now be much taller and closer to our individual
windows and public space. Not to mention we have a light well on the east facing side
that is a perfect trap for the exhaust from the Grubstake kitchen. I really hope the
team is able to provide more details on, at the very least, precautions taken to account
for potential hazards to the environment and personal safety from an environmental
standpoint. I know the city has high standards on emissions so I trust that we are
looking at this with a critical eye. As of this moment, I am not currently satisfied with
the details I have been provided on this subject.
Historic significance to LGBTQIA+ community: I am a huge advocate for
historical preservation. One of the factors that lead to my home purchase was the fact
that we were next to a historic site. If we do not preserve historical landmarks, SF
won't be what it is today (we might not even have Cable Cars). The developers are
claiming that the land does not have historic value to the community but I wonder if
that is indeed the case. Public records indicate that this may not be and I'm wondering
if we have confirmed with the historic preservation commission. I plan to reach out
myself to confirm but wanted to check that the city was doing so as well.


Regarding the application for state bonus density:


New proposed distribution of units: One of the biggest changes to the proposal was
a shift from 15 units, evenly distributed across studios, 1 and 2 bedroom units to 21
units with a massive increase of studios, complete lack of 1 or 2 bedroom and
throwing in a couple 3 bedrooms. On talking with my neighbors who have lived here
the longest, the longest tenured residents are renting independently in a decent size
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studio or a 1BR. Of which this proposal has neither. The studios these developers are
proposing are tiny, ranging from 290 to about 450 sqft. Additionally there are
absolutely no 1-bedroom units. The distribution of units just doesn’t make sense -
their tenants will either be paying steep rents for very small studios, or living in tiny
rooms sharing with 2-3 roommates. I am a huge proponent of affordable housing and
one of the reasons for this shift is to increase the total number of units offered for
affordable housing but I question this tradeoff if this comes at the expense of quality
of life. When asked which units would be made into affordable housing they said that
it would mostly be the studios, if not entirely. Lastly, the developers also mentioned
that the city wanted to move away from buildings that were entirely all studios and
this new project proposal seems to be doing the opposite of that moving to be a
building whose overwhelming number of units is studios.
Light and privacy: There are a number of units that only have a single east facing
unit that will get completely covered by this proposal. I understand there is no right to
direct sunlight but with the increased height of the proposal, many residents fear that
this will obstruct nearly all natural light to their units, which seems highly
controversial. Additionally, privacy is also a massive concern. We have units on the
7th floor that have private property balconies that would be in hands reach of the
public spaces of the new proposed structure. One could simply reach out or hop onto
someone's private property from the roof of the Grubstake. I personally live on a floor
where my bedroom floor-to-ceiling window is directly facing the public space of the
new Grubstake proposal. Additionally this same viewpoint has a direct line of sight
into my bathroom as well. It concerns me that I may be coming home in the future
and have to worry about privacy issues in my own home and specifically my own
bedroom and bathroom. 
Digging and structural integrity: The new proposal is suggesting to increase the
digging from 90ft to 120 ft. to accommodate for the extra height. I know there has
been growing concerns over the Millennium Tower and I worry that the increased
digging will have unforeseen future consequences for our building, especially given
that we live on a slope. When I asked the developers this they seemed to wave off the
concern, which did not seem they were taking this concern seriously. 
Wind tunnel: The new proposal creates a narrow pocket between our building, the
7th floor east facing private balconies, and the new height west-facing wall of the
proposed Grubstake building. There are times when our building gets hit with high
winds and I worry what the enclosed gap will do to the east facing windows as well as
the private balconies of the folks on the 7th floor. When asked, the developers said
they had not considered this and, again, didn't seem to really take this seriously.


I want to reiterate that I am very much in support in adding new homes. That said, I also want
to make sure we do so legally, ethically, and sustainably. I think the above concerns I have
(and others in my building share) seem to be within reason and yet the developers have been
unable to address these concerns. I am passing these on to you and trusting my city officials
to, at the very least, take these concerns seriously and hold our developers to the right
standards so we can build a city we all want to live in.


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


From: Susan Fickinger
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC)
Subject: Grubstake Project
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 17:02:54


 


Dear Planning Commissioners,


My husband and I are owners of a home on the 10th floor of the Austin at 1545 Pine Street,
and are concerned about the potential adverse impact to its value due to the increased height of
the proposed Grubstake Project.  


At the time of purchase in early 2018, we had been advised of the plans for a new building at
the Grubstake location.  New construction so close to the Austin was of great concern to us
during the purchase decision due to the potential negative impacts such as traffic in the alley,
parking, and neighborhood charm, as well as construction noise/dirt and other short term
hazards.  However, we ultimately decided to purchase on the 10th floor (at a premium square
footage rate) because we were told the Grubstake building would be a maximum of 65 feet
with relatively low impact on the light, views, and privacy at that elevation.


However, with the proposed increase in height on the new plans, we join our neighbors at the
Austin in concern about the very real consequences to the features and values of our homes
throughout the building.


It's our hope that you will take this into consideration when making the final planning
decisions.


Sincerely,
Susan Fickinger


1545 Pine Street #1004
San Francisco, CA 94109
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.


From: Jean Wu
To: Li, Michael (CPC)
Subject: Concerns regarding Grubstate development
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 21:11:57


 


Hello,


My name is Yanni Wu (Jean), and I am a homeowner at the Austin building next to
Grubstake. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the revised plans for the Grubstake
development to increase height, using the state density program. I'm concerned it will have a
negative impact on my home on the 10th floor. I was aware of the original plans for a 65ft
building height and it was an important consideration in my decision to purchase a unit on the
10th floor. Had I known the building height would be much higher, I may not have purchased
this unit. I'm concerned the increased height will reduce the amount of light my unit receives,
reduce my privacy, and increase the amount of noise in my unit. I am supportive of the
original plans with 65ft building height, which had been the plan all along since before the
purchase of my property. I've worked very hard to find this unit I call home, and I am
saddened to see this aggressive business revision by the Grubstake developer that aims to
maximize their profits without being considerate to their residential neighbors. Please take into
account all of us homeowners that are going to be negatively impacted by this development.


Sincerely,
Jean



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


From: Marcel Calma
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);


Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC); Claudine.asbaugh@sf.gov.org
Subject: Austin Alley Objection
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 08:19:07


 


Dear Planning Commission,


As a long time San Francisco resident and voter,  I object to the Austin Alley project
and that it will cause extra traffic on too narrow of a street.   There is plenty of new
housing in the Lower Polk Neighborhood.  


Thank you for listening to a concerned citizen.


Marcel Calma
Controller, RRL
(415) 307-8452
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.


From: Steven Sagaser
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);


Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC); Claudine.asbaugh@sf.gov.org
Subject: Austin Alley Objection
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 09:59:13


 


Dear Planning Commission,


I am  a long time San Francisco resident and voter. I am writing to object to the
Austin Alley project, which will surely result in significant traffic problems on too
narrow of a street. There is an abundance of new housing in the Lower Polk
Neighborhood.  


Your consideration of this objection is appreciated.


Sincerely,


Steve Sagaser
415-756-2963
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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: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:52:29 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: Celina Tan <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:42 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@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


attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Celina Tan 
ping112@hotmail.com 
Visitacion Ave and Rutland st 
San Francisco , California 94134
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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: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:52:16 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: Sun Kong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:06 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Sun Kong 
sunkong51@yahoo.com 
345 Wilde ave 
San francisco, California 94134
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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: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:09:52 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: Sun Kong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:06 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Sun Kong 
sunkong51@yahoo.com 
345 Wilde ave 
San francisco, California 94134
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1525 PIne Street-May 6, 2021 P.C. Hearing (2015-009955ENV)
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 10:27:47 AM
Attachments: 1525 Pine Response to CEQA Appeal (Case No. 2015-009955ENV).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: Peter Ziblatt <peter@pelosilawgroup.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 10:25 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)"
<claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>, "Li, Michael (CPC)" <michael.j.li@sfgov.org>, Alexis Pelosi
<alexis@pelosilawgroup.com>
Subject: 1525 PIne Street-May 6, 2021 P.C. Hearing (2015-009955ENV)
 

 

Commissioners-
 
Please see the attached response letter to the appeal of the MND for 1525 Pine Street (Regular Item
No. 7) to be heard later today at the Planning Commission hearing.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
 
Peter F. Ziblatt
Of Counsel
(415) 273-9670 ex. 2  (o)
(415) 465-9196 (c)
peter@pelosilawgroup.com
www.pelosilawgroup.com

 
**We have moved.  Our new address is 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor San Francisco, CA 94108 
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■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pelosilawgroup.com 
 


 
 
May 6, 2021 
 
 
Mr. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 
Re: Response to Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 


1525 Pine Street (Case No. 2015-009955ENV)  
 
Dear Commissioners:  


We are submitting this letter on behalf of our client 1525 Pine Street Dev, LLC (Developer) the project 
sponsor of a proposed eight-story, 83-foot-tall mixed used development consisting of 21 dwelling 
units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space (Project).   This letter is in response to 
a letter dated February 16, 2021 from Mr. David Cincotta, on behalf of Ms. Patricia Rose and Claire 
Rose (Appellant) submitted to the Planning Commission appealing the Project’s preliminary mitigated 
negative declaration (PMND) prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  As detailed below, the basis of the appeal is legally unsound, the PMND is legally 
sufficient, and the Appellant’s request that the City prepare an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Project should be rejected.  


I. Project Background 


The Project is located on a through lot with one frontage on Pine Street and one frontage on Austin 
Street, and it is currently occupied by a one-story restaurant called Grubstake. The Project consists of 
the demolition of the existing one-story restaurant and the construction of an eight-story, 83-foot-tall 
building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The 
existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the premises during the demolition and construction 
period but would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, and mezzanine of the new building.   
The Project is adjacent to the residential building at 1545 Pine Street built in 2017.  Residents of the 
adjacent 1545 Pine Street building were notified at occupancy of the units at 1545 Pine Street that the 
Project had a pending development application.  


On January 27, 2021 the City posted a “Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration” for the Project pursuant to CEQA requesting comments on the PMND.  The 
PMND analyzed the Project’s impacts pursuant to CEQA and concluded that the Project would not 
have a significant effect on the environment based on the criteria contained in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064, 15065 and 15070 and that the Project’s incorporation of mitigation measures avoids 
potentially significant effects.    
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II. CEQA Analysis  


On February 16, 2021 the Appellant submitted an appeal challenging the PMND conclusion that the 
Project would not cause potentially significant effects on the environment and requesting that the City 
prepare an EIR for the Project.   


The applicable standard for determining whether an EIR is required is whether substantial evidence 
in the record supports a “fair argument” that significant impacts may occur.  This is not a presumption, 
however, for although the “fair argument” standard creates a “low threshold” for requiring 
preparation of an EIR, the threshold is not so low as to be “non-existent.”  See Apartment Association 
of Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2d Dist. 2001) 90 Cal. App. 4th 1162, 1173-1176.  


In assessing the sufficiency of a PMND, the key question is whether it can be fairly argued with 
substantial evidence that the Project may have a significant impact on the environment.  For purposes 
of supporting a “fair argument” triggering the need for an EIR, CEQA defines substantial evidence 
as follows: 


“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do 
not contribute to or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not 
substantial evidence.  Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”  Public 
Resources Code Section 21082.2(c); CEQA Guidelines Sections 15384(a) & (b). 


 
The Appellant’s letter that serves as the basis of this appeal is filled with conjecture, opinion and 
narrative and provides no evidence, let alone the substantial evidence, that is required under CEQA.  
For example, the letter criticizes the City’s CEQA analysis as “grossly inadequate” or describes impacts 
as “potentially devastating” but then provides zero evidence to substantiate those criticisms.   CEQA 
requires facts, assumptions based on those facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. The 
Appellants provide no expert opinion based on fact nor additional facts, but instead use narrative 
description or phrases, or baseless argument and speculation to support the appeal, none of which 
meets the requirements under CEQA. 


A. Transportation and Transit  


The Appellant alleges that the Project, combined with other development, not specifically identified, 
has cumulative traffic impacts that are “potentially devastating” and that “public transit must be 
impacted significantly” by the Project and that the lack of analysis is “seriously deficient.”  As noted 
above, in determining whether this criticism amounts to a fair argument, the claims must be supported 
by substantial evidence.   The Appellant provides no evidence to support these criticisms but instead 
uses pure conjecture and speculation to support the claim.   


In contrast, the PMND relies on a step-by-step analysis, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, that 
assesses whether the Project causes impacts to traffic and transportation including whether the Project  
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would: 


• conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 


• conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 
• substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 


dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. 
• 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; or 


• 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. 


 
At the heart of this analysis is the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) metric which is a model used to 
estimate the amount of Project generated traffic.  This model and metric are standard across the City 
and used for all development projects.   And while San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the rest 
of the region, some areas within the City have higher or lower VMT ratio than other areas of the City.   
The analysis accounts for this geographic difference through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). 
TAZs are used in transportation planning models for transportation analysis and other planning 
purposes.  A project has a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional 
VMT, which is defined as VMT exceeding the regional average minus 15 percent.  If a project meets 
one of the three screening criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, Small Projects, and Proximity to 
Transit Stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant for the project 
and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. Map-Based Screening is used to determine if a project 
site is located within a TAZ that exhibits low levels of VMT.   Small Projects are projects that would 
generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day.  
 
The result of this modeling and analysis is that the Project’s residential and commercial uses would 
not result in substantial additional VMT and the Project meets the Proximity to Transit standards.  
The analysis of the proposed residential and restaurant use also support this conclusion and the overall 
conclusion that the Traffic impacts of the Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required.  
 
This analysis applies to the Project’s impact on Public Transit as well.   Muni operates buses along 
Pine, Polk, and Sutter streets, and both Muni and Golden Gate Transit operate multiple bus lines 
along Van Ness Avenue.  The Project area is in fact heavily served by Public Transit and the Project 
would not alter the street grid or re-routing of Public Transit.  Finally, as the Project has no garage the 
Appellant’s allegation that the Project would slow Public Transit borders on the absurd and certainly 
is not supported by any evidence whatsoever and instead admits that its criticism relies only on 
“common sense” which is not a valid basis for requiring additional analysis under CEQA.   
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B. Cultural Resources 


As noted above, the Grubstake restaurant is currently located on the Project site and will be 
demolished and then replaced directly into the ground floor of the new future Project structure.  A 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) was prepared for the Grubstake and it concluded 
that the existing Grubstake building is a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and 
is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the 
development of LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1970s.  The 
Project includes and has been designed to incorporate interior and exterior elements and features of 
the existing Grubstake into the Project’s ground floor commercial space.  The new Grubstake will 
match the original footprint and scale as well as replicate the barrel vault ceiling, replicate the existing 
train façade, reuse lighting, replicate the existing bar, restore murals and a host of other methods to 
bring the Grubstake back.  The Project’s retention, replication and reuse of historical aspects of the 
Grubstake would ensure that the new Grubstake would be generally compatible with the character-
defining features of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and as a result the Project would not 
result in the material impairment of the District.  In addition, because retaining, replicating and reusing 
those features is part of the Project itself, it is a binding requirement to the Project moving forward.  
Any change to that would be a change to the Project itself and would trigger additional review and 
analysis.  As a result, the impact on Cultural Resources would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are necessary.   


The Appellant alleges that the Cultural Resources analysis and the HRER are somehow inadequate or 
deficient but neglects to provide any evidence, let alone substantial evidence, to challenge the PMND 
conclusions.  Instead, the Appellant makes general claims that the Cultural Resources evaluation is 
“wholly inadequate” or “embarrassingly inadequate” but provides no evidentiary basis to make those 
claims as is required under CEQA, including the opinions of experts based on fact gathering such as 
was presented in the HRER.  


C. Wind & Shadow  


The Project prepared a Screening Level Wind Analysis to evaluate the Project’s potential to affect 
ground level wind conditions.  Because the Project is sheltered by the adjacent 1545 Pine Street project 
directly to the west as well as another structure to the northwest, the Project would not cause 
substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions adjacent to or near the Project and for these 
reasons the Project would not cause or create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial 
pedestrian use.   As a result, the Project’s Wind impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required.  


The Appellant claims that other Wind impacts are “foreseeable” and “significant” but does not 
provide an alternative Wind Analysis or other extrinsic evidence to support this claim as is required 
under CEQA and again simply relies on unsubstantiated opinion or speculation.  


The Project also prepared a Shadow Analysis to evaluate the Project’s potential to cast shadow on 
open space under the purview of the San Francisco Recreation and Park District as is required under 
Proposition K.  The Shadow Analysis concluded that the Project would not cast shadow on such open 
space or the nearby Redding Elementary School.  Although occupants of the adjacent or other nearby 
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properties may regard some shadow as undesirable, the shading of private property is not considered 
a significant impact under CEQA.  As result, the Project would not create new shadow that 
substantially and adversely affects publicly accessible opens spaces, and the impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  
  
The Appellant alleges that “foreseeable” and “significant environmental impacts” will be caused by 
shadow cast from the Project on other structures in the surrounding area.  The Appellant provides no 
Shadow Analysis or any other evidence to support that claim nor would shadow cast on such 
structures be considered a significant impact in any event.  Instead, consistent with other claims raised 
in the appeal, the Appellant relies on conjecture and speculation.    
 


D. No Changed Circumstances 
 
Over the last year the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic and shelter-in-place order have had 
profound impacts on our community.  Under CEQA, however, it has not resulted in changed 
circumstances and new information that would result in new significant environmental effects from 
the Project not previously disclosed, would not change the PMND’s conclusions and does not require 
additional analysis or recirculation. 
  
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5, the PMND would require recirculation if it was 
“substantially revised” and it would only be “substantially revised” if a “...new, avoidable significant 
effect is identified” and mitigation measures as well as project revisions must be added in response.   
The PMND does not require recirculation because it was not “substantially revised” and the COVID 
19 pandemic does not result in new significant environmental impacts on the Project that would 
require such revision. 
 
Although COVID-19 has changed certain aspects of life, it has not altered the environmental impact 
of the Project and because the Project will not be occupied or operational for at least two (2) years 
from now, it would be unfair to speculate how COVD-19 will impact or change behavior.  Therefore, 
the COVID -19 pandemic is not a change in circumstances that would necessitate a “substantial 
revision” to the PMND, nor would it require recirculation of the PMND.   
 


III. Conclusion   


In sum, the PMND sufficiently analyzed the environmental impacts under CEQA and determined 
that the Project is not required to prepare an additional environmental document, including an EIR.  
The City has presented substantial evidence in support of its analysis.   The Appellant has raised several 
objections, none of it supporting a fair argument that the analysis was legal deficient and provided no 
evidence to support the objections.   Instead, the Appellants have relied on unsupported opinion, 
conjecture and speculation in support of their appeal.   Pursuant to CEQA this is insufficient to justify 
additional CEQA analysis.  
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As such, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission deny the appeal for the PMND and 
find that the claims in the appeals are without merit.   


Very truly yours, 


 


Peter F. Ziblatt 







 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged and/or confidential information only for use by the
intended recipients.  Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you may not use, copy, disclose,
or distribute this message (or any information contained in or attached to it) to anyone.  You may be subject to civil action and/or criminal
penalties for violation of this restriction.  If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the
transmission.  Thank you.
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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: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 10:16:00 AM
Attachments: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

OPPOSING A CANNABIS RETAIL STOREFRONT AT 5 LELAND AVENUE AND 2400 BAYSHORE BLVD. THANK
YOU!.msg

 
 
 
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: Jenny Huang <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:58 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@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

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Ruifang Ruan

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Ruifang Ruan 
ruifang6365@gmail.com 
Rey St 
San Francisco , California 94134
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the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Jenny Huang 
huangjenny238@gmail.com 
Campbell Ave 
San Francisco , California 94134
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:58:28 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: Jenny Huang <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "huangjenny238@gmail.com" <huangjenny238@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 9:57 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Jenny Huang 
huangjenny238@gmail.com 
Campbell Ave 
San Francisco , California 94134

 



 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:53:59 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: Ruifang Ruan <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "ruifang6365@gmail.com" <ruifang6365@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 9:51 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Ruifang Ruan 
ruifang6365@gmail.com 
Rey St 
San Francisco , California 94134

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanders, Deborah (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:43:48 AM
Attachments: Equity Council PC Memo.pdf

See below:
 
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: "Sanders, Deborah (CPC)" <deborah.sanders@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 9:40 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
 
Good Morning Jonas, per Chan’s advice can you possibly email this corrected version of the Equity
Council memo to the Commissioners?  The one included in their packets had some typos in it.
 
Thank you!
 

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 5:35 PM
To: Sanders, Deborah (CPC) <deborah.sanders@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
 
No we can’t. You could email to Jonas asking him to email the corrected version to the commissioners.
Then it will be part of our correspondence when we post it on our website.
 
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: Sanders, Deborah (CPC) <deborah.sanders@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 4:57 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
HEARING DATE: May 6, 2021 


April 30, 2021 


FROM: RICH HILLIS 


Staff Contact:  Tameeka Bennett –  [ 628.652.7465] 
Tameeka.Bennett@sfgov.org 


SUBJECT: COMMUNITY EQUITY ADVISORY COUNCIL  


Introduction 


San Francisco Planning would like to introduce the San Francisco Community Equity Advisory Council, a 
newly-formed advisory body to the Department on race and social equity. The nomination process for this 
Equity Council was an interdepartmental effort. The Equity Council is a group of community leaders 
dedicated to addressing racial and social equity.  Through thoughtful and collaborative deliberations, they 
are advising City staff on strategic policies, strategies  and investments; and elevating the voices of our 
American Indian and Black communities and other communities of color in City decisions. This advisory 
body will work with staff to ensure that future polices, planning processes and practices will ensure a just 
San Francisco for all.  


Background 


Racial and social inequities have long been part of the intrinsic make up of our country and have deep -
seated roots in the laws, policies and ordinances we’ve passed throughout history. And like many cities 
across the country, San Francisco has had its share of discriminatory practices constraining the resources 
and well-being of American Indian and Black communities as well as other low-income communities of 
color. Inequities have reached an unbearable level in our current health, housing and economic crisis 
triggered by the COVID-19 pandemic.  


San Francisco is at a turning point and has taken the opportunity to shift towards a more just and equitable 
future for every community member in our City. Mayor London Breed and Supervisor Fewer led the creation 
of the Office of Racial Equity. This Planning Commission and the Historic Preservation Commissions both 
passed Equity Resolutions. The Planning Department is addressing and correcting planning and land use 
practices that perpetuated social and racial inequities and displaced communities of color by developing a 
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Racial and Social Equity Action Plan. The Planning Department is collaborating with stakeholders and City 
agencies on equitable recovery strategies, a housing plan, and community strategies.    
 
Any racial and social equity initiative must start with the people, with a thoughtful dialogue among our 


American Indian and Black communities, other communities of color, and low-income communities.  This 
acknowledgement led to the formation of the Community Equity Advisory Council  (Equity 
Council).  This Equity Council is a group of eleven San Francisco leaders dedicated to providing meaningful 
input on key racial and social equity policies and strategies in the City as well as to support the multiple 


ongoing dialogues that our communities and sister agencies are having on equity solutions.     
The Equity Council will guide the City’s racial and social equity work, as directed by the Planning and 
Historic Preservation Commissions’ Equity Resolutions, and the San Francisco Office of Racial Equity.   These 


Resolutions have identified paths for Planning Department staff to place equity at the center of our policies 
and strategies.  Some of their key points include the following:  
  


• Reframe planning to prioritize the needs of American Indian and Black communities as well as 
other communities of color; and the various disadvantaged communities by revising the budget 
and work program.   


 
• Respond to the health, economic and housing crisis resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic; and 


prioritizing the needs of American Indian, Black, Latinx and Asian communities, as well as 


other low-income communities of color.  


 
• Expand investment and access to open space, housing, transportation, quality amenities and 


public services; and reduce exposure to environmental pollution in these communities, without 
displacement.  


 
• Fund, develop and expand participation for American Indian communities, Black communities 


and other communities of color.  


 
• Develop an Equity Plan with accountability by identifying actions and performance measures, 


incorporating a racial and social equity lens in budgeting decisions, and reporting to the 
Commission on its progress at regular intervals.  


 
• Address representation of American Indian and Black communities as well as other 


communities of color within the Department across all staff levels.   


 
Purpose of the Equity Council 
 
The Equity Council's mandate is to create a pathway for a broader representation from vulnerable and 
impacted communities and bring a deep understanding of those communities to guide the City’s equity 


work. A critical part of the Equity Council's work plan is to develop a platform and a process for deeper 
community engagement to ensure productive dialogues between city agencies and communities of color, 
low-income communities, and other vulnerable populations.  
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The Equity Council will advise staff on addressing the current crisis and resolving historic inequities by 
supporting community engagement and plans and policies that open access to wealth and health for our 
American Indian, Black and other communities of color and low-income communities.  
The Council will focus on five priority tasks:  


 
o Planning Department Budget and Priorities  
o Recovery Strategies  
o Housing Element and other General Plan Elements  


o Community Engagement  
o Racial and Social Equity Plan  


  


EQUITY COUNCIL MEMBERS  
Please see webpage for bios 
 
Tiffany Carter - SF Black Wallstreet, Co-Founder 
 
Majeid Crawford - New Community Leadership Foundation, Executive Director 


 
Norma Garcia - Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA), Director, Policy & Advocacy 
 


Oscar Grande - Mission Housing, Community Workforce Manager 
 
Mahsa Hakimi - Castro LGBTQ Cultural District, Advisory Board Member 
 


Lara Kiswani - Arab Resource and Organizing Center (AROC), Executive Director 
 
Raquel Redondiez - SOMA Pilipinas Cultural District, Executive Director 


 
Deleano Seymour – Code Tenderloin, Founder 
 
Mary E. Travis-Allen - American Indian Cultural District, Board President 


 
Ben Wong - Wah Mei School, Executive Director 
 


Malcolm Yeung - Chinatown Community Development Center, Executive Director 
  


 



https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.araborganizing.org&g=ZjhlYzk4MmU2OTYwMGRhZg==&h=MzlmNzBlN2Y1MWU4NjM5MzQwZGNiOTZhYjFlOTlkM2Y4NzNlNmIxZDQ5Y2Q2MzZkMTY1MzAwNjFmYWYyMmVkOA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjRjNzdiODRlZjNmMjQwYzYxNTQ1NmVlNjg0MGM3N2E5OnYx





Subject: RE: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
 
Hi Chan,
 
I know it’s late but I found a typo on the memo I sent to you last week.  Can we possibly replace it
with this corrected version at this stage?
 
 
 
 
 

From: Sanders, Deborah (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 12:28 PM
To: Bennett, Tameeka (CPC) <tameeka.bennett@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org>; SooHoo, Candace (CPC)
<candace.soohoo@sfgov.org>
Cc: Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
 

Attached is THE FINAL (w/Rich’s signature applied) for inclusion in the May 6th packet for the
Commission.
 

From: Bennett, Tameeka (CPC) <tameeka.bennett@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 12:02 PM
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>;
SooHoo, Candace (CPC) <candace.soohoo@sfgov.org>
Cc: Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>; Sanders, Deborah (CPC)
<deborah.sanders@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
 
Resending with the embedded link to the webpage. 

From: Bennett, Tameeka (CPC)
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>;
SooHoo, Candace (CPC) <candace.soohoo@sfgov.org>
Cc: Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>; Sanders, Deborah (CPC)
<deborah.sanders@sfgov.org>
Subject: Planning COmm Memo --final draft--
 
Hello! 
 

Please find the final planning comm memo document attached to this email.
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Tameeka Bennett, Community Engagement Manager

Community Equity Division

 

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7476 | 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. 

 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSING A CANNABIS RETAIL STOREFRONT AT 5 LELAND AND 2400 BAYSHORE BLVD. THANK YOU!
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:35:39 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: casper leung <casperleung2000@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 9:34 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: OPPOSING A CANNABIS RETAIL STOREFRONT AT 5 LELAND AND 2400 BAYSHORE
BLVD. THANK YOU!
 

 

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: 5 Leland
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:34:29 AM
Attachments: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

 
 
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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Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Stephanie Chui

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Stephanie Chui 
chui.steph@gmail.com 
Alpha St 
San Francisco, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Ken Chui

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Ken Chui 
ken188chui@gmail.com 
Alpha 
San francisco, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Jess Chui

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Jess Chui 
chui.jess@gmail.com 
239 Alpha st 
San francisco, California 94134








 









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: 140-142 Jasper Discretionary Review
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:33:31 AM

See Below:
 
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: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 8:50 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 140-142 Jasper Discretionary Review
 
please forward to the commissioners
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (628) 652-7335
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
 
 

From: Dave Post <masterposts@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 7:24 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 140-142 Jasper Discretionary Review
 
Hi, Can you all please confirm my comments and objections to the Jasper project will be included in
the DR tomorrow? It was confirmed they would be based on the below email from October. 
 
On Tue, Oct 27, 2020 at 8:58 AM Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org> wrote:

I will ensure it is included in the commissioners' packets

David Winslow 
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Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103 
T: (628) 652-7335

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Dave Post <masterposts@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 8:55 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 140-142 Jasper Discretionary Review

Thanks David,

Can you please ensure this is included on the official record?

I have a big issue with this variance as I am the owner of the property to the rear of this 25/27
Cadell. My patio, both bathroom and living rooms directly face the direction of this proposed
construction. By allowing this variance it will have a material impact on light to my property as
well as privacy. This project would be essentially building a 40 foot wall within ~17 feet of my
property not to mention the 30 foot within ~13 feet of my property. I would strenuously suggest
the owner abide by the zoning regulations for set back as well as building height.

Can you confirm this will be included in the public record? I will also attend to attend in person as
well but want this to be logged in case I don't make it.

Thanks,
Dave

On Tue, Oct 27, 2020 at 8:31 AM Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> yes. as long as I receive them 8 days prior to the hearing
>
> David Winslow
> Principal Architect

mailto:masterposts@gmail.com
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
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> Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning San Francisco Planning 
> Department
> 49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
> T: (628) 652-7335
>
> The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our
staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file
new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission
is convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and
Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person
services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more
information.
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Dave Post <masterposts@gmail.com>
> Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 3:50 PM
> To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
> Subject: Re: 140-142 Jasper Discretionary Review
>
> Thanks, can I submit my written thoughts to you to include in the DR?
>
> On Mon, Oct 26, 2020 at 2:56 PM Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org> wrote:
> >
> > All meetings and hearings are remote. There is a call in number for members of the general
public.  Please note however that this item has been continued to the December 17 hearing.
> >
> > David Winslow
> > Principal Architect
> > Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning San Francisco Planning 
> > Department
> > 49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
> > T: (628) 652-7335
> >
> > The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our
staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file
new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission
is convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and
Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person
services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more
information.
> >
> >
> > -----Original Message-----
> > From: Dave Post <masterposts@gmail.com>

mailto:masterposts@gmail.com
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> > Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 2:51 PM
> > To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
> > Subject: 140-142 Jasper Discretionary Review
> >
> >
> > This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.
> >
> >
> >
> > Hi Daivd,
> >
> > I got a notice about this DR. How do I participate? I doubt I will make the live event but still
want my voice to be heard.
> >
> > Thanks,
> > Dave

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org


 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:27:55 AM
Attachments: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

 
 
 
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: Sasanna Yee <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 7:20 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
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https://sfplanning.org/covid-19

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Stephanie Chui

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Stephanie Chui 
chui.steph@gmail.com 
Alpha St 
San Francisco, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Ken Chui

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Ken Chui 
ken188chui@gmail.com 
Alpha 
San francisco, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Jess Chui

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Jess Chui 
chui.jess@gmail.com 
239 Alpha st 
San francisco, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Victor Pham

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Victor Pham 
bayporter@gmail.com 
327 Raymond Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134








 









the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Sasanna Yee 
sasannayee@gmail.com 
327 Raymond Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134

 

mailto:sasannayee@gmail.com


From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Memo to the Commission for RCFCI items, No. 10, 11, and 12.
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:27:09 AM
Attachments: Final Report MOHCD RCFCI Strategic Assessment 07-06-20 ABRIDGED.pdf

Memo to the Commission for RCFCI items.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: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 7:15 PM
To: Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Grob, Carly (CPC) <carly.grob@sfgov.org>; Conner, Kate (CPC) <kate.conner@sfgov.org>; Teague,
Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; YANG,
AUSTIN (CAT) <Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: Memo to the Commission for RCFCI items, No. 10, 11, and 12.
 
Good evening President Koppel and fellow Commissioners,
 
Attached is a memo provided additional information and updates for the three Conditional Use
Authorization requests for the change of use of existing Residential Care Facilities, Items No. 10, 11
and 12 of tomorrow’s agenda. This memo includes a revised Draft Motion and Condition of Approval
for 2021-001979CUA at 141 Leland Avenue.
 
Thank you!
 
Jeff Horn, Senior Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division 
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
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Strategic	Assessment	of	HOPWA‐Funded	
Residential	Care	Facilities	for	the	Chronically	Ill	


(RCFCIs)	


EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	


Five RCFCIs receive government funding to support the care of San Francisco residents 
living with Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) and other complex medical and 
psychosocial needs. These programs share a common history and model of care, but at the 
same time have each evolved differently within the constraints of their licensure and 
funding streams. Heavily influenced by historical funding and what many would consider 
an outdated model of care, inertia and complexity combine to prevent any one party from 
making significant change without support from the others.  


While the people served by these programs share a common HIV diagnosis, their 
presenting issues are increasingly related to age, homelessness, mental health and/or 
substance use disorders and the interplay between them. These co-morbidities may not 
necessarily be caused by HIV, but co-exist with HIV to create challenges to maintaining safe 
housing in which to receive appropriate whole-person care. Thus, in this study we use the 
somewhat awkward acronym PLCNIHIV to refer to people living with complex needs 
including HIV. This designation will hopefully reinforce the understanding that the services 
needed by residents of these programs are no longer primarily defined by HIV, despite the 
fact that their funding and licensure are remnants of a time when HIV was the primary, in 
fact, all-defining need.  


Even though most of the data in this report reflects a short period of time (2019-2020), the 
residential care needs of PLCNIHIV extend in most cases for a life-time with cyclical peaks 
and valleys of need. Information gathered for this report indicates that many of the target 
population might be better served in scattered site housing with intensive case 
management (ICM). However, this would appear to come with a higher direct cost price tag 
than RCFCI care (there could be other cost reductions in terms of total health and social 
costs).  


On the other hand, while no longer in favor, congregate living facilities may serve a vital 
role for a subset of people:  in a long-term manner for those with permanent and 
persistent severe cognitive or physical limitations, or transitionally as a means to assist 
people with moving to a more independent setting after resolving an episodic peak need 
related to physical, mental or substance use disorder. Intensive case management services 
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in combination with more independent housing settings offer an option avoid a common 
criticism of RCFCIs as becoming a permanent home for people who no longer need higher 
levels of service on an ongoing basis. 


Because of the inter-connection of funding and licensure, program operators are on a path 
of “let’s make this work within existing confines” until things no longer work and then face 
the potential need to close if we must. Government funders would do well to support 
programs in ways to avoid closure, through assistance and incentives. The board and staff 
of each organization will ultimately need to decide the path that they want to take with 
their own programs given the long-term prospects of reduced government funding and 
their own assessment of strategic opportunities, however joint planning by all of these 
programs and their funders will likely lead to the best solutions.  


During the final stages of the review of this report, the San Francisco Mayor’s Office of 
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) requested that the report provide specific 
recommendations to reduce overall MOHCD funding for the 2021-2022 contract year by 
$800,000. Recommendations to support this request have been added, but time has not 
allowed for them to be thoroughly vetted with the impacted programs.  


The recommended path to achieve the net reduction of $800,000 includes cuts of 
approximately $2.5 million, the assumption of new revenue sources of about $800,000 and 
the reallocation of about $1.7 million to support a more sustainable coverage of actual 
costs and funding for new services. This would be achieved by the delicensing and the 
relicensing of the two facilities having higher average costs per patient day compared to 
other comparable programs, and the addition of ICM services for residents of those sites. 
This would reduce the number of facilities licensed as RCFCIs from five to three, and total 
beds in RCFCIs from 114 to 92. Flexibility for two sites to serve HIV-negative clients, would 
reduce the total number of beds dedicated to PLHIV from 113 to 105, almost entirely from 
underutilized capacity. The addition of intensive case management should provide for 
increased turnover in the remaining RCFCI beds and allow for a greater number of people 
to be served in a transitional manner.  


The biggest challenge remains to identify affordable housing that will support ongoing exits 
from facilities that are intended to be transitional in nature. The development of ICM 
services may also align with emerging Medi-Cal models that could supplant City funding in 
the longer term. The structural changes are not insignificant and hopefully will find 
philanthropic support beyond the proposed reallocations included in this report. The big 
unknown in implementing change over the next twelve months will be the still unfolding 
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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PROJECT	SCOPE	AND	APPROACH	


Integrtiti3D was engaged by the San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development (MOHCD) to conduct a strategic assessment of five Residential Care Facilities 
for the Chronically Ill (RCFCIs) that receive Housing Opportunities for People with Acquired 
Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS) funding. Those five facilities are:  


Facility Street Address Operator 


Leland House 141 Leland Ave 
Catholic Charities CYO Archdiocese of 
San Francisco (CC) 


Peter Claver Community, 1340 Golden Gate Ave 
Catholic Charities CYO Archdiocese of 
San Francisco (CC) 


Maitri 401 Duboce  Maitri Compassionate Care (MCC) 


Assisted Care  129 Hyde St Larkin Street Youth Services (LSYS) 


Richard M. Cohen House 220 Dolores St 
Dolores Street Community Services 
(DSCS) 


The project deliverables were:  
1. Issue a report on alternative funding options to help sustain the operations of each 


RCFCI.  
2. Include in the report:  
 Best practices for staff recruitment and retention 
 Updates on the largest impediments to tenant exit 


3. Develop a qualitative exit survey for tenants leaving RCFCIs.  
4. Organize and facilitate a 360-degree feedback process that includes:  
 Assessments completed by up to 25 RCFCI supervisory staff, as well as front-line 


staff and residents; and  
 One-on-one meetings with RCFCI staff to get their feedback and suggestions for 


improvements.  


As the project progressed, feedback made it apparent that opportunities to restructure and 
change licensure status were other opportunities that could impact sustainability. While 
outside of the scope of the engagement, Integriti3D has included some of those 
opportunities as part of this report.  


Integriti3D was pleased to be selected for this project. For more information about 
Integriti3D, see Attachment A. Input for this study was gathered from a combination of 
interviews, surveys and online discussion groups on several key topics. An Advisory Team 
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(see Attachment B) provided input at multiple points in the project. Seventy-five (75) key 
informants supplied input via email, phone calls, in-person meetings or video “Think Tank” 
meetings (see Attachment C).  


Surveys were conducted of RCFCI staff and residents. As part of the survey development, 
Integriti3D conducted in-person meetings, or as restrictions were placed on visiting RCFCIs, 
video or phone calls with 12 residents and 10 staff across the five programs.  


Integriti3D is grateful to all of those who participated, especially in light of the chaos 
interjected by the COVID-19 crisis. We would like to thank MOHCD for the opportunity to 
explore the issues inherent with these programs, and to recognize the many people who 
have informed the findings and recommendations included in this report.  


NOTE	TO	READERS	


The equivalency fallacy is a type of misjudgment where there is an ostensible similarity 
between two things, but, on closer examination, are in fact not equivalent. While the RCFCIs 
in this study appear similar, they are, in fact, quite different. They have different missions, 
serve different populations through different strategies, funding and services. For this 
reason, challenges and solutions may not apply equally to all RCFCI programs. 


Throughout this study, it can be important to look at both the highest potential for the 
facilities themselves as a fixed resource, but also to look at what are the optimal 
levels/settings of care for current residents and those that follow. 


Likewise, it is important to recognize that the RCFCI resident population is not 
homogenous. Beyond the demographic differences between residents, we need to 
recognize that each person has individual preferences that may or may not align with what 
others think are best for them.  


As a final note, please be aware that a Glossary of Licensing and Funding terms is provided 
as Attachment S. Acronyms are explained the first time they appear in this report, and for 
your convenience, a full list can be found in Attachment T.  
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HISTORICAL	BACKGROUND	


RCFCIs	


There are six RCFCIs in San Francisco, five of which are funded with Housing Opportunities 
for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) and other City dollars. (Coming Home Hospice/California 
Pacific Medical Center operates under an exception to also provide care to people not 
living with HIV/AIDS and receives no City and County funding). 


Congregate care for people with HIV/AIDS was developed early in the AIDS crisis for 
multiple reasons, the primary being:  
 Fear and discrimination meant that many people with HIV/AIDS were kicked out of 


their former housing 
 Specialized HIV care knowledge was not common, and fear of contagion existed 


among professional and lay caregivers, including nursing homes 
 Even if housing was available, it was less expensive to provide 24/7 care to multiple 


individuals with shared staff than providing 24/7 care for one person. 


As a response to the AIDS crisis, the RCFCI licensure category was adopted by the State of 
California in the 1980s as a less-restrictive licensing category than required for health care 
facilities, with the intent to ensure that residents who received both housing and 
supportive services from the same entity were provided a minimum level of care and 
safety. RCFCIs are licensed under the California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 6, 
Chapter 8.5 to provide services in a non-institutional, homelike environment in any building 
or housing arrangement which is maintained and operated to provide 24-hour care and 
supervision to adults 18 years of age or older or emancipated minors with living HIV/AIDS, 
or family units in which an adult or child is living with HIV/AIDS. The original purpose of 
RCFCIs was to provide a location in which to provide hospice care, since nearly all early 
residents died of HIV/AIDS. 


As of May 15, 2020, there were 15 RCFCIs in operation in California. The capacity of a RCFCI 
may not exceed 50 beds. RCFCIs must be licensed by the Community Care Licensing 
Division (CCL) of the California Department of Social Services which also licenses 
Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly (RCFEs). Other health care facilities such as Clinics, 
Adult Day Health Programs, Skilled Nursing Facilities, Hospitals, Hospice Facilities, and 
Congregate Living Health Facilities are licensed by the California Department of Public 
Health. 


According to California Code, Health and Safety Code - HSC § 1568.03, a facility must be 
licensed unless: the facility only provides housing, meals, transportation, housekeeping, 
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recreational and social activities, the enforcement of house rules, counseling on activities of 
daily living, and service referrals, and as long as:  
1. After any referral, all residents independently obtain care and supervision and medical 


services without the assistance of the facility or of any person or entity with an 
organizational or financial connection with that facility. 


2. No resident thereof requires or has an unmet need for care and supervision, where 
care and supervision are generally considered to include:  
 Assistance in dressing, grooming, bathing, personal hygiene 
 Assistance with taking medication 
 Central storing and/or distribution of medications 
 Arrangement of and assistance with medical and dental care 
 Maintenance of house rules for the protection of clients 
 Supervision of client schedules and activities 
 Maintenance and/or supervision of client cash resources or property 
 Monitoring food intake or special diets 


3. Supportive services are made available to residents at their option, as long as the project 
owner or operator does not contract for or provide the supportive services. The project 
owner or operator may coordinate, or help residents gain access to, the supportive 
services, either directly or through a service coordinator. 


HIV	Care	


Over the past three decades, antiretroviral therapy (ART) has radically altered the natural 
history of HIV infection. Competency in HIV care has expanded. Opportunistic diseases 
have become less common, and mortality has declined such that most people with HIV 
who are in treatment now have a near normal life expectancy. Most deaths in individuals 
with HIV receiving ART are now related to conditions other than AIDS. HIV infection appears 
to increase the risk of non-AIDS-related conditions, including cardiovascular disease, renal 
disease, liver disease, and cancer. These and other common age-related diseases may 
occur more frequently and at a younger age than in uninfected persons, and a variety of 
long-term complications, mostly associated with older antiretroviral drugs, are possible.  


In San Francisco, efforts to eliminate new HIV diagnoses are achieving desired results. After 
HIV diagnoses peaked in 1992 with 2,327 new cases, in 2018, 197 people were newly 
diagnosed with HIV.  


The HIV Epidemiology Report i for 2018, published by the San Francisco Department of 
Public Health (DPH) Population Health Division shows:  
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 Deaths exceeded new diagnoses, continuing a trend that began in 2016. Total 
deaths in San Francisco from HIV have been averaging about 250 or less annually 
over the past several years. 


 20% of new HIV diagnoses were among people without housing, and only 33% of 
HIV-positive people experiencing homelessness had suppressed their viral loads 
(and transmissibility) due to antiretroviral therapy, compared to 74% of all San 
Franciscans living with HIV. 


 People who inject drugs accounted for 25% of new HIV diagnoses, with injection 
drug use associated with worse health outcomes. People who inject drugs are less 
likely to be virally suppressed and have lower three-year survival rates after an AIDS 
diagnosis. 


With nearly 16,000 people living with HIV in San Francisco, two-thirds (10,691 people) are 
age 50 and older. This rate is almost double the national average, and is expected to 
increase at least through 2030. Dementia is expected to become a more common 
condition for PLHIV in San Francisco as the cohort ages.  


San Francisco’s response to the AIDS crisis was one of the earliest and most well-supported 
in the country. Its treatment and prevention efforts were a model for other parts of the 
United States and the world. San Francisco developed a rich tapestry of services that were 
unparalleled elsewhere. Some would say that the city’s network of HIV services surpasses 
that available to individuals with other life-threatening diseases.  


End‐of‐Life	Care	


When built, Maitri and part of Leland House were dedicated to end-of-life care. Today, all 
facilities except Maitri report rare instance of death, and then most often due to overdose 
or violence. Maitri has expanded its mission to include short-term medical stabilization 
which it labels “transitional care.” In 2019, Maitri was the final home for 11 residents, 
representing 26% of Maitri’s residents, and about 4% of all HIV deaths in San Francisco. 


If we look at where natural deaths occur nationally, about 30% of all natural deaths take 
place in hospitals, 21% in nursing facilities, 31% at home and 8% in hospice facilities. In 
current practice, hospice facilities tend to be used when pain and symptoms cannot be 
managed effectively in a person’s regular place of residence, when the patient does not 
have a safe and appropriate home environment in which to deliver care, or by 
patient/family preference. About 11% of all hospice patients die in a hospice facility.ii 
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Trends in Place of Death, 2003 - 2017iii 


 


CONTEXT	


Housing	Affordability	


The San Francisco Bay Area housing market creates an extreme affordability issue for both 
residents and staff of RCFCIs. This restricts the availability of housing in general and limits 
the supply of housing subsidies, making it difficult for low income families to survive in the 
Bay Area. 


Typical average wage rates at RCFCIs are shown in the first table below. Compared to the 
MIT Living Wage Calculations for San Francisco County, shown in the second table below, 
these RCFCI salaries are under the living wage for most scenarios that include dependents. 
 


Typical Average Wage Rates at RCFCIs 
(based on program-reported data) 


Facilities and food workers $18.19/hour 


CNAs $20.18/hour 


Social Work Case Managers $25.60/hour 


 
MIT Living Wage Calculation for San Francisco County, Californiaiv 


Family Scenarios 0 Children 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 


1 Adult $20.82 $40.53 $46.74 $59.86 


2 Adults (1 working) $31.00 $38.44 $41.19 $49.63 


2 Adults (both working) $15.50 $21.73 $24.81 $30.74 
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Previous	Residential	Care	Facilities	Studies	


Over the years, several studies of RCFCIs or some subset of them have been conducted. In 
2019, a study of RCFEs was also completed. Brief summaries of these reports follow:  


Changes	in	the	Status	of	Residential	Care	Facilities	for	the	Chronically	Ill	–	2008	


This report was completed by Tower Hill Resources (now Integriti3D) at the request of the 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Corporation for Supportive Housing. It 
focused statewide on RCFCIs which had changed their status due to closure, delicensing, 
transfer of ownership or other reasons. It found declines in the number of RCFCIs by 23% 
and the number of beds by 19%. Six facilities had been closed and three were delicensed. 
The de-licensed facilities were still used as group housing, but with lower levels of 
supportive services. 


The changes were primarily attributed to two factors: financial difficulty and/or decreased 
demand. The financial difficulty came from a combination of flat or decreasing government 
funding and decreased philanthropic support at the same time that operating costs 
continued to increase. Some facilities also saw a decrease in demand for higher levels of 
supportive care and less interest from clients for congregate living options as opposed to 
independent living arrangements.  


RCFCI	Report	–	Resident	Needs	Assessment	–	July	2015	


This report was conducted by the Institute on Aging (IOA) and the Department of Aging and 
Adult Services for MOHCD. This study was a clinical assessment of 72 residents across the 
five RCFCIs who agreed to participate. The objective was to assess the needs of residents 
for the RCFCI level of care, and their preferences about transition to independent housing. 


The study found that 82% of participants met the RCFCI level of care. 18% were found to be 
appropriate for more independent living. Of that 18%, 85% preferred a more independent 
setting, while 15% preferred to stay at their RCFCI. Of the 82% that met RCFCI criteria, 37% 
expressed a preference to live elsewhere. 
 


RCFCI Clinical Assessment and Client Preference for Independent Housingv 


Clinical Assessment Percent Expressed Interest in  
Living Independently 


Preferred to  
Stay at RCFCI 


Met RCFCI Criteria 82% 37% 63% 
Appropriate for Independent Living 18% 85% 15% 
All Participants 100% 46% 54% 


Source: RCFCI Report – Resident Needs Assessment, Institute on Aging and DAAS, July 2015 
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The report recommended transitional case management for residents interested in living 
independently, with prioritization of housing options and the flexibility to return to a RCFCI 
if medically necessary in the future. Supportive services were identified as important, as 
well as targeted HIV training for community providers serving a general population. 
Medical escort services were highlighted as a service provided by RCFCIs that would be 
challenging to find in the community. The final point of the study was that the movement 
of lower-acuity residents from the RCFCIs would leave the facilities with higher acuity 
residents that might require additional resources in the form of higher staffing ratios or 
collaborative arrangements with other community entities. 


Case	Review	for	Possible	Assisted	Living	Waiver	(ALW)	Referrals	–	June	2018	


The DPH Transitions Care Coordination Team conducted a case review of residents of 
Leland House and Peter Claver Community to assess the ALW tiers in which they would fall. 
The ALW tiers determine the payment rate for that individual which range today from a low 
of $71 per day at Tier 1 to $200 a day at Tier 5.  


The review found that 65% of the combined residents would fall into Tiers 1 or 2, which at 
the time of the study were reimbursed at $55 and $66 per day plus the client SSI room and 
board contribution and other one-time billable items.  


Supporting	Affordable	Assisted	Living	in	San	Francisco	–	January	2019	


The Long-Term Care Coordinating Council Assisted Living Workgroup identified the 
absence of an adequate supply of assisted living in ensuring the right level of care in the 
movement of individuals through the medical and mental health systems. It found the 
market rate for assisted living was nearly double the Supplemental Security Income rate set 
by the state, and that smaller facilities struggled with financial viability. 


Among its recommendations were: an increase in the rate and number of City-funded 
subsidies, “step-down” options for supportive services in non-licensed settings, and 
developing a workforce pipeline of training with a wage stipend to ensure adequate 
staffing levels. Since RCFEs are an alternative for PLHIV over 60, the shrinkage of beds in 
that category may continue to place greater demand on RCFCIs. 


Funding	Streams	


As noted earlier, San Francisco’s response to the AIDS crisis was one of the earliest and 
best-supported in the country. With federal, state and local funding, San Francisco 
developed a model program of care for PLHIV.  
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Capital	Funding	


All five facilities were renovated with HOPWA capital loans from the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) which restrict most or all beds to low-income 
residents (Maitri has one bed which does not fall under these HOPWA restrictions in 
recognition of capital funding raised independently.)  The MOHCD loan agreements for 
each of these facilities included a requirement of 50 years of service to HOPWA-eligible 
residents even though HUD only requires a 10-year period of HOPWA-eligible service. Since 
HUD’s requirement for HOPWA-eligible service has been met, MOHCD has the option to 
amend the capital loan agreements to broaden permitted services to HUD-eligible services 
without the HIV inclusion and still meet HUD guidelines.  


Two RCFCIs (Claver and Cohen) received additional HUD capital funds restricted to low-
income formerly homeless residents via long-term project-based Section 8 assistance 
under the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) project. This HUD funding restricts use of 
these buildings to formerly homeless people, stays with the building, and does not follow 
the resident if they move. 


The capital loans for Maitri and Larkin do not contain homeless restrictions. These two 
programs have much shorter average lengths of stay (12 months or less), whereas the 
other three programs essentially serve as permanent housing with lengths of stays 
averaging seven years or more. 


One outstanding issue for the programs is the treatment of accrued interest on the capital 
loans. While there are provisions for forgiveness, accountants for some of the programs 
are requiring them to set aside dollars for the potential payment of interest in the case the 
loan is not forgiven. CC has requested that MOHCD make a determination that this set- 
aside is not necessary, and is awaiting a response. 


Funding	for	Operations	


All five programs also receive operating support from MOHCD in the form of HOPWA 
funding. Four of the five receive DPH funds for nursing and attendant care, while Larkin 
receives funding from the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing for 
staffing. Attachment D shows the current government and non-government funding 
streams for these programs. 


For the 2020-2021 contract year, government funding averages 88% of total costs when 
one-time funding is included, and 79% without it. Without the one-time funding, the 
operators would cover loses of nearly $2 million. The percentage of costs covered by 
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government funding ranges across the programs from a low of 67% at Cohen to 96% at 
Larkin.  


Based upon HUD guidelines, residents pay a percentage of their income. The percentage is 
30% for all programs except Maitri where it is 60%. Larkin sets aside this income and gives 
it back to departing residents to support expenses in moving to a new setting. By 
comparison, the state’s Assisted Living Waiver (ALW) program requires that residents at 
standard SSI pay 89% of that amount for room and board. 


As awareness of AIDS has fallen with the level of new diagnoses and the advent of 
generally effective treatment options, Federal funding has decreased. The Housing 
Opportunity Through Modernization Act (HOTMA) became effective on July 29, 2016, and 
impacted HOPWA formula allocations in FY 2017 and subsequent years. Previously, the 
data used to determine eligibility for HOPWA formula funding and allocate resources was 
the cumulative number of AIDS cases. HOTMA changed the source of data used to 
determine eligibility and allocate resources to the number of individuals living with HIV or 
AIDS in a state or a metropolitan statistical area (MSA). 


Under HOTMA, 75% of formula funds are to be distributed to eligible States and MSAs 
based on cumulative AIDS cases was changed to be based on individuals living with HIV or 
AIDS. Twenty-five percent of funds that were distributed to cities with high per capita 
incidence of AIDS will instead be allocated based on the relative housing costs and poverty 
rates. Changes to grantee allocations resulting from the revised formula allocation method 
are being phased-in over five years. For fiscal years, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, and 2021, each 
grantee that received an allocation in the previous fiscal year will not gain more than 10% 
or lose more than 5% of the share of the total available formula funds that the grantee 
received in the preceding fiscal year. In FY2022, the new formularies will be in full effect. 


So far, San Francisco has back-filled those cuts in federal funding from the City’s General 
Fund. For several years, the City has provided one-time funding for Catholic Charities to 
continue operations of Leland House. For the contract year beginning July 1, 2020, MOHCD 
that funding is $800,000. Anticipated budget crises resulting from the response to COVID-
19 will likely call into question whether current levels of support can be maintained into the 
future. In fact, near the end of this project, MOHCD requested that this report address a 
scenario in which its one-time funding of $800,000 is eliminated beginning July 1, 2021. This 
scenario is addressed in the Recommendations section. 
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Physical	Plant	and	Design	


The optimal use of existing housing is a high priority. Not only is demand for affordable 
housing an acute issue in San Francisco, but creating new housing stock can often take up 
to five years. These RCFCIs offer 114 beds at five sites, ranging in size from 10 to 45 beds 
each (see Attachment E). The buildings were originally constructed between 1907 and 1930, 
and renovated as licensed care facilities between 1996 and 1998. 


Leland House is owned by Mercy Housing, and leased to Catholic Charities. Peter Claver 
Community is owned by a subsidiary of Catholic Charities, 1340 Golden Gate Associates, 
L.P. The other three buildings are owned directly by their operators: Maitri, Dolores Street 
Community Services and Larkin Street Youth Services.  


All of the facilities are physically designed on a congregate care model with a commercial 
kitchen and common dining and living areas. Bathrooms are shared for a floor, with the 
exception of Larkin which has a private bathroom for each room, and Maitri which shares a 
sink and toilet between every two rooms with two bathing rooms for its 15 residents (one 
room has its own sink and toilet). 


Since there is one commercial kitchen at each site, unless there is further modification, the 
buildings are limited in terms of their use for more independent living. This is particularly 
true for the two larger buildings since a more independent model, where residents are 
responsible for their own meals, could involve 32 or 45 people sharing a kitchen unless 
further modifications were made.  


Design concepts for memory care include factors that are not part of most of these five 
facilities. Dolores Street appears to be the location that best meets the following concepts 
published by the American Society for Health Care Engineering. vi  
 Minimize overstimulation - many persons with dementia function better in quiet, 


smaller spaces 
 Introduce the familiar - comfortable and relaxed settings with residential features 


reduce disorientation 
 Provide unrestricted access to secure outdoor spaces to reduce agitation and 


frustration, relieve stress and improve physical fitness 
 Support patient families and caregivers with respite areas such as a place to take a 


walk or have a quiet moment.  


Independent housing (with own kitchen and bathroom facilities) has become the more 
common recommendation for homeless and at-risk individuals, and there has been a move 
towards providing wrap-around case management services (often intensive) to residents of 
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scattered independent units. Many senior and/or homeless programs provide a sense of 
community (to avoid isolation) via day programs or group medical appointments.  


Housing developers use a rule of thumb of 80 units as the minimal scale for housing 
feasibility. All of these RCFCIs are a much smaller and inefficient scale. Increasingly, cities 
are looking at HIV housing as scattered units in larger-scale buildings. So, on many fronts 
the congregate model exemplified by these facilities is considered outdated.  


The physical plants of several facilities are problematic. Issues related to three of the sites 
are outlined in the sections below. 


Deferred	Maintenance	‐	Leland	House	


As noted earlier, Leland House is owned by Mercy Housing and operated by CC. In 1992, CC 
merged its housing development department with Mercy Housing to become Mercy 
Housing California. That relationship was later dissolved, and Mercy representatives state 
that Mercy has expected CC to take ownership of Leland House since the property isn’t 
consistent with the rest of Mercy’s portfolio. With CC concerned about the long-term 
viability of the Leland House program, no one has stepped up to undertake major capital 
improvements needed at the site.  


A Physical Needs Assessment conducted for Mercy Housing by Elizabeth McLachlan & 
Associates in 2019, estimates the cost to address immediate needs at Leland as $1,944,750 
(see Attachment F). Those costs could increase depending upon the degree to which 
construction needs to work around occupants of the building. To put that into context, 
Mercy estimates that, based upon the number of units and size, the building would cost 
$10 to $12 million to replace, excluding the land.  


An alternative to renovating Leland House would be redeveloping a new housing project on 
that site. A rebuild option would require a much greater capital investment and create a 
longer period of time when a larger number of beds would not be available for PLCNIHIV. 
While MOHCD might decide otherwise, the absence of funding and the capacity to replace 
45 units of supported housing argue against a complete rebuild.  


To renovate a RCFCI, CCL’s Building Division would need to approve a construction plan 
and a resident mitigation plan which normally should involve the transfer of residents to 
the same level of care with the right to return. Ms. McLachlan estimates that the work 
could be accomplished in phases, with each phase consisting of work on one of the four 
“floors” with roof work being done at the time of each “top” floor. She stated that each 
phase could probably be completed in approximately one month, impacting up to 12 
rooms per phase over a total period of 4 months. 
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Deferred	Maintenance	‐	Cohen	House	


Cohen Residence is a Victorian cottage with 10 beds, 8 in two levels of the main house with 
only an internal stair and external ramps connecting the two levels, plus 2 beds in an 
adjacent carriage house. It has historic designation which complicates external changes. 
Adding an elevator would make sense, but would likely mean removing one common 
space. 


Deferred	Maintenance	–	Larkin	Street	Assisted	Care	


The Larkin building is sited near a corner in the Tenderloin neighborhood that has high 
drug sales and use. The recent addition of security staff has improved the immediate 
building entry area, but still presents a challenge to residents attempting to reduce drug 
use, and creates a safety issue for staff, especially on night shifts. 


THE	FIVE	PROGRAMS	TODAY	


The two main criticisms of the RCFCI programs expressed in interviews with referral 
sources and City departments are the lack of turn-over in beds, making most of the RCFCIs 
unavailable for new residents, and the high cost of providing the RCFCI level of care. There 
is concern that some residents have become “stuck” in the RCFCIs because there is not 
available housing for those who are appropriate for and desire to be discharged to a more 
independent setting. 


Transitional	Housing?	


Transitional housing refers to a supportive – yet temporary – type of accommodation that 
is meant to offer structure, supervision, support, life skills, and in some cases, education 
and training. Transitional housing is meant to provide a safe, supportive environment 
where residents can overcome trauma, begin to address the issues that jeopardize their 
ability to remain safe and housed, and to strengthen their support network. 


Historically, transitional housing programs were situated within dedicated buildings, where 
there was more common space and less private space than might be the case 
in permanent housing environments. However, as the concept of transitional housing has 
evolved, new approaches that incorporate scattered-site housing are now being adopted. 
In such cases, some of the transitional “supports” are considered portable. 







Final	Report	


	


 
16 


In recent years, transitional housing has become somewhat controversial, particularly in 
light of the success of Housing First models, which do not require “readiness” for a 
transition. Researchers have identified two key concerns:  
1. Transitional programs require those who make progress to move on at the risk of 


facing destabilizing effects; and 
2. They can only be effective if affordable independent housing is available to move into 


after transitional care. 


The lack of transition is most severe at Cohen Residence, Leland House and Peter Claver. 
As noted earlier, Cohen Residence and Leland House were renovated with RAD 
Conversions which make them Section 8 housing. This results in mixed messaging, because 
even though admissions agreements emphasize the stabilization goals of the programs 
and state that discharge may be considered if stabilization occurs, it is not uncommon for 
these residents to have lived in RCFCIs for 10 years or longer. Operators report that the 
high cost of legal fees for attempted discharges and evictions, in addition to the lack of 
available discharge options has made them reluctant to pursue discharge of residents who 
no longer need the RCFCI level of care. In fact, even when the Community Living Fund (CLF) 
was brought in to assist with transitions to other settings, CLF eventually recommended 
closing the program because alternative housing options were so scarce.  


An overview of the current programs is provided in Attachment G.  


Residents		


RCFCI residents, as a whole, are those who would have great difficulty in finding a home in 
San Francisco’s heated housing market. In the contract year 2019-2020, one RCFCI resident 
fell into the very-low income category (31- 50% of the local Area Median Income), while all 
others were in the extremely-low income category (0 to 30% of AMI). Average incomes are 
shown in Attachment G. 


73% of RCFCI residents are 51 years or older, and 83% are male. 51% identify as White, 28% 
African-American and 12% are Multi-Racial (see Attachment H). 99% are Medi-Cal eligible 
and 44% are both Medi-Cal eligible and 60 or older (see Attachment I). 


50 residents (47%) participated in the survey conducted for this project (see Attachment J 
for more detail). Here are some key findings (with question number cross-reference):  
 Q1. Satisfied or Very Satisfied that program meets my needs: 90% 
 Q5. Services that I currently need:  


 Medication Management 73% 
 Meals    69% 
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 Transport    50% 
 Support groups   46% 
 Emotional Support   49% 
 Substance Use Support  31% 


 Q8. Satisfied with congregate living arrangement:  
 True      54% 
 False      38% 


 Q9. Self-Assessed readiness to move  
 Now or next 3 months  26%  
 I don’t think I’ll ever be ready  33% 


 Q9. Respondents to Question 9 with “Never Ready” or “12 months or more” tended 
to include more who also answered:  


 Q5. Need meals prepared for me  
 Q14. Immediately prior housing was outdoors, hospital, shelter; NOT a house 


or apartment that I or a family member rented or owned 
 Q16. Transgender or non-conforming 
 Q20. 45 or older 
 Q21. Regularly use a wheelchair or hospital bed 
 Q22. Have difficulty or unable to: bathe, dress, eat, get out of chair, use toilet 


 Q13. Living 5 years or more at current location: 43%   


As noted at the beginning of this report, it would be a fallacy to assume that all residents 
are similar or that all would choose the same opportunities. Studies of adults with mental 
illness and substance use, which would include a number of the RCFCI residents, show that 
these individuals prefer to have choices and will make those choices based upon differing 
factors.vii Simply because vacancies exist in more independent settings doesn’t mean that a 
RCFCI resident will prefer it, and some residents may prefer different sizes or locations of 
RCFCIs. As just noted, nearly half have lived at an RCFCI for at least 5 years, and some as 
long as 20 years. Relocation may pose threats to a level of stability and/or comfort that 
residents have never had before moving into a RCFCI. 


Staff are not always in agreement about whether residents are ready to move to more 
independent housing. In interviews and surveys, there was a wide variance between staff 
members about resident readiness. Part of the reason is that many RCFCI residents have 
episodic needs – mental health crises, substance use binges, and combinations thereof. 
This variable need for supportive services raises the question of what is the best way of 
surging to meet these needs – through overarching intensive case management or via fixed 
facility-based staff geared to an “average” level of need? 
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Staff	


RCFCI staff, have a longevity that almost equals that of their residents. They often take 
these jobs out of a sense of calling and/or valuing the mission of their organization, even 
though they believe that they are paid less than what they could make with other 
organizations. 


58 staff responded to a Staff Survey. This represents a response rate of 83% of staff who 
work at least 20 hours per week (see Attachment K for more detail). Some key findings are 
listed below (with question number cross-reference). 
 Q1. Over 50% have been in their job for 4 years or longer, with 32% more than 10 


years 
 Q4. 51% hold one job; 49% have more than 1 
 Q7. Of those with two or more jobs, 76% would choose their RCFCI job 
 Q8. Enjoy most about work: residents, fulfilling work, co-workers 
 Q9. Most difficult things about work: financial pressures, resident behavior, 


management/work culture 
 Q10. Do you feel adequately prepared to deal with complex patient needs: no = 


6.9% (2 of 29) direct care/program staff 
 Q12. Change that would most reduce turnover: higher pay, management/work 


culture 
 Q15. Net Promoter Score: How likely to recommend their RCFCI to a friend or family 


member if they needed care – 8.5 on 10-point scale 


Attachment L shows the average hourly wage rates for common job titles at the RCFCIs. For 
RNs (registered nurses) and CNAs (certified nursing assistants), the lowest RCFCI wage rate 
is at 96% of the San Francisco median, while the average across the RCFCIs is above the 
median. For LVNs (licensed vocational nurses) there is much more variation across the 
programs, with the lowest RCFCI wage being at 77% of the city’s median, while only one 
program has a rate above the city’s median, with an average across RCFCIs being 93% of 
median. The focus of staff on wages is likely to relate more to the staggering cost of living 
in San Francisco rather than comparability to similar jobs. It should be noted that the staff 
at the two CC sites is unionized. 


One common complaint from staff is that the small size of the RCFCIs results in people 
needing to pitch in and cover other people’s jobs because there is no backup. Frustration 
develops when one’s primary work isn’t getting done because someone needs to mop the 
floor or get a meal prepped when someone else calls in sick.  
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Demand	for	Services	


A key question that arose many times in this study was “what is the right number of RCFCI 
beds?”  Some potential referral sources state that they are frustrated with the RCFCIs 
because beds either aren’t available or the facilities decline to take patients with complex 
behavioral issues. Others express frustration at the perception that residents at RCFCIs 
don’t all need that level of care and are draining resources. Still others are concerned about 
the “institutionalization” of PLHIV in RCFCIs. 


On a very simple level, demand can be calculated as the current occupancy minus any 
residents not currently meeting RCFCI criteria plus individuals on wait lists for RCFCIs. This 
may under-predict demand by ignoring those who might be appropriate for RCFCI care, but 
who, for whatever reason, do not make it to a wait list (undiagnosed, not in care, choice, 
etc.).  


Program wait lists are typically “squishy” due to the fact that applicants may not be totally 
ready to move for a variety of factors, or they may have outstanding items such as TB 
screening, interviews or application information pending. Attachment M provides an 
overview of current vacancies, wait lists and assessments by residents and by staff of 
readiness to move to a more independent setting. 


As noted earlier, 25% of residents self-identified as ready to move now or in the next three 
months. Program staff were also asked to identify the number of residents that they felt 
were appropriate to move out of their RCFCI. These percentages and current vacancies and 
occupancy are shown. Note that the resident readiness percentage is extrapolated to the 
entire resident population, whereas the program readiness is based upon a review of all 
residents.  


Looking at Attachment M, it’s interesting to note that there are significant differences 
between the resident (Column G) and program readiness (Column F) rates at the program 
level, but they are almost identical in aggregate. To be conservative, Column (H) uses the 
lower of the two rates for each program. Column I then adds the existing vacancies to 
arrive at an estimate of beds that could be available for new residents. 


As a comparison, data from the 2015 IOA study on RCFCI criteria is added in Columns J and 
K. Those numbers are slightly lower than Column I. 
If Larkin is excluded, and the transition of residents identified in Column H is achievable, 
then there are conceivably 19 beds available with an unduplicated wait list of 11. The net 
result after being able to successfully move ready residents to a more independent setting 
and then admitting the entire wait list would be a surplus/vacancy of about 8 beds. Note: 
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As previously mentioned, not all those who might be appropriate for the RCFCI level of care 
are currently on wait lists. Based on interviews, open beds might result in more referrals 
from sources if they were to know that beds are available.  
Larkin’s Assisted Care facility focuses on care for newly diagnosed youth between the ages 
of 18 and 24. The graph below shows the declining size of that population, which is 
reflected in lower occupancy rates at Larkin. This calls into question the ongoing 
justification of reserving this building solely for a declining population.  
 


viii 


Cost	of	Care	


Each program provided their cost per patient day which is shown in Attachment N. In the 
same attachment, comparative costs for other settings is provided (Table N-2). In many 
cases, it is important to differentiate those that provide both housing and supportive 
services versus those that only provide one or the other. 


Attachment N shows several things. First, that there is a range in average total cost per 
resident day across the RCFCIs that is largely related to economies of scale (diseconomies 
are at the smaller facilities), and to the acuity of residents served (Maitri providing a higher 
level of nursing care). Second, all programs have total costs, including overhead, that 
exceed the total government contract rates per resident day, with the operators 
contributing over $1 million in combined costs even with one-time funding.  


Maitri’s costs are 8% higher than its reasonable benchmarks, Coming Home Hospice and 
Sarah House. Of the remaining facilities, Leland and Claver are below the Los Angeles 
County RCFCI rate of $216 per day (even before taking into account a 20% higher cost of 
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living in San Francisco), while Cohen and Larkin are about 40% higher, when Larkin’s 
occupancy is assumed to be 90%. At its current occupancy of 67%, its cost per day is 75% 
higher (see Attachment N, Tables N-1 and N-2). 


It should be noted that combining housing only options such as the Los Angeles TRCF rate 
or Brandy Moore with an ICM option takes the cost to at least the Los Angeles RCFCI rate 
(and higher than current Leland and Claver costs).  


PROGRAM	MODELS	


Although not a specific required deliverable for this study, it seemed prudent to seek out 
other promising models of care for PLHIV and complex needs. Somewhat surprisingly, 
there were very few suggestions for promising models of HIV supportive housing during 
the 75 interviews (see Attachment C) with people engaged in providing or funding similar 
or adjacent services. 


Supportive	Housing	for	PLHIV	


Project	New	Hope	


Several organizations that had multiple levels of housing ownership were sited. Project 
New Hope in Glendale, CA is one of those. It offers an array of group and independent 
living facilities. Its group living options are focused only on people living with HIV/AIDS 
(RCFCI and TRCF), while its independent housing has been developed for various target 
populations based largely upon available funding: seniors, chronically homeless persons 
with disabilities such as serious mental illness, chronic substance abuse, and/or AIDS and 
related diseases, or low-income with HIV. Programs like this and others, even to some 
extent like Catholic Charities and Larkin Street, have other living options within the same 
organization that can serve as placement for residents moving out of transitional housing. 


Los	Angeles	County	RCFIs	and	TRCFs	


Los Angeles County has added restrictions for its funding for RCFCIs. RCFCI residency is 
limited to 24 months and residents must have a Karnofsky functional score (a 
measurement typically used to measure functional impairment of people living with 
cancer) of 70 or less. Two RCFCIs in Los Angeles County closed in November 2019, stating 
that they could not find enough applicants that met those criteria to operate at capacity. 
The County reimburses for RCFCI care on a bed-night rate of $216.34. 
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Los Angeles County also recognizes another non-licensed level of residential care, the 
Transitional Residential Care Facility (TRCF). TRCFs provide interim housing with ongoing 
supervision and assistance with independent living skills for homeless individuals living 
with HIV/ AIDS in a non-institutional, homelike environment. The purpose of TRCFs is to 
facilitate movement towards a more traditional and permanent living situation through 
assessment of a person’s needs, counseling, case management and other supportive 
services. The County reimburses for TRCFs at $114.93 per bed-night. Attachment O details 
the required and optional services of a TRCF. 


Chicago	House	


Chicago House, a 16-bed congregate living residence in Chicago, reports that fewer of its 
clients are interested in congregate living, that it has eliminated nursing staff at its one 
congregate living site and would not develop any new congregate living options since its 
scattered studio apartments with case management are preferred by both residents and 
staff. Its experience during the first month of the COVID-19 pandemic reinforced their 
staff’s reservations about the viability of congregate housing. 


Intensive	Case	Management	


As opposed to HIV Supportive Housing, Intensive Case Management (ICM) for those living 
in any type of setting was raised in a number of interviews as a promising approach for 
PLHIV who have complex needs. A number of models for providing ICM exist across the 
country, although none of them exclusively serve PLHIV. One form that exists for PLHIV in 
San Francisco is the Hazel Betsey program run by Catholic Charities. The program is 
intensive, coordinated case management services to women and children impacted by 
chronic illness and homelessness. While it includes a 9-unit building, it serves a large 
number of clients living in other settings. 


Pathways	to	Housing	PA	


Another model for care is represented by Pathways to Housing PA. Pathways provides 
parallel, but separate housing and intensive case management. It is based upon a Housing 
First model, with scattered units. Its intensive case management teams, composed of 
nurses, social workers and peer counselors, specialize in various primary needs of clients: 
opioid-using, other drug-using, mental health, etc.  


Key elements of the program include:  
 Serves approximately 450 single people with serious mental illness and/or 


substance use disorders 
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 City of Philadelphia decides who needs to be served 
 5-year retention in housing: 85% 
 Teams consist of 8 – 11 multi-disciplinary staff members and each team serves 70 to 


80 clients 
 Teams vary in focus/strengths: Team 1 sees many individuals with alcohol use 


disorder (“chronic inebriate program”), Team 2 has 20 dedicated spots for 
individuals living with HIV/AIDS (partners with Action Wellness), Team 3 serves the 
majority of individuals with complex medical needs, Teams 7 and 8 focus on opioid 
use, newly launched Team 9 focuses on poly-substance use, and Team 6 is a “step 
down” blended case management team for participants who no longer need the 
level of intensity offered on the other higher level of care teams  


 All teams include certified peer specialists 
 Housing funded through HUD, Case Management through Medicaid/Medicare, plus 


fundraising 
 Integrates with medical care from Thomas Jefferson University Department of 


Family and Community Medicine, and Project H.O.M.E.’s Stephen Klein Wellness 
Center 


 Approximate costs in Philadelphia: $30,000 a year composed of housing at $19,000 
and Case Management at $11,000 per client 


 Strong emphasis on community integration, which may include helping participants 
to connect with volunteering or part-time employment  


Westside	Community	Services	‐	Assertive	Community	Treatment	


San Francisco’s Westside Community Services (WCS) which operates the state-funded AIDS 
Case Management program, also operates an Assertive Case Management program as part 
of its Behavioral Health services, funded by Medi-Cal.  


Key aspects of the program include:  
 Team consists of Psychiatrist, Case Managers and LVN 
 1: 10 ratio of case managers to active clients 
 24-hour support plus day program 
 Funded by Medi-Cal 
 African American client focus/cultural competence  
 Clients selected by severe and persistent mental health plus frequent 


hospitalization 
 Serves about 100 people a year at a cost of $1.6 million 
 About 60% are housed; remainder homeless 
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 Challenges include: cost, inability to know other services and case managers 
involved in care outside of WCS, some clients have been on service for 20 years 


Institute	on	Aging	–	San	Francisco	Community	Living	Fund	(CLF)	


San Francisco created the CLF to support aging in place and placement alternatives for 
individuals who might otherwise require care in an institution. Under the oversight of the 
Department of Disability and Aging Services, the CLF program is led by the IOA and 
provides for home- and community-based services that help individuals who are currently 
or at risk of being institutionalized to live independently in the community. It uses a two-
pronged approach of coordinated case management and purchased services to support 
vulnerable adults with disabilities.  


Key elements of the program include:  
 Provides ICM plus Purchase of Service (home modifications, first/last month rent or 


deposit, homecare for those not otherwise qualifying) 
 Teams consist of MSWs with one OT 
 Caseload of 1: 20 
 Partners with other organizations for money management and other services 
 Primary focus on moving residents from SNFs to a lower level of care 
 Focus is short-term transition of 12 – 18 months 


Prior experience in working with RCFCIs on resident exits was stymied by the lack of 
prioritization for very limited housing opportunities. Total monthly program costs average 
about $2,000 per client. For just their RCFE clients that average is $2,996 per client per 
month.  


Community	Health	Plan	of	San	Mateo	–	Community	Care	Settings	Pilot		


In partnership with the Institute on Aging, the Community Care Settings Pilot program 
(CCSP) assists Health Plan of San Mateo County members to transition out of nursing 
facilities and back to living independently in the community. CCSP also provides services to 
individuals living in the community, or those who are in acute care settings, that are at 
imminent risk of institutionalization. CCSP staff work to ensure that individuals are 
connected to all available community resources, stable housing, and appropriate 
healthcare services to support their ability to live at home safely. 
The program has three prongs: 


 Coordinated Case Management – CCSP connects clients to community services 
such as transportation, meals, personal care, housing assistance, etc. 
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 Purchase of Services – CCSP provides the needed resources and services, not 
available through any other mechanism 


 Housing Retention and Placement – CCSP identifies, secures, and maintains 
appropriate community-based housing. 


Medi‐Cal	Health	Homes	Program	


In 2019, Molina Healthcare of California implemented the Department of Health Care 
Services (DHCS) Health Homes Program to serve eligible Medi-Cal beneficiaries with 
complex medical needs in the counties of San Bernardino, Riverside, San Diego, 
Sacramento, Imperial and Los Angeles. The purpose of the Health Homes Program is to 
drive the best quality outcomes for complex members through intensive care management 
that connect members to community and social agencies. Eligible Medi-Cal beneficiaries 
who choose to participate in the Health Homes Program will be provided with intensive 
care coordination by an entity known as a Community Based-Care Management Entity (CB-
CME). The CB-CMEs may be community organizations, Federally Qualified Health Centers 
(FQHCs), or IPAs and will be responsible to offer the services as identified below.  
 Comprehensive Care Management  
 Care Coordination  
 Health Promotion  
 Comprehensive Transitional Care  
 Individual and Family Support Services  
 Referral to Community & Social Supports  
 Housing Navigation Services (for unhoused plan members) 


 
In June 2020, Inland Empire Health Plan (IEHP) shared resultsix of its implementation of the 
Health Homes Program. IEHP describes the program as coordinating “the physical, 
behavioral and community-based Long-Term Services and Supports needs of members 
with severe chronic physical and/or mental health conditions. Key elements include: a web-
based care management system, motivational interviewing, a coach dyad consisting of a 
physician and a behavioral health expert, and use of community health workers. Acuity 
levels take into account homelessness, members with three or more ED visits, members 
with one or more inpatient visit and members with three or more of 15 HHP conditions. 
Results for the first partial year include improved clinical outcomes, reduced ED visits and 
higher primary care physician visits.  
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L.A.	Care	–	High	Risk/Complex	Care	Management	


L.A. Care provides High Risk/Complex Care Management (CCM) support to members to 
help them understand their current health status, treatment plan and health care needs. 
Referrals are reviewed and a risk stratification algorithm is utilized to identify members 
who are at risk for an adverse health outcomes or changes in health status. Members 
eligible for CCM are those whose degree and complexity of condition is severe, whose level 
of management required is intensive, and who will require extensive resources to regain 
optimal health or improved function. L.A. Care has developed a Trigger List to guide 
referral sources and triage nurses in identifying appropriate cases for CCM that includes 
Major Trauma, Advanced Liver Disease, End-stage AIDS, Metastatic cancer, Psychoses and 
other diseases and situations. 


ALTERNATIVE	FUNDING	


One objective for this project was to explore alternative funding sources for the RCFCIs. 
Several opportunities were identified during this project, but most are not immediately 
applicable. Several may be worth pursuing over the longer term. 


California	Assisted	Living	Waiver	Program	(ALW)	


The Assisted Living Waiver (ALW) program is a California §1915(c) Home and Community-
Based Services Waiver program. It offers Medi-Cal eligible beneficiaries the choice of 
residing in an assisted living setting as an alternative to long-term placement in a nursing 
facility. The goal of the ALW is to facilitate nursing facility transition back into a homelike 
and community setting or prevent skilled nursing admissions for beneficiaries with an 
imminent need for nursing facility placement. Assisted Living services from Tier 1 to 5 are 
provided to eligible participants who live in Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly (RCFE), 
Adult Residential Facilities (ARFs) or Public Subsidized Housing sites. Every waiver 
participant is reviewed and approved by an independent Care Coordination Agency (CCA).  


The current rates for ALW are shown below. They are the same for all counties in the state, 
not accounting for higher costs of doing business in some areas. This is supposedly why 
there are so few residential care operators participating in ALW within the County of San 
Francisco. 


Tier 5, which has the highest daily reimbursement rate, requires that residents exhibit 
severe mental/cognitive disabilities such as those resulting from traumatic brain injury. 
They also need to have failed one or more placements in the past. This level is rarely 
approved, and primarily only for cases of traumatic brain injury. The scoring for the tiers 
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covers four domains: functional limitations, medication administration, nursing care needs, 
and cognitive impairment. There are no explicit considerations for mental health or 
substance use issues. In fact, one of the CCAs that I spoke with said that it is their policy to 
require all residents to be clean and sober for at least one year. This is not apparently a 
legal requirement, but a means to avoid problematic placements. 


2020 Payment Rates per Level of Care for Assisted Living Services  


RCFE, ARF or PHA Per Participant Per Day Service Code/Modifier 
Tier 1 $  71 T2031, U1 
Tier 2 $  85 T2031, U2 
Tier 3 $  97 T2031, U3 
Tier 4 $112 T2031, U4 
Tier 5 $200 T2031, U5 


Residential Habilitation Services 
Available to all tiers with 


prior approval 
$6.75 per 15 minutes T2017, U4 


Residential Habilitation Services require prior approval from the DHCS Nurse Evaluator and 
provide for additional, appropriate staff to assist in acquiring, retaining, and improving the 
self-help, socialization, and adaptive skills as needed by the participant. 


All ALW providers receive room and board payments from the Waiver participants. The 
current room and board rate for Residential Care Facilities providing assisted living under 
this waiver is as follows:  
 For a monthly Social Security income (or a Supplemental Security Income) of 


$1,206.37, $1,069.37 is dedicated to housing and $137.00 allowance for the 
participant’s personal needs. <Note: this represents about 89% of income> 


 For a monthly income of $1,206.37 or greater, $1,089.37 is dedicated to housing and 
$137.00 allowance for the participant’s personal needs.  


 Care Coordination and Nursing Facility Transition Care Coordination Compensation 
is $320.00 per participant per month. (Service Code G9002)  


 For Transitional Care Coordination from a Nursing Facility, the coordinator receives 
a one-time fee of $1,600.00 per participant (Service Code G9001).  


 Augmented Plan of Care Development and Follow-Up: $11.36 per 15 minutes 
(Service Code/Modifier T2024) Augmented Plan of Care: A systematic assessment of 
a participant’s conduct that identifies functional and dysfunctional behaviors, 
followed by the development of a written behavior plan, and the training of 
personnel to implement the behavior plan, monitor the effectiveness, and modify 
the plan if necessary. Approval must be received from DHCS prior to billing for 
Augmented Plan of Care Development and Follow-up. 
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In a 2018 study of two RCFCIs, the residents of Leland House and Peter Claver Community 
were classified as follows:  


Tier Leland House Peter Claver Community 
Tier 1 5 12 
Tier 2 22 8 
Tier 3 5 6 
Tier 4 7 5 
Tier 5 2 0 


Based upon this classification, the reimbursement for these two sites was calculated and 
deemed by CC to be insufficient. Integriti3D analyzed the data with 2020 rates and 
calculated the reimbursement from the daily rate and room and board as shown below. 
We also looked at what would happen if there were to be a change in the tier distribution 
due to exits of the lowest tiers at a number that equals the Program Director’s estimate of 
residents ready to move. Here are the assumed changes in tier distribution:  
 


 Original Tier Distribution Revised Tier Distribution 
Tier Leland House Peter Claver 


Community 
Leland House Peter Claver 


Community 
% Exit (assumed 
from lowest tiers) 


  23% 15% 


Tier 1 12% 39% 0% 24% 
Tier 2 54% 26% 56% 32% 
Tier 3 12% 19% 16% 24% 
Tier 4 17% 16% 22% 20% 
Tier 5 5% 0% 6% 0% 


Here is a comparison of estimated ALW reimbursement using 2020 rates for each 
distribution scenario. This also assumes that all residents are eligible and participate.  


 Original Tier Distribution Revised Tier Distribution 
Average Monthly 
Reimbursement Component 
Per Resident 


Leland House Peter Claver 
Community 


Leland House Peter Claver 
Community 


Average Daily Tier Rate $95  $86 $100 $90 
Monthly Tier Payment $4,278  $4,013 $4,437 $4,124 
Monthly Room and Board $1,069 $1,069 $1,069 $1,069 
Monthly Care Coordination $320   $ 320 $320  $320  
Total Combined * $4,278  $4,013 $4,437 $4,124 
Average Daily Reimbursement $140 $132 $146 $136 
* Does not include pre-approved Residential Habilitation or one-time Care Coordination from a NF 


All of the average daily reimbursement rates above are lower than the average total cost 
per day of any of the RCFCIs (see Attachment N). In order for ALW to be financially 
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sustainable, some form of overlay service such as Case Management and/or Mental Health 
Services would need to be provided as a supplement. 


For the ALW to be used at one or more of the RCFCIs, they would need to either relicense 
as a RCFE, or secure a legislative change to include RCFCIs as an approved location. 
According to Community Care Licensing, the following steps would be required for re-
licensing:  
 New application submitted via Centralized Office in Sacramento, to include:  


 Fire clearance 
 Control of Property 
 Verification of Financial Resources (90 days of reserves) 


 Administrator Qualification (requires certification, unlike RCFCI) that is currently only 
available during the Public Health Emergency (PHE) as Conditional Certification, with 
in-person certification to be completed within 90 days 


 Exceptions would need to be requested for all admissions of someone under the 
age of 60 


Also, all residents would need to opt for participation and all residents would need to 
qualify by meeting guidelines or being exempted. From Attachment I, less than 50% of all 
residents would qualify outright as Medi-Cal eligible residents who are 60 or older. Only 
Cohen Residence has a higher percentage (70%) who would qualify outright.  


Finally, the ALW would require participating residents to pay at least 89% of income versus 
the current 30% at all of the RCFCIs except Maitri (60%). This may prove to be a disincentive 
if another housing option is available at a lower share of income.  


Assessment: The ALW provides an existing structure which could be modified to address 
residential care for PLCNIHIV. Geographic adjustment of payments, expansion to include RCFCIs 
and revision of tiers to address mental health and substance use disorders could be proposed. 
For a small number of current RCFCI residents 60 or older with dementia, this could provide an 
alternate source of funding if a facility were to be relicensed as a RCFE. 


California	Advancing	and	Innovating	Medi‐Cal	(CalAIM)	


CalAIM is a multi-year initiative by DHCS to improve the quality of life and health outcomes 
of our population by implementing broad delivery system, program and payment reform 
across the Medi-Cal program. The major components of CalAIM build upon the successful 
outcomes of various pilots (including but not limited to the Whole Person Care Pilots, 
Health Homes, and the Coordinated Care Initiative) from the previous federal waivers and 
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will result in a better quality of life for Medi-Cal members as well as long-term cost 
savings/avoidance. 


CalAIM has three primary goals:  
1. Identify and manage member risk and need through Whole Person Care approaches 


and addressing Social Determinants of Health; 
2. Move Medi-Cal to a more consistent and seamless system by reducing complexity and 


increasing flexibility; and 
3. Improve quality outcomes and drive delivery system transformation through value-


based initiatives, modernization of systems and payment reform. 


One element of CalAIM is Enhanced Care Management and In Lieu of Services. This would 
establish a statewide enhanced care management (ECM) benefit. The goal of an ECM 
benefit is to provide a whole-person approach to care that addresses the clinical and non-
clinical needs of high-need Medi-Cal beneficiaries enrolled in managed care health plans. 
ECM is a collaborative and interdisciplinary approach to providing intensive and 
comprehensive care management services. The proposed ECM benefit would replace the 
current Health Homes Program (HHP) and Whole Person Care (WPC) care management 
pilots, building on positive outcomes from those programs. 
 
Target populations for ECM include, but are not limited to:  
 High utilizers (top 1–5%) of care; 
 Individuals at risk for institutionalization (including individuals with Serious Mental 


Illness, children with Serious Emotional Disturbance, and individuals eligible for 
long-term care; 


 Those with frequent hospital or emergency room admissions; 
 Nursing facility residents who want to transition to the community; 
 Individuals transitioning from incarceration; and 
 Individuals suffering from chronic homelessness or who are at risk of becoming 


homeless. 


The proposed model would incorporate financial incentives for health plans to invest in 
improving quality while lowering cost, changes in payment arrangements for health clinics, and 
integration of the state’s three separate health care delivery systems for physical health, mental 
health and substance use disorder treatment. x 


Assessment: DHCS formally released the CalAIM proposal on October 29, 2019, but in April 2020 
suspended work in order to allow all involved to address COVID-19 issues. The ECM has the 
potential to address the needs of RCFCI residents, and should be followed if and when the 
proposal is moved from the back burner. 
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California	Long	Term	Care	at	Home	Medi‐Cal	Benefit	


California’s DHCS announced in May 2020 that it is beginning the development of a new 
“Long Term Care at Home” benefit in Medi-Cal in response to the COVID-19 crisis. This 
bundled set of home and community services would help vulnerable adults stay healthy at 
home. The model appears to have incorporated many aspects of the CalAIM ECM proposal. 


The benefit would include:  
 Individual, Person-centered Assessment 
 Transition Services 
 Care Management 
 Home and Community Based Services 


It is intended to assist in transitions from hospitals or skilled nursing facilities to home, and 
to decompress SNFs and residential care facilities during the pandemic and flu seasons. It 
will develop the model in coordination with the Master Plan for Aging Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee and various state departments, with the goal of implementing the model by 
early 2021. The benefit is intended to be budget neutral.  


Assessment: This model could address many current RCFCI residents, but there are those who 
question the development of a new benefit at the same time that the State has announced 
proposed cuts to existing programs that address the same population.  


Federally	Qualified	Health	Centers	(FQHCs)	


We also explored whether FQHCs could play a role by providing physician and/or Nurse 
Practitioner services. Most primary care for RCFCI residents is already provided outside of 
RCFCI costs at clinics or hospitals, some of which are FQHCs themselves. To provide on-site 
services, a preliminary investigation shows that an FQHC would need to secure approval 
from the U.S. Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) to either (1) add the 
residential care facility as a “service site” to the health center’s scope of project or to (2) add 
the residential care facility an as “other activity” to the health center’s scope of project. 
There has been some hesitance in the past by the HRSA to allow a facility which has its own 
health care services, such as a prison, to be added to the scope of a FQHC. The approval by 
HRSA requires extensive documentation of need, and HRSA generally assumes San 
Francisco is over-saturated with approved sites for underserved.  


Assessment: Inquiries to several FQHCs in San Francisco have indicated a tepid openness to 
further discussion, but the advantage in terms of cost savings to the RCFCIs may be minimal 
since RCFCIs have minimal direct physician and Nurse Practitioner (NP) costs at present.  
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Palliative	Care		


Efforts have been underway among health care providers, state governments, advocacy 
groups and payers, among others, to make community based palliative care more 
accessible to patients and families. The Center to Advance Palliative Care defines such 
services as:  


“Palliative care is specialized medical care for people living with a serious illness. This 
type of care is focused on providing relief from the symptoms and stress of the illness. 
The goal is to improve quality of life for both the patient and the family. Palliative care is 
provided by a specially-trained team of doctors, nurses and other specialists who work 
together with a patient’s other doctors to provide an extra layer of support. Palliative 
care is based on the needs of the patient, not on the patient’s prognosis. It is appropriate 
at any age and at any stage in a serious illness, and it can be provided along with 
curative treatment.” 


Much as a FQHC can bill for physician and NP services, palliative care providers could bill 
independently for services under a palliative care model and perhaps reduce the level of 
RN staffing required at one or more sites.  


Assessment: As with FQHCs, it could provide some assistance at the margin, but would not 
appear to be a major cost savings opportunity. 


In‐Home	Supportive	Services	(IHSS)/Homebridge	


The IHSS system is predicated on the concept of a client selecting an IHSS worker in a one-
one relationship. Clients are assessed and allocated a given number of hours (subject to a 
cap of 195 hours per month for individuals with disabilities and 283 hours per month for 
those with severe disabilities). IHSS services cannot be provided in a licensed care facility, 
but could be provided in a delicensed facility or for residents exiting from an RCFCI. 


Homebridge provides IHSS services in a “contract mode,” meaning that IHSS assigns certain 
cases to Homebridge, generally because the client cannot independently direct their own 
IHSS services. Homebridge has been hoping to pilot a model of care that is location-based 
rather than client-based. In this model, Homebridge workers would serve multiple clients in 
the same building, working on a shift basis. These shifts could run 24/7 or just a portion of 
each day, such as 6: 30am – 10pm.  


Assessment: IHSS would not likely cover the full cost of attendant care for residents with complex 
needs. A proposal for a 25-bed shelter with 13.5 hours of coverage per day with overlapped 
shifts to provide 2 workers during high-demand periods, is estimated to cost $59 per hour with 
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IHSS covering $21.45 of that amount. Homebridge would be interested in looking at such a 
model for a delicensed facility (see next section). 


Dignity	Fund	


The Dignity Fund was established via charter amendment passed by San Francisco voters 
in 2016, guaranteeing funding to enhance supportive services to help older adults (60+ 
years old) and adults with disabilities (18 – 59 years old) age with dignity in their own 
homes and communities. The Dignity Fund is administered by the Department of Disability 
and Aging Services. The Fund has two key components:  
 Stabilizes funding for current services and support for older adults, veterans, adults 


with disabilities, and caregivers; and, 
 Provides additional set aside dollars each year that will address the unmet and 


emerging needs of these communities. 


The Dignity Fund legislation established a funding baseline of $38 million and requires the 
City to grow the Fund to address currently unmet and emerging needs of San Francisco’s 
older adults and adults with disabilities. Over a 10-year period, the Fund was to increase by 
$33 million, beginning with an additional $6 million in the first year (fiscal year 2017-18) and 
$3 million annually for the next nine years. Beyond that, the additional annual amount will 
be determined by changes in City revenues. Due to budget impacts of COVID-19, growth in 
the Dignity Fund baseline has been suspended for FY 2020-21, pursuant to the City Charter 
and will remain at the FY 2019-20 baseline of $50.1 million.  


Assessment: Although the Services and Allocation Plan has been established through 2024 and 
funding levels have been at least temporarily frozen, the Dignity Fund could serve as a longer-
term source of funding for services to PLCNIHIV. Advocacy during the 2025 planning process is 
recommended. 


OPTIONS	TO	RESTRUCTURE	


Although not included in the original scope of this project, several suggestions have been 
made during this project and in the past about opportunities to restructure existing 
operations by sharing services, specialization, delicensing and/or merging. 


Centralized	Intake	and	Transition	Services	


The following are opportunities that might marginally save costs and/or improve services 
and/or transitions at the RCFCIs:  
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 Centralized intake – this could remove some costs from each RCFCI, but would 
reduce the autonomy of the programs. If combined with a discharge function, this 
would standardize placement in and out of RCFCIs. 


 Job training and housing placement – these services were identified as a gap in the 
RCFCIs’ ability to transition residents to a more independent setting.  


Delicensing	


One or more of the facilities could delicense and operate with a lower staffing level and 
serve residents with lower needs. This could be something like the TRCF model in Los 
Angeles County. Supportive services would need to be provided by a third party such as an 
ICM provider and/or IHSS/Homebridge. 


Based upon the figures in Attachment M, current demand for RCFCI beds could fall by at 
least 10 beds if exit housing could be secured, and might increase if other transition 
support services were augmented. 


CCL estimates that it can take about 60 days to delicense a facility, with the most critical 
path item being the resident transition plan. The Alliance for Housing and Healing received 
CCL approval to close two RCFCIs in 2019 within two weeks, but they had already 
transitioned all of their residents before submitting their closure plan. 
 There is a moratorium on resident evictions due to the current PHE. It is currently 


set to expire on June 30, 2020. The local CCL office may or may not take this into 
account. 


 Closure requires approval of CCL with information to include:  
 A closure plan that includes placement of all residents 
 Information on any residents testing positive for COVID-19 
 Statement of why the closure is in the best interests of the residents 


Affiliation	


For over 20 years, there have been suggestions that two or more of the RCFCIs should 
merge. Proponents suggest that improved scale and the potential ability to transition 
between different levels of care would improve long-standing issues. Others are hesitant 
about combining programs that require large amounts of fund-raising and face further 
government funding cuts. 


Affiliation might ease the way for more consistency and the sharing of certain functions 
such as volunteers, activities, and food and facility services. However, mergers are known 
to usually fall short on cost savings via consolidation, being offset by other costs, either 
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one-time or ongoing to coordinate multiple sites and/or programs. Non-profit mergers 
have been found to occur more often when there are barriers to organic growth, such as 
when funding sources are impersonal, programs are asset-intensive and when the 
programs are in a regulated business. Three key factors for a successful merger are:  
 Trust  
 Mission-driven intent 
 Clarity across all participants about their organizations’ overall goals and seeing the 


merger as a strategy to achieve them 


Identification of merger opportunities is often described as a dating game. Both parties 
need to be interested, and there are many issues that can rock a potential relationship. 
Additionally, exploration, planning and implementation of mergers or affiliations are 
typically very time and resource intensive. Knowing these factors up front can allow merger 
partners to anticipate, plan for and avoid the inherent challenges. At times, funders have 
provided planning or capacity building grants to assist with these activities. 


Need	for	Coordination	of	Restructuring	


Any consideration of restructuring is fraught with interdependencies. There are long-term 
goals to consider, but transitional phases are often required to get there. Because of these 
interdependencies, it will be important for all current RCFCI operators and their funders to 
collaborate in redefining a system of care for PLCNIHIV. For example, it may make sense 
for one or two small facilities to consider relicensing or delicensing, but if all five programs 
were to take the same path, it would disrupt the ability to meet the needs of PLCNIHIV. 
There’s likely need for bridge funding or creative funding such as shared risk and shared 
savings programs which are increasingly a part of the federal Accountable Care 
Organization rollout.  


COVID‐19	IMPLICATIONS	FOR	RCFCI	FACILITIES	AND	RESIDENTS	


During the course of this study, the world entered a public health emergency (PHE) due to 
COVID-19. With nearly half of residents of these RCFCIs (see Attachment I) 60 or older on 
top of underlying HIV disease plus other complications, the close quarters of congregate 
living make the RCFCIs high-risk areas for the spread of the virus.  


While it is impossible at this point to predict all ramifications of the pandemic, it is likely to 
impact the RCFCIs in a number of ways, including: strains on volunteer and philanthropic 
support; cuts in federal, state and local budgets to offset huge expenditures and lost tax 
income due to the crisis, as well as the need for the RCFCIs to react to infection control and 
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the potential infection of residents prior to reaching herd immunity or sufficient 
vaccination rates to reduce the threat. It is equally likely that the PHE also impacted the 
response rates to survey, interview and data requests that were part of this project.  


Guidance from the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) for the re-opening 
nursing homes will likely be applied to all residential care facilities. Those directives take an 
approach that can be described as “open last, close first.” So, we should expect restrictions 
on residential care facilities to extend longer and start back up more quickly than other 
business segments.  


Surveys	and	Other	Data	Collection	


It should be noted that much of the data collection and surveys conducted for this project 
took place during the initial months of the COVID-19 crisis. This clearly impacted the ability 
to gather data as originally planned for this project, and also was likely to influence the 
thinking of those interviewed or surveyed. It is reasonable to assume that requests for 
program staff to collect information, provide feedback and to distribute and follow-up on 
staff and resident surveys were occurring at a time that everyone was stretched thin due to 
the PHE. Despite these challenges, Integriti3D feels that the information obtained is 
sufficient to address the goals of the project.  


Volunteers	


The RCFCI programs have traditionally relied on volunteer support. This has been on the 
wane as the community’s interest in HIV/AIDS has fatigued. Still, some programs such as 
Maitri, have had a strong volunteer pool that supplements the ability of staff to meet client 
needs. Since mid-March, when visitation to care facilities was severely restricted, volunteer 
support is no longer available. When volunteers will be able to resume their work remains 
to be seen.  


Government Spending	Cuts 


States are experiencing unprecedented financial strain due to rising Medicaid enrollment, 
the costs of COVID-19 testing and treatment, and lower state tax revenues due to economic 
shutdowns. Though Congress has approved some financial support, the timing and level of 
additional federal support remains uncertain. The budgetary impact and the extent to 
which federal funding mitigates deficits will be highly variable across states based on each 
state’s prevalence and severity of COVID-19, types of industries and jobs, Medicaid 
eligibility parameters, and budgetary status before the pandemic.  
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Many states will likely seek to identify near-term sources of savings within their budgets. 
Governor Newsom has announced budget cuts that will take place on July 1 unless the 
federal government provides significant aid to the state. Among them: a 10% cut in funding 
schools and the UC/Cal State systems, elimination of optional Medi-Cal benefits such as 
community-based adult services and full dental care, IHSS benefit reductions of 7%, a 10% 
reduction in state employee salaries, and a $30 million cut to state parks. Similar cuts at the 
federal and local levels will likely need to be considered. This puts at risk several of the 
Alternative Funding options cited in this report. 


Increase	in	Homelessness	


Experts are currently predicting a growth in the number of homeless people by 20% due to 
the COVID-19 crisisxi. This increase in homelessness will translate to greater demand for 
low-income housing in general, and would be expected to impact PLHIV at least equally. 


Period	of	Risk	and	Lock‐Down	


For a period of at least six to twelve months, RCFCIs will need to deal with costs and stress 
related to infection control and access restrictions. Most of the RCFCIs have implemented a 
supplemental “front-line” payment for staff members, and all have experienced increased 
costs in supplies and cleaning. In the staff survey completed at the beginning of the crisis, 
there were numerous concerns about always hearing about the need to reduce costs. That 
emphasis will be exacerbated by increased PPE and cleaning costs in parallel with a 
squeeze on government funding.  


Some residents may not completely understand or accept infection control and shelter-in-
place measures. As high-risk environments, staff and resident mental health pressures are 
likely to grow as the pandemic persists. The result may be increased turn-over at the 
RCFCIs and/or reduced interest in moving into an RCFCI compared to other more 
independent housing options.  


As of this writing, there are no uniform guidelines for how residents who are either 
potentially infected or have tested positive will be handled in the RCFCIs, other than to 
contact DPH. The current approach is based upon a case-by-case assessment. It would 
appear that the City does not yet have the staff to accept clients with complex medical 
needs into the alternate site housing (hotels), so the RCFCIs are assuming that each facility 
will need to deal with its own cases, or in the event that isn’t deemed practical, send them 
to an acute care hospital. There seems to be more opportunity for the five RCFCIs to 
collaboratively develop contingency plans for isolation, and determine if a joint plan would 
better serve their residents. This might include having one location serve as a site for 
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suspected or confirmed residents with dedicated space and staff. For the latter purpose, 
the Larkin facility is the only one with private bathrooms, and it has been running at 
reduced occupancy. 


Long‐Term	Changes	in	Ways	of	Doing	Business	


Telehealth has gone mainstream during the PHE, and is expected to become the norm 
going forward. Robotics is also allowing for functions such as cleaning to be completed with 
much lower probability of infection. While it is difficult to predict precisely how these trends 
will impact RCFCIs, it is clear that the degree of human interaction is likely to decrease even 
after shelter-in-place orders are lifted. 


RECOMMENDATIONS	


It should be noted that work is still underway in cooperation with the San Francisco Mayor’s 
Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) to refine and add detail to the 
recommendations for inclusion in the final report. 


Criteria	for	Decision‐Making	


In evaluating solutions, Integriti3D used the following criteria:  
 Given the foundational value of housing as a social determinant of health and the 


wait lists that exist for nearly all levels of subsidized and supportive housing in San 
Francisco for PLHIV, maintain or increase access to supportive housing for low-
income PLHIV (where access is a combination of both number of beds and 
throughput of transitional housing)  


 Support a mindset and plan of transition for staff and residents of all programs that 
remain licensed as RCFCIs 


 Secure prioritized housing options for transitional care residents ready to move to 
more independent settings  


 Support client choice, while at the same time incentivizing moves which increase 
independence that require an openness to change and risk 


 Leverage funding streams outside of existing HIV funding to include intersecting 
senior, homeless, substance use and mental health dollars.  


Recommendations:	Staff	Recruitment	and	Retention	


The first response when talking to employers or staff about recruitment and retention is 
salary. As noted in the Staff section above, while hourly rates for several common RCFCI 
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positions are near or above the San Francisco median, there is still the issue these are not 
living wages given the San Francisco Bay Area housing market and commute hassles and 
costs. This dissatisfaction is overcome to some extent by the motivation of RCFCI staff to 
serve this particular population and to be associated with such a mission. Reinforcing those 
values is one way to attract and retain employees. 


Recommendations to consider for improving staff recruitment and retention are:  
1. Develop a common replacement pool for CNAs as an alternative to overtime and/or 


registry use in order to reduce the high costs associated with overtime and registry use  
a. Share and adopt of best practices by incorporating common elements in job 


descriptions and policies across the RCFCIs 
b. Obtain background check cross-association to all RCFCIs for those who want to 


be in the pool 
c. Assign management of the pool to one of the four organizations or an outside 


partner with a common tool for scheduling 
2. Identify and participate in job training pipelines (see Supporting Affordable Assisted 


Living in San Francisco Report) 
a. Identify existing training programs and assess progress of efforts stemming 


from the ALF report 
b. Secure wage stipend funding 
c. Target recently unemployed as a result of the COVID-19 crisis 


3. Establish ladders based upon training and certification and/or mentorship (ideally 
consistent across RCFCIs) 


a. Training 
 Identify appropriate training skills and/or certifications 
 Agree upon what is basic and what merits an incremental pay rate 


b. Identify ladder opportunities 
 Consider mentors who support new hires with a payment related to current 


mentorship 
 Consider broader options such as a Resident Support member of an 


intensive case management program (see other recommendations)  
4. Address stresses of the job 


a. Group meetings were reported as valued by staff; ensure that they continue 
b. Make Social Workers (or Employee Assistance Program) available for a once a 


year check in and as-needed assistance on benefits/counseling 
5. Reinforce mission and values within and amongst RCFCI programs 


a. Encourage interaction between similar disciplines across organizations both to 
share best practices, but also to share challenges and successes 
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b. Post COVID-19 crisis, sponsor work days for RCFCI staff to do volunteer projects 
together 


Recommendations:	Exit	Survey	


Based upon the resident interviews, the resident survey results and a review of resident 
satisfaction surveys currently in use by the programs, Integriti3D has drafted a proposed 
exit interview for residents moving out of an RCFCI. It addresses feedback on the program, 
preparedness for the transition and demographic information that might be helpful in 
reviewing exist surveys across a range of exiting residents. The proposed exit survey can be 
found in Attachment P.  


In addition to the use of this survey, see recommendations related to additional data 
tracking in the next section.  


Recommendations:	Program	Effectiveness	and	Sustainability	


As noted earlier, MOHCD faces a challenge of reducing RCFCI funding by $800,000 in the 
next contract year. Regardless of what MOHCD decides in that regard, each program faces 
its own issues of long-term sustainability due to a wide variety of issues outlined above. 


These decisions are complicated because they are inter-connected and require 
cooperation and negotiation across many organizations and/or city departments. Potential 
opportunities require new approaches and mindsets, which will present additional 
challenges in implementation, but have the prospect to improve a system which has 
become calcified over the years exactly because of the complexity of making change. For 
this reason and the fact that MOHCD will need to approve changes that impact the capital 
loans and/or operating funds, MOHCD should play a facilitating role in ensuring change 
takes place. At the same time, operators should be expected to develop action plans for 
implementing change for their own organizations. 


The key elements of recommendations are shown in graphic on the following page, with 
details provided in the sections that follow:  
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Short-Term 
(2020) 


Medium-Term 
(2021) 


Long-Term 
(2022-2023) 


 "Ready" clients 
moved to new 
housing 


 MOHCD cuts total 
RCFCI funding while 
providing assistance 
to impacted 
programs 


 Impacted programs 
pivot toward new 
direction 


 Deferred 
maintenance needs 
addressed 


 MOHCD and 
programs advocate 
for new funding 
streams and models 


 All programs develop 
action plans for 
change 


 


 All City funders 
reassess options for 
optimizing all funding 
streams 


 All funders and 
programs begin shift 
to payment models 
that allow for 
overlapping funding 
streams that follow 
the client rather than 
the facility 


 All programs evaluate 
opportunities to 
incorporate Medi-Cal 
payment 
opportunities 


 Reassess exits 
 


 Implement ICM-based 
models 


 Reassess need and 
sustainability 


 Continue advocacy 
for optimal leverage 
of homeless, senior, 
disability and HIV 
funding 
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Short‐Term	(2020)	


In the short-term, stakeholders should focus on the renovation of Leland House, the 
transition of “ready” residents to new settings, reduction in overall funding by reinventing 
at least one site through relicensing as an RCFE or delicensing and piloting overarching 
shared services that include ICM. The renovation of Leland will create a temporary loss of 
12 beds for a period of at least 4 months.  
1. Address backlog of RCFCI residents (17 excluding Larkin) ready for other housing – 


allow for up to one month for transition 
a. MOHCD and with other city departments identify a supply of exit housing 
b. Pilot ICM to support preparation and successful transition of residents ready to 


exit RCFCIs (see #2 below) 
2. Begin pilot to replace mobility between housing sites with mobility of specialized 


supportive services, either shared across RCFCIs, or via a separate ICM provider. 
a. Select model 


 Intra-facility 
 Separate ICM provider 


 Pilot model in addressing backlog of “ready” residents (see Short-Term #2 
above) 


 Expand model along the lines of Pathways and Health Homes Program 
models with multi-discipline teams that cover admission through 
transition to independent settings and include community health workers 


3. Implement steps to renovate Leland House (MOHCD, Mercy Housing, Catholic Charities) 
a. Identify funding sources (MOHCD) 
b. Develop renovation plan that addresses the number of residents that would 


need to be moved throughout the project, including alternate housing and 
services for up to 12 residents at a time for periods of at least one month; 5 of 
the initial group of exits could be permanent transitions under #1 above while 7 
would be temporary moves which could be to other RCFCIs or to other sites if 
waitlist not fully addressed until after renovation is complete 


c. Develop plan for continuity of services while common areas (Med Room, 
Kitchen, etc.) and elevator are out of service 


d. Consider whether to incorporate any building modifications to support more 
independent living, such as a resident kitchens on each floor (this would remove 
4 resident rooms) 


e. Consider resident incentives for temporary/permanent movements from Leland 
that free up beds during the renovation period 


f. Develop communication plan for residents, staff, neighbors and public 
g. Submit required renovation and mitigation plans to CCL 
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4. Conduct advocacy efforts to:  
a. Ensure that the Long-Term Care at Home benefit (Medi-Cal/DHCS) addresses the 


needs of current RCFCI residents (PLCNIHIV) 
b. Modify the ALW benefit to include RCFCIs and to include mental health and 


substance use disorders as part of its tier scoring 
c. Support pilots for shift-based IHSS support, such as that proposed by 


Homebridge 
5. If MOHCD needs to reduce overall RCFCI funding by $800,000 in contract year 2021-


2022,  
a. Maintain needed beds for complex needs by looking at the network of services 


across the five programs and reduce funding to least efficient (Larkin and Cohen) 
as they delicense and relicense respectively. (Other alternatives such as 
delicensing and reducing funding to a large program like Leland would achieve 
financial goals but reduce the number of beds for complex care below needed 
levels.) 


b. Develop phased plan for first and second quarters of 2021 for implementation 
of changes, taking interdependencies into account 


c. Redistribute government funding saved across programs with a goal of covering 
a comparable and higher percentage of costs to ensure that if another operator 
is ever needed that funding will be sufficient 


d. Identify bridge funding and tiered payment models that would support:  
 Transition of residents 
 Creativity by programs, and  
 Ability to meet the needs of a range of resident needs from complex to 


moderate across the domains of physical, mental and substance use health 
e. See Attachment Q for restructuring and reallocation calculations 


6. Each operator develops a strategic plan by the end of 2020 for implementation in first 
and second quarter 2021 to reduce City funding that could include:  


a. Delicense with outside supportive services 
b. Relicense to participate in the ALW program – either as it exists or after securing 


changes that better meet needs (geographic cost adjustments and tier criteria 
that take mental health and substance use disorders into account) 


c. Consider merger or other affiliation opportunities  
d. Develop supportive services to be provided for residents of delicensed or other 


housing settings 
Specific opportunities for each program are provided in Attachment R. Such 
planning is best conducted in collaboration with other programs and all funders. 


7. Support and build greater collaboration and integration of RCFCIs (short of merger)  
a. Identify best practices to foster independence and transitions 
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 Identify resources such as the CSH Moving On Toolkitxii 
 Gather shared input by discipline 
 Pilot programs and share results 


b. Outline steps to develop shared services 
 Mental health resources 
 Substance use resources 
 Volunteers 
 Activities 


8. Develop long-term plan for isolation of suspected and confirmed COVID-19 infections in 
RCFCIs 


9. In next monitoring, examine the degree to which programs are capturing actual costs, 
particularly those that are part of larger organizations with shared expenses and 
overhead.  


Medium‐Term	(2021)	


1. Continue to gather data about resident exits 
a. Implement Exit Survey 
b. Introduce Annual Survey for residents on the anniversary of their move-in   
c. Identify and track discharge and follow-up data (see Medium-Term #2d below) 
d. Develop incentives tied to discharge and follow-up data (see Medium-Term #2 


below) 
2. Set clear expectations across funders, staff and residents that RCFCIs are transitional 


and implement incentives for residents and operators; if exits and needs support it, 
delicense additional programs for potential permanent housing 


a. Transition preparation for residents 
 Money Management 
 Self-esteem: Physical Therapy/exercise,  


b. “Graduation” bonus for residents 
c. Prioritization for re-admission to RCFCI if transition is not successful 
d. Track data and bonus operators  


 Time to transition  
 Exit disposition 
 Status at 6 months, 1 year and 2 years 


3. Seek commitment for ongoing prioritization of housing for exits from transitional 
programs (including not only RCFCIs, but also treatment programs) 


4. Determine treatment of capital loan interest, including revision of contracts, if 
necessary 
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5. Develop a plan to re-assess progress on this study’s goals 


6. Conduct an annual review of resident stays in RCFCIs of longer than two years 


7. As any alternate funding is able to be applied to these facilities, reallocate City funding 
to approach an equal payment for similar services across programs. 


 


Long‐Term	(2022‐2025)	


1. Begin planning ways to better integrate government funding streams for intersecting 
populations: HIV, Senior, Homeless, Mental Health and Substance Abuse in ways that 
support follows the person rather than an organization or a facility. These may include:  


a. Transition to daily rates, such as those used in Los Angeles, that could be paid in 
a setting with mixed funding 


b. Use of tiered daily rates to recognize intensity of care in the domains of medical, 
mental health and substance use disorder, with the potential to overlay 
payments in each domain and to provide services through different 
organizations to the same person 


2. Modify Coordinated Entry algorithms to factor in: sickest, highest utilizers of acute 
services, and transitional housing status (treatment programs as well as RCFCIs) 


3. Expand advocacy for PWCNIHIV in other City funding, such as the 2024 Dignity Fund 
Services and Allocation Plan 


CAVEATS	


Much of the data used in this report was provided by the RCFCIs, without backup 
documentation. It may not have been consistently produced, and in most cases, there was 
no ability to check its accuracy.  


We have included a section on COVID-19 considerations; however, it is not possible at this 
time to know what impacts the crisis may have had on interviews and surveys conducted 
during the crisis. 


The scope of this project specifically excluded any reviews of clinical records of RCFCI 
residents. Therefore, we draw no direct conclusions related to the needs of each individual 
resident for the RCFCI level of care except for survey responses by clients and estimates 
provided by program staff. 
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ATTACHMENT	C	–	INTERVIEW	LIST	


*Interview Type Legend: E = Email, P = In-Person, T = Telephone, V = Video 
** Participated in one or more Think Tanks 
Note: Others were contacted multiple times, but did not respond 


Organization/Location 
if not San Francisco Last Name First Name Title 


Interview 
Type * 


AIDS Housing Santa Barbara/Santa 
Barbara, CA 


Murray Susan Executive Director T 


AIDS Legal Referral Panel Hirsch Bill Executive Director TP 


All Chicago/ Chicago, IL Bahena Nicole 
Vice President of Community 
Partnerships 


E 


Alliance for Housing and Healing/Los 
Angeles, CA 


Goddard Terry Executive Director ET 


California Department of Social Services Gill Pamela 
Regional Manager - Oakland Region Adult 
& Senior Care, Community Care Licensing 


ET 


California Department of Social Services Helbling Vivien 
Regional Manager - San Bruno Region 
Adult & Senior Care, Community Care 
Licensing 


ET 


California Department of Social Services  Bunker Seton 
Chief, Policy and Process Management 
Bureau 


ET 


California Pacific Medical Center Finkelstein Robin Manager – Coming Home Hospice T 
Catholic Charities Ewers Cheryl CFO P 
Catholic Charities Hammerle Ellen VP - Client Services EPT** 
Catholic Charities McCarthy Colleen Director of Contracts & Grants EP 
Catholic Charities Meneses Jilma CEO P 


Catholic Charities Sagun Tonja 
Program Director - Peter Claver 
Community and Leland House 


EPT 


Cedars-Sinai Health System/Los Angeles, 
CA 


Irwin Scott 
Professor of Psychiatry & Behavioral 
Neurosciences at Cedars-Sinai 


T 


Chicago House/Chicago, IL Perloff Judy Chief Program Officer  T 
Delivering Innovative Supportive Housing Hall Lauren Director T 


Dolores Street Community Services Hildalgo Saúl 
Interim Program Director - Cohen 
Residence 


EPT 


Dolores Street Community Services Perry Adrienne Nurse Case Manager - Cohen Residence P 
Dolores Street Community Services Roldon Enrique Program Director – Cohen Residence E 
Dolores Street Community Services Valdez Laura CEO P 
Feldesman Tucker Leifer Fidell 
LLP/Washington, DC 


Glomb Michael Partner E 


Feldesman Tucker Leifer Fidell 
LLP/Washington, DC 


Riley Carrie Partner E 


Fraternity House/ Escondido, CA Anderson Patrick Interim Executive Director T 
Heartland Alliance Health/Chicago, IL Stellon Ed Executive Director T 
Homebridge Burns Mark Executive Director TV** 
Homebridge Pitchford Simon Chief Operating Officer E 
Institute on Aging/California Harper Dustin Chief Strategy Officer T 
Institute on Aging/California Liesem Laura Director - Community Living Services ETV** 
Institute on Aging Mouille Matthew Director - Community Living Fund ET 
Larkin Street Youth Services Barresi Patrick Associate Director EPT 
Larkin Street Youth Services Regen Marnie Director of Public Funding E 
Larkin Street Youth Services Verscheure Matthew Director of Programs P 
Maitri Compassionate Care Russell Crystal Program Director EPT 
Maitri Compassionate Care Smith Rusty Executive Director EPTV** 
Mayor's Office on Housing and 
Community Development 


Blitzer Mara Director of Housing Development V 


Mayor's Office on Housing and 
Community Development 


Cheu Brian Director of Community Development ETV 
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Organization/Location 
if not San Francisco 


Last Name First Name Title 
Interview 


Type * 
Mayor's Office on Housing and 
Community Development 


Ely Lydia Director of Public Housing Initiatives T 


Mayor's Office on Housing and 
Community Development 


Hale Helen 
Director of Residential and Community 
Services 


EP 


Mayor's Office on Housing and 
Community Development 


Lee Jonah 
Director of Portfolio Management & 
Preservation 


T 


Mayor's Office on Housing and 
Community Development 


Vasquez Manuel HIV Programs Manager EPTV 


MDRC/New York, NY Yang Edith 
Research Associate - HomePath Shared 
Medical Appointment Project 


T 


Mendocino Care Network/Ukiah, CA VanMeines Niamh ANP, CEO T 
Mercy Housing Campos Esmeralda Asset Manager T 
Mercy Housing Dolin Jennifer VP - Operations T 
NorCal Care Coordinator Agency 
(Assisted Living Waiver) 


Brooke Debbie RN Case Manager T 


OpenHouse Skultety Karyn Executive Director T 


Pathways to Housing/Philadelphia, PA Spiers Andrew 
Director of Training & Technical 
Assistance 


ETV** 


Positive Resource Center Andrews Brett CEO T 


Positive Resource Center Penner Michael 
Director of Mental Health & Substance 
Use Disorder Services  


T 


Project New Hope/Glendale, CA Tweddell Brigitte Executive Director T 
Q Foundation Basinger Brian Executive Director T 
Rafiki Coalition for Health and Wellness Broome Francis HIV Services Manager ET 
Rafiki Coalition for Health and Wellness Hopkins LaMonica Director of Programs T 
San Francisco AIDS Foundation Hollendoner Joe CEO T 


San Francisco AIDS Foundation 
Mulhern-
Pearson 


Courtney Vice President, Policy T 


San Francisco Community Health Center Toma Lance CEO V 


San Francisco Controller's Office Lee Wendy 
Performance Analyst - City Performance 
Unit 


E 


San Francisco Department of Disability 
and Aging Services 


Kauffman Cindy Deputy Director of Community Services ETV** 


San Francisco Department of 
Homelessness & Supportive Housing 


Antonetty Margot Manager T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Blum Bill Director - HIV Health Services T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Cao Stella Director - Managed Care T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Crutchfield David 
Medical Social Worker - Laguna Honda 
Hospital 


T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Dennehy Peter RN, Health at Home T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Goodwin Dean Assistant Director - HIV Health Services  T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Hiramoto Kelly Special Projects Manager T 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Pace Joseph 
Medical Director - Tom Waddell Urban 
Health Clinic 


TV** 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Schneider Susan 
Medical Social Services - Laguna Honda 
Hospital  


ET 


San Francisco Department of Public 
Health 


Zevin Barry 
Medical Director - Street Medicine and 
Shelter Health 


T 


San Francisco Human Services Agency Fortunati Allegra 
Field Ombudsman - Long-Term Care 
Ombudsman Program 


ET 


Sarah House/Santa Barbara, CA Espino Paloma House Manager T 
Sarah House/Santa Barbara, CA Murphy Susan Executive Director T 
Tenderloin Housing Clinic Allen Tabitha Deputy Director V 
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Organization/Location 
if not San Francisco 


Last Name First Name Title 
Interview 


Type * 


University of California San Francisco; 
Zuckerberg San Francisco General 
Hospital 


Chodos Anna 


Assistant Professor - Department of 
Medicine, Division of Geriatrics; Medical 
Director - Outpatient Geriatrics Consult 
Service and the Geriatrics-Neurology 
Cognitive Clinic at Zuckerberg San 
Francisco General Hospital 


EV** 


University of California San Francisco; 
Zuckerberg San Francisco General 
Hospital 


Greene Meredith 


Assistant Professor in the Department of 
Medicine, Division of Geriatrics; Associate 
Director of the Geriatric HIV Consultation 
Clinic  


ETV** 


Westside Community Services Jones Mary Ann CEO ETV** 
Zuckerberg San Francisco General 
Hospital 


Hicks Mary Lawrence 
Nurse Practitioner; Deputy Clinic Director 
at UCSF AIDS Division 


T** 


Zuckerberg San Francisco General 
Hospital 


Lin Helen Social Work Supervisor - Ward 86 T 


     


Group Meetings 


HIV/AIDS Provider Network Meeting     P 
Long Term Care Housing Task Force Meeting     P 
RCFCI Program Manager Meeting Meetings     PT 
         


Staff Interviews (Survey Preparation) 


Catholic Charities Costello Trevor Case Manager - Leland House P 
Catholic Charities Sauers Daniel Activities Coordinator - Leland House PT 


Catholic Charities Stone Stan 
Activities and Volunteer Coordinator - 
Peter Claver 


P 


Catholic Charities Williams Michael Program Manager - Peter Claver P 


Dolores Street Community Services Cohen Marc 
LMFT, Social Work Case Manager - 
Richard Cohen Residence 


P 


Dolores Street Community Services Crowder Kandie CNA - Richard Cohen Residence P 
Larkin Street Youth Services Brown Pamela Case Manager - After Care P 
Larkin Street Youth Services Hadley Ken Program Coordinator - After Care P 
Maitri Compassionate Care Haugen Paul Social Work Case Manager P 
Maitri Compassionate Care Mikheleva Yana Nurse Manager P 
         


Resident Interviews (Survey Preparation) 


Catholic Charities Resident1   Leland House V 
Catholic Charities Resident2   Leland House V 
Catholic Charities Resident3   Leland House V 
Catholic Charities Resident4   Peter Claver T 
Catholic Charities Resident5   Peter Claver T 
Catholic Charities Resident6   Peter Claver T 
Dolores Street Community Services Resident7   Cohen House T 
Dolores Street Community Services Resident8   Cohen House T 
Larkin Street Youth Services Resident9   Larkin T 
Larkin Street Youth Services Resident10   Larkin T 
Maitri Compassionate Care Resident11   Maitri T 
Maitri Compassionate Care Resident12   Maitri T 
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ATTACHMENT	D	–	PROGRAM	FUNDING	


 Parent 


2018 
Parent 
Income 


(Millions) 
(A) 


Resident 
Days 


(B) 


Total 
Program 
Expenses 


(A, C) 


MOHCD 
(D) 


DPH 
(D) 


DHSH 
(1, B) 


Other 1-
Time City 
Funding 


Combined 
Government 


Funding 


City 
Funding 


Per 
Resident 


Day 


% of Costs 
Covered by 


Government 
Funding 


Other 
Funding 


from Parent 
to Cover 


Total 
Expenses 


HOPWA 
Capital 


Loan 
Balance 


2020 
(E) 


Per Bed 
Loan 


Assisted 
Care 


Larkin Street 
Youth Services 


24 2,932 $1,112,167 $348,144 - $716,611  $1,064,755 $363 96% $47,412 $1,749,937 $145,828 


Cohen 
Residence 


Dolores Street 
Community 


Services 
9 3,558 $1,050,943 $479,350 $228,348 -  $707,698 $199 67% $343,245 $372,477 $37,248 


Leland 
House 


Catholic 
Charities CYO of 


SF 
43 16,425 $2,781,739 $1,851,973 $291,738 - $800,000 $2,943,711 $179 


106% 
 (77% without 


one-time 
funding) 


($161,972) $3,146,193 $69,915 


Maitri 
Maitri 


Compassionate 
Care 


3 4,243 $2,061,589 $492,167 $1,297,673 -  $1,789,840 $422 87% $271,749 $2,050,815 $136,721 


Peter 
Claver 


Community 


Catholic 
Charities CYO of 


SF 
43 11,680 $1,906,399 $758,187 $563,363 -  $1,321,550 $113 69% $584,849 $450,936 $14,092 


   38,838 $8,912,836 $3,929,821 $2,381,122 $716,611 $800,000 $7,827,554 $174 


88%     
(79% without 


one-time 
funding) 


$1,085,282 $8,913,039  


(1) Larkin's DHSH contract covers two facilities. This analysis assumes that 60% of that contract supports Larkin's Assisted Care program. 


Sources:  


(A) Publicly reported from Forms 990 


(B) Self-reported by programs 


(C) Calculated from self-reported data 


(D) Contracts provided by MOHCD and DPH 


(E) MOHCD 


 


Government Funding 
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ATTACHMENT	E	–	FACILITY	INFORMATION	


 Resident 
Rooms 


Configuration Resident 
Bathrooms 


Kitchen Owned by Facility Mgmt Built Zoning Use 


Assisted Care 12 
3 stories w/resident 


rooms on 2nd and 3rd 
floor 


12 - Private full 
bath for each 
resident room 


Full commercial 
kitchen; staff-


prepared 


Larkin Street  
Youth Services 


LSYS 1930 Downtown General 
Commercial 


Stores 


Cohen 
Residence 


10 


Historic residence with 
2-story main house 


with 8 resident rooms; 
Carriage house has 2 
resident rooms on 1st 
floor and office on the 


2nd (no elevators in 
either building) 


5 
Full commercial 
kitchen; staff-


prepared 


Dolores Street 
Comm Services 


DSCS 1907 
Residential Transit-


Oriented 
Flats & Duplex 


Leland House 45 


2 adjoining 2-story 
buildings connected 
by central stair case; 


floors numbered 1 - 4 


12 bathrooms, 10 
showers 


Full commercial 
kitchen; staff-


prepared 
Mercy Housing 


Better Earth 
Property 


Management 
1920 


Neighborhood 
Commercial -   
Small Scale 


Hospitals 


Maitri 15 


Resident rooms and 
offices on 2nd floor 


with central 
courtyards; First floor: 


entry and leased 
commercial spaces 


Share sink and 
toilet with 


adjoining room 
(one room with 
no share), 2 full 
bathrooms with 


separate tub and 
shower 


Full commercial 
kitchen; staff-


prepared 


Maitri 
Compassionate 


Care 
MCC 1925 


Upper Market 
Neighborhood 


Commercial District 
Hospitals 


Peter Claver 
Community 


32 
2 Stories with resident 
rooms on both floors 


6 bathrooms, 7 
showers 


Full commercial 
kitchen; staff-


prepared 


1340 Golden Gate 
Associates, L.P., an 
entity of Catholic 


Charities San 
Francisco 


Caritas 
Property 


Management 
1922 


Residential Mixed 
Medium Density 


Misc 


 114         


 
Source: Self-reported by programs; physical observation; San Francisco Information Map/Assessor Summary 
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ATTACHMENT	F	–	LELAND	HOUSE	FACILITY	NEEDS	ASSESSMENT	


 


See “Appendix A: Immediate Physical Needs” document next page 


 


 







1


Leland House
141 Leland Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94134


45 bed/room care facility. 
PNA Ref 


Page
Area/Item Priority Unit Cost QTY Totals Description


Accessbility
15 Common area accessiblity 


upgrades
1 $15,000 1 $15,000 For necessary upgrades to common areas. 


SUBTOTAL $15,000
Speciality Inspections


2 Hazardous Materials 
Testing


$15,000 1 $15,000 Allowance for Phase I and materials testing 
(if applicable)


4, 12, 15 Waterproofing 1 $20,000 1 $20,000 Engage waterproofing consultant to provide 
analysis and scope for exterior siding 
issues - leaking at siding, windows, 
possibly at roof, balcony sloping. 


24 HVAC 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 HVAC consult for recommendations re 
balancing. 


SUBTOTAL $40,000
Building Envelope / 
Structure


20 Windows 1 $1,500 98 $147,000 Replace windows at units and common 
areas


20 Sliding doors at dining room 1 $18,500 1 $18,500 Replace slding door to unit that can be 
automated and/or is ADA compliant. Will 
require electrical work. 


17 Dry rot removal 1 $125,000 1 $125,000 Remove beam across buildings, remove 
other dry rot areas as found.  
Repair/replace


17 Exterior 
siding/waterproofing


1 $225,000 1 $225,000 Remove damaged stucco - repair (if 
possible).  May need to reskin / pull back 
extensively depending on underlying 
conds.


17 Exterior paint 1 $90,000 1 $90,000 Paint after repairs are complete.
11 Roof Surfaces 1 $175,000 1 $175,000 Replace roof surface materials, pentration 


collars, drainage seals. 


12 Roof - @ skylights 1 $30,000 1 $30,000 Remove skylights, remove roofing, re-
flash/seal, reinstall sky domes, new roof. 


12 Roof - penthouse 
siding/roofing


2 $12,000 1 $12,000 Repair siding, paint and seal. Replace roof. 


14 Equipment/trash doors at 
ground level


1 $6,500 1 $6,500 Replace double doors at ground level due 
to rust. 


14 Balccony doors at 
community room


1 $6,000 2 $12,000 Replace patio doors, frames, opening, 
flashing - install new. 


14 Awnings at Community 
Room Balcony


2 $65,000 1 $65,000 Remove and replace awning. 


7 Exterior lighting 1 $400 10 $4,000 Replace building mounted lights on street 
sides. 


Site $763,000
15 Landscaping 2 $12,000 1 $12,000 For tree trimming and general maintenance


14 Balcony 
waterproofing/sloping


1 $25,000 1 $25,000 Correct sloping at community room 
balcony. 


SUBTOTAL $37,000
Mechanical/Electrical/Plu
mbing
HVAC balancing 1 $35,000 1 $35,000 Engage HVAC contractor to provide 


solution for air balancing.  The price 
includes possible upgrades/controls. 


October 28, 2019


NOTE:   The Owner or Sponsor should obtain detailed and competitive bids for 
applicable rehabilititon or repair work.   No destructive or invasive inspections 
were made.  Contingency, soft costs , general conditions, etc. are not included.  
Numerous budget items for soft costs, such as scaffolding, permits, 
layouts/surveys, delivery and storage, etc. are also not shown.   Elizabeth 
McLachlan Consulting bears no responsiblity for actual construction costs.  
Costs can vary, often wildly, between prospective bidding entities.  These are 
estimates only.  The owner should seek competitive bids.  
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Leland House
141 Leland Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94134


45 bed/room care facility. 
PNA Ref 


Page
Area/Item Priority Unit Cost QTY Totals Description


NOTE:   The Owner or Sponsor should obtain detailed and competitive bids for 
applicable rehabilititon or repair work.   No destructive or invasive inspections 
were made.  Contingency, soft costs , general conditions, etc. are not included.  
Numerous budget items for soft costs, such as scaffolding, permits, 
layouts/surveys, delivery and storage, etc. are also not shown.   Elizabeth 
McLachlan Consulting bears no responsiblity for actual construction costs.  
Costs can vary, often wildly, between prospective bidding entities.  These are 
estimates only.  The owner should seek competitive bids.  


25 Elevator: control and motor 1 $150,000 1 $150,000 Replace controller board, motor, hoistway 
access, car control, communications, cab 
finshes (flooring), hall button stations, door 
operator.  Assumes work by others - for 
electrical and life safety, et all included. 


26 Fire Alarm panel 1 $45,000 1 $45,000 Replace control panel, replace components 
as may be required when upgrading panel. 


26 Fire, Life and Safety 1 $40,000 1 $40,000 Placeholder amount for any required fire, 
life and safety updates/upgrades that may 
be required by current fire and/or building 
codes. 


22 Laundry - dryer ducts 1 $8,500 3 $25,500 Replace non-code compliant dryer ducts at 
each laundry


23 Plubming - main water shut 
offs


1 $1,200 8 $9,600 Add water shut off valves on each floor. 
Replace main water shut offs for each 
building. 


24 FAU - 2/4 building 1 $22,500 1 $22,500 Replace older forced air heating unit at B 
Building


6 Solar hot water heating 3 $130,000 1 $130,000 Install solar hot water system at roof.  Add 
storage tanks and piping.   Recommend 
working with company that will provide $0 
cost install with favorable lease or 
ownership options. 


SUBTOTAL $422,600
Resident Units & 
Bathrooms


22 Doors and Frames 1 $1,400 45 $63,000 Replace select doors where needed.
29 Unit paint 1 $750 45 $33,750 Re: window repairs, and unit reno. 
24 Flooring underlayment 1 $1,000 45 $45,000 Remove and replace leveling materials
24 Flooring: carpet 1 $800 45 $36,000 Replace remaining original/older units
24 Flooring: LVT 1 $1,400 45 $63,000 Replace flooring with vinyl plank - 


living/sleeping areas, kitchens, base and 
trim/cove


SUBTOTAL $240,750
Common Areas


29 Hallway flooring 1 $85,000 1 $85,000 Replace flooring at hallways. Recommend 
using vinyl plank flooring instead of carpet. 


29 Community room flooring 1 $45,000 1 $45,000 Replace flooring at community room
29 Flooring underlayment  - 


leveling
1 $65,000 1 $65,000 Remove and replace leveling materials. 


27 Ground floor offices / 
updates


1 $45,000 1 $45,000 Update floor coverings, paint, kitchenette 
for staff, bathroms. 


SUBTOTAL $240,000
Kitchen


29 Sink and counter 1 $900 1 $900 Replace sink and counter at coffee station
29 Flooring 1 $3,500 1 $3,500 Replacee vinyl


SUBTOTAL $4,400
TOTAL IMMEDIATE NEEDS $1,944,750
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ATTACHMENT	G	–	PROGRAM	OVERVIEW	


 Focus Core Staffing Wait List Average Mo Income Percent of Income 


Assisted Care 


Formerly homeless, very low-income transition-age youth (TAY), 18 to 24, 
living with HIV/AIDS requiring medication management support and 


other HIV/AIDS treatment services, as well as education and employment 
programming once their medical condition has stabilized. 


Case Manager, 
Residential 


Counselor, RN, 
Psychiatrist 2 hrs per 


week 


0 $618 
30%; returned to 


residents upon exit 
from program 


Cohen 
Residence 


Formerly homeless, very low-income community members with disabling 
HIV or in need of a higher level of residential care services including case 


management, medication management, and support with activities of 
daily living. Residents are often also affected by other chronic illnesses, 


mental illness, and/or substance use histories. 


CNA around the 
clock, RN and SW 30 


hours per week 
2 $1,229 30% 


Leland House 


Formerly homeless very low-income adults with disabling middle to late 
stage HIV disease who need supportive services to address chronic 
mental health problems, substance abuse, and mild to moderate 


dementia. 


3 CNAs around the 
clock, SW Case Mgr, 


RN and LVN 40 hours 
3 $835 30% 


Maitri 


Hospice and respite care to people with disabling HIV/AIDS who are very 
low income. Respite services address urgent health needs, focusing on 


conditions that require short-term medical stabilization. Individuals 
frequently have co-occurring disabilities, mental health and/or substance 


use issues. 


1 LVN plus 1-2 CNAs 
per shift, RN and SW 
40 hours, and LFMT 
30 hours per week 


3 Approved; 8 
Pending Interviews 


(pending probability 
rated at 50%) = 7 


$1,192 


60% (after insurance 
premiums, 
medication 


payments, rent at 
permanent 


residence, as 
applicable) 


Peter Claver 
Community 


Homeless individuals with disabling HIV and AIDS who require 
comprehensive support services related to substance use, mental health 


issues, mild to moderate dementia, and/or advanced HIV disease. 


2 CNAs around the 
clock, RN 40 hours 


3 $1,066 30% 


   15   
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ATTACHMENT	H	–	RCFCI	RESIDENT	DEMOGRAPHICS	


FY2019-2020 
  Leland  Claver Cohen Larkin Maitri Total  
Total Residents 48  35  10  16  36  145   
Turnover Ratio (Total 
Residents/Beds) 


1.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 2.4 1.3 
 


        


Age and Gender 
Leland 
House 


Claver Cohen Larkin Maitri Total 
% All 


Residents 
A. Male        
  1. Under 18      0  0% 
  2. 18 to 30 years  1   14   15  10% 
  3. 31 to 50 years 8  6    5  19  13% 
  4. 51 years and Older 28  22  10   26  86  59% 
  5. Subtotal 36  29  10  14  31  120  83% 


        
B. Female        
  1. Under 18      0  0% 
  2. 18 to 30 years      0  0% 
  3. 31 to 50 years      0  0% 
  4. 51 years and Older 4  3    3  10  7% 
  5. Subtotal 4  3  0  0  3  10  7% 


        
C. Transgender M to F        
  1. Under 18      0  0% 
  2. 18 to 30 years    2   2  1% 
  3. 31 to 50 years 1  1    1  3  2% 
  4. 51 years and Older 7  2    1  10  7% 
  5. Subtotal 8  3  0  2  2  15  10% 


        
D. Transgender F to M        
  1. Under 18      0  0% 
  2. 18 to 30 years      0  0% 
  3. 31 to 50 years      0  0% 
  4. 51 years and Older      0  0% 
  5. Subtotal 0  0  0  0  0  0  0% 


        
E. Total        
  1. Under 18 0  0  0  0  0  0  0% 
  2. 18 to 30 years 0  1  0  16  0  17  12% 
  3. 31 to 50 years 9  7  0  0  6  22  15% 
  4. 51 years and Older 39  27  10  0  30  106  73% 
  5. Subtotal 48  35  10  16  36  145  100% 


 
 
Source:  MOHCD
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Race and Ethnicity Leland Claver Cohen Larkin Maitri Total 


 Race Hispanic Race Hispanic Race Hispanic Race Hispanic Race Hispanic Race Hispanic % by Race 
1. Amer Indian/Alaskan Nat 1       1     2  0  1% 
2. Asian 6       1     7  0  5% 
3. Black/African American 15   10   2   1   12   40  0  28% 
4. Native Hawaiian/Other 
Pac Is 1   1         2  0  1% 
5. White 17   20  2  8  1  5  1  24  2  74  6  51% 
6. Amer Ind/Alaskan & 
White   2         2  0  1% 
7. Asian & White           0  0  0% 
8. Black/African Am & White           0  0  0% 
9. Amer Ind/Alaskan & Black           0  0  0% 
10. Other Multi Racial 8  8  2     8  7    18  15  12% 
11. Totals 48  8  35  2  10  1  16  8  36  2  145  21  100% 


 
 
 
Source:  MOHCD
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ATTACHMENT	I	–	RESIDENT	MEDI‐CAL	ELIGIBILITY	AND	AGE	


 Current Residents Medi-Cal Eligible 
Medi-Cal Eligible + 


Over 60 


% Residents Who 
Are Medi-Cal Eligible 


+ Over 60 


Assisted Care 8 8 0 0% 


Cohen Residence 10 10 7 70% 


Leland House 44 44 21 48% 


Maitri 13 12 6 46% 


Peter Claver Community 32 32 13 41% 


Combined 107 106 47 44% 


 
Source: Self-reported by programs 
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ATTACHMENT	J	–	RESIDENT	SURVEY	DETAIL	


A 27-question survey was prepared for residents of RCFCIs. A draft list of questions was 
reviewed by the RCFCI Program Directors, and then was to have been used as a discussion 
guide for in-person interviews. Instead, due to restrictions imposed on visitors to 
residential care facilities during the COVID-19 crisis, the in-person interviews were changed 
to telephone or video calls, incentivized with a $20 e-gift certificate.  


The surveys were distributed through the Program Directors on April 1, 2020 and closed on 
April 14. The survey was developed using SurveyMonkey and was made available both on-
line and in hard copy. A $15 e-gift card was offered to incentivize participation. 


Of the 106 residents at the time of the survey, 50 completed the survey, for a response rate 
of 47%. 80% of respondents completed the survey themselves, while 20% were assisted by 
staff or another resident. Surveys completed manually were scanned and manually 
entered into SurveyMonkey by Integriti3D. As noted elsewhere in this report, the 
distribution of the survey occurred during a time when residents were likely distracted, and 
the staff’s ability to promote and follow-up was limited. 


The survey consists of two basic sections. Questions 1 through 12 ask for feedback on the 
RCFCIs, while Questions 13 through 27 are more related to resident demographics.  


The attached summary provides data across all facilities. Summaries of each program have 
been provided to the respective Program Directors.  
 
 


Resident Distributed Responded Participation Rate 


Assisted Care 8 6 75% 


Cohen Residence 9 9 100% 


Leland House 44 14 32% 


Maitri 13 7 54% 


Peter Claver Community 32 14 44% 


 106 50 47% 
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ATTACHMENT	K	–	STAFF	SURVEY	DETAIL 


A 21-question survey was prepared for the staff of the RCFCIs. A draft list of questions was 
reviewed by the RCFCI Program Directors, and then used as a discussion guide for in-
person interviews.  


The surveys were distributed through the Program Directors to all staff working at least 0.5 
FTE on March 19, 2020 and closed on April 7.  


Of the 70 staff who received the survey, 58 completed the survey, for a response rate of 
83%. Surveys completed manually were scanned and manually entered into SurveyMonkey 
by Integriti3D. As noted elsewhere in this report, the distribution of the survey occurred 
during a time when staff were distracted by the demands of the COVID-19 crisis, and the 
program directors’ ability to promote and follow-up was limited. 


 


Staff Distributed Responded Participation Rate 


Assisted Care 10 10 100% 


Cohen Residence 10 6 60% 


Leland House 11 11 100% 


Maitri 28 20 71% 


Peter Claver Community 11 11 100% 


 70 58 83% 


The survey consists of two basic sections. Questions 1 through 14 ask questions about the 
staff members themselves, while Questions 15 through 21 address the programs and their 
residents.  


The attached summary provides data across all facilities. Summaries for each program 
have been provided to the respective Program Directors.  
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ATTACHMENT	L	–	AVERAGE	WAGE	RATES	FOR	COMMON	RCFCI	POSITIONS	


 
RCFCI Program Hourly Wages 


 Assisted 
Care 


Cohen 
Residence 


Leland 
House Maitri 


Peter Claver 
Community 


RCFCI 
Average 


San 
Francisco 


Median (1) 


RCFCI % of 
SF Median 


Lowest 
RCFCI % of 
SF Median 


RN $46.37 $57.69 $55.28 $47.00 $48.00 $51.99 $48.09 108% 96% 


LVN NA $23.00 $33.70 $27.00 NA $27.90 $30.03 93% 77% 


CNA NA $21.00 $20.19 $18.50 $20.45 $20.04 $19.33 104% 96% 


 
(1) Salary.com: Registered Nurse - Patient Care/Case Management, San Francisco; Licensed Practical Nurse - Nursing Home, San Francisco; Certified Nursing Assistant, San 


Francisco 
 
Source: Self-reported by program 
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ATTACHMENT	M	–	VACANCIES	AND	READINESS	TO	MOVE	


 


 


B 
Resident 
Reported 
via Survey 


(1) 


C 
Reported by 
Program (2) 


D 
Confirmed 
Vacancies 
(4/15/20) 


E 
Estimated 
Residents  


F 
Ready to 
Move per 
Program 


G 
Ready to Move 
per Resident 


Survey (1) 
Extrapolated 


H 
Lower of 


Program or 
Extrapolated 


Resident 
Survey 


I 
Sum of 


Vacancies 
plus lower of 


Ready per 
Program or 


per Resident 
Survey 


J 
2015 Did 
not Meet 


RCFCI 
Criteria - 


IOA 
Study 


K 
2015 IOA 


Study 
Extrapolated 


to Current 
Patients (3) 


L 
Waitlist (4) 


Claver 33% 15% 0 32 5 11 5 5 17% 6 1 


Leland 15% 23% 0 45 10 7 7 7 29% 13 2 


Cohen 33% 10% 0 10 1 3 1 1 14% 1 1 


Larkin 33% 50% 4 8 4 3 3 7 0% 0 0 


Maitri 29% 46% 2 13 6 4 4 6 8% 1 7  


Combined 25% 25% 6 108 26 28 20 25.0 18% 21 11 


Less Larkin   2 100 22 25 17 19   11 


 
(1) The survey conducted April 2020, included 47% of all residents – see Attachment J for details 
(2) Program Director estimates 4/15/2020 
(3) Clinical assessment of 72 participants, no clinical assessment was conducted for 2020 patients 
(4) 50% of interested wait list assumed to actually end up moving into RCFCI; adjustment not applied to 3 Maitri applicants approved and ready to move pending COVID-19 clearance 
Note: Numbers rounded to whole number 
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ATTACHMENT	N	–	COST	PER	RESIDENT	DAY	


N-1 Cost Per Resident Day 


 Assisted 
Care (1) 


Assisted 
Care (2) 


Cohen 
Residence 


Leland 
House 


Maitri (3) 
Peter 
Claver 


Community 


Total Staff $265 $198 $183 $101 $310 $107 


Total Direct Cost NA NA 263 $139 $375 $135 


Total Cost including overhead (Fundraising and 
Administration) $379 $292 304 $169 $486 $163 


       


Government Contract Support per Resident Day $363 $270 $199 $179 $422 $113 


Organization Support per Resident Day $16 $22 $96 $0 $64 $50 


Organization Support – Total $47,412 $47,412 $343,245 ($161,972) $271,749 $584,849 


 
(1) Actual days of 2,932 (67% occupancy) 
(2) At 90% occupancy (3,942) 
(3) Excludes intermittent hospice visits, if elected, but does include EOL care for residents who do not elect hospice 


 
Source: Self-reported by program 
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N-2 Cost Per Client Day Comparison Points 


  
Includes 
housing 


cost 


Includes 
supportive 
service cost 


 


Bruns House – Hospice East Bay $1,595   6-bed inpatient (acute) hospice house in Alamo, CA with 
24/7 RN staffing 


Laguna Honda Hospital $933    


Coming Home Hospice (RCFCI) $450   (excludes intermittent hospice team visits, no residents 
who have not elected hospice) 


Sarah House (RCFCI) – Santa Barbara $450   8-bed RCFCI, 90% hospice care – not exclusively HIV 


Los Angeles County RCFCI Rate $216    


Los Angeles County TRCF Rate $114  Limited  


Assertive Community Treatment/Westside $113   (from analysis of contracts) 


Brandy Moore/Rafiki $100  Limited  


Community Living Fund - RCFE 
Residents/IOA 


$98    


Homebridge/IHSS $72   ($54.44 per hour, 40 hours per month - based upon COVID-
19 Alternative Site experience) 


AIDS Case Management/Westside $44   (from analysis of contracts) 


 
Source: Provided in interviews, not able to verify independently 
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ATTACHMENT	O	–	REQUIRED	AND	OPTIONAL	TRCF	SERVICES	


At a minimum, TRCF services (Los Angeles County) must include:  
 24-hour access to a lodging in a secured home-like facility that is clean, safe, comfortable, 


and alcohol- and drug-free  
 Onsite, overnight supervision from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. the following day  
 Facilities for residents to prepare and have at least three balanced meals per day, or 


referrals to three balanced meals per day (referrals to missions or soup kitchens are not 
acceptable alternatives)  


 A living environment with adequate heating and lighting, hot and cold water, toiletries, and 
full bathroom facilities  


 Individual beds and clean bed linens at least every seven days, or as needed  
 Individual, secured storage space for residents to keep and access their medications  
 Access to a telephone in working order for residents to make local phone calls that are 


health, job-, family- or housing related  
 Laundry services or facilities on the premises  
 Activities to develop residents’ self-sufficiency / ILS including seeking and receiving needed 


services, and managing financial and other personal resources—with the ultimate goal of 
moving residents towards independent living  


 Occasional assistance with ADL, not to extend for a period of more than three months, for 
residents who experience a temporary set-back in their health status as reflected by a 
Karnofsky score of less than 70  


 Linkage to services such as case management, medical care, benefits determination, 
transportation assistance, housing, vocational development or employment placement, 
and other social services 


TRCFs may opt to provide an additional array of services to its residents, including, but not limited 
to:  
 Three balanced meals per day  
 Non-medical case management  
 Individual and group psychotherapy  
 Transportation assistance  
 Ongoing assistance with activity of daily living  
 Educational and/or vocational services  
 Recreational activities  
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ATTACHMENT	Q	–	RESTRUCTURING	CALCULATIONS	


These calculations are intended to quantify the financial implications of several recommendations. 
They include: 
1. Delicensing Larkin  


a. Housing funding reduced to Los Angeles TRCF rates adjusted 20 percent to account for 
higher costs of living. 


b. MOHCD and part of HSH funding reallocated to other programs, including supportive 
services provided by a separate entity 


c. LSYS may choose to provide either housing or supportive services 
2. Relicensing Cohen as RCFE with ALW Revenue 


a. City funding replaced by ALW reimbursement 
b. Average ALW reimbursement assumed to be $140 based upon  


3. Assuming that Maitri can obtain funding from hospitals and/or hospices for an average of 
at least 2 beds for HIV-negative patients, with current funding reduced by that same 
amount 


4. Reallocating other reductions to: 
a. Funding Intensive Case Management for the Cohen and Larkin 
b. Increasing the percentage of cost covered by government contracts for the three 


remaining RCFCIs to ensure that operators can continue to be found for these 
programs 


c. Providing one-time training funds for transition (initially for Cohen, Larkin and Maitri, 
but available in future years for ongoing transformation) 


5. Additional funding to support the restructuring may be available form philanthropic 
sources. The three programs with initial restructuring are encouraged to jointly seek 
funding to support the transitions to a new way of doing business. 
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Attachment Q Potential Changes in Government Funding 


 
Current Gov’t Funding (A) Proposed Changes in Government Spending 


 
City Funding 
Per Resident 


Day 


% of Costs 
Covered by 


Gov’t Funding 
Reductions 


New 
Funding 


Reallocation 
of Funding 


Comments 
City Funding 
Per Resident 


Day 


% of Costs 
Covered by 


Gov’t 
Funding 


Larkin Assisted Care $363 96% ($657,207)   Housing to LA TRCF rate + 20% $139 37% 


Cohen Residence $199 67% ($707,698) $483,888  
ALW based upon Claver estimates 


from this report 
$136 46% 


Leland House $179 
106% 


(77% without one-
time funding) 


($800,000)  $370,000 to reach 90% of cost $153 90% 


Maitri $422 87% ($308,060) $308,060 $54,000 
to reach 90% of cost, plus assume 


that 2 beds can be funded from 
non-HIV sources 


$437 90% 


Peter Claver Community $113 69%   $400,000 to reach 90% of cost $147 90% 


NEW: Mental Health and 
Substance Use Intensive 


Case Management Services  
    $649,000 


ICM for historical Larkin and Cohen 
HIV resident days 


$100 NA 


NEW: Transitional ICM to 
support exits from RCFCIs 


    $180,000 
20 exits with 3 months per 


transition 
$100 NA 


NEW: Training to support 
relicensing and delicensing 


    $19,965 Remainder NA NA 


NEW: Philanthropic Support    TBD     


 $202 
88% 


(79% without one-
time funding) 


($2,472,965) $791,948 $1,672,965    


(A) See Attachment D for detail 
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ATTACHMENT	R	–	STRATEGIC	OPTIONS	BY	PROGRAM	


As noted in the Short-Term Recommendations for Program Effectiveness and Sustainability, each 
program should develop a plan by the end of 2020 to implement during the first and second 
quarters of 2021 to reduce dependence upon City government funding and improve program 
effectiveness. Such planning is best conducted in collaboration with other programs and all 
funders. 


The bulk of the short-term recommendations fall on Cohen and Larkin as the programs with the 
highest costs per resident day when compared to benchmarks. Larkin is both higher-cost and 
facing a decline in need due to declining rates of HIV infection in youth. The recommendations 
below call for Larkin to be a pilot for delicensing. Cohen has the smallest capacity and as a result is 
also one of the higher-cost programs compared to benchmarks and peers. Because of cost and 
the fact its site is closest to the number of project surplus RCFCI beds, it is recommended as a pilot 
for relicensing as a RCFE with a layer of ICM support for PLCNIHIV.  


As the highest cost/highest acuity facility, Maitri’s funding should be focused on those most in 
need of higher-level care. These recommendations propose that Maitri investigate other sources 
of funding for at least two of its 15 rooms for HIV-negative patients in order to ensure full capacity 
and to provide some HIV funding for reallocation to ICM. With the addition of ICM for transitions 
out of the RCFCIs, Maitri should be able to serve a higher number of PLCNIHIV, while also meeting 
needs of low-income HIV-negative people at end of life. 


As pilots, these three programs should be supported for the remainder of 2020 in planning for 
this transition and in the first half of 2021 should move forward with the transition and be held 
harmless with funding either by guaranteed flat funding and/or a shared savings model. In 
addition, philanthropic support may be available to reduce any financial risks associated with 
these transformations. 


Larkin 


LSYS has expressed interest in providing services to youth “at-risk” for HIV at its Hyde Street 
location. Delicensing and expanding services to those “at-risk” could allow funding to be 
reallocated to other programs. 
1. Delicense, using the Los Angeles County TRCF model as a guidexiii 
2. Determine if LSYS wants to be the facility operator or the services provider 
3. Implement a MOHCD payment per HIV positive bed day for core housing costs and a similar 


payment from HSH for “at-risk” youth 
4. Pilot case management and mental health and substance use disorder support through either:  
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a. A FQHC or other Medi-Cal provider, or contract with another organization, such as a 
RCFCI, to provide some or all of these services through agreement with the residents, or 


b. Through LSYS if the LSYS opts to transfer building operations to another provider 
5. See Attachment Q for possible financial implications 
6. The following potential risks and considerations should be taken into account:  


a. A plan for notification and disposition of current residents would be required by CCL 
and approvals could take at least three months 


b. New reimbursement model would create at least two variable streams of revenue (one 
for HIV positive and one for HIV negative residents) with each likely to come from a 
different department, who would need to address the variable demand for each sub-
population. 


Cohen  


Cohen is the smallest of the RCFCIs. As such, RCFCI requirements such as nurse staffing place a 
higher expense burden on it. Its size and grounds lend themselves to many of the characteristics 
identified for dementia care, and the ALW program is set up to take dementia status into account, 
while it doesn’t account for mental health or substance use disorders. 
1. Explore feasibility for installing retrofit elevator; develop plans, secure approvals and install 
2. Relicense as RCFE (unless including RCFCIs can be included under ALW quickly) 
3. Obtain Administrator certification 
4. Apply for ALW 
5. Develop plans for dementia capacity 


a. Physical environment 
b. Policies 
c. Staff Training (dementia and RCFE) 


6. Pilot mental health and substance use disorder support through contract with another 
organization, such as a RCFCI, to provide some or all of these services through agreement with 
the residents 


7. See Attachment Q for possible financial implications 
8. The following potential risks and considerations should be taken into account:  


a. Time to relicense, and to obtain Administrator certification, and complete staff training 
may be extended due to the public health emergency 


b. ALW reimbursement varies based upon individual patient classification, so 
reimbursement will vary based upon the acuity of residents; financial projections 
should be done using several scenarios of assumed tier mix 


c. A plan for notification and disposition of current residents would be required by CCL 
and approvals could take at least three months 
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d. Resident contributions for housing for new or returning residents would increase from 
30% of income to approximately 89%. 


Leland 


1. Implement renovation/redevelopment plan (see Short-Term #1 and #2 above) 
2. Emphasize transitional nature of residence in parallel with renovation so that “returning” 


residents are aware of expectations 
3. Explore developing capacity for outsourced supportive services and/or facility management to 


relicensed or delicensed former RCFCIs 
4. Develop options for relicensure or delicensure as a longer-term strategy for obtaining Medi-Cal 


reimbursement for care 


Peter Claver 


1. If Cohen pilot and ongoing needs assessments support it, explore relicensing with ALW or 
securing ALW enhancements that include RCFCI settings 


2. Pilot case management and mental health and substance use disorder support through a 
FQHC or other Medi-Cal provider, or contract with another organization, such as a RCFCI, to 
provide some or all of these services through agreement with the residents 


Maitri 


1. Explore merger opportunities to reduce overhead cost per resident day 
2. Explore outsourcing capacity for supportive services to relicensed or delicensed RCFCIs 
3. Continue to emphasize transitional nature of residence 
4. Continue to develop transgender competencies 
5. Develop plan to expand services to HIV-negative positive clients through  


a. Daily payment rates for HIV positive through existing funding streams and develop new 
funding streams for HIV negative residents  


b. Consider tiered payments for: 
 End-of-life care without hospice election 
 End-of-life care in collaboration with hospice provider 
 Transitional care 


 
 


Endnote
 


xiii Standards of Care – Residential Care and Housing Services, Los Angeles County Commission on HIV, 
http://hiv.lacounty.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=O36lIly0O2I%3D&portalid=22 





		ATT P Proposed Resident Exit Survey - Attachment v2.pdf

		RCFCI Resident Exit Survey

		Resident Feedback

		Question Title

		1. How satisfied are you that this program meets your current needs?



		Question Title

		2. Compared to when you entered this program, how have the following changed?



		Question Title

		3. How satisfied are you with the following:



		Question Title

		4. During my time in this program, how satisfied were you with...



		Question Title

		5. If you could make changes, what are the most important changes you'd recommend in order to have the program better meet your needs?



		Question Title

		6. What do you consider to have been the greatest benefit of this program?



		Question Title

		7. What is your biggest concern about moving out of this program?







		RCFCI Resident Exit Survey

		Resident Profile

		Question Title

		8. How long have you been living at your current location (Residential Care Facility)?



		Question Title

		9. How do you choose to describe your gender?



		Question Title

		10. How do you choose to describe your sexual identity?



		Question Title

		11. How do you choose to describe your race? (select more than one if applicable)



		Question Title

		12. How do you describe your ethnicity?



		Question Title

		13. What is your age?



		Question Title

		14. Do you regularly use any of the following (mark all that apply):



		Question Title

		15. Do you have any difficulty doing the following activities without special equipment or help from another person...



		Question Title

		16. Do you experience memory loss that interferes with your daily activities?



		Question Title

		17. Who completed this survey?



		Question Title

		18. What was the reason that you filled out this survey for someone else? <answer only if the resident did NOT complete the survey her/himself>



		Question Title

		19. How did you help complete this survey? (Please answer all that apply)  <answer only if the resident did NOT complete the survey her/himself>


















MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Conditional Use 
HEARING DATE: May 6, 2021 


Items No. 10 at 141 Leland Avenue, No. 11a and 11b at 220 Dolores Street, and No. 12a and 12b at 129 Hyde 
Street. 


Background 
The three projects currently operate as state-licensed Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill (RCFCIs) 
and are proposing to change the use to group housing.  There are no changes to the interior or exterior of the 
buildings, and the facilities will remain as affordable housing (80% AMI) per the requirements of the existing 
federal funding source. The proposed delicensing of these facilities is the result of an assessment prepared by 
the Mayor’s of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) in 2020, Strategic Assessment of HOPWA-Funded 
Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill (RCFCIs) (attached). 


The proposed group housing facilities will operate a Transitional Residential Care Facilities (TRCF), which are 
facilities that assist people in a more independent setting, after the resolving an episodic peak need related to 
physical, mental or substance use disorder, and these specific facilities will focus on life skills, housing navigation 
and other supportive services, including drug treatment as appropriate.  TRCF is not a San Francisco Planning 
Code defined use, but rather an emerging industry term based on a model used by the County of Los Angeles. 


There are currently six (6) Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill in San Francisco, of which five (5) are 
developed with HUD funding to serve people with HIV or AIDS. The table below identifies which facilities are 
proposed for delicensing and which will remain residential care facilities. The 2020 study  found that about half of 
the residents of the RCFCIs no longer need the 24/7 nursing and attendant care required in a licensed facility but 
cannot find appropriate housing to allow them to exit the RCFCIs. The current solution is to delicense 3 of the 5 
facilities to create a ladder of care that will best meet the needs of current and future residents who need some 
level of support. 
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Issues Related to Leland House, 2021-001979CUA at 141 Leland Avenue 


State Density Bonus Request 


The Project Site is with an NC-2 Zoning District in which group housing is a principally permitted use and within 
an RH-1 District, which does not permit group housing.  The structure proposed to be converted to residential 
uses is wholly located in the NC-2 Zoning District and the rear portion of the project site, the parking area, is 
within an RH-1 Zoning District.  


Although the site has a total area of 21,127 square feet (SF), only the 10,518 SF of area zoned NC-2 is available for 
the project’s density calculation. Per the NC-2 District, group housing is allowed at a density of  one bed for every 
275 square feet of lot area, which permits 38 bedrooms at this site. To accommodate the proposed 45 bed 
facility, the project requests an additional seven (7) beds per Section 206.6, a density bonus of approximately 
18%.  The project also seeks an incentive or concession from the development standards for Rear Yard (Planning 
Code Section 134) and a waiver from the development standards for Usable Open Space (Planning Code 
Section 135). 


Facility Name Operator Number of 
Beds 


Address Existing Use Proposed Use 


Leland House Catholic 
Charities 
(owned by 
Mercy Housing) 


45 beds 141 Leland Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


Residential – 
Group 
Housing  


Assisted Care Larkin Street 
Youth Services 


12 beds 129 Hyde Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


Residential – 
Group 
Housing  


Richard Cohen 
Residence  


Dolores Street 
Community 
Services  


10 beds 220 Dolores Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


Residential – 
Group 
Housing  


Peter Cleaver 
Community 


Catholic 
Charities 


32 beds 1340 Golden 
Gate 


Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


No change 
proposed 


Maitri Maitri 
Compassionate 
Care 


15 beds 401 Duboce Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


No change 
proposed 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Letter of Concern From The Visitacion Valley Greenway GOAL Program 


On May 6th, 2021, the Commission received a comment letter from Fran Martin, of the Visitacion Valley Greenway 
GOAL Program. The Project Sponsor has submitted a response to the questions and comments, specifically for 
the issues of deferred maintenance of the building related to an upcoming RFP selection, Leland House’s role 
within the MOHCD’s RCFCI system of facilities, Leland House’s outreach and communication with neighboring 
residents, and SF RCFCI’s harm reduction model. 


To ensure continued and engaged outreach with neighbors, the Draft Motion currently includes  Condition of 
Approval No. 12, Community Liaison,  which requires the Project Sponsor to appoint a community liaison officer 
to deal with any issues of concern from owners and occupants of nearby properties. 


Revised Draft Motion 


• The Draft Motion has been revised to clarify the total requested number of bonus units being sought and
the requested waiver, details of the finding for usable open space, the addition of background
information, and other corrections. The Revised Motion is in track changes, showing all insertions and
deletions.


• The existing facility is developed with 18 parking spaces. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151 or
151.1, the Project shall provide no more than 16 off-street parking spaces. and therefore, the Motion has
added a Condition of Approval remove two (2) spaces from use, Condition of Approval No. 8, Parking
Maximum.


Attachments: 
Revised Draft Motion – Conditional Use Authorization with Conditions of Approval 
Sponsor’s Response to letter from Fran Martin of the Visitacion Valley Greenway GOAL Program 
MOHCD’s 2020 report Strategic Assessment of HOPWA-Funded Residential Care Facilities 
for the Chronically Ill (RCFCIs) 



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





Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: May 6, 2021 


Record No.: 2021-001979CUA 
Project Address: 141 Leland Avenue 
Zoning: Neighborhood Commercial, Small Scale (NC-2) District and Residential- House, One Family (RH-1) 


40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6250/014, 015, 016,  017, 018, 019, 020 
Project Sponsor: Esmeralda Compos 


Mercy Properties California 
1256 Market Street  
San Francisco, CA 94102 


Property Owner: Mercy Properties California 
1256 Market Street  
San Francisco, CA 94102 


Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 652-7366 
jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 


ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 303 AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FILE NO. 190908 AND FOR CONCESSION/INCENTIVE AND WAIVER 
FROM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 206.6 AND CALIFORNIA 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65915 PURSUANT TO STATE DENSITY BONUS LAW TO ALLOW THE CHANGE IN USE 
OF A RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY USE TO A GROUP HOUSING WITHIN AN EXISTING TWO-STORY BUILDING, 
LOCATED AT 141 LELAND AVENUE, LOTS 014-020 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 6250, WITHIN AN NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL, SMALL SCALE (NC-2) DISTRICT AND RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1)  AND A 40-X HEIGHT 
AND BULK DISTRICT. 
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PREAMBLE 


On February 25, 2021, Esmeralda Compos of Mercy Properties California (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an 
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Conditional Use Authorization under 
Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA and for Concession/Incentive and 
Waiver from Development Standards, pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 and California Government Code 
Section 65915 pursuant to State Density Bonus Law to allow the for a change of use from Residential Care Facility 
to a Group Housing at 141 Leland Avenue, Block 6250, Lots 014 through 020 (hereinafter “Project Site”). 
 
On May 6, 2021, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on 
Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2021-001979CUA.  
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2021-
001979CUA is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 
2021-001979CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 
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FINDINGS 


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


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


Project Description. This proposal is to change the use of an existing 45-guest Residential Care Facility 
to 45 bedrooms of group housing within an existing 20,424 gross square foot, two-story building.  


Operated under a contract to the City and County of San Francisco through the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
and Community Development, the existing facility is licensed by the State of California as a Residential 
Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV or AIDS, and the change of use to residential 
group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco to develop an intermediate level of supportive housing 
that does not require licensure. The proposed change will maintain the same number of residents (45), 
and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. There will also be a potential decrease in on-
site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new category. 


There are currently six (6) Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill in San Francisco, of which  five 
(5) are developed with HUD funding to serve people with HIV or AIDS. The table below identifies which 
facilities are proposed for delicensing and which will remain residential care facilities.  


Facility Name Operator Number of 
Beds 


Address Existing Use Proposed Use 


Leland House Catholic 
Charities 
(owned by 
Mercy Housing) 


45 beds 141 Leland  Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


Residential – 
Group 
Housing  


Assisted Care Larkin Street 
Youth Services 


12 beds 129 Hyde Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


Residential – 
Group 
Housing  


Richard Cohen 
Residence  


Dolores Street 
Community 
Services  


10 beds 220 Dolores  Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


Residential – 
Group 
Housing  


Peter Cleaver 
Community 


Catholic 
Charities 


32 beds 1340 Golden 
Gate 


Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


No change 
proposed  


Maitri Maitri 
Compassionate 
Care 


15 beds  401 Duboce  Institutional – 
Residential 
Care Facility  


No change 
proposed 
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2. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project site is comprised of seven lots located at the corner of 
Leland Avenue and Peabody Street, and combined have any area of approximately 21,217 square feet. 
The four lots fronting on Leland are located within the NC-2 District and are developed with the two-story 
building. The Remaining three lots to the south are within the RH-1 District and are developed with an 18 
vehicle accessory parking lot that is accessed off Peabody Street.  


3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property located within a length of 
neighborhood along Leland Avenue, which is surrounded by properties zoned RH-1 and strip of  P (Public) 
across Leland  Avenue that is the terminus point of the Visitacion Valley Greenway. Leland Avenue is 
developed with 2- to 3-story mixed use and residential buildings and the surrounding areas are 
predominantly two-story single-family-homes. 


4. Public Outreach and Comments.  No public comments were received on the project. As part the RCFCI 
delicensing project by the City of San Francisco, the following outreach has occurred:  


The following resident outreach has occurred off-site:  
A. Mayor’s Office Update – March 15 
B. Community HIV Housing Plan Update – March 18 
C. HIV Planning Council Update – March 22 
D. Community Care Licensing Update – March 24                          
E. Primary Care Provider Update – April 7 
F. Supervisor Mandelman and Staff – April 19 


 
Resident and Staff Outreach  


G. Town Hall and individual meetings have been ongoing since the week of March 8  
 
5. Planning Code Section 206.6 Findings.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6(e), the Planning 


Commission shall make the following findings as applicable for any application for a Density Bonus, 
Incentive, Concession or Waiver for any Individually Requested State Density Bonus Project: 


A. The Housing Project is eligible for the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6(b) and meets all the following criteria:  


(1) The project contains five or more residential units;  


(2) The project is not seeking and receiving any density or development bonus under 
Section 207; the HOME-SF program, Section 206.3; the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, Section 206.4; Section 304, or any other local or state bonus program that 
provides development bonuses;  


(3) Provides Restricted Affordable Housing Units, including but not limited to 
Inclusionary Housing Units, at minimum levels as provided in Table 206.6A;   


(4) Provides replacement units for any units demolished or renovated that are 







Draft Motion  Record No. 2021-001979CUA 
Hearing Date:  May 6, 2021  141 Leland Avenue 


  5  


subject to the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, Administrative 
Code Section 37, or are units qualifying for replacement as units being occupied by 
households of low or very low income, consistent with the requirements of Government 
Code Section 65915(c)(3); and  


(5) Is in any zoning district except for RH-1 or RH-2, unless the Code permits the 
development of a project of five units or more on a site or sites.  


The Project contains 45 residential units, which exceeds the minimum of five units required to qualify 
for the State Density Bonus Law. The project is not seeking any other density or development bonus 
outside of the additional density, waivers, and incentives/concessions provided by the State Density 
Bonus Law. The project provides more than 24% of the proposed rental dwelling units as affordable 
to lower income households, defined as those earning 80% of area median income, and is therefore 
entitled to a 50% density bonus under the State Law. The Project is seeking a density bonus of 
approximately 185%.  The project does not propose to demolish any units which are subject to the 
San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. A portion of the project is in the RH-1 
District, but the structure proposed to be converted to residential uses is wholly located in the NC-2 
Zoning District, which permits a density greater than five units at the site.  


B. The Housing Project has demonstrated that any Concessions or Incentives reduce actual housing 
costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the 
targeted units, based upon the financial analysis and documentation provided.  


The Project is seeking an incentive or concession from the development standards for Rear Yard 
(Planning Code Section 134). The existing Residential Care Facility includes 18 parking spaces 
behind the existing building which serve both residents and staff. Parking is usually not permitted 
within the rear yard setback; however, removing the parking would have significant financial 
implications for the project, which does not propose any alterations or construction. Not only would 
the project require construction work to remove the parking lot and install another use, but would 
also result in the loss of an amenity to tenants and potential loss of rental income.  


C. If a waiver or modification is requested, a finding that the Development Standards for which the 
waiver is requested would have the effect of physically precluding the construction of the Housing 
Project with the Density Bonus or Concessions and Incentives permitted. 


The maximum density at the site would permit 389 group housing rooms. In its current operations, 
the Residential Care Facility serves 45 existing residents. To maintain the existing occupancy through 
the proposed change of use from institutional use (residential care) to residential use (group 
housing), the project requires a density bonus of approximately 185%. In addition to the density 
standards, the change of use to residential also triggers the development standards for residential 
uses.  
 
The Project requests a waiver from the Planning Code Development Standard for Usable Open 
Space (Planning Code Section 135); without these this waivers, the conversion to residential use 
would be physically precluded. While the project provides outdoor open areas to the tenants, these 
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outdoor areas do not meet the standards set forth in Section 135 for common usable open space. To 
bring these open areas into compliance would require modifications to the existing building 
envelope, resulting in a loss of density.  


D. If the Density Bonus is based all or in part on donation of land, a finding that all the requirements
included in Government Code Section 65915(g) have been met.


The Density Bonus for the Project is not based on any donation of land; and is therefore not
applicable.


E. If the Density Bonus, Concession or Incentive is based all or in part on the inclusion of a Child Care
Facility, a finding that all the requirements included in Government Code Section 65915(h) have
been met.


The requested Density Bonus for the Project is not based on the inclusion of a Child Care Facility;
and is therefore not applicable.


F. If a waiver or modification is requested, a finding that the Development Standards for which the
waiver is requested would have the effect of physically precluding the construction of the Housing
Project with the Density Bonus or Concessions and Incentives permitted. 


The Project requests the following waivers of Planning Code Development Standards: 1) Rear Yard
(Planning Code Section 134); 12) Usable Open Space (Planning Code Section 135);


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


A. Use. Planning Code permits Group Housing with a density limits of 1 bed for every 275 square feet of 
lot area within an NC-2 District and it is not permit and RH-1 District.
The Project provides 45  beds of group housing within the existing site. The area of the lot zoned NC-2 is 
10,518 square feet, which allows for 38 group housing units. Per Section 206.6, the project requests a 
density bonus of 18% to provide a total of 45 beds.


B. Rear Yard.  Section 134  of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal to 45% of lot depth within an 
NC-2 District and 30% in the RH-1 District.
The rear yard of the property is located entirety in the RH-1 zoned portion, when measured from the 
Leland Street frontage. The entirety of the properties rear yard is developed with an 18 vehicle parking 
lot and therefore a waiver to rear yard is requested per the State Density Bonus Program and Section 
206.6.


C. Open Space. Section 135 of the Planning Code requires that for all group housing projects, the
minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall be one-third the
amount required for a dwelling unit. A  minimum of 100 square feet of private outdoor space, or 133
square feet of common outdoor space, are required for residential units within the NC-2 Zoning
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District.  


The 45-bed group housing project would be required to provide 1,796  995 square feet of common usable 
open space. The project currently provides approximately 1,400 square feet within a rear courtyard and 
therefore the project requests a waiver to rear yardusable open space is requested per the State Density 
Bonus Program and Section 206.6. 


D. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Section 140 of the Planning Code requires that for all group housing projects, 
either each bedroom or at least one interior common area that meets the 120 square-foot minimum 
superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of the Housing Code at least one room that faces a 
street, yard, or open space that is at least 20-feet deep.  


The project provides a common area of at least 120 square feet in area that faces onto Leland Avenue.  


E. Bicycle Parking. Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires one Class 1 bicycle parking space four 
beds of group housing  and a minimum of two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. 


The proposed 45-bedroom group housing project will provide 11 Class 1 bicycle storage lockers within 
the site’s rear yard and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces off-site. The Class 1 bicycle parking will be 
stored within the allowable 100 square feet yard obstruction as provided in Planning Code Section 
136(c)(23). 


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


A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 
 
The proposed new residential group housing will be located within the buildings on site, no 
changes are proposed to the exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same 
number of residents (45), and even some of the residents will live in this facility. There will also be a 
potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new 
category. The Project will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community by providing an intermediate level of congregate care 
for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 


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


(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of structures;  
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The size and shape of the site and the size, shape, and arrangement of the building, e.g. 
height and bulk, will not be modified as  part of this Project.  


(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  
 
The Planning Code does not require off-street parking for Residential uses. The existing 
site will retain the one off-street parking space. 


(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 
dust and odor;  
 
The Project will not produce noxious or offensive emissions related to noise, glare, dust, or 
odor.  


(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open 
spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 
The Project currently provides a  front setback that is within compliance with landscaping 
and permeability requirements. The existing side property line along Alert Alley is fenced 
and provides screening of the existing off-street parking space. 


C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 
The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 


That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of 
the applicable Use District. 
 
The Project Site is located in an NC-2 Zoning District in which group housing is a principally 
permitted use.  A portion of the project is in the RH-1 District, but the structure proposed to be 
converted to residential uses is wholly located in the NC-2 Zoning District.  


D.  
8. Interim Zoning Controls Findings: Change of Use to a Residential Care Facility. Effective on October 


11, 2019, the Board of Supervisors passed an interim zoning control to require Conditional Use 
Authorization for a change in use of a residential care facility. In addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) 
of this Code, the Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met: 


A. Any findings by the Department of Public Health, the Human Services Agency, the Department of 
Aging and Adult Services, or the San Francisco Long-Term Care Coordinating Council regarding 
the capacity of the existing Residential Care Facility Use, the population served, and the nature 
and quality of services provided. 
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Operated under contract to the City and County of San Francisco through the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing and Community Development, the existing facility is licensed by the State of California as a 
Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV or AIDS, and the change of 
use to residential group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco to develop an intermediate 
level of supportive housing that does not require licensure. The proposed change will maintain the 
same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. There 
will also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents 
under the new category. 


 
B. The impact of the change of use on the neighborhood and community. 


The Project Site is on a primarily residential block with single-family homes and multifamily 
buildings. The change of use would not alter the existing structures. The proposed change will 
maintain the same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the 
facility. There will also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of 
the residents under the new category. 


 
C. Whether there are sufficient available beds at a licensed Residential Care Facility within a one-


mile radius of the site. 


The residents of the existing Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV 
or AIDS have a unique housing need that not all licensed Residential Care Facilities provide. As a 
result of MOHCD’s RCFCI Delicensure Project, beds for persons living with HIV or AIDS would be 
available at  Maitri (15 beds) located at 401 Duboce Avenue and Peter Claver Community (32 beds) 
located at 1340 Golden Gate. 


 
D. Whether the Residential Care Facility Use to be converted will be relocated or replaced with 


another Residential Care Facility Use. The intensity of activity in the district is not such that 
allowing the larger use will be likely to foreclose the location of other needed neighborhood-
serving uses in the area. 
 
The proposed new residential group housing will be located within the buildings on site, no 
changes are proposed to the exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same 
number of residents (45), including some of the residents that currently live in the facility. There will 
also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents 
under the new category. The Project will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and 
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community by providing an intermediate level of 
congregate care for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 


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


HOUSING ELEMENT 


Objectives and Policies 
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OBJECTIVE 2 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, 
WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net increase in 
affordable housing. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Retain existing housing by controlling the merger of residential units, except where a merger clearly 
creates new family housing. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Promote improvements and continued maintenance to existing units to ensure long term habitation 
and safety. 
 
Policy 2.5 
Encourage and support the seismic retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
Policy 11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 
 
Policy 11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing residential 
neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density 
plan and the general plan. 
 
Policy 11.5 
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 
character. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote community 
interaction. 
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Policy 11.7 
Respect San Francisco s̓ historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring consistency 
with historic districts. 
 
Policy 11.8 
Consider a neighborhood s̓ character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption caused by 
expansion of institutions into residential areas. 


 
 
The Project includes the conversion of a vacant Residential Care Facility use to a Residential use containing 
is changing the use of an existing 45-guest  Residential Care to a Rresidential use of containing  45-beds of 
group housing within the two existing buildings located on the lot. Operated under contract to the City and 
County of San Francisco through the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, the existing 
facility is licensed by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people 
living with HIV or AIDS, and the change of use to residential group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco 
to develop an intermediate level of supportive housing that does not require licensure. The proposed change 
will maintain the same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. 
There will also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents 
under the new category. 
 
The proposed new residential group housing will be located within the buildings on site, no changes are 
proposed to the exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same number of residents (1045), 
and even some of the residents will live in this facility. There will also be a potential decrease in on-site 
staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new category. The Project will provide a 
development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community by 
providing an intermediate level of congregate care for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 
 
 The proposal to change the use to group housing to provide an intermediate level of congregate care for 
persons living with HIV/AIDS is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 


 
10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 


permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in that:  


A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 
The Project is not anticipated to significantly affect the existing mix of neighborhood-serving retail 
uses. The Project is a residential rather than commercial use.   


B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 
The Project is not anticipated to adversely affect the character or diversity of the neighborhood. 
The Project will create new group housing to provide an intermediate level of congregate care as a  
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Transitional Residential Care Facility, a facility that provides short-term medical stabilization..  


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  
 
The Project would not have any adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing. 


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  
 
The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options.  The Project is located within a 
¼ mile of the 8 Bayshore Muni bus lines  and the K and T MUNI subway lines.  The Project is 
retaining 18 16 on-site parking spaces within the yard. Therefore, traffic and transit ridership 
generated by the Project will not overburden the streets or MUNI service.   


E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
 
The Project will not displace or adversely affect any service sector or industrial businesses and it 
does not include any commercial office development.   


F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 
 
This Project will not adversely affect the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake. The Project 
will comply with the requirements of the San Francisco Building Code. 


G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 
The subject property is not considered to be an historic resource. 


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project will have no negative effect on existing parks and open spaces, and will not adversely 
affect their access to sunlight, or vistas.  


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


12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the 
health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 


That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 
2021-001979CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with 
plans on file, undated,  and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set 
forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization 
to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion 
shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of 
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board 
of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s 
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 6, 2021. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


ADOPTED: May 6, 2021  
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 


This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a change in use from Residential Care Facility to a dwelling 
unitgroup housing, located at 141 Leland Avenue, Lot 014 through 020 of Block 6250, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections Planning Code Section 303 and Board of Supervisors File No. 190908 and for Concession/Incentive and 
Waiver from Development Standards, pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 and California Government Code 
Section 65915 pursuant to State Density Bonus Law, within the NC-2 and RH-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height and 
Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, undated, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for 
Record No. 2021-001979CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on 
May 6, 2021 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property 
and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 
 


Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 


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


Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 


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


Severability 


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


Changes and Modifications  


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


 


Performance 


1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from the 
effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or 
Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has 
lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an 
amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project sponsor 
decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct a public 
hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the 
Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of 
time for the continued validity of the Authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  
www.sfplanning.org 


3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the 
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. 
Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) 
years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning 
Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal 
challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused 
delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be 
approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such 
approval. 
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 


Parking and Traffic 


6. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than 11 Class 1 Bicycle and 2 Class 2 Bicycle parking 
spaces as required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


7. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151 or 151.1, the Project shall provide no more than 
16 off-street parking spaces. The existing facility is developed with 18 parking spaces and shall remove two (2) 
spaces from use. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


6.  


7.8. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall 
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning Department, and other 
construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage traffic congestion and pedestrian 
circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


Monitoring - After Entitlement 


8.9. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion 
or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


9.10. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints 
from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project 
Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the 
Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the 
Commission, after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this 
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authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


Operation 


10.11. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all 
sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the 
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
628.271.2000, www.sfpublicworks.org 


11.12. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement the 
approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the issues of 
concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning 
Administrator and all registered neighborhood groups for the area with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the 
Zoning Administrator and registered neighborhood groups shall be made aware of such change. The 
community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the 
community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


12.13. State Density Bonus. The Project currently operates as a 100% affordable housing project with units 
restricted at a maximum of 80% AMI. Pursuant to CA Govt. Code Section 65915 and Planning Code Section 
206.6 (The State Density Bonus Law), the project is seeking an 185% density bonus to provide a maximum of 
45 units, exceeding the maximum allowable density on the site (or base density, a total of 389 units) by six 
seven units. In order to qualify for this density bonus, the project sponsor shall restrict at least 10% of the 
base units, or four units, to Lower Income Households as defined in CA Govt. Code Section 65915. 
Alternatively, the sponsor may restrict at least 5% of the base units, or two units, to very low income 
households as defined in CA Govt. Code Section 65915. Affordable units provided pursuant to the State 
Density Bonus Law shall remain affordable for 55 years.   


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


14. Regulatory Agreement. The Department has granted waivers from the development standards for 
setbacks, dwelling unit exposure, street frontage, height and lot coverage and incentives/concessions from 
the development standards for usable open space as permitted by the State Density Bonus Law (CA Govt. 
Code 65915, Planning Code Section 206.6). Prior to the issuance of the first construction document for the 
Project, the property owner must enter into a regulatory agreement with the City pursuant to the provisions 
of Planning Code Section 206.6(f).  
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415.701.5500, www.sf-moh.org 


13.15. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. As currently proposed, the Project is exempt from the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program because it is a 100% affordable housing project in which rents are 
controlled or regulated by any government unit, agency or authority, excepting those unsubsidized and/or 
unassisted units which are insured by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. In 
the event that the Project changes and some or all of the units become market-rate, the Project shall comply 
with the inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Section 415 of the Code. This condition of approval 
shall constitute the written determination and notice of the inclusionary housing requirement pursuant to 
the procedures set forth in Code Section 415.  


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


 







There are several issues raised in Ms. Martin’s letter.  Some of them relate to the proposed change in 
use, some relate to relations with 141 Leland owners and operators, and others relate to relations with 
the City.  I will address the first two. 


 


First, there is a plan to fund improvements to the 141 Leland facility.  A RFP is expected to be released 
this month that will combine the ownership and operations of 141 Leland, and provide funding for 
renovation.  The current situation with ownership by one entity and operations by another is viewed as 
a contributing factor to deferred maintenance, and that is expected to be resolved once an 
owner/operator  is selected and has had the opportunity to propose appropriate renovation plans.  
While this change in ownership will take place in 2021, actual renovation work will not begin until plans 
have been developed by the new owner/operator and approved through regular planning and 
permitting processes.  


Until the new owner/operator is selected, the primary contact for 141 Leland should be the following 
from Catholic Charities which is the current operator: 


Ellen Hammerle, VP of Client Services 415 972-1344 
Tonja Sagun, Program Director  Program Director 415 749-3807 


  


The 141 Leland Facility is currently one of five facilities in the City licensed as a Residential Care Facility 
for the Chronically Ill.  A 2020 study (see attachment) found that about half of the residents of the 
RCFCIs no longer need the 24/7 nursing and attendant care required in a licensed facility, but cannot 
find appropriate housing to allow them to exit the RCFCIs. The current solution is to delicense 3 of the 5 
facilities in order to create a ladder of care that will best meet the needs of current and future residents 
who need some level of support.  About half of the current Leland House residents will remain in place 
when the facility is delicensed.  Others will reposition from the two facilities that are remaining as 
licensed facilities.  The choice of which facilities to delicense was made based on which owner/operators 
preferred to delicense (in most cases to better align with other programs operated by the same non-
profit organization), as well as the total number of beds needed for each level of care.  


 


In the current RCFCI model, the focus is on nursing and attendant care. The new model, known as a 
Transitional Residential Care Facility, based upon a proven model in Los Angeles County, will focus more 
on life skills, housing navigation and other supportive services, including drug treatment as appropriate.   


 


As far as community outreach, the 2020 Assessment Report gathered information from more than 100 
people – the list can be found in Attachment C of the report.  Since more detailed plans were developed, 
the following community outreach has taken place: 


• Mayor’s Office Update – March 15 
• Community HIV Housing Plan Update – March 18 
• HIV Planning Council Update – March 22 
• Community Care Licensing Update – March 24   







• Primary Care Provider Update – April 7 
• Supervisor Mandelman and Staff – April 1 
• Mercy Housing Community Meeting on 141 Leland Change in Use – May 3     


In addition, hearing notices have been posted on the exterior of the building since April 16. 


 


All of the RCFCIs use a harm reduction model for substance use as well as other issues.  Harm reduction 
incorporates a spectrum of strategies that includes safer use, managed use, abstinence, meeting people 
who use drugs “where they’re at,” and addressing conditions of use along with the use itself.  While 
abstinence is not a pre-requisite for admission, substance use is a part of any resident’s service plan if 
applicable. 
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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. 
 
I am working from home during this time and will be available through email.
 

https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


 
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: Plan Comm 5/6 hearing - 141 Leland + 220 Dolores + 149 Hyde
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 9:26:30 AM
Attachments: Leland + Hyde + Dolores group hsg.docx

 
 
 
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: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 4:21 PM
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: ktaylor@larkinstreetyouth.org; ecampos@mercyhousing.org; laura <laura@dscs.org>; Fernando
Marti <fernando@sfic-409.org>
Subject: Plan Comm 5/6 hearing - 141 Leland + 220 Dolores + 149 Hyde
 

 

Attached are my comments for each of the above projects which are 5/6/21 agenda items
#10 - 141 Leland, #11 - 220 Dolores, #12 149 Hyde.

Please include in "package" provided to each Planning Commissioner.

Thank you.

Sue Hestor 

 

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



May 5, 2021

TO:	San Francisco Planning Commission

	Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator

FROM:	Sue Hestor

#10	141 Leland Ave - 2021-001979CUA

#11	220 Dolores St - 2021-002277CAU/VAR

#12	129 Hyde St - 2-21-002736CUA/VAR



I urge Commissioners to support the Conditional Use for  above 3 projects, plus requested Variances for Dolores and Hyde Streets.  Each proposes change of use from residential care facility to group housing.    The Leland Ave project also uses the State Density Bonus Law and requests waivers for that site.

The applicants and operators for these sites are experienced developers of housing for very low income affordable San Franciscans.  

	141 Leland Ave - Mercy Properties California

	220 Dolores St  - Dolores Street Community Services

	129 Hyde St - Larkin Street Youth Services

Each affordable housing organization has extensive experience operating housing for low income people that  need assistance in rehabilitation.     The housing requested, and Commission approval actions needed to implement these conversions, is sorely needed by San Francisco residents.  

The public - and Commissioners - often see sponsors who "use" Planning and Administrative Code provisions to develop  lucrative market rate housing - where Code intended to assist low income housing.  Including abuse of Code provisions on group housing, originally developed  to make housing affordable, especially in older buildings needing  renovation.  Group housing,  REAL group housing,  helps keep seniors, people with disabilities, and others with lower income in the City.  SROs and Residential Hotel units are other abused residential classifications.

OR  the owner simply ignores Code provisions and operates the building in flagrant violation of Code requirements.   For decades.   

Leland Ave is using the State Density Bonus Law to build 100% affordable housing.  Not to get bonus height and waivers that benefit a mostly market rate project.  YES !
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Variances


 


for 


Dolores 


and Hyde Street


s


.  Each 


proposes 


change of use from residential care facility to group housing


.    


The Leland Ave project 


also


 


us


es


 


the 


State Density Bonus 


Law


 


and requests waivers for that site.


 


The applicants and operators for 


these sites 


are experienced developers of 


housing for 


very low income 


affordable 


San Franciscans


.  


 


 


141 


Leland Ave 


-


 


Mercy Properties California


 


 


220 


Dolores St  


-


 


Dolores Street Community Services


 


 


129 


Hyde St


 


-


 


Larkin Street Youth Services


 


Each affordable housing organization has extensive experience operating housing for low income people 


that 


 


need 


assistance in rehabilitation.     The housing requested, 


and 


Commission approval 


actions 


needed to implement these conversion


s


, is sorely needed by San Francisco residents.  


 


The public 


-


 


and Co


mmissione


rs 


-


 


often see 


sponsors who "use" Planning and Administrative Code 


provisions to develop


 


 


lucrative market rate housing


 


-


 


where Code intended to assist low income 


housing


.  


Including abuse of 


Code provisions on 


group housing


, original


ly 


developed 


 


to make housing 


affordable, especially in older buildings


 


needing 


 


renovation


.  Group housing


, 


 


REAL 


group housing,  


helps keep seniors, people with disabilities, and others with lower in


come in the City.


  


SROs and 


Residential Hotel


 


units


 


are other abused 


residential classifications.


 


OR 


 


the owner simply ignores Code 


provisions 


and operates the building in flagrant violation of Code 


requirements.   


For decades


.  


 


 


Leland Ave 


is using the 


State Density Bonus Law


 


to build 100% affordable housing.  Not to get bonus 


height and waivers that benefit a mostly market rate project.  


YES !


 


 


 




 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 7:41:16 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: Victor Pham <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "bayporter@gmail.com" <bayporter@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2021 at 7:40 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Victor Pham 
bayporter@gmail.com 
327 Raymond Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134

 



 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 7:39:28 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: Edward Tan <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "tlinzhao@gmail.com" <tlinzhao@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 at 1:31 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Edward Tan 
tlinzhao@gmail.com 
1420 Visitation Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 7:39:14 AM
Attachments: 1900 Diamond Street.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: Karin Payson <karinp@kpad.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 at 3:04 PM
To: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)"
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"Marc@1900diamond.com" <Marc@1900diamond.com>
Subject: 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Hi Rafael and Jacob,
Please see my attached letter in support of this exemplary development proposal.
I hope all is well.
Best Regards,
Karin
 
Karin Payson, AIA LEED AP
www.kpad.com
 
17 Jack Kerouac Alley
San Francisco, CA. 94133
(o)  415-277-9500
(m) 415-260-0675
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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Karin Payson ½ architecture + design 
17 Jack Kerouac Alley ½ San Francisco, CA  94133  
415-277-9500½ fax:  415-277-9505 ½ www.kpad.com 


5 May 2021 
 
To:  Rafael.Mandelman@SFgov.org 
Cc:  Jacob.Bintliff@SFgov.org, Gabriela.Pantoja@SFgov.org, Jonas.Ionin@SFgov.org, Marc@1900diamond.com 
RE: D8 Resident and SF Architect in support of 1900 Diamond Street Housing 
 
Dear Supervisor Mandelman, 
 
I only recently became aware of the proposed project at 1900 Diamond Street and am deeply impressed by 
it.  Having lived on 24th Street at Grandview for 24 years, I have passed that site countless times on foot, 
bicycle and by car and was pleasantly surprised to learn that it could support 24 well-designed housing units. 
It is a difficult site; the architect and project sponsors have designed a brilliant, discreet development which 
would tuck a lot of units into the hillside and have resisted the pressure to maximize the allowable envelope, 
in order to create buildings compatible with their context.  
 
The location is perfect for high density development for multiple reasons: 


• In that part of Diamond Heights, along Diamond Heights Boulevard, high-density and multi-family 
housing is predominant, so this is an obvious location for a similar proposal. 


• The location also supports families with two public parks within easy walking distance—Walter Hass 
Playground a couple of hundred feet away, and Christopher Field and Playground, across the street. 


• Safeway, Walgreens, a Post Office and various community-based businesses are close by, across 
Diamond Heights Blvd. 


• The location is well-served by two bus lines. 
 
The proposed development is exemplary of low-rise, high-density housing for San Francisco because: 


• It creates housing units designed and sized for families, with a predominance of 3- and 4-BR units. 
• The scale of the project is compatible with the mixed character of the neighborhood around it. There 


are similarly sized multi-family and single-family homes adjacent and nearby both on Diamond 
Heights Blvd above and Diamond Street below and to the north. 


• The design of the project is low-key, contemporary, and respectful to the character of the 
surrounding buildings. 


• The floor plan and section of the buildings are a masterful response to the very steep hillside which 
keeps its profile low and has a highly efficient floor plan, incorporating parking and pedestrian access 
from above and below. 


• The project will generate funds to support the development of 9 – 10 units of affordable housing. 
 
This is a genuine opportunity to support the sensitive and effective development of 24 units in District 8, 
where production of multi-family housing has been weak for many decades. I hope this project will have your 
enthusiastic endorsement. 
 
Best Regards, 


 
Karin Payson AIA LEED AP 







 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Thursday, May 06, 2021 7:34:53 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: Sasanna Yee <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "sasannayee@gmail.com" <sasannayee@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 at 7:20 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Sasanna Yee 
sasannayee@gmail.com 
327 Raymond Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134

 



 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:32:45 PM

 
 
 
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: Edward Tan <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:31 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@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


attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Edward Tan 
tlinzhao@gmail.com 
1420 Visitation Ave 
San Francisco, California 94134

 

mailto:tlinzhao@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: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:32:23 PM

 
 
 
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: Shirley T <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:21 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Shirley T 
wkshirley@yahoo.com 
910 Rutland St 
SF, California 94134

 

mailto:wkshirley@yahoo.com


 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:31:47 PM

 
 
 
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: Joelle Xie <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 12:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Joelle Xie 
joelle_11699@hotmail.com 
Talbert & Visitation 
San Francisco , California 94134

 

mailto:joelle_11699@hotmail.com


 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:30:13 PM

 
 
 
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: Eric Wong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 9:22 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Eric Wong 
ericwong818@yahoo.com 
39 Hahn Street 
San Francisco, California 94134

 

mailto:ericwong818@yahoo.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 141 Leland - Proposed Change of Use
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:29:50 PM

 
 
 
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: Kellie McCord <kelliemccord@mac.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 12:02 PM
To: Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ken McCord <kenmccord@mac.com>
Subject: 141 Leland - Proposed Change of Use
 

 


Planning Commissioners,

This is a letter we have sent to District Supervisor Walton for your review. 

Greetings. We hope you and your family are well. Thank you for your continued leadership in these
challenging times. Not long ago, I had the privilege of seeing you playing basketball in the
Neighborhood. I felt great pride in knowing that our Board President lives and loves local.  
 
It has come to our attention that the Catholic Charities is optimizing their budget and would like to
shut down the Hospital Care facility on Leland. They advised the community that they would like to
repurpose the building @ 141 Leland. Not surprisingly, they held a call with five community
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members three days before the commission meeting. I define 'they' in this email as Catholic Charity
employees on behalf of executives and donors. They are good people with good intentions. We have
great respect and admiration for their work and the patients they currently serve.
 
However, their pursuit and the process are flawed. They met with a handful of neighbors who could
afford to take time off work. As you know, many of our neighbors do not speak English and work in
the service industry for hourly wages. The truth is, many of our AAPI neighbors do not advocate for
their rights for a multitude of circumstances. We believe that the planning commission, without
community input, will, at best, remove clinical care/hospital beds from the community and, at worst,
compromise the safety and well-being of Leland, the merchants, and the surrounding neighbors. As
you know, two merchants worked to find housing for a person who camped out on Leland for over
180 days. This unfortunate event created fear and confusion for the neighbors.
 
Here is what we understood:
 

The planning commission will meet in 2 days to approve the change of zoning for 141 Leland
from a Hospital to a Residential facility
The Catholic Charities will contract with the city to provide transitional housing

 
While we appreciate the work of the Catholic Charities, we do not believe that Visitacion Valley
should house 45 individuals in transition, on Leland, in front of a shared public space at the
greenway. So many questions are left unanswered:
 

Will the transition housing be monthly, quarterly, yearly? How many individuals will transition
in a single year?
Will these individuals draw friends who camp outside of the facility, and how will the city
manage this on the heels of 180 days of failure.
Are these individuals homeless or transitioning from another diagnosis?
PostCovid, how vital will healthcare be to the future of the Neighborhood? Is it wise to give up
45 beds at a time that macroeconomics is rushing to decentralize services and health care
back into neighborhoods?
Why are we prioritizing non-neighborhood transitional residents over Senior and Child
Services? As you know, a high % of students have been set back educationally.  

 
Here is what we ask:
 

Delay the process
Do not give up the Hospital Zoning

 
The perception is that the commission will rubberstamp this. It is of high concern that the Mayor did
not mobilize your office to meet with the neighbors first. We do know that she has communicated
with the hospital residents. 
 
As you know, Kellie and our family are playing the long ball and plan on seeking the well-being of this
Neighborhood by prioritizing those who live here over the outsiders. We must lead with vision and
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inclusion for Visitacion Valley and together confront the "outsiders" who lord over this fantastic
Neighborhood. The Valley has lived under systemic failure for decades. We currently offer hospitality
to a freeway that enabled redlining; we host the cities garbage dump. The Schlage Lock got stuck in
government bureaucracy. The more chronic failure is the beautiful bay water line wasted due to the
cities' inability to hold the federal government accountable for its pollution in the southeast.  
 
While we cannot change the past, we can repair the future. The planning commission does have the
power to advocate for the Neighborhood over the outside interests. The Catholic Charities, as an
institution, is an outsider. The Valley needs affordable housing for its emerging young adults who will
otherwise leave and gentrify other neighborhoods. It's time that our youth, who want to stay, have
options that do not scream charity. 
 
I do not believe that the Catholic Charities are doing what is best for the Neighborhood; they do
what is best for their bottom line. If I am wrong, then I would ask that we house 45 people who are
currently unhoused from Visitacion Valley and need transitional support - where are these people?
 
Wouldn't democracy be best exercised if theysent their representatives to yesterday's meeting with
250-500 signatures from surrounding neighbors advocating for theirmission? They cannot because
their donor and elite class occupy land at 141 Leland with no accountability to our neighbors.  
 
Here is what we request, due process on the retention of a hospital facility in the Valley.  
 
Kind Regards,
 
Ken and Kellie McCord
(Owners of Mission Blue Gifts & Coffee 144 Leland Ave + residents of Visitacion Valley ) 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Winslow, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 140-142-144 Jasper Place Discretionary Review 6. May 2021
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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 Flandrich <tflandrich@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 11:25 AM
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: 140-142-144 Jasper Place Discretionary Review 6. May 2021
 

 

 Dear Commissioners,
 
As the co-founder of the North Beach Tenants Committee, formed in 2014 during the peak period of tenant displacement due to speculative ventures
and the decade long loss of primarily working class neighbors and affordable housing, I implore you to take this discretionary review. 
 
Please use your discretionary power to follow the policies in the Housing Element to preserve this currently affordable family housing and deny this
project that would create luxury housing for the very few. I cite here two policies which should be applied here and point out the fact that this building
once had a total of 3 units and ask that this 3rd unit (basement) be restored as an ADU.

·         Priority Policies 2 & 3, which require that the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced
and that existing housing be protected to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

A list of former residents at this building is found here, including 144 Jasper Place, a third residential unit. The history of this building
included in your supporting documents shows that a permit had been filed in the late 1960s to "remove" this lower 3rd unit.  
I am asking you to consider the fact that the current owner's plan would in effect remove 3 rent controlled, family sized, affordable
housing units.  
137...151 Jasper Pl, San Francisco CA | Homemetry property directory
 

137...151 Jasper Pl, San Francisco CA | Homemetry property
directory

We know 2 properties and 67 residents on 137...151 Jasper Pl, San
Francisco CA. Discover property public reports...

 
140 Jasper Place - lists 3 Jew Family members
142 Jasper Place - lists 4 Gong Family members

144 Jasper Pl, San Francisco, CA 94133-3320

Who has lived here

Resident
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Somen Toy
Per the "Site Permit Set" the "Area of Work" shows the existing square footage as:

Basement: 835 SF
1st Floor :  807 SF
2nd Floor:  835 SF

This project today, is neither adding more housing, nor is it preserving the existing affordable housing. In fact, this project if
approved would by design, remove three units of affordable housing in our community.  A case in point, is the 2019 sale of
a once 3 unit rent controlled building on Filbert Street (link below), which the realtor told me the following:
" The lower 1 bedroom soon could command a rent of $4,800 and the merged upper unit would be $ 9,500- $10K.
Although neither one of us could afford that kind of rent, the 1% could."

279-281 Filbert St, San Francisco, CA 94133 - 4 beds/4 baths
 
 

279-281 Filbert St, San Francisco, CA 94133 - 4
beds/4 baths
(San Francisco MLS) 4 beds, 4 baths, 2829 sq. ft. multi-family
(2-4 unit) located at 279-281 Filbert St, San Fra...

 
North Beach has already lost too many affordable rent-controlled buildings, losing housing for restaurant workers, retail workers, caregivers, families
and seniors,  decimating this traditional working class, bohemian neighborhood. For the past 15 years  speculative investment groups have  cleared out
buildings in order to create luxury units for either transient stays or as unaffordable condos, thereby removing affordable rental housing for the
many.  
 
Please take the DR, restore the basement unit, and help us preserve our affordable housing.
 
Theresa Flandrich
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: Leland Av
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 1:25:19 PM
Attachments: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

 
 
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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Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Shirley T

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Shirley T 
wkshirley@yahoo.com 
910 Rutland St 
SF, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Joelle Xie

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Joelle Xie 
joelle_11699@hotmail.com 
Talbert & Visitation 
San Francisco , California 94134








 









 
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); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 9:35:15 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: Eric Wong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "ericwong818@yahoo.com" <ericwong818@yahoo.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 at 9:21 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
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crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Eric Wong 
ericwong818@yahoo.com 
39 Hahn Street 
San Francisco, California 94134

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES AWARDS FOR BLACK AND AFRICAN

AMERICAN SMALL BUSINESSES AND ENTREPRENEURS AS PART OF THE DREAM KEEPER INITIATIVE
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 9:32:49 AM
Attachments: 05.05.21 Dream Keeper Funding_Small Businesses and Entrepreneurs.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, May 5, 2021 at 9:26 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES AWARDS
FOR BLACK AND AFRICAN AMERICAN SMALL BUSINESSES AND
ENTREPRENEURS AS PART OF THE DREAM KEEPER INITIATIVE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, May 5, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES AWARDS FOR

BLACK AND AFRICAN AMERICAN SMALL BUSINESSES
AND ENTREPRENEURS AS PART OF THE DREAM KEEPER

INITIATIVE
$3.75 million investment will support training, technical assistance, and

neighborhood revitalization in San Francisco’s historically Black communities
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the awarding of $3.75
million to serve San Francisco’s Black and African American small business community. This
investment by the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) and the
San Francisco Human Rights Commission (HRC) is part of the Dream Keeper Initiative,
which is reinvesting $120 million from law enforcement into San Francisco’s African
American community. This funding is aimed at mitigating the economic hardships facing San
Francisco’s African American community and will support rebuilding of the community’s
economic power in San Francisco.
 
“Across this country, and in our City, we’ve seen how the Black community’s economic
growth and prosperity has historically been disrupted and marginalized,” said Mayor Breed.
“This funding is part our efforts to undo the harm of generations of disinvestment and
economic inequities. As we work to recover and make San Francisco a better place to live,
work, and do business, we have invest our resources in a way that lifts up and supports
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, May 5, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES AWARDS FOR 


BLACK AND AFRICAN AMERICAN SMALL BUSINESSES AND 
ENTREPRENEURS AS PART OF THE DREAM KEEPER 


INITIATIVE 
$3.75 million investment will support training, technical assistance, and 


neighborhood revitalization in San Francisco’s historically Black communities 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the awarding of $3.75 million 
to serve San Francisco’s Black and African American small business community. This 
investment by the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) and the 
San Francisco Human Rights Commission (HRC) is part of the Dream Keeper Initiative, which 
is reinvesting $120 million from law enforcement into San Francisco’s African American 
community. This funding is aimed at mitigating the economic hardships facing San Francisco’s 
African American community and will support rebuilding of the community’s economic power 
in San Francisco. 
 
“Across this country, and in our City, we’ve seen how the Black community’s economic growth 
and prosperity has historically been disrupted and marginalized,” said Mayor Breed. “This 
funding is part our efforts to undo the harm of generations of disinvestment and economic 
inequities. As we work to recover and make San Francisco a better place to live, work, and do 
business, we have invest our resources in a way that lifts up and supports African American 
small businesses owners, entrepreneurs, and the entire community.” 
 
As part of the Dream Keeper Initiative, OEWD has awarded 17 Black-serving community 
organizations with funding to provide services and achieve improved economic development 
outcomes for African American businesses, entrepreneurs, and the African American and Black 
communities in San Francisco more broadly. Investments focus on helping African American 
small businesses and entrepreneurs in San Francisco start, stabilize, or grow their businesses. 
Funding to organizations is directed at providing training and technical assistance to guide 
businesses towards growth; providing relief and supporting recovery from impacts of the 
COVID-19 pandemic; stabilizing African American community anchor businesses in 
neighborhood spaces; and celebrating the presence and contributions of historically African 
American neighborhoods to drive economic development.   
 
The organizations awarded funding include Working Solutions, the San Francisco African 
American Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco Housing Development Corporation, Children’s 
Council of San Francisco, En2action, SF Black Wallstreet, Center for Equity and Success, Inc., 
Mercy Housing California, Young Community Developers, New Community Leadership 
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Foundation, The Good Rural, Urban Ed Academy, Citizen Film. Inc., Bayview Hunters Point 
Community Advocates, Inc., African American Arts and Culture Complex, Bayview Opera 
House, Inc., and the Homeless Children’s Network.  
 
“The Office of Economic and Workforce Development is committed to advancing racial and 
economic justice by facilitating programs and services that center on equity-driven growth and 
opportunity,” said Anne Taupier, Acting Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development. “The Dream Keeper Initiative investment focuses on delivering resources to 
support Black and African American communities realize their dreams of starting and growing 
their business in San Francisco.” 
 
“This funding represents an investment in the community and addressing the wealth and 
opportunity gaps created by years of biased policies and approaches,” said Sheryl Davis, 
Executive Director of the San Francisco Human Rights Commission. “There is tremendous talent 
and potential that has been stifled by our biased policies and strategies, through this process we 
will see the implementation of creative and innovative programs that have the potential to 
support and benefit all of San Francisco and not just the Black community.”  
 
The funding touches on critical aspects of San Francisco’s diverse economy, focusing on 
advancing equity and shared prosperity for all by investing in African American small 
businesses, entrepreneurs and communities. COVID-19 has further shed light on these inequities 
and has had a disproportionate impact on communities of color and economically disadvantaged 
communities.   
 
The $3.75 million includes the following economic development and recovery programs with 
services delivered to Black and African American small businesses, entrepreneurs, and the 
community:  
 


• Anti-Displacement Services for African American Businesses – Support stabilization 
and recovery of small businesses and entrepreneurs negatively impacted by COVID-19 
and other situations that threaten businesses by offering consultations, including legal 
guidance, on pertinent business tenancy issues. Provide education and counseling from 
subject matter experts in tenant and landlord matters, and offer services to commercial 
landlords on conflict resolution including mediation around lease disputes.   
  


• Business Development and Technical Assistance for African American Small 
Businesses and Entrepreneurs – Support the start and growth of African American 
microenterprises, small businesses, and entrepreneurs with capacity building services in 
the areas of management and operations, financial management and accounting, legal, 
procurement, storefront opening and permitting, and product development and 
digital literacy.    
  


• African American Incubation Hubs for Small Businesses and Community Groups –
Establish, manage and support the creation and operations of an Incubation Hub that 
stimulates community, cultural and business development growth through outreach and 
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education about resources available within historically African American San Francisco 
neighborhoods. These neighborhoods include the Bayview Hunters Point, 
Fillmore/Western Addition, Ocean View-Merced Heights-Ingleside (OMI), Potrero 
Hill, and Visitacion Valley. 
 


• African American Cultural Preservation Events – Support African American cultural 
events ad activations through the development, management, and coordination of 
activities that celebrate the history and diversity and revitalize historically African 
American San Francisco neighborhoods.   


  
“SFHDC was created in the Fillmore in order to combat displacement and ensure that African 
Americans and others have a voice and resources to thrive in the city they call home, not just 
survive. SFHDC and our partners are thrilled to be participating in the Dream Keeper Initiative 
and look forward to creating a community hub and a culinary incubator that will provide 
workforce development, financial literacy, community resources, art expression and small 
business development services to the African American community in the Fillmore/Western 
Addition,” said David J. Sobel, Chief Executive Officer of the San Francisco Housing 
Development Corporation. “We fully recognize the urgency of the moment and the need for this 
important programming, especially as the neighborhood and city emerge from the devastating 
pandemic.” 
 
This investment from the Dream Keeper Initiative builds on the City’s existing support for small 
businesses throughout San Francisco, including the African American Revolving Loan 
Fund. Since the beginning of the pandemic, the City has provided immediate and ongoing 
support for small businesses, including directing more than $50 million in grants and loans to 
more than 3,500 small businesses, tens of millions of dollars in fee and tax deferrals, and 
assistance applying for state and federal funding. A comprehensive list of business resources is 
available online at oewd.org/covid19.  
 
Dream Keeper Initiative  
The goal of the Dream Keeper Initiative is to improve outcomes for San Francisco’s Black and 
African-American youth and their families, and will provide family-based navigation supports to 
ensure that the needs of all family members are addressed cohesively and comprehensively. With 
this coordinated approach, the Dream Keeper Initiative aims to break the cycle of poverty and 
involvement in the criminal justice system for the families in its City programs and ensure that 
new investments, including in youth development, economic opportunity, community-led 
change, arts and culture, workforce, and homeownership, are accessible to San Francisco’s 
families who are most in need. 
 
In June 2020, following the killing of George Floyd, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Walton 
announced a plan to prioritize the redirection of resources from law enforcement to support the 
African-American community. Following that plan, HRC led an extensive and collaborative 
process with the community to identify and prioritize funding needs and developed a report to 
guide the reinvestment. The community engagement process included more than 60 community 
meetings, listening sessions, coalition convenings, and surveys with over 700 respondents. As 
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part of the budget process, Mayor Breed redirected $120 million from law enforcement for 
investments in the African American community for Fiscal Years 2020-21 and 2021-22.  
 
More information about the Dream Keeper Initiative is available online at sf-hrc.org/city-fund-
reallocation-dream-keeper-initiative 
 


### 
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African American small businesses owners, entrepreneurs, and the entire community.”
 
As part of the Dream Keeper Initiative, OEWD has awarded 17 Black-serving community
organizations with funding to provide services and achieve improved economic development
outcomes for African American businesses, entrepreneurs, and the African American and
Black communities in San Francisco more broadly. Investments focus on helping African
American small businesses and entrepreneurs in San Francisco start, stabilize, or grow their
businesses. Funding to organizations is directed at providing training and technical assistance
to guide businesses towards growth; providing relief and supporting recovery from impacts of
the COVID-19 pandemic; stabilizing African American community anchor businesses in
neighborhood spaces; and celebrating the presence and contributions of historically African
American neighborhoods to drive economic development.  
 
The organizations awarded funding include Working Solutions, the San Francisco African
American Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco Housing Development Corporation,
Children’s Council of San Francisco, En2action, SF Black Wallstreet, Center for Equity and
Success, Inc., Mercy Housing California, Young Community Developers, New Community
Leadership Foundation, The Good Rural, Urban Ed Academy, Citizen Film. Inc., Bayview
Hunters Point Community Advocates, Inc., African American Arts and Culture Complex,
Bayview Opera House, Inc., and the Homeless Children’s Network. 
 
“The Office of Economic and Workforce Development is committed to advancing racial and
economic justice by facilitating programs and services that center on equity-driven growth and
opportunity,” said Anne Taupier, Acting Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce
Development. “The Dream Keeper Initiative investment focuses on delivering resources to
support Black and African American communities realize their dreams of starting and growing
their business in San Francisco.”
 
“This funding represents an investment in the community and addressing the wealth and
opportunity gaps created by years of biased policies and approaches,” said Sheryl Davis,
Executive Director of the San Francisco Human Rights Commission. “There is tremendous
talent and potential that has been stifled by our biased policies and strategies, through this
process we will see the implementation of creative and innovative programs that have the
potential to support and benefit all of San Francisco and not just the Black community.” 
 
The funding touches on critical aspects of San Francisco’s diverse economy, focusing on
advancing equity and shared prosperity for all by investing in African American small
businesses, entrepreneurs and communities. COVID-19 has further shed light on these
inequities and has had a disproportionate impact on communities of color and economically
disadvantaged communities.  
 
The $3.75 million includes the following economic development and recovery programs with
services delivered to Black and African American small businesses, entrepreneurs, and the
community: 
 

Anti-Displacement Services for African American Businesses – Support stabilization
and recovery of small businesses and entrepreneurs negatively impacted by COVID-19
and other situations that threaten businesses by offering consultations, including legal
guidance, on pertinent business tenancy issues. Provide education and counseling from
subject matter experts in tenant and landlord matters, and offer services to commercial



landlords on conflict resolution including mediation around lease disputes.  
 
Business Development and Technical Assistance for African American Small
Businesses and Entrepreneurs – Support the start and growth of African American
microenterprises, small businesses, and entrepreneurs with capacity building services in
the areas of management and operations, financial management and accounting, legal,
procurement, storefront opening and permitting, and product development and
digital literacy.   
 
African American Incubation Hubs for Small Businesses and Community
Groups –Establish, manage and support the creation and operations of an Incubation
Hub that stimulates community, cultural and business development growth through
outreach and education about resources available within historically African American
San Francisco neighborhoods. These neighborhoods include the Bayview Hunters Point,
Fillmore/Western Addition, Ocean View-Merced Heights-Ingleside (OMI), Potrero
Hill, and Visitacion Valley.
 

African American Cultural Preservation Events – Support African American cultural
events ad activations through the development, management, and coordination of
activities that celebrate the history and diversity and revitalize historically African
American San Francisco neighborhoods. 

 
“SFHDC was created in the Fillmore in order to combat displacement and ensure that African
Americans and others have a voice and resources to thrive in the city they call home, not just
survive. SFHDC and our partners are thrilled to be participating in the Dream Keeper
Initiative and look forward to creating a community hub and a culinary incubator that will
provide workforce development, financial literacy, community resources, art expression and
small business development services to the African American community in the
Fillmore/Western Addition,” said David J. Sobel, Chief Executive Officer of the San
Francisco Housing Development Corporation. “We fully recognize the urgency of the moment
and the need for this important programming, especially as the neighborhood and city emerge
from the devastating pandemic.”
 
This investment from the Dream Keeper Initiative builds on the City’s existing support for
small businesses throughout San Francisco, including the African American Revolving Loan
Fund. Since the beginning of the pandemic, the City has provided immediate and ongoing
support for small businesses, including directing more than $50 million in grants and loans to
more than 3,500 small businesses, tens of millions of dollars in fee and tax deferrals, and
assistance applying for state and federal funding. A comprehensive list of business resources is
available online at oewd.org/covid19. 
 
Dream Keeper Initiative 
The goal of the Dream Keeper Initiative is to improve outcomes for San Francisco’s Black and
African-American youth and their families, and will provide family-based navigation supports
to ensure that the needs of all family members are addressed cohesively and comprehensively.
With this coordinated approach, the Dream Keeper Initiative aims to break the cycle of
poverty and involvement in the criminal justice system for the families in its City programs
and ensure that new investments, including in youth development, economic opportunity,
community-led change, arts and culture, workforce, and homeownership, are accessible to San
Francisco’s families who are most in need.

https://oewd.org/resources-businesses-and-employees-impacted-covid-19


 
In June 2020, following the killing of George Floyd, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Walton
announced a plan to prioritize the redirection of resources from law enforcement to support the
African-American community. Following that plan, HRC led an extensive and collaborative
process with the community to identify and prioritize funding needs and developed a report to
guide the reinvestment. The community engagement process included more than 60
community meetings, listening sessions, coalition convenings, and surveys with over 700
respondents. As part of the budget process, Mayor Breed redirected $120 million from law
enforcement for investments in the African American community for Fiscal Years 2020-21
and 2021-22. 
 
More information about the Dream Keeper Initiative is available online at sf-hrc.org/city-fund-
reallocation-dream-keeper-initiative
 

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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:57:44 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: Jerry Zheng <info@sg.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "jerryzheng242@gmail.com" <jerryzheng242@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 at 8:53 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Jonas Ionin,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Jerry Zheng 
jerryzheng242@gmail.com 
Leland & Rutland 
San Francisco , California 94134

 



 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:55:20 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: Jerry Zheng <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:53 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@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


attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Jerry Zheng 
jerryzheng242@gmail.com 
Leland & Rutland 
San Francisco , California 94134
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose MCD on 5 Leland
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:51:41 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: Lisa Tsang <lisa.tsangusa@hotmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 at 10:12 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Oppose MCD on 5 Leland
 

 

Dear Planning Depatment  Staff:

 

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if
the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may
potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the
use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same blockas this proposal. A
second cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community
resistance, but was still ultimately approved. There is no evidence to suggest that
the community has dramatically changed its opinion on cannabis dispensaries.There
is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good
reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if
not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative
effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5
Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis
dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis
dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and
codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the
community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis
dispensary is at least equally (if not more)

undesirable.

 

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no
on this project.

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: 5 Leland
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:51:24 AM
Attachments: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
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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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Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Emily Au

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Emily Au 
emily11026@hotmail.com 
772 delta st 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Tom Guan

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Tom Guan 
dragon83882004@yahoo.com 
770 delta st 
Sf, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Pui Au

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Pui Au 
tp8162000@yahoo.com 
770 delta st 
Sf, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Sherman King

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Sherman King 
lionshermanking@gmail.com 
2626 San Bruno ave 
Sf, Colorado CA. 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Robin Ng

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Robin Ng 
robinycng@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Robin Ng

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Robin Ng 
robinycng@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Robin Ng

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Robin Ng 
robinycng@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Clara Wong

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Clara Wong 
sasa888@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Amy Chen

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Amy Chen 
amy080chen@gmail.com 
Leland & Rutland 
San Francisco, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Amee Lee

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Jonas Ionin,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Amee Lee 
amee2010@yahoo.com 
1546 Ocean Ave 
San francisco, California 94123








 









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 217 Hugo DR please continue this to next week
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:47:42 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that the Hugo Street DR will be continued to next week.
 
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: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 at 8:20 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: 217 Hugo DR please continue this to next week
 
There were some changes the project sponsor needed to make.
thanks.
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (628) 652-7335
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: TIME SENSITIVE: 141 Leland Avenue change of use proposal
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:31:44 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: Fran Martin <fma6764860@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 7:25 AM
To: Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Waltonstaff (BOS) <waltonstaff@sfgov.org>
Cc: DPH-Kelliemccord-mff <KELLIEMCCORD@MAC.COM>; kenmccord@mac.com;
opalminded@gmail.com; opalminded@yahoo.com; ginatobar@gmail.com;
kaylamccordsf@gmail.com
Subject: TIME SENSITIVE: 141 Leland Avenue change of use proposal
 

 

RE: 141 Leland Avenue Change of Use Proposal
 
 
Supervisor Walton and Planning Commissioners:

There was a meeting (prompted by concerned community members) on May 3 with the sponsors of the
141 Leland Avenue change of use proposal that is going before the Planning Commission on May 6, only
3 days later. There has been minimal public outreach and no normally expected community meeting for
such things held in a timely manner to educate the community. The meeting was held at 2 pm on a
workday prohibiting those working from attending. 
 
Above and beyond these issues is a sense of unease that, perhaps, we are not getting the full picture. At
first, I was not concerned, but on further reflection, there are issues that need to be addressed.
 Apparently, there are 5 facilities caring for those with AIDS in San Francisco. Those who are most ill will

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@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


be transferred from Vis Valley to a facility in the Fillmore neighborhood, while Vis Valley will be receiving
those who will be living independently or in transition. In other words, those who will be better able to be
out and about. The issue is whether up to 45 residents, many of whom who may be drug users, could
have a negative impact on our community. Why are these residents not being housed in the Fillmore?
The answer is perhaps that the Fillmore is a wealthier neighborhood that prefers a hospital type facility,
rather than a transitional housing situation.
 
141 Leland has brought drug users and dealers to Leland Avenue in the past. They have created
problems at the Greenway across the street. While neighbors have tried over the years to improve Leland
Avenue, the City has actively undermined our efforts. The building itself is an eyesore and the design with
windows below street level is quite uncommon and has led to litter strewn, weed infested, poorly
maintained landscaping.  141 Leland has not been a good neighbor. 
 
While I am in sympathy with the plight of the residents at 141 Leland and have befriended some in the
past at the Greenway, there are ongoing concerns about transparency and the impacts on the community
of this change of use. Given the City's broken promises, outright neglect and obfuscation that Vis Valley
has endured over the years, it is no wonder that we question what is really happening with this change of
use. It could be entirely benign, or it could be business as usual between the City and our community. A
sense of distrust born of experience permeates every interaction with the powers-that-be.
 
Visitacion Valley has a history of welcoming the disenfranchised and poor, but is it not time that the
northern neighborhoods step up and share our compassion? We are already dealing with mentally ill and
violent unhoused people on the Greenway that we have tried unsuccessfully to find help for. Why can we
supply housing for people from outside the neighborhood, but continue to fear for our lives when we walk
through our park?
 
To be clear, the staff at 141 Leland are dedicated caregivers and the residents are deserving of the best
of care and respect. This is not about them, but decisions being made outside our community that may
have negative impacts with change of use.
 
We hope that the change of use process will be slowed down and we get more detailed information about
why Vis Valley was chosen to be the neighborhood for transitional housing and what that actually could
mean to our community going forward.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Fran Martin
415-216-8560
Visitacion Valley Greenway GOAL Program
 
 
 



 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:31:08 AM
Attachments: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg
Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd.msg

 
 
 
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: Clara Wong <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 12:24 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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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/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19

Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Emily Au

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Emily Au 
emily11026@hotmail.com 
772 delta st 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Tom Guan

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Tom Guan 
dragon83882004@yahoo.com 
770 delta st 
Sf, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Pui Au

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Pui Au 
tp8162000@yahoo.com 
770 delta st 
Sf, California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Sherman King

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Sherman King 
lionshermanking@gmail.com 
2626 San Bruno ave 
Sf, Colorado CA. 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Robin Ng

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Robin Ng 
robinycng@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Robin Ng

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Robin Ng 
robinycng@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 








Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd

		From

		Robin Ng

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Dear Commission Affairs,





“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.” 





There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second cannabis dispensary is not necessary. 





The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance. There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the same block as an existing cannabis dispensary. 





The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter. 





The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at least equally (if not more) undesirable. 





I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this project. 





Robin Ng 
robinycng@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134








 









The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Clara Wong 
sasa888@hotmail.com 
Hahn & Leland 
San Francisco , California 94134

 

mailto:sasa888@hotmail.com


 
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: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:29:49 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: Amy Chen <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 11:31 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Amy Chen 
amy080chen@gmail.com 
Leland & Rutland 
San Francisco, California 94134
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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: Christensen, Michael (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:29:26 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: Amee Lee <info@sg.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 11:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing a Cannabis Retail Storefront at 5 Leland Avenue and 2400 Bayshore Blvd
 

 

Dear Commission Affairs,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if the
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially
have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies
with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same block as this proposal. A second
cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community resistance.
There is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good reason,
to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if not addressed,
the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative effects along
commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5 Leland proposal is
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attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent Visitacion Valley’s protection
against a highly contested use. A second cannabis dispensary on the same block (less
then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s
crystal clear legislated and codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the community
resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis dispensary is at
least equally (if not more) undesirable.

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no on this
project.

Amee Lee 
amee2010@yahoo.com 
1546 Ocean Ave 
San francisco, California 94123

 

mailto:amee2010@yahoo.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Conditional Use Permit For 159 Laidley St.
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:27:59 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: Mary Kate Bacalao <marykatebacalao@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 11:02 PM
To: Joe Goldmark <joeg5@comcast.net>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Conditional Use Permit For 159 Laidley St.
 

 

Thank you for sending this, Joe! I am a next-door neighbor and I agree with Joe's point about a plan
to address parking. Our homes do not have designated parking spaces, making street parking much
more difficult when a nearby home is under construction.
 
On Tue, May 4, 2021 at 10:52 PM Joe Goldmark <joeg5@comcast.net> wrote:

Conditional Use Permit - 159 Laidley St.

Block 6664/020

Record No. 202-0070CUA

To Whom It May Concern:

The Permit under consideration is for a total tear down and rebuild. I 
have no problem with this in theory and understand that it will 
ultimately add value to the neighborhood. However, my neighbors and I 
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have been inundated with remodels and rebuilds within a block of my 
house (173 Laidley St.) for at least the last five years. This has 
resulted in difficulties finding street parking as our homes are on the 
side of a hill and many don't have garages. Some of us work odd hours 
and come home during the day when it can be especially congested. This 
project will take a few years minimum to complete. During that entire 
period of time there will be "No Parking" areas, and worse, all the 
construction workers will be taking up parking spaces, many with large 
trucks.

I would like a plan to be created to address the problem and limit the 
parking disruption. While I recognize the new homeowner's right to build 
the house of his dreams, that right should not extend to inconveniencing 
the neighbors for years on end.

Thank you,

Joe Goldmark

 
--
Mary Kate Bacalao
J.D. | Columbia Law School
marykatebacalao@gmail.com 
@marykatebacalao | 973.879.6261
Pronouns: She/Her 
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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: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose MCD on 5 Leland
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:25:35 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: Lisa Tsang <lisa.tsangusa@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 10:15 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Oppose MCD on 5 Leland
 

 

Dear Commissioner Secretary

,

“Conditional Uses require a Planning Commission hearing in order to determine if
the proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, whether it may
potentially have a negative effect on the surrounding neighborhood, and whether the
use complies with the San Francisco General Plan.”

There is an existing cannabis dispensary on the same blockas this proposal. A
second cannabis dispensary is not necessary.

The existing cannabis dispensary faced an enormous amount of community
resistance, but was still ultimately approved. There is no evidence to suggest that
the community has dramatically changed its opinion on cannabis dispensaries.There
is no evidence to support the desirability of a second cannabis dispensary on the
same block as an existing cannabis dispensary.

The City enacted a 600’ radius restriction on cannabis dispensaries for a very good
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reason, to avoid clustering. The general consensus regarding clustering was that, if
not addressed, the concentration of this often-contested use would lead to negative
effects along commercial corridors and the surrounding neighborhoods. The 5
Leland proposal is attempting to use a very limited loophole to circumvent
Visitacion Valley’s protection against a highly contested use. A second cannabis
dispensary on the same block (less then 200’ away) as an existing cannabis
dispensary is in direct contradiction to the City’s crystal clear legislated and
codified determination on this matter.

The 5 Leland Ave proposal is unquestionably NOT necessary. Given the
community resistance to the first proposal, it should be clear that asecond cannabis
dispensary is at least equally (if not more)

undesirable.

 

I do not support a second cannabis dispensary in my neighborhood. Please vote no
on this project.

 
Thanks for your time and attention in this matter!
 
Lisa Tsang
San Francisco Voter



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Winslow, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 140-142 JASPER PLACE - Discretionary Review
Date: Wednesday, May 05, 2021 8:23:53 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: Stan Hayes <stanhayes1967@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 7:03 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: 140-142 JASPER PLACE - Discretionary Review
 

 

President Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission,
 
On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers, we are asking the Commission to please grant
Discretionary Review of the proposed project at 140-142 Jasper Place, and either require
that it be materially modified or disapprove it.
 
For us, our most important requests are that you:

·  Add an ADU to the basement level, and
·  Maintain the 1st-floor flat as currently configured.

Here’s why:
 
North Beach faces an affordable housing crisis. We are witnessing the conversion of
countless formerly affordable housing units into larger, market rate units no longer
financially available to our former neighbors who have been displaced.
 
This proposed project on Jasper Place represents a clear example of this on-going

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:david.winslow@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


intensification and damage to affordability by:
 
Expanding this historic 2-flat building into 4 floors -- by expanding the upper flat vertically
into a new rooftop floor and expanding the lower flat into the basement level, intensifying
this building without adding any new housing.  
 
The expansion of 140-142 Jasper Place into two larger luxury units erodes our existing
affordable housing stock and diminishes the cultural and economic diversity of our
community.

 
And, such expansion is in conflict with the Housing Element and the City’s priority policies:

·  Housing Element, which requires not only new affordable housing, but very
specifically, preserving our existing housing stock which provides the City’s most
affordable units.

·  Priority Policies 2 & 3, which require that the City’s supply of affordable housing be
preserved and enhanced and that existing housing be protected to preserve the
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

While addition of an ADU to the basement level and maintenance of the 1st-floor flat are
our most important core requests, our DR application details other requests, including (a)
that you deny the Section 134 rear-yard rooftop variance (we believe that the required
variance findings cannot be made), and (b) that through an NSR, you prevent any future
serial permitting of a new building on the northern portion of the lot (despite his current
assurances to the contrary, the applicant has a long history of seeking such a new building,
a building that would dramatically and adversely affect light and air of immediate
neighbors).
 
In summary, please take DR and, most importantly, require the addition of an ADU to the
basement level and retention of the 1st-floor flat.
Thank you,
 
Stan Hayes
 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF AFFORDABLE

HOUSING FOR HOMELESS VETERANS AND LOW-INCOME FAMILIES IN MISSION BAY
Date: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 1:26:47 PM
Attachments: 05.04.21 Edwin M. Lee Apartments Grand Opening.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, May 4, 2021 at 11:20 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND
OPENING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR HOMELESS VETERANS AND LOW-
INCOME FAMILIES IN MISSION BAY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, May 4, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING
OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR HOMELESS VETERANS

AND LOW-INCOME FAMILIES IN MISSION BAY
The Edwin M. Lee Apartments, named for the late Mayor Lee and his commitment to

affordable housing, provide 118 homes for San Franciscans
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the grand opening of a
100% affordable housing development in Mission Bay at 1150 3rd Street. The building
consists of 118 permanently affordable apartments, 62 of which are designated for formerly
homeless veterans and 56 units for low-income families. The building is dedicated to the
memory of the late Mayor Edwin M. Lee due to his advocacy and efforts to end veteran
homelessness in San Francisco.
 
“We’re proud to celebrate the grand opening of the Edwin M. Lee Apartments in Mission Bay,
and to recognize the contributions of the late Mayor Lee in the effort to create more affordable
housing in our city,” said Mayor Breed. “Creating new housing plays a critical role in our
efforts to recover from the COVID-19 pandemic. These new homes contribute to our efforts to
build back and make San Francisco even more affordable, equitable, and vibrant.”
 
The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) oversaw the development of
Edwin M. Lee Apartments. It is the fourth 100% affordable development to be completed in
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, May 4, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING 
OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR HOMELESS VETERANS 


AND LOW-INCOME FAMILIES IN MISSION BAY 
The Edwin M. Lee Apartments, named for the late Mayor Lee and his commitment to affordable 


housing, provide 118 homes for San Franciscans 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the grand opening of a 100% 
affordable housing development in Mission Bay at 1150 3rd Street. The building consists of 118 
permanently affordable apartments, 62 of which are designated for formerly homeless veterans 
and 56 units for low-income families. The building is dedicated to the memory of the late Mayor 
Edwin M. Lee due to his advocacy and efforts to end veteran homelessness in San Francisco. 
 
“We’re proud to celebrate the grand opening of the Edwin M. Lee Apartments in Mission Bay, 
and to recognize the contributions of the late Mayor Lee in the effort to create more affordable 
housing in our city,” said Mayor Breed. “Creating new housing plays a critical role in our efforts 
to recover from the COVID-19 pandemic. These new homes contribute to our efforts to build 
back and make San Francisco even more affordable, equitable, and vibrant.” 
 
The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) oversaw the development of 
Edwin M. Lee Apartments. It is the fourth 100% affordable development to be completed in the 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. Swords to Plowshares, a nonprofit veteran 
service agency and Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC) partnered to bring the 
project to fruition. 
 
“Our beloved Mayor Lee dreamed of a dynamic, diverse, affordable San Francisco, and so it is 
fitting that these new apartments in the heart of our city bear his name,” said Speaker Nancy 
Pelosi. “Thanks to the leadership of Swords to Plowshares, CCDC, Mayor Breed and their 
community partners, more than a hundred families and veterans now have an affordable home 
through this initiative that lives up to Mayor Lee’s legacy. As we Build Back Better in a post-
COVID world, we must ensure that every San Franciscan and every American has a roof 
overhead, the embrace of a community and can live with dignity.” 
 
The affordable housing programming for the site was initially developed in response to President 
Obama’s Mayors Challenge to End Veteran Homelessness as well as Mayor Lee’s 10-year San 
Francisco Plan to Abolish Chronic Homelessness. The development advances Mayor Breed’s 
efforts to make housing in San Francisco more affordable and to create homes for people 
experiencing homelessness. 
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The affordable project was designed to serve the unique needs of the tenants. The building 
emphasizes natural light and provides spaces for residents of all ages to gather. These include a 
computer lab, teen room, a children’s playroom thoughtfully placed adjacent to the laundry room 
with a large window so that parents can easily supervise children, and a large community room 
with a kitchen. The building wraps a two-level courtyard with walking paths, seating areas, a 
barbeque area, and hand-ball wall.  
 
“I spent eight years homeless. When I lived in the shelters I didn’t feel safe sleeping. I was tired. 
I was actually physically, emotionally, mentally tired,” said Edwin M. Lee Apartments resident 
and Veteran Reggie Barham. “But now being at home and being able to come back home...that’s 
beautiful. And peaceful. My mind is at peace.” 
 
The housing development was the first in San Francisco to secure funds from the State of 
California Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program (VHHP), and received a 
$10 million award in 2018. The project was also awarded 55 project-based Veterans Affairs 
Supportive Housing vouchers, which were leveraged to secure permanent financing. In addition, 
seven veteran-serving units receive rental subsidies through the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development’s Continuum of Care program. 
 
“CalVet is honored to be included in the dedication, having funded a portion of the project 
through our Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention (VHHP) program. Providing 
housing with critical supportive services further reinforces California’s commitment to the men 
and women who answered our nation’s call to defend the Constitution and our freedoms,” said 
CalVet Secretary, Dr. Vito Imbasciani.  
 
“Naming this building after Mayor Lee is appropriate on so many levels. He helped secure the 
federal and local commitments to make the project happen. He also brought affordable housing 
into the center of our collective consciousness as a city and allowed the local policy to work in 
favor of affordable housing,” said Malcolm Yeung, Chinatown CDC’s Executive Director. “To 
me, Mayor Edwin M. Lee will always be San Francisco’s affordable housing mayor.” 
 
“New housing development is a massive undertaking. An impressive project like this one that 
pulls together key partners from federal, state, and local leadership deserves the recognition and 
celebration the COVID crisis didn’t let us have when we officially opened in late February of 
2020,” said Swords to Plowshares Executive Director, Michael Blecker. “After 45 years serving 
homeless and at-risk veterans in San Francisco, we know that stability and the path to recovery 
start with housing. For veterans who suffer from poverty, lack of support network, PTSD, and 
other disabilities, permanent supportive housing is the solution that will save their lives.” 
  
Edwin M. Lee Apartments benefitted from a $4.5 million private donation from a group of 
donors organized by San Francisco Citizen’s Initiative of Technology and Innovation (sf.citi), an 
organization committed to engaging technology sector leaders and workers to tackle community 
challenges in San Francisco. The group includes the Conway family, Marc and Lynne Benioff, 
Peter Thiel, Sean Parker, Andrew Mason, Drew Houston, Alfred and Rebecca Lin, the Golden 
State Warriors, and two anonymous donors 
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“Mayor Ed Lee was a leader in securing affordable housing here in San Francisco,” said 
Supervisor Matt Haney. “This project and its fulfillment is a true reflection of his legacy. 
Affordable housing is our best tool to end homelessness and keep families in San Francisco. This 
important project is an example of what we can get done when residents, housing providers, and 
our City work together. I’m thrilled to celebrate another affordable development in District 6.” 
 
“Our dear friend Ed Lee devoted his life to public service as a civil rights lawyer, a housing 
activist, and Mayor. I can think of no greater tribute to our late Mayor than to dedicate this new 
supportive housing for formerly homeless veterans in his name. The tech sector and members of 
sf.citi were proud to raise private funding to support this and other housing projects, 
demonstrating the continuing importance and power of public-private partnerships for the benefit 
of the most vulnerable San Franciscans,” said Ron Conway, Chair of sf.citi. 
 
Major financing for Edwin M. Lee Apartments was provided by a $20.1 million investment from 
OCII that enabled the $78 million project to move forward. In addition to the City’s investment, 
the development was made possible by financing from the State of California’s VHHP. Other 
financial partners include the California Community Reinvestment Corporation, California Debt 
Limit Allocation Committee, California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, Wells Fargo Bank, 
and the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco.  
 
“Edwin M. Lee Apartments is a beautiful addition to the diverse, growing Mission Bay 
neighborhood,” said Sally Oerth, Acting OCII Director. “Along with essential housing for low-
income families and previously unhoused veteran households, the project provides thoughtfully 
designed shared spaces to facilitate connections between residents and to the greater community. 
OCII applauds the work of our partners and is proud of our role in guiding this project from 
vision to reality.”  
 
The five-story building, designed by local architects, Leddy Maytum Stacy and Saida Sullivan, 
includes studios, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom apartments. Construction 
started in December 2017 and the first residents moved into the building in early 2020. 
 


### 







the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. Swords to Plowshares, a nonprofit
veteran service agency and Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC) partnered to
bring the project to fruition.
 
“Our beloved Mayor Lee dreamed of a dynamic, diverse, affordable San Francisco, and so it is
fitting that these new apartments in the heart of our city bear his name,” said Speaker Nancy
Pelosi. “Thanks to the leadership of Swords to Plowshares, CCDC, Mayor Breed and their
community partners, more than a hundred families and veterans now have an affordable home
through this initiative that lives up to Mayor Lee’s legacy. As we Build Back Better in a post-
COVID world, we must ensure that every San Franciscan and every American has a roof
overhead, the embrace of a community and can live with dignity.”
 
The affordable housing programming for the site was initially developed in response to
President Obama’s Mayors Challenge to End Veteran Homelessness as well as Mayor Lee’s
10-year San Francisco Plan to Abolish Chronic Homelessness. The development advances
Mayor Breed’s efforts to make housing in San Francisco more affordable and to create homes
for people experiencing homelessness.
 
The affordable project was designed to serve the unique needs of the tenants. The building
emphasizes natural light and provides spaces for residents of all ages to gather. These include
a computer lab, teen room, a children’s playroom thoughtfully placed adjacent to the laundry
room with a large window so that parents can easily supervise children, and a large
community room with a kitchen. The building wraps a two-level courtyard with walking
paths, seating areas, a barbeque area, and hand-ball wall.
 
“I spent eight years homeless. When I lived in the shelters I didn’t feel safe sleeping. I was
tired. I was actually physically, emotionally, mentally tired,” said Edwin M. Lee Apartments
resident and Veteran Reggie Barham. “But now being at home and being able to come back
home...that’s beautiful. And peaceful. My mind is at peace.”
 
The housing development was the first in San Francisco to secure funds from the State of
California Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program (VHHP), and received a
$10 million award in 2018. The project was also awarded 55 project-based Veterans Affairs
Supportive Housing vouchers, which were leveraged to secure permanent financing. In
addition, seven veteran-serving units receive rental subsidies through the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s Continuum of Care program.
 
“CalVet is honored to be included in the dedication, having funded a portion of the project
through our Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention (VHHP) program. Providing
housing with critical supportive services further reinforces California’s commitment to the
men and women who answered our nation’s call to defend the Constitution and our freedoms,”
said CalVet Secretary, Dr. Vito Imbasciani.
 
“Naming this building after Mayor Lee is appropriate on so many levels. He helped secure the
federal and local commitments to make the project happen. He also brought affordable
housing into the center of our collective consciousness as a city and allowed the local policy to
work in favor of affordable housing,” said Malcolm Yeung, Chinatown CDC’s Executive
Director. “To me, Mayor Edwin M. Lee will always be San Francisco’s affordable housing
mayor.”
 



“New housing development is a massive undertaking. An impressive project like this one that
pulls together key partners from federal, state, and local leadership deserves the recognition
and celebration the COVID crisis didn’t let us have when we officially opened in late
February of 2020,” said Swords to Plowshares Executive Director, Michael Blecker. “After 45
years serving homeless and at-risk veterans in San Francisco, we know that stability and the
path to recovery start with housing. For veterans who suffer from poverty, lack of support
network, PTSD, and other disabilities, permanent supportive housing is the solution that will
save their lives.”
Edwin M. Lee Apartments benefitted from a $4.5 million private donation from a group of
donors organized by San Francisco Citizen’s Initiative of Technology and Innovation (sf.citi),
an organization committed to engaging technology sector leaders and workers to tackle
community challenges in San Francisco. The group includes the Conway family, Marc and
Lynne Benioff, Peter Thiel, Sean Parker, Andrew Mason, Drew Houston, Alfred and Rebecca
Lin, the Golden State Warriors, and two anonymous donors
 
“Mayor Ed Lee was a leader in securing affordable housing here in San Francisco,” said
Supervisor Matt Haney. “This project and its fulfillment is a true reflection of his legacy.
Affordable housing is our best tool to end homelessness and keep families in San Francisco.
This important project is an example of what we can get done when residents, housing
providers, and our City work together. I’m thrilled to celebrate another affordable
development in District 6.”
 
“Our dear friend Ed Lee devoted his life to public service as a civil rights lawyer, a housing
activist, and Mayor. I can think of no greater tribute to our late Mayor than to dedicate this
new supportive housing for formerly homeless veterans in his name. The tech sector and
members of sf.citi were proud to raise private funding to support this and other housing
projects, demonstrating the continuing importance and power of public-private partnerships
for the benefit of the most vulnerable San Franciscans,” said Ron Conway, Chair of sf.citi.
 
Major financing for Edwin M. Lee Apartments was provided by a $20.1 million investment
from OCII that enabled the $78 million project to move forward. In addition to the City’s
investment, the development was made possible by financing from the State of California’s
VHHP. Other financial partners include the California Community Reinvestment Corporation,
California Debt Limit Allocation Committee, California Tax Credit Allocation Committee,
Wells Fargo Bank, and the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco.
 
“Edwin M. Lee Apartments is a beautiful addition to the diverse, growing Mission Bay
neighborhood,” said Sally Oerth, Acting OCII Director. “Along with essential housing for
low-income families and previously unhoused veteran households, the project provides
thoughtfully designed shared spaces to facilitate connections between residents and to the
greater community. OCII applauds the work of our partners and is proud of our role in guiding
this project from vision to reality.”
 
The five-story building, designed by local architects, Leddy Maytum Stacy and Saida
Sullivan, includes studios, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom apartments.
Construction started in December 2017 and the first residents moved into the building in early
2020.
 

###
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From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 at 12:05 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO REOPENS AND EXPANDS
BUSINESSES AND ACTIVITIES AS IT MOVES INTO THE STATE’S YELLOW TIER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, May 4, 2021
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO REOPENS AND EXPANDS BUSINESSES

AND ACTIVITIES AS IT MOVES INTO THE STATE’S
YELLOW TIER

Beginning Thursday, May 6, San Francisco will reopen indoor bars, indoor family
entertainment activities, outdoor organized community sporting events and indoor saunas and

steam rooms, and will loosen guidelines for a range of activities, including fitness, dining,
offices, meetings, receptions and live events

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax
today announced that, starting Thursday, May 6, San Francisco will reopen and expand
additional activities that are allowed by the State for counties with minimal COVID-19
transmission levels. With this move into the final tier on the State’s Blueprint for a Safer
Economy, San Francisco will open its few remaining closed sectors and expand
several others. With some exceptions, San Francisco’s reopening will align with what is
permitted by the State.
 
As of today, May 4, San Francisco has met the State’s criteria to advance to the least
restrictive yellow tier based on its COVID-19 cases, hospitalizations, and other health metrics.
With this move, San Francisco will expand almost all activities to 50% indoor capacity, unless
the State requires more restrictive capacity limits. Where possible, the City will remove limits
on the number of people participating in activities and loosen other operating restrictions. Live
spectator events, festivals, meetings, receptions, and conventions will see significant

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:dempress@sfgov.org
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/COVID-19/COVID19CountyMonitoringOverview.aspx
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/COVID-19/COVID19CountyMonitoringOverview.aspx
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, May 4, 2021 
Contact: San Francisco Joint Information Center, dempress@sfgov.org   
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
SAN FRANCISCO REOPENS AND EXPANDS BUSINESSES 


AND ACTIVITIES AS IT MOVES INTO THE STATE’S 
YELLOW TIER 


Beginning Thursday, May 6, San Francisco will reopen indoor bars, indoor family entertainment 
activities, outdoor organized community sporting events and indoor saunas and steam rooms, 
and will loosen guidelines for a range of activities, including fitness, dining, offices, meetings, 


receptions and live events 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax today 
announced that, starting Thursday, May 6, San Francisco will reopen and expand additional 
activities that are allowed by the State for counties with minimal COVID-19 transmission 
levels. With this move into the final tier on the State’s Blueprint for a Safer Economy, 
San Francisco will open its few remaining closed sectors and expand several others. With some 
exceptions, San Francisco’s reopening will align with what is permitted by the State. 
 
As of today, May 4, San Francisco has met the State’s criteria to advance to the least restrictive 
yellow tier based on its COVID-19 cases, hospitalizations, and other health metrics. With this 
move, San Francisco will expand almost all activities to 50% indoor capacity, unless the State 
requires more restrictive capacity limits. Where possible, the City will remove limits on the 
number of people participating in activities and loosen other operating restrictions. Live 
spectator events, festivals, meetings, receptions, and conventions will see significant expansions 
as well. 
 
“This is an incredible milestone for us to hit as we move forward on our path to recovery, and it 
is possible because of how well we are doing in our efforts to vaccinate everyone we can in this 
City and how well the people of San Francisco have done listening to public health officials,” 
said Mayor Breed. “The Yellow Tier means that no longer are there any businesses that are 
required to keep their doors shut in this City, and it means we are continuing to allow more 
activities to be done safely with more people. To keep this progress up, we need 
every San Franciscan over the age of 16 – and hopefully soon over the age of 12 – to get a 
vaccine. While we know that we all need to continue to need to be careful, the more people that 
are protected, the more we can do.” 
 
In addition to the expansion of activities, San Francisco is for the first time reopening 
businesses that have remained closed. This reopening will include opening indoor bars to 25% 
capacity up to 100 people, indoor family entertainment such as roller and ice skating rinks, 
arcades, playgrounds, and golf to 50% capacity, libraries to 50% capacity, indoor saunas, steam 
rooms, and hot tubs to 25% capacity. Outdoor organized community sporting events may resume 



mailto:dempress@sfgov.org
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with capacity limits of 1,500 to 3,000 people depending on the vaccination/testing status of 
participants. Additionally, as announced on Monday, May 3, San Francisco will loosen 
requirements around masks in outdoor settings with fewer than 300 people, including outdoor 
dining, in alignment with the CDC and new guidance released by California Department of 
Public Health. In some instances, allowances will be given for fully vaccinated individuals 
counting towards total capacity limits, including live performance events, meeting and 
receptions, sports and recreation, and offices.  
  
San Francisco’s new COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations have maintained a consistently low 
level since early March 2021. They began to decline again in late April, allowing the City to 
meet the criteria for the yellow tier. At this time, San Francisco is averaging 26 new cases a 
day, which is the lowest it has been since June of 2020, before the City’s first “summer 
surge.” For the first time in over a year, the number of people in the hospital with COVID-19 
has dipped below 20. 
 
The rate of new cases and the very small number of hospitalizations is a direct result of San 
Francisco’s vaccination efforts. As of today, 72% of San Francisco’s eligible population has 
received at least one dose of the COVID-19 vaccine, almost twice the percentage of people 
vaccinated six weeks ago when the City was moving into the orange tier. Additionally, 86% of 
the City’s residents over 65 have received at least one dose of the COVID-19 vaccine 
and 73% are fully vaccinated. 
 
Despite San Francisco’s declining case rate and hospitalizations and its robust vaccination 
efforts, public health officials continue to monitor the alarming trends in rising case rates, 
variants, and low vaccination rates in other parts of the country and the world as potential 
indicators of risks that could lay ahead. Beyond widespread vaccination, continued adherence to 
public health mitigation measures such as wearing masks indoors and in settings where the 
vaccination status of other people is unknown, washing hands, and physical distancing will limit 
the impact of variants, particularly as more indoor activities continue to open and expand. 
 
“Ensuring a safer reopening of our economy is dependent on a high number of people being 
vaccinated,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of the Department of Public Health. “Thanks to the 
collective efforts of San Francisco residents and workers, we are making great progress to 
continue on this trajectory. It is essential that everyone take the opportunity to get vaccinated as 
soon as possible and encourage coworkers, friends and family members to do the same. Our 
optimism is tempered by the rollbacks happening right now in Oregon and Washington as a 
result of the decline in vaccination rates, variants and reopening activities. We must stay vigilant 
and get vaccination rates even higher to prevent COVID from spreading in San Francisco.” 
 
“Today marks a bright spot in this City’s fight against COVID-19. Our arrival at the yellow tier 
is due to everyone’s collective commitment to following the public health guidelines,” stated 
Acting Health Officer Dr. Susan Philip. “Please keep up the good work by wearing your masks 
in indoor public spaces and by choosing outdoor activities where the risk of transmission is much 
lower. If we stick with it, we can look forward to a great summer.” 
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Reflecting the success of the City’s collective efforts to limit the presence of COVID-19 within 
the community, San Francisco is approaching its move into the yellow tier in as close alignment 
with the State as possible. It will maximize as many of the activities under the yellow tier as it 
can in order to ensure a smooth progression of reopening and continue to advance the economic 
health of the businesses operating in the City and their employees. While the City is updating its 
health order to come into near alignment with the State reopening guidelines, it continues to limit 
some activities, particularly indoor activities and activities that involve large crowds, in order 
to minimize the risk to public health. 
 
“We know we are approaching a point in which our businesses and our residents will determine 
how to best operate in our new reality – one in which COVID-19 is a factor,” said Anne Taupier, 
Acting Director for the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “Through untold 
amounts of work over the last year, San Francisco has built and launched a scaled vaccination 
effort and developed guidelines to operate in each new phase of reopening. These efforts have 
served to reduce the threat of COVID-19 and to lay a foundation for how we approach our new 
normal. With this next step in reopening the City, we continue to advance this work and 
begin loosening restrictions to cautiously but optimistically shift the decision making to the 
individuals and businesses to do what is right for them, their employees, and their customers.” 
 
The San Francisco Department of Public Health intends to issue final health and safety 
guidelines to reopen activities allowed under the yellow tier of the State’s Blueprint for a 
Safer Economy, with some additional local restrictions, effective as of 8:00am Thursday, May 6, 
2021. The City will post the revised Health Order with detailed requirements to its webpage by 
the end of the day Wednesday May 5, 2021. 
 
San Francisco health officials continue to emphasize the need for masking in indoor public 
spaces where the vaccination status of other people is unknown and in instances where social 
distancing cannot be easily maintained. The health order will prioritize the expansion of outdoor 
activities and encourage businesses to have outdoor options wherever possible. Everyone, 
including unvaccinated older adults and other unvaccinated people with chronic conditions or 
compromised immune systems and those who live with them, are urged to get vaccinated if they 
have not done so already. 
  
Under the new Health Order, the following activities will be opened or expanded.  
  
Activities to Resume Thursday, May 6, 2021  
  
The following activities may be reopened:  


• Indoor bars, breweries and wineries (without meals)  
o Open to 25% capacity up to 100 people.  
o Must follow indoor dining rules, including sitting at tables of up to eight people to 
drink.  


• Indoor family entertainment   



https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-health-directives.asp

https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-health-directives.asp

https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-healthorders.asp
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o Unopened activities including ice and roller skating, arcades, golf and playground 
may open to 50% capacity.  
o Other activities already opened such as mini-golf, pool halls, and bowling 
alleys may expand to 50% capacity (removing any testing or vaccination 
requirements).  


• Saunas, steam rooms, and indoor hot tubs  
o Open to 25% capacity.  


• Buffets and self-serve food  
o Allowed for takeaway consumption.   
o Allowed for on-site consumption following indoor dining guidelines.  


• Outdoor community sporting events  
o Up to 500 pre-registered participants per hour, and 1,500 total, can participate in 
outdoor events like runs, walks, marathons, and other endurance events, and up to 
3,000 participants total if all show proof of vaccination or negative test.  
o Participants must be California residents or, if from out-of-state, must be fully 
vaccinated.  
o All participants must be screened for COVID-19 prior to event.  
o Spectators are allowed following outdoor gathering guidelines.  
o Non-alcohol concessions are allowed in designated food area.  
o Live entertainment or festival areas are not allowed at this time.  
o Events with over 500 participants must have an approved Health and Safety plan.  


  
The following activities may expand their operating capacity:  


• Outdoor small gatherings (including social gatherings)  
o May expand to 75 participants, even if food and beverages are consumed.  
o Facial coverings may be removed as long as 6 ft of distance maintained between 
participants (unvaccinated people are encouraged to wear facial coverings).  


• Indoor small gatherings  
o May expand to 50% capacity up to 50 people, with face coverings (unless 
everyone is fully vaccinated or there is one unvaccinated household that is low-risk).  


• Offices   
o May expand to 50% capacity, not counting fully vaccinated personnel.   


• Indoor dining  
o The 3 households per table limit is lifted. Up to 8 people allowed per table.   
o The cap of 200 patrons is lifted, 50% capacity requirements remain.   


• Outdoor dining  
o Guests may remove facial coverings once they are seated for the duration of their 
visit, unless they go inside for any reason.  


• Outdoor bars  
o Guests may remove facial coverings once they are seated for the duration of their 
visit, unless they go inside for any reason.  


• Indoor Retail  
o In-store cafes or restaurants may resume following indoor dining guidelines.   
o Common areas, including in shopping malls, may reopen.  
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• Indoor movie theaters   
o May expand capacity to up to 500 people, 50% capacity requirements remain.   
o Concessions may be available to groups of 8 eating in their seats, with no 
household limit.  
o Live performances with fewer than 200 patrons or that are incidental to the 
showing of a motion pictures, like a talk by the film director, are allowed. Other live 
performances follow live audience performance venue guidelines.  


• Outdoor gyms and fitness  
o Face coverings may be removed as long as 6 ft of distance maintained between 
participants.  


• Indoor gyms and fitness   
o May expand to 50% capacity.  
o Classes may expand to 50% capacity up to 200 people.   
o Cardio and aerobic exercise and fitness classes can occur with people 6 ft apart if 
one of the DPH ventilation measures is implemented.   


• Outdoor arts, music and theater festivals (without assigned seating)  
o May expand to up to 100 people.   


• Outdoor live audience seated performance venues   
o May expand to 67% capacity, subject to physical distancing requirements.   
o Sections reserved for fully vaccinated guests may be 6 ft from other sections.  
o Any events in which food and beverages are served may host fewer than 300 
people without requiring proof of vaccine or negative test.   


• Indoor live audience seated performance venues   
o May expand to 50% capacity subject to physical distancing requirements.  
o Sections reserved for fully vaccinated guests may be 6 ft from other sections.  
o Any events of up to 300 people or those that take up less than 25% of the venue 
capacity do not require an approved health and safety plan or proof of vaccination or 
negative  test as long as face covering are worn at all times.   
o Any events in which food and beverages are served may host fewer than 200 
people without requiring proof of vaccine or negative test.   


• Outdoor conventions, meetings, and receptions   
o May expand to 200 people, not including fully vaccinated personnel, and up to 
400 if all attendees provide proof of vaccination or negative COVID-19 test.   
o Face coverings may be removed as long as 6 ft of distance maintained between 
participants from different households.   
o If event is comprised of fully vaccinated participants (and negative test for any 
children 2-16), distancing is not required, though facial covering are.   


• Indoor conventions, meetings, and receptions   
o May expand to 200 people, not including fully vaccinated personnel, with all 
attendees provide proof of vaccination or negative COVID-19 test.   
o If event is comprised of fully vaccinated participants (and negative test for any 
children 2-16), distancing is not required, though masks continue to be required.   


• Indoor swimming pools   
o May expand to 50% capacity.   
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• Outdoor youth sports, recreation, and dance  
o Fully vaccinated youth may participate in drop-in classes or a la carte fitness 
programs. Guest participants and “walk ons” are not allowed.   


• Indoor adult and youth sports, recreation, and dance  
o Indoor ice hockey, water polo, and wrestling may resume.  
o Indoor athletic recreational facilities expanded to 50% capacity up to 200 people.  
o Participants in low contact sports are only required to maintain 6 ft of distance.   
o Participants in organized and supervised swimming and diving, water polo and 
wrestling or marital arts programs may remove facial coverings with safety 
protocols including regular testing, posting a COVID-19 prevention plan, etc. in 
place.   
o Requirements about the number of leagues or activities participants engage in are 
lifted (though recommendations to limit participation to two activities, and one if 
high–contact, remain)  
o Fully vaccinated youth may participate in drop-in classes or a la carte fitness 
programs. Guest participants and “walk ons” in youth and adult contexts are not 
allowed.  


• Adult day programs and senior community centers   
o May expand to 50% indoor capacity up to 50 people.   
o Food and beverage is allowed following indoor dining guidance.  


• Adult Education, Vocational Education, and Institutions of Higher Education  
o Outdoor classes may increase to 75 students.  
o The indoor lecture cap of 200 students lifted, 50% capacity requirements remain.   
o Studying in indoor communal spaces is allowed following library guidelines.  
o Student housing may expand to more than one student per unit.  


• Film or media production, live streaming, or broadcasting  
o Expanded to up to 100 people outdoors in a single location with safety protocols 
in place and up to 300 people with proof of vaccination or negative test.  
o Remains 50 people indoors in a single location with safety protocols in place and 
up to 200 people indoors with proof of vaccination or negative test..  


  
San Francisco’s reopening updates will be available online Thursday, May 
6, at SF.gov/reopening.  
 


### 



https://sf.gov/reopening





expansions as well.
 
“This is an incredible milestone for us to hit as we move forward on our path to recovery, and
it is possible because of how well we are doing in our efforts to vaccinate everyone we can in
this City and how well the people of San Francisco have done listening to public
health officials,” said Mayor Breed. “The Yellow Tier means that no longer are there any
businesses that are required to keep their doors shut in this City, and it means we are
continuing to allow more activities to be done safely with more people. To keep this progress
up, we need every San Franciscan over the age of 16 – and hopefully soon over the age of 12 –
 to get a vaccine. While we know that we all need to continue to need to be careful, the more
people that are protected, the more we can do.”
 
In addition to the expansion of activities, San Francisco is for the first time reopening
businesses that have remained closed. This reopening will include opening indoor bars to 25%
capacity up to 100 people, indoor family entertainment such as roller and ice skating rinks,
arcades, playgrounds, and golf to 50% capacity, libraries to 50% capacity, indoor saunas,
steam rooms, and hot tubs to 25% capacity. Outdoor organized community sporting events
may resume with capacity limits of 1,500 to 3,000 people depending on the vaccination/testing
status of participants. Additionally, as announced on Monday, May 3, San Francisco
will loosen requirements around masks in outdoor settings with fewer than 300
people, including outdoor dining, in alignment with the CDC and new guidance released by
California Department of Public Health. In some instances, allowances will be given for fully
vaccinated individuals counting towards total capacity limits, including live performance
events, meeting and receptions, sports and recreation, and offices. 
 
San Francisco’s new COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations have maintained a consistently low
level since early March 2021. They began to decline again in late April, allowing the City to
meet the criteria for the yellow tier. At this time, San Francisco is averaging 26 new cases a
day, which is the lowest it has been since June of 2020, before the City’s first “summer
surge.” For the first time in over a year, the number of people in the hospital with COVID-19
has dipped below 20.
 
The rate of new cases and the very small number of hospitalizations is a direct result of San
Francisco’s vaccination efforts. As of today, 72% of San Francisco’s eligible population has
received at least one dose of the COVID-19 vaccine, almost twice the percentage of people
vaccinated six weeks ago when the City was moving into the orange tier. Additionally, 86% of
the City’s residents over 65 have received at least one dose of the COVID-19 vaccine
and 73% are fully vaccinated.
 
Despite San Francisco’s declining case rate and hospitalizations and its robust vaccination
efforts, public health officials continue to monitor the alarming trends in rising case rates,
variants, and low vaccination rates in other parts of the country and the world as potential
indicators of risks that could lay ahead. Beyond widespread vaccination, continued adherence
to public health mitigation measures such as wearing masks indoors and in settings where the
vaccination status of other people is unknown, washing hands, and physical
distancing will limit the impact of variants, particularly as more indoor activities continue to
open and expand.
 
“Ensuring a safer reopening of our economy is dependent on a high number of people being
vaccinated,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of the Department of Public Health. “Thanks to



the collective efforts of San Francisco residents and workers, we are making great progress to
continue on this trajectory. It is essential that everyone take the opportunity to get vaccinated
as soon as possible and encourage coworkers, friends and family members to do the same. Our
optimism is tempered by the rollbacks happening right now in Oregon and Washington as a
result of the decline in vaccination rates, variants and reopening activities. We must stay
vigilant and get vaccination rates even higher to prevent COVID from spreading
in San Francisco.”
 
“Today marks a bright spot in this City’s fight against COVID-19. Our arrival at the yellow
tier is due to everyone’s collective commitment to following the public health guidelines,”
stated Acting Health Officer Dr. Susan Philip. “Please keep up the good work by wearing your
masks in indoor public spaces and by choosing outdoor activities where the risk of
transmission is much lower. If we stick with it, we can look forward to a great summer.”
 
Reflecting the success of the City’s collective efforts to limit the presence of COVID-19
within the community, San Francisco is approaching its move into the yellow tier in as close
alignment with the State as possible. It will maximize as many of the activities under the
yellow tier as it can in order to ensure a smooth progression of reopening and continue to
advance the economic health of the businesses operating in the City and their
employees. While the City is updating its health order to come into near alignment with the
State reopening guidelines, it continues to limit some activities, particularly indoor activities
and activities that involve large crowds, in order to minimize the risk to public health.
 
“We know we are approaching a point in which our businesses and our residents will
determine how to best operate in our new reality – one in which COVID-19 is a factor,”
said Anne Taupier, Acting Director for the Office of Economic and Workforce
Development. “Through untold amounts of work over the last year, San Francisco has built
and launched a scaled vaccination effort and developed guidelines to operate in each new
phase of reopening. These efforts have served to reduce the threat of COVID-19 and to lay a
foundation for how we approach our new normal. With this next step in reopening the City,
we continue to advance this work and begin loosening restrictions to cautiously but
optimistically shift the decision making to the individuals and businesses to do what is right
for them, their employees, and their customers.”
 
The San Francisco Department of Public Health intends to issue final health and safety
guidelines to reopen activities allowed under the yellow tier of the State’s Blueprint for a
Safer Economy, with some additional local restrictions, effective as of 8:00am Thursday, May
6, 2021. The City will post the revised Health Order with detailed requirements to
its webpage by the end of the day Wednesday May 5, 2021.
 
San Francisco health officials continue to emphasize the need for masking in indoor public
spaces where the vaccination status of other people is unknown and in instances where social
distancing cannot be easily maintained. The health order will prioritize the expansion of
outdoor activities and encourage businesses to have outdoor options wherever
possible. Everyone, including unvaccinated older adults and other unvaccinated people with
chronic conditions or compromised immune systems and those who live with them, are urged
to get vaccinated if they have not done so already.
 
Under the new Health Order, the following activities will be opened or expanded. 
 

https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-health-directives.asp
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-health-directives.asp
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-healthorders.asp


Activities to Resume Thursday, May 6, 2021 
 
The following activities may be reopened: 

·         Indoor bars, breweries and wineries (without meals) 
o    Open to 25% capacity up to 100 people. 
o    Must follow indoor dining rules, including sitting at tables of up to eight people
to drink. 

·         Indoor family entertainment  
o    Unopened activities including ice and roller skating, arcades, golf and
playground may open to 50% capacity. 
o    Other activities already opened such as mini-golf, pool halls, and bowling
alleys may expand to 50% capacity (removing any testing or vaccination
requirements). 

·         Saunas, steam rooms, and indoor hot tubs 
o    Open to 25% capacity. 

·         Buffets and self-serve food 
o    Allowed for takeaway consumption.  
o    Allowed for on-site consumption following indoor dining guidelines. 

·         Outdoor community sporting events 
o    Up to 500 pre-registered participants per hour, and 1,500 total, can participate in
outdoor events like runs, walks, marathons, and other endurance events, and up to
3,000 participants total if all show proof of vaccination or negative test. 
o    Participants must be California residents or, if from out-of-state, must be fully
vaccinated. 
o    All participants must be screened for COVID-19 prior to event. 
o    Spectators are allowed following outdoor gathering guidelines. 
o    Non-alcohol concessions are allowed in designated food area. 
o    Live entertainment or festival areas are not allowed at this time. 
o    Events with over 500 participants must have an approved Health and Safety
plan. 

 
The following activities may expand their operating capacity: 

·         Outdoor small gatherings (including social gatherings) 
o    May expand to 75 participants, even if food and beverages are consumed. 
o    Facial coverings may be removed as long as 6 ft of distance maintained between
participants (unvaccinated people are encouraged to wear facial coverings). 

·         Indoor small gatherings 
o    May expand to 50% capacity up to 50 people, with face coverings (unless
everyone is fully vaccinated or there is one unvaccinated household that is low-
risk). 

·         Offices  
o    May expand to 50% capacity, not counting fully vaccinated personnel.  

·         Indoor dining 
o    The 3 households per table limit is lifted. Up to 8 people allowed per table.  
o    The cap of 200 patrons is lifted, 50% capacity requirements remain.  

·         Outdoor dining 
o    Guests may remove facial coverings once they are seated for the duration of
their visit, unless they go inside for any reason. 



·         Outdoor bars 
o    Guests may remove facial coverings once they are seated for the duration of
their visit, unless they go inside for any reason. 

·         Indoor Retail 
o    In-store cafes or restaurants may resume following indoor dining guidelines.  
o    Common areas, including in shopping malls, may reopen. 

·         Indoor movie theaters  
o    May expand capacity to up to 500 people, 50% capacity requirements remain.  
o    Concessions may be available to groups of 8 eating in their seats, with no
household limit. 
o    Live performances with fewer than 200 patrons or that are incidental to the
showing of a motion pictures, like a talk by the film director, are allowed.
Other live performances follow live audience performance venue guidelines. 

·         Outdoor gyms and fitness 
o    Face coverings may be removed as long as 6 ft of distance maintained between
participants. 

·         Indoor gyms and fitness  
o    May expand to 50% capacity. 
o    Classes may expand to 50% capacity up to 200 people.  
o    Cardio and aerobic exercise and fitness classes can occur with people 6 ft apart
if one of the DPH ventilation measures is implemented.  

·         Outdoor arts, music and theater festivals (without assigned seating) 
o    May expand to up to 100 people.  

·         Outdoor live audience seated performance venues  
o    May expand to 67% capacity, subject to physical distancing requirements.  
o    Sections reserved for fully vaccinated guests may be 6 ft from other sections. 
o    Any events in which food and beverages are served may host fewer than 300
people without requiring proof of vaccine or negative test.  

·         Indoor live audience seated performance venues  
o    May expand to 50% capacity subject to physical distancing requirements. 
o    Sections reserved for fully vaccinated guests may be 6 ft from other sections. 
o    Any events of up to 300 people or those that take up less than 25% of the venue
capacity do not require an approved health and safety plan or proof of vaccination
or negative  test as long as face covering are worn at all times.  
o    Any events in which food and beverages are served may host fewer than 200
people without requiring proof of vaccine or negative test.  

·         Outdoor conventions, meetings, and receptions  
o    May expand to 200 people, not including fully vaccinated personnel, and up to
400 if all attendees provide proof of vaccination or negative COVID-19 test.  
o    Face coverings may be removed as long as 6 ft of distance maintained between
participants from different households.  
o    If event is comprised of fully vaccinated participants (and negative test for any
children 2-16), distancing is not required, though facial covering are.  

·         Indoor conventions, meetings, and receptions  
o    May expand to 200 people, not including fully vaccinated personnel, with all
attendees provide proof of vaccination or negative COVID-19 test.  
o    If event is comprised of fully vaccinated participants (and negative test for any
children 2-16), distancing is not required, though masks continue to be required.  



·         Indoor swimming pools  
o    May expand to 50% capacity.  

·         Outdoor youth sports, recreation, and dance 
o    Fully vaccinated youth may participate in drop-in classes or a la carte fitness
programs. Guest participants and “walk ons” are not allowed.  

·         Indoor adult and youth sports, recreation, and dance 
o    Indoor ice hockey, water polo, and wrestling may resume. 
o    Indoor athletic recreational facilities expanded to 50% capacity up to 200
people. 
o    Participants in low contact sports are only required to maintain 6 ft of distance.  
o    Participants in organized and supervised swimming and diving, water polo and
wrestling or marital arts programs may remove facial coverings with safety
protocols including regular testing, posting a COVID-19 prevention plan, etc. in
place.  
o    Requirements about the number of leagues or activities participants engage in
are lifted (though recommendations to limit participation to two activities, and one
if high–contact, remain) 
o    Fully vaccinated youth may participate in drop-in classes or a la carte fitness
programs. Guest participants and “walk ons” in youth and adult contexts are not
allowed. 

·         Adult day programs and senior community centers  
o    May expand to 50% indoor capacity up to 50 people.  
o    Food and beverage is allowed following indoor dining guidance. 

·         Adult Education, Vocational Education, and Institutions of Higher Education 
o    Outdoor classes may increase to 75 students. 
o    The indoor lecture cap of 200 students lifted, 50% capacity requirements
remain.  
o    Studying in indoor communal spaces is allowed following library guidelines. 
o    Student housing may expand to more than one student per unit. 

·         Film or media production, live streaming, or broadcasting 
o    Expanded to up to 100 people outdoors in a single location with safety protocols
in place and up to 300 people with proof of vaccination or negative test. 
o    Remains 50 people indoors in a single location with safety protocols in place
and up to 200 people indoors with proof of vaccination or negative test.. 

 
San Francisco’s reopening updates will be available online Thursday, May
6, at SF.gov/reopening. 
 

###
 

https://sf.gov/reopening


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1525 Pine Street-May 6, 2021 P.C. Hearing (2015-009955CUA).
Date: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 1:26:22 PM
Attachments: 1525 Pine - PS Letter + Attachments for May 6, 2021 Hearing (2015-009955CUA).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: Peter Ziblatt <peter@pelosilawgroup.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 at 12:49 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Alexis Pelosi <alexis@pelosilawgroup.com>
Subject: 1525 Pine Street-May 6, 2021 P.C. Hearing (2015-009955CUA).
 

 

Commissioners:
 
Please see the attached letter in support of the 1525 Pine Street (Regular Calendar Item No. 8) to be
heard at the May 6, 2021 Planning Commission Hearing.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
 
Peter F. Ziblatt
Of Counsel
(415) 273-9670 ex. 2  (o)
(415) 465-9196 (c)
peter@pelosilawgroup.com
www.pelosilawgroup.com

 
**We have moved.  Our new address is 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor San Francisco, CA 94108 
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https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.pelosilawgroup.com/&g=YWIxZjE4YjY5ZjY4NDljNw==&h=ZGQ5NzcxYmU5YWM4YThiNjdiYzE0ZTUwYmY3MjE3NzZjNDlmMmY5ZTU3Yzc2ZmU5YWEzZTJkOTA2NjE2M2Y1MQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjFlNzdlZDgyNGE1Nzg1NGFmMWZkYWQxZWEwNjBmNDI4OnYx



 
 


■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pelosilawgroup.com 
 


 
May 4, 2021 
 
 


Mr. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


Re: 1525 Pine Street (Case No. 2015-009955CUA) - May 6, 2021 Hearing 
for Conditional Use Authorization  


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners, 


On May 6, 2021 the Planning Commission will consider a Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) 
for a proposed eight-story, 83-foot-tall mixed used development consisting of 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,473 square feet of commercial space located at 1525 Pine Street (Project).  The Project 
is located on a narrow through lot between Pine Street and Austin Street that currently is the location 
of the Grubstake restaurant.  The Grubstake will return to the ground floor of the Project after 
construction is completed and elements of the Grubstake will be incorporated into the Project through 
the retention, replication and reuse of aspects of the current Grubstake.  The Project will include 13% 
of the units for very low-income tenants in a transit-rich area of the City and utilize the State Density 
Bonus to provide 21 units of much needed housing.    


The Project was originally scheduled to be heard on March 18, 2021.  At the request of the 
Lower Polk Neighbors (LPN), the Project sponsor requested a continuance to allow the Project to be 
presented again to the LPN.1  On April 14th, the Project sponsors presented the Project to the LPN 
at their regularly scheduled meeting.  At that meeting, the Project sponsors shared shadow diagrams 
prepared by PreVision Design evaluating the Project’s shadow on Austin Alley, comparing it to a code 
compliant project. The diagrams show that the increase in height of the building does not meaningfully 
change the shadow cast along Austin Alley. Copies of those diagrams are attached as Attachment A. 


On April 28th, a second meeting was held by the LPN to discuss the Project, as is standard 
practice for projects being considered by the LPN.2  At both meetings, there was strong support for 
the Project and its addition of much needed housing as well as some concern expressed by adjacent 
condo owners at The Austin. The Project sponsors appreciate the LPN making time and space on its 
agenda(s) to hear the Project.   


 


 
1 The Project had previously been presented to the LPN.  At the time, the Project was not utilizing the State Density 
Bonus Law.  While the Project sponsor had notified the LPN of the changes to the Project and invited them to 
community meetings to review the Project changes, a formal presentation to the LPN did not occur and at the time was 
not requested.  When the LPN requested a formal presentation, the Project sponsor requested a continuance.    
2 The LPN’s standard practice is to hear a project at one meeting and discuss it at a subsequent meeting with decisions 
on whether to support or oppose a project made by the Board following the two meetings.  Here, a special meeting was 
called to discuss the Project given the May 6, 2021, Planning Commission hearing date.   
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At the second meeting, the Project agreed to further the Project’s commitment to improving 
Austin Alley and will be contributing an additional $15,000 on top of $10,000 previously committed 
to help fund Austin Alley improvements such as replacing lights and sponsoring the Cultural Heritage 
Medallion Program.  In response to concerns raised by The Austin residents, the Project sponsors will 
investigate light enhancement measures to direct light from the Project to the lightwell/interior 
courtyard of The Austin and will work with key stakeholders on finding a viable solution to the 
concern raised.   The Project sponsors are committed to working with the LPN and we understand 
they will be supporting the Project and the additional housing that it will provide.  The Project has 
also received 39 letters of support.  Those letters are from neighbors, including owners at The Austin, 
community members, businesses and local organizations including Betty Sullivan (SF Bay Times), Dr. 
Bill Lipsky (LGBTQ Historian and Published Author), and Linda and Fernando Santos (former 
owners of the Grubstake).  Copies of these letters are included as Attachment B.    


 
Finally, the Project under consideration has been in process for almost six (6) years.  The initial 


application was filed on July 31, 2015, and since that time the Project has navigated Planning Code 
changes, evaluated not only whether the Grubstake is a historic resource but prepare documentation 
and analysis on the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Cultural District and respond to and address comments from 
the community and design feedback from the Planning Department.  Almost six (6) years for a Project 
of this size shows the Project sponsor’s commitment to not only addressing concerns raised but a 
focus on proposing a development that respects the history of the Grubstake while also providing 
much needed housing.   Regarding the Grubstake, the Project is required to return the restaurant to 
the site.  The Project itself, as it is defined, includes preserving and replicating various elements of the 
Grubstake.    


For these reasons and as discussed in more detail below, we respectfully request that the 
Planning Commission approve the CUA for a Large Lot Development (Section 121.1); Non-
Residential Use Size (Section 121.2); Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6); and Restaurant 
Operating Hours (Section 723). 


1. Project Description  


The Project is located on a through lot with frontage on Pine Street and Austin Street. The 
Project site is occupied by the one-story Grubstake restaurant, which would be demolished and 
replaced with an eight-story, 83-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 
2,473 square feet of commercial space to be occupied by the Grubstake. The Project will include 13% 
of the dwelling units for low-income residents.    


The Grubstake is a known late-night eatery with cultural significance within the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Cultural District. The existing Grubstake is comprised of an old lunch wagon that was located 
at the site in 1917 and has been heavily altered over time.  Although the Grubstake is not a landmark 
or historic building, the restaurant is culturally significant and the Project design includes salvaging 
and reusing some of the interior and exterior features of the Grubstake, including the existing signage, 
and the Project’s design honors the old lunch wagon style.  In April 2018, the Project sponsor retained 
Architectural Resources Group (ARG) to evaluate the Grubstake and make recommendations 
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regarding architectural features that could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the new development.  
Subsequently, the Project sponsor retained ARG to provide design consultation on the Project.  
ARG’s recommendations have been incorporated into the Project and copy of them is included as   
Attachment C.  Finally, the Project sponsor, who also owns Grubstake, intends to reinstate 
Grubstake within the restaurant space after construction, including the late-night dining hours. 


2. Project Approvals  


The Project requires a CUA for a Large Lot Development (Section 121.1); Non-Residential 
Use Size (Section 121.2); Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6); and Restaurant Operating Hours (Section 
723). 


A. Large Lot Development  


The Planning Code requires a CUA for any development on a lot more than 2,500 square feet 
in the Polk Street-NCD.  The Project’s lot is approximately 3,000 square feet and is 25 feet in width.3 
The Project mass and façade are entirely compatible with the surrounding properties including the 
adjacent new residential tower to the west at 1545 Pine Street and the 25-story hotel just across Pine 
Street.  The return of the Grubstake into the Project’s lower levels ensures an active commercial 
ground floor uses and street scene.  Granting the CUA will allow the development of much needed 
housing in a transit rich urban environment and ensure an active commercial use along the ground 
floor that includes the preservation and return of a coveted neighborhood restaurant. 


B. Non-Residential Use in Excess of 2,000 square feet 


The Planning Code requires a CUA for any non-residential use more than 2,000 square feet 
in the Polk Street-NCD. The Grubstake is currently approximately 1,661 square feet and the proposed 
new Grubstake space is approximately 2,473 square feet with some of the additional square footage 
contained in a mezzanine area created by the replication of the existing barrel ceiling.  The additional 
square footage will allow the return of the Grubstake to the Project’s ground floor to serve the 
neighborhood in the same way it has for many years as one of the only late-night dining options in 
the City.  Granting the CUA will ensure a viable restaurant with sufficient kitchen and seating areas.   


C. Dwelling Unit Mix   


The Planning Code requires a CUA for projects in the Polk Street-NCD that do not comply 
with the requirements that 35% of a project’s residential units have a mix of two (2)- and three (3)-
bedroom units with at least 10% as three (3) bedrooms.   The Project proposes that 28% of the units 
are two (2) and three (3) bedrooms with 14% of the units as three (3)-bedroom units.  While the 
Project will provide a lower percentage of overall two (2) and three (3)-bedroom units it will provide 
more three (3)-bedroom units than is required under the Code and will construct two (2) studio units 
in lieu of the needed two (2)-bedroom units, providing more affordable-by-design units in the Project. 


 
3 The Project filed its initial application in 2015 and at that time a CUA was not required for development on lots more 
than 2,500 square feet.  The CUA requirement was implemented through Planning Code changes approved in 2017. 
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The narrow lot and needed lightwells along both sides of the Project creates a significant constraint 
to the site’s floor plan, unit layout and results in the only ability to meet the required unit mix being 
further increasing the building height, a change that not only significantly impacts the cost of the 
Project by changing the construction type proposed but also is not desirable in terms of the adjacent 
structures or urban design patterns.  Granting the CUA will allow the Project to provide more dwelling 
units within a structure that increases building height by only one story. 


D. Restaurant Operating Hours 


The Planning Code requires a CUA for projects in the Polk Street-NCD that are open 
between 2:00 am and 6:00 am.  The Grubstake has historically been known as an after-hours late-night 
dining location and it is those late-night hours that made it unique in the neighborhood during the 
historic context statement period.  Few of these late-night dining options remain, even before the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  The Grubstake historically has had 24-hour operations.  Recently, it has stayed 
open until 4:00 a.m. and granting the CUA will allow the Grubstake to return to its full glory including 
after-hours dining.  


3. Density Bonus Concessions and Waivers  


The Project is relying on the State Density Bonus to achieve the proposed density.  Strict 
adherence to the Planning Code would yield a 15-unit “base project.”   As noted, the Project site is a 
tight infill lot that is both narrow and deep, and fronts two streets.  Added to those constraints is the 
commitment to incorporate the Grubstake into the Project, including replicating its interior and 
exterior.  As the Project sponsor has elected to include two (2) inclusionary housing units on site, the 
Project is eligible for additional density as well as concessions, incentives and waivers to facilitate the 
development and provide flexibility to develop the Project site within the context of the constraints 
described above.    


The Project seeks one concession to reduce the actual cost of development for Permitted 
Obstructions (Section 136) and eight (8) waivers from development standards that otherwise would 
physically preclude the Project.  The eight (8) waivers include relief from strict compliance with the 
Planning Code for (1) Rear Yard (Section 134), (2) Common Useable Open Space (Section 135(g)), 
(3) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), (4) Ground-Floor Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4), (5) 
Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6), (6) Height (Section 250), (7) Setbacks on Narrow Streets (Section 
261.1), and (8) Bulk (Section 270). 


A. Permitted Obstructions   


The Project seeks a concession from the Planning Code for Permitted Obstructions for bay 
windows on the Austin Street (rear) side of the Project.  The Planning Code limits bay windows from 
extending beyond two (2) feet and the Project proposes bay windows that extend three (3) and ½ feet.   
These bay windows match the bay windows along Pine Street creating cost efficiencies.  The proposed 
bay windows also provide additional rentable floor area and improve the livability of the units facing 
Austin Street.  An analysis has been provided to the City that demonstrates that the cost saving from 
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using one frame wall system as well as the additional floor area gained by the non-compliant windows 
offset the cost of providing affordable housing on site and therefore seek a concession under the 
Density Bonus Law.  


B. Common Useable Open Space  


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code for Common Useable Open Space.  The 
Planning Code requires 1,008 square feet of Common Open Space for the Project’s 21 units.  The 
Project provides 749 square feet of Common Open Space on a roof deck, which is 74% of the open 
space required.  The Project also provides six (6) private balconies for units, but the dimensions of 
the balconies do not meet the minimum requirements to qualify as code compliant private open space. 
There are also Juliet balconies included for every unit that does not have a private open balcony, and 
two (2) and three (3) bedroom units along Austin include both a Juliet balcony and a private balcony.     


Providing code compliant balconies in the Project would result in significant Project changes.  
Specifically, it would result in the complete loss of one (1) unit on Level 2 and would reduce two (2) 
other units to 385 square feet.  It would result in the loss of three (3) units on Levels 3-5 and reduce 
the square footage of two (2) more units.  On Level 6-7, the three (3) bedroom units would become 
two (2) bedroom units and the two (2) bedroom units would become one (1) bedroom units.  This 
change in unit size and mix would render the Project infeasible.  The Project has also explored 
providing additional Open Space on the roof deck to address the open space shortfall.  Unfortunately, 
this is also not an option as the Open Space provided is the maximum amount available due to square 
footage limitations of Assembly occupancy for proposed construction type, as well as limited physical 
space due to mechanical and solar systems on the roof.      


As noted, the Project site is severely constrained by its width and its commitment to specific 
design criteria for the ground floor commercial space.  As a result, the Project is very sensitive to 
minor changes in design. Adherence to Open Space requirements would physically preclude the 
development of the Project with the additional units sought and the Project seeks a waiver from the 
requirements.  


C. Dwelling Unit Exposure   


The Project seeks a waiver for minor deviation from the Planning Code’s Dwelling Unit 
Exposure requirements.  Only one (1) of the Project units do not meet the strict requirements of the 
Planning Code as it provides less than the required 25 feet wide exposure in each direction.  The unit 
instead faces onto a six (6) feet by 25-feet lightwell but also contains a private balcony.  The Project 
requires a waiver as the strict adherence to the Planning Code would physically preclude the 
construction of the Project as proposed.  
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D. Ground Floor Ceiling Height 


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code Ground Floor Ceiling Height 
requirement of 14-feet.  The Project is honoring the design elements of the existing Grubstake 
restaurant on the ground floor, including a barrel ceiling with a proposed ceiling height of 10-feet.   
Because the lot slopes down from west to east and is narrow, strict adherence to the Planning Code 
requirements for Ground Floor Ceiling Height is not viable and would result in a loss of units that 
would physically preclude the development of the proposed Project.  


E. Transparency  
 


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements for Transparency 
requirement that 60 percent of the street frontage on the ground level allow visibility into the building.  
The Project proposes 28% transparency on the ground floor of the Austin Street side of and 26% on 
the Pine Street side.  On the Austin Street side strict compliance would not allow the Project to house 
the required rear egress and solid waste access areas.  On the Pine Street side strict adherence, would 
preclude the required egress and the use of salvaged material from the Grubstake given the very 
narrow width of the lot. As a result, adherence would physically preclude the construction of the 
proposed Project.   


 
F. Height  


The Project seeks a waiver from the 65-feet height limit.  The Project would reach a height of 
83-feet.  The additional height facilitates the development of additional units in the Project.  The 
adjacent project at 1545 Pine Street and the hotel across Pine Street both are taller structures upslope 
of the Project and without the additional height, the Project would be physically precluded from 
achieving the proposed density. 


G. Setbacks  
 
The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the setback 


requirements along the Austin Street (rear) frontage. As a through lot, no setback is provided along 
the Austin Street frontage to maintain the street wall. Austin Street is not a heavily used street and 
relief from setback requirements would not result in a design that overwhelms the street.  Shadow 
studies provided in Attachment A show the shadow along Austin Street. Relief from the setback 
requirements makes the Project viable as strict adherence would reduce the Project’s square footage 
by pushing the building back from the street, resulting in a loss of units and physically precluding 
the development of the Project.   


 
H. Bulk  


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the 125-foot maximum 
diagonal dimensions on both Pine and Austin Street.   The Project, including the bay window 
projections, totals just over 128 feet and the Project has taken steps to articulate the façade to offset 
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the impacts.  The Project is compatible in design to the adjacent 1545 Pine Street and narrowly tucks 
into the infill lot.  Strict adherence to the Bulk requirements would physically preclude the construction 
of the Project’s additional dwelling units. 


5. Community Outreach and Engagement  


A Preliminary Project Application was filed for the Project on July 31, 2015.   Over the almost 
six (6) years since the initial application, the Project sponsor has engaged with the community, listened 
to concerns and incorporated design changes in response to this outreach.  Most recently, the Project 
sponsors have listened to the concerns raised by the LPN and its members regarding the Project 
construction on Austin Alley and has made the following additional commitments. The Project 
sponsor will contribute $15,000 in addition to $10,000 previously donated to the improvement of 
Austin Alley.  These improvements may include items such as replacing lights across the alley’s 
intersection, installing plantings or artwork and/or sponsoring the Cultural Heritage Medallion 
Program.  The Project sponsors are themselves the owner and operators of the Grubstake and over 
the years have made significant commitments to the Lower Polk neighborhood and Austin Alley and 
are proud to work to continue to improve their neighborhood.   


Some examples of additional community outreach include:  
 
2017 


• On April 19, 2017, the Project hosted its first community pre-application meeting for the 
Variance application that at that time was required.    


• In June of 2017, the Project also presented to its Lower Polk Neighbors.  


2018 


• On January 16, 2018, the Project presented in front of the Entertainment Commission for 
review.  


• In September 2018, the Project was presented to the LGBTQ Historical Society. At that 
meeting with the LGBTQ Historical Society, Page & Turnbull undertook an Oral History 
Project to supplement the historic analysis being prepared for the Grubstake. 


2019 


• On April 30, 2019, a formal presentation and discussion was undertaken with SF Heritage that 
focused on design and other considerations for The Grubstake.  


• On December 9, 2019 in association with Conditional Use authorization and State Density 
Bonus applications, a second community pre-application meeting was hosted. Prior to the 
larger community meeting, on December 5th, the project was presented to owners and 
residents of adjacent The Austin. 


2021 


• On April 16, 2021, the Project was presented to the Lower Polk Neighbors. 
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Throughout the process, the Project sponsors have worked closely with key stakeholders to 
address their concerns and have 39 letters of support.  While certain owners in the adjacent residential 
building The Austin have expressed concern, all owners in The Austin received notice of the 
Project as part of their disclosure packets prior to purchasing their units.  As noted above, the 
Project began its entitlement journey in July 2015, before construction on The Austin began. All 
current and future owners were made aware of the redevelopment of the Project site via a separate 
disclosure required to be signed that was specific to the 1525 Pine Street project.  That disclosure 
clearly stated that while an application was on file for the Project that “until such time as the 
proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is constructed, it is subject 
to change” and that “[c]ompletion of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may impact unit 
views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the [Austin], particularly those 
of east facing Units in the [Austin].” A copy of that disclosure is included as Attachment D.  The 
Project sponsors, however, understand the concern of The Austin residents regarding shadow on the 
interior lightwell/courtyard and have committed to work with key stakeholders to identify feasible 
measures to direct light from its building to this area.     


*  *   *   *   *  


In sum, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve a Conditional 
Use Authorization as the Project will ensure the return of the Grubstake restaurant to 1525 
Pine Street, provides much needed transit-oriented housing, including on-site affordable 
units, and infills a narrow-underutilized lot.  The Project sponsor has conducted community 
outreach and taken steps to design a development that is compatible with its setting.   


If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact me at 
415-273-9670.   


Very truly yours, 


 


Alexis M. Pelosi 


Attachments 
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Endorsement Letter List 
1525 Pine Street 


Betty Sullivan, Publisher of The Bay Times 


Donna Sachet, SF LGBT Celebrity & Activist 


Dr. Bill Lipsky, LGBT Historian & Published Author 


Gary Virginia, LGBT Activist & Mr. Leather 1996 


Ken Henderson, REAF Richmond Ermet Foundation 


Gil Padia, Academy of Friends AIDS Nonprofit 


Brent Pogue, LGBT Activist 


Don Berger, LGBT Activist & Longtime Customer 


Nikos Diaman, LGBT Activist 


Phil Clark, Longtime Customer 


Linda & Fernando Santos, Former Grubstake 
Owners (30 years) 


Randy Shaw, Tenderloin Housing Clinic 


Rene Colorado, Tenderloin Lower Polk Merchants 
Association 


Shah Awi, President SF Concierge Social Club 


Kathy Cady, Founder SF Concierge Social Club 


Mei Tien Nguyen, Redding Elementary 


Raquel Roque, Redding Elementary 


Sanaz Nikaein, Austin Homeowner 


Alice Huang, Austin Homeonwer 


Jake Medwell, Austin Resident 


Michael George, Holiday Inn Golden Gateway 


Quensella Miller, SF Walking Tours 


Bamboo Restaurant, Neighboring Business 


Little Chihuahua, Neighboring Business 


Victor’s Pizza, Neighboring Business 


Kasa Indian Restaurant, Neighboring Business 


Golden Farmer’s Market, Neighboring Business 


Jeet Big Times, Neighboring Business 


Duncan Ley, Neighboring Business 


Brian Mcinerney, 1414 VanNess 


Abraham Fahim, Director UCSF 


John Solaegin, Compass 


Janet Witosky, Compass 


Gary Johnson, Compass 


Kristina Hanson, Compass 


Par Haji, Compass 


Compass Realty 
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March 20, 2019 


Summary of Grubstake Redesign 


 


In April 2018, Architectural Resources Group (ARG) was retained by Pine Street Development to survey 


the Grubstake Diner at 1525 Pine Street and make recommendations regarding architectural features that 


could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the new development. In October, ARG was asked to provide 


design consultation services to identify opportunities for better incorporating these features into the 


design. Below is list of ARG’s eight recommendations, and detail about how the design was adapted to 


address them.  


  


 


1. Incorporate the lunch wagon in a way that respects the original footprint, orientation, and relationship 
to the street.  


      


 


   


Original: The original design had the arched lunch 
wagon façade located on the second floor. The 
façade was at an angle to the property line and 
did not match the existing footprint.   
 


Revised: The lunch wagon façade was relocated to 
the ground floor in the exact footprint of the 
existing. As lunch wagons were originally conceived 
as movable structures, locating the volume at 
ground level is important for interpretation.  
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2. Match the existing scale and proportion of original wagon as closely as possible. The limits of the “lunch 
wagon” can be defined by physical barriers, such as windows, or change in material, such as floor finish. 


 


 
3. Replicate metal barrel vault ceiling to create a sense of enclosure. 
4. Reuse or replicate side globe lights.  
5. Retain or recreate characteristic diner features such as the tile floor, linear counter, and backless stools. 
6. Define the interior/exterior relationship of the lunch wagon using windows.  


Revised: The scale and proportion of the lunch 
wagon matches existing and is defined on the 
interior with changes in finish and ceiling height.  
 


Original: The scale of the lunch wagon is not 
clearly defined on the interior.    
 


Original: The barrel vault ceiling is not symmetrically 
defined. The globe lights are inconsistently placed 
and located on walls outside the barrel vault. The 
lunch wagon is not defined by unique finishes or 
colors.   


Revised: The barrel vault ceiling, symmetrical globe 
lights, and replica black and white floor tile define 
the original lunch wagon footprint.  The lunch 
wagon has a unique material palette and color 
scheme that contrasts with the adjacent restaurant 
space. 







 


7. Reuse existing windows including green colored toplites where possible.  


 


8. Salvage, restore, and reinstall murals.  
 


  


 


 


Revised: Existing windows including green 
toplites are being salvaged for reinstallation in 
the lunch wagon façade.    


Original: New windows had a similar style to 
existing but did not match in size or location.     


Original: Murals were salvaged for reinstallation 
throughout the restaurant space.      
 


Revised: Murals are salvaged for reinstallation in the 
lunch wagon. Murals are placed above banquette 
seating, similar to the existing condition.  
 







 
8871.02/The Austin - Additional Disclosure (06-19-2017) FINAL 


THE AUSTIN, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
 


SELLER’S ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURE TO PURCHASERS 
 
 
PACIFIC PINE LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, THE ENTITY THAT OWNS THE 
PROJECT AND IS SELLING THE UNITS, HEREBY PROVIDES THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL 
DISCLOSURE TO BUYERS OF CONDOMINIUM UNITS AT THE AUSTIN.  
 
The Seller of The Austin understands that entitlement applications have been submitted to City agencies for a 
proposed new 7-story mixed-use commercial and residential development at the adjacent property to the east at 
1525 Pine Street.  Complete details for the potential development and proposed construction timeline are not 
available at this time.  The proposed project has not been approved and building permits have not been issued by 
City agencies at this time.  The future of the proposed project is uncertain at this time.  It is unknown whether the 
proposed project will be approved and built.  If the project is built, it may be constructed with different 
specifications.  Until such time as the proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is 
constructed, it is subject to change. 
 
If the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street is approved and construction proceeds, then throughout the demolition 
and construction processes at 1525 Pine Street, construction personnel may have temporary access to the Project 
and a construction crane may have a temporary right to traverse the Project’s airspace.  Completion of the proposed 
1525 Pine Street project may impact unit views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the Project, 
particularly those of east facing Units in the Project.  The roof of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may contain 
venting and mechanical equipment that may be visible from your Unit and the Project, and may contain roof 
deck(s).  The proposed redevelopment of 1525 Pine Street currently includes retaining Grubstake restaurant, as 
discussed in the Seller’s Supplemental Disclosures to Purchasers (the “Disclosure Statement”), as the ground floor 
tenant.  You should contact the San Francisco Planning Department for further detail. 
 
All capitalized terms used but not defined herein shall have the same meaning given to such term in the Disclosure 
Statement. 
 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
Buyer has fully read and understands this Additional Disclosure and has asked any questions Buyer deems 
appropriate to clarify any issue(s) described herein. 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
 
______________________________ 
Seller’s Representative 
 
Unit Number _____________ 
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged and/or confidential information only for use by the
intended recipients.  Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you may not use, copy, disclose,
or distribute this message (or any information contained in or attached to it) to anyone.  You may be subject to civil action and/or criminal
penalties for violation of this restriction.  If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the
transmission.  Thank you.

 
 
Smokeball Reference: ba827ed5-a044-59d7-9252-b0eb936a353f/81616329-0585-41f3-a5ef-cdc2d054ab4f.



 
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: Comment on building plans for 575 Vermont St
Date: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 8:19:02 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. 
 
 

From: Ken Waldroff <kenwaldroff@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2021 7:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Albert Jew
<albertljew@gmail.com>
Cc: Alan Jew <alanjew@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Comment on building plans for 575 Vermont St
 

 

Yes, I agree. 
 
 
On Thursday, April 29, 2021, 10:38:05 AM PDT, Albert Jew <albertljew@gmail.com> wrote:
 
 
Hello,
I received notice of the plans for the construction at 575 Vermont St.
 
I noticed that the building would be a 3-unit 3-story structure. 
 
I feel the building is much too tall and large for the character of the neighborhood, and is trying to add too
many living units to a small space and dense neighborhood. 
 
I also feel there should be at least one off-street parking space for each unit. The notice stated "one off-
street parking space".  Property owners should NOT expect the entire neighborhood to absorb the
multiple vehicles this building will certainly add to the neighborhood. It would be naive to think each unit
will have only one car.... but the building isn't even allowing for one off-street space per unit!  
 
Currently, I sometimes need to circle 30 minutes or more to find a parking space in the neighborhood! 
This is only make the problem worse and reduce the quality of life for all the neighbors!
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@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
mailto:albertljew@gmail.com


Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Albert Jew
2137 - 18th St
 



 
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: 3441 Washington St, San Francisco, CA 94118
Date: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 8:17:56 AM
Attachments: 311 Noticing Plans - 3441 Washington (2).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: Eric Hassall <eghassall@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2021 6:40 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Stephen Sutro <ssutro@sutroarchitects.com>
Subject: 3441 Washington St, San Francisco, CA 94118
 

 

To: David Winslow, Architect
SF Planning Dept
david.winslow@sfgov.org
 
Dear Mr Winslow:
 
I write in response to the Discretionary Review Hearing on the above-named property. 
I live immediately to the south-west of it, i.e., overlooking it. 
 
I am pleased the property and the backyard will be upgraded.  
The proposed style looks congruent with the neighborhood.
The height increase seems reasonable, i.e., non-obstructive.
I’m in favor of improvement and densification of the neighborhood, as long as views are not
obstructed.
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Please acknowledge receipt of my email.
 
Sincerely,
 
Eric Hassall MD
3440 Clay St
San Francisco, CA 94118
 



 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: General Public Comment May 6, 2021
Date: Tuesday, May 04, 2021 8:17:26 AM
Attachments: IMG_6879.PNG

IMG_6873.PNG
IMG_6576.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: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2021 5:20 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>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Merlone, Audrey (CPC) <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>;
Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC) <stephanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>
Subject: General Public Comment May 6, 2021
 

 

 
Dear Commissioners:
Below are photos of a project approved as an Alteration that has recently sold again.  Please see the sales history below.  
This address is 41 Clipper Street. 
There are several other projects just like this, that within the past year or so in Noe Valley, that have sold or are for sale for at least a second time since completion and the original flip by speculators.  
41 Clipper Street was approved as a major Alteration (horizontal and vertical expansion with complete facade change and interior walls demo’ed as well as new foundation and big excavation).  These projects are from approximately 2012 thru 2014/2015/2016 when there were many, many of these projects that should have been reviewed
as Demos….and should have precipitated the adjustment of the Demo Calcs per Section 317 (b) (2) (D) as a tool in order to comply with the policy to preserve existing housing.
Below are photos from Google or Redfin for 41 Clipper Street.
There are no published Demolition Calculations for this major Alteration at 41 Clipper Street.
 
Sales History (per Redfin)for 41 Clipper Street
Sold for $6.3 million in March 2021 (listed for $5.75 million)
Sold for $4.2 million in April 2014
Sold for $1.05 million in November 2012 (listed for $789K)
 
Project since completion after CFC was issued in October 2014

Project in August 2014
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Project in March 2014

Project in January 2014



Photo from original Redfin listing Fall 2012 when asking price was under $1 million



 
This is still an ongoing issue. (403 28th Street for example).
Right now a major Alteration is about to start directly across Duncan Street from me.  It should have been reviewed as a Demolition.  
But really it is a very solid house that could have had a reasonable expansion of the structure to increase the number of bedrooms or even add a unit, but instead is now just another commodity.
This major Alteration on Duncan Street has an inefficient use of interior space and the second unit had illegal egress issues that needed over a year of additional review and revision by DBI and Planning.  
(The “honey bucket” for the workers at this site is arriving as I write this.) 
This house across the street from me sold in October of 2017 for $1.375 million)
Thank you and take good care.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
 
Sent from my iPad



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2020-000886CUA (575 Vermont Street)
Date: Monday, May 03, 2021 4:14:09 PM

 
 
 
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: Louk Stephens <louk.stephens@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2021 11:58 AM
To: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2020-000886CUA (575 Vermont Street)
 

 

Dear Mr. Christensen:
 
This letter is in reference to the proposed project at 575 Vermont Street.  We are the property
owners of the home next door, 567 Vermont Street.  After review of the proposed plans for the 575
Vermont project, there are various code issues present in the building design that would make fire
exiting non-compliant at the building review stage.  As such, we respectfully request the conditional
use / demo hearing for this project scheduled for May 13 be delayed in order to require the project
sponsor to schedule a pre-application meeting with the Building and Fire Departments as those
departments will have comments that require redesign.  Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Chris L. Stephens & Victoria R. Carradero
415-310-3630
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Monday, May 03, 2021 1:03:36 PM

 
 
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: Rajat Dutta <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "RajatList@gmail.com" <RajatList@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, May 3, 2021 at 7:24 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support 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.

Rajat Dutta 
RajatList@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94114

 



 
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: Letter of Support for 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Monday, May 03, 2021 1:03:12 PM
Attachments: Support Letter for 1900 Diamond.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: David Gast <dgast@gastarchitects.com>
Date: Monday, May 3, 2021 at 12:13 PM
To: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)"
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Marc Babsin
<marc@1900diamond.com>
Subject: Letter of Support for 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Rafael, et.al.
 
Please see my attached letter in support of the development of 24 units of housing at 1900
Diamond Street.  
 
I hope you will agree that this is an exemplary project, and help it along through the
approvals process.
 
Best,
 
David
 
David S. Gast, AIA, LEED AP
Principal
 
GAST ARCHITECTS
355 11th Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, California 94103

Mobile:    (415) 298-5051

Email:      dgast@gastarchitects.com

Website:  www.GastArchitects.com

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//et.al&g=ZTkzOTI2MzVlNTM2ZTMxNw==&h=MjFjYzEwYTg5ZTkyN2UzZDQzZWM4MWE5MWI4YmJmMDBhMjkwMzg4NWYxMmU2M2UwNzhlMjMzN2UxMzU0M2U0Yg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjgxOWUyNmU3OTVjZjdjYzc3NDg5OGNlYWRiNmUzNDk5OnYx
mailto:dgast@gastarchitects.com
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.gastarchitects.com/&g=YmI4ZDMzNzdiYzZkYzMyNw==&h=ZTNmMGJiODg3YzA0ODcxNmVhYzIxMThiYTI1ZjhjNTQxOTNjMjI5Y2YyYjdhMTQxYmUzYjA1NTY0ZWFmNTk3Nw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjgxOWUyNmU3OTVjZjdjYzc3NDg5OGNlYWRiNmUzNDk5OnYx



 


To: Rafael.Mandelman@SFgov.org 
Cc: Jacob.Bintliff@SFgov.org, Gabriela.Pantoja@SFgov.org, Jonas.Ionin@SFgov.org,      
Marc@1900diamond.com  
 
Re: D8 Resident and SF Architect in Support of 1900 Diamond Street Housing 
 
Dear Supervisor Mandelman, 
 
As you know from attending a meeting at my home at 100 Laidley Street, I live near to this proposed 
project.  As a resident of SF for over 50 years who raised three kids here, and as an architect with offices 
in SF engaged through the AIA in trying to improve the Planning and DBI processes, I wish to express my 
strong support for this project. 
 
This project is exemplary for so many reasons:   
• It takes unutilized, left-over space and creatively proposes to build 20 units of family housing 


designed as starter homes for families, and 4 detached homes at the higher end of the market that 
help make development of this highly difficult site feasible. 


• It creates units sized for and designed for families, rather than studios, 1 bedroom, and 2 bedroom 
units, as is desperately needed to help us keep families from leaving the City.  As you are aware, SF 
has the smallest percentage of children of any major city. 


• The location of the project is most appropriate given easy access to public transportation, excellent 
parks and open space, shopping, and schools. 


• The scale of the project is compatible with the mixed character of Diamond Heights above and 
Upper Noe Valley below.  There are adjacent multi-family, and similar sized single family homes on 
both Diamond Heights Blvd. above and Diamond St. below to the North.   


• The design of the project is contemporary, but respectful of the neighborhood character. A calm, 
quality pallet of materials adds texture and scale to the units. Access to the units and parking is 
creatively sited for extraordinary efficiency of floor plans and minimal disruption to parking on both 
streets. 


• The project throws off funds to support the development of 9-10 units of desperately needed 
affordable housing. 


 
It’s about time that we as a neighborhood and City take actions to back our stated desire for higher 
density, well-designed housing respectful of the existing neighborhood character.  There have been no 
other developments of over 20 units in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park in over 40 years – let’s 
go for it!   I hope this project will have your enthusiastic endorsement. 
 
Best, 
 
David Gast 


AIA, Principal 



mailto:Rafael.Mandelman@SFgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** CITY LAUNCHES EFFORT TO HELP SAN FRANCISCO RESTAURANTS APPLY FOR

FEDERAL RELIEF
Date: Monday, May 03, 2021 12:56:23 PM
Attachments: 05.03.21 Restaurant Revitalization 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, May 3, 2021 at 10:43 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** CITY LAUNCHES EFFORT TO HELP SAN
FRANCISCO RESTAURANTS APPLY FOR FEDERAL RELIEF
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, May 3, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
CITY LAUNCHES EFFORT TO HELP SAN FRANCISCO

RESTAURANTS APPLY FOR FEDERAL RELIEF
Applications for the federal Restaurant Revitalization Fund open today, May 3, thanks to

funding from the American Rescue Plan
 

Assistance is available to San Francisco restaurants who need help applying
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City of San Francisco is
partnering with the Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA) and several
community-based organizations to assist San Francisco restaurants and other eligible
businesses who need help applying for the new, federal Restaurant Revitalization Fund. The
Restaurant Revitalization Fund is funded by the American Rescue Plan Act, which Speaker
Nancy Pelosi championed in Congress, and will provide grants to help restaurants, bars, and
other eating and drinking businesses stay open.
 
Applications for the Fund opened today, May 3, 2021 at restaurants.sba.gov. This $28.6
billion program, administered by the Small Business Administration (SBA), will provide
eligible businesses with funding equal to their pandemic-related revenue loss in 2020. Eligible
businesses for the Fund include restaurants, food trucks, caterers, bars, lounges, bakeries,
breweries, wineries, distilleries and other qualifying food service businesses. Every applicant
is eligible to apply during the first 21 days, but in that time the SBA will only process and
fund applicants from priority groups, which are small business owned by women, veterans, or
socially and economically disadvantaged individuals. All eligible businesses are encouraged to

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
https://www.sba.gov/funding-programs/loans/covid-19-relief-options/restaurant-revitalization-fund
https://restaurants.sba.gov/
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Monday, May 3, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
CITY LAUNCHES EFFORT TO HELP SAN FRANCISCO 


RESTAURANTS APPLY FOR FEDERAL RELIEF 
Applications for the federal Restaurant Revitalization Fund open today, May 3, thanks to funding 


from the American Rescue Plan 
 


Assistance is available to San Francisco restaurants who need help applying 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the City of San Francisco is 
partnering with the Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA) and several community-
based organizations to assist San Francisco restaurants and other eligible businesses who need 
help applying for the new, federal Restaurant Revitalization Fund. The Restaurant Revitalization 
Fund is funded by the American Rescue Plan Act, which Speaker Nancy Pelosi championed in 
Congress, and will provide grants to help restaurants, bars, and other eating and drinking 
businesses stay open. 
 
Applications for the Fund opened today, May 3, 2021 at restaurants.sba.gov. This $28.6 billion 
program, administered by the Small Business Administration (SBA), will provide eligible 
businesses with funding equal to their pandemic-related revenue loss in 2020. Eligible businesses 
for the Fund include restaurants, food trucks, caterers, bars, lounges, bakeries, breweries, 
wineries, distilleries and other qualifying food service businesses. Every applicant is eligible to 
apply during the first 21 days, but in that time the SBA will only process and fund applicants 
from priority groups, which are small business owned by women, veterans, or socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals. All eligible businesses are encouraged to apply as soon 
as possible. 
 
“We’re doing everything we can to help small businesses in San Francisco – from providing 
local relief to helping businesses access state and federal dollars. We know that there is still a lot 
of need out there, and we are grateful for the Biden Administration and Speaker Pelosi’s 
leadership in securing these additional federal funds,” said Mayor Breed. “San Francisco is lucky 
to have an amazing, diverse food scene, and we need our local restaurants to make it through this 
challenging time. Every bit of financial support businesses can get will help them stay open and 
recover, so we want to encourage all eligible restaurants to apply for this fund.” 
 
“In San Francisco, our restaurants are at the heart of our community life. Thanks to President 
Biden and Democrats in Congress, the American Rescue Plan has delivered a new lifeline for our 
local restaurants in the Restaurant Revitalization Fund, especially those that are women-owned, 
minority-owned and veteran-owned,” said Speaker Pelosi. “Mayor Breed has worked tirelessly 
to help San Francisco restaurants and small businesses access vital federal relief funding so that 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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they can survive this crisis, and I look forward to working closely with her to build back our 
vibrant city stronger than ever.” 
 
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) is partnering with MEDA and 
local community-based organizations to provide technical assistance and outreach to San 
Francisco restaurants and other eligible businesses, with a focus on reaching businesses that are 
in SBA’s priority groups. San Francisco community based organizations are providing multi-
lingual support and conducting outreach about the Fund in communities of color. Specifically, 
the City is working with MEDA, Northeast Community Federal Credit Union (NECFCU), 
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center Bayview, and the SF Small Business Development Center 
(SBDC).  
 
San Francisco business owners who need assistance applying for the Fund should go to: 
 


• Mission Economic Development Agency 
o Website: medasf.org/restaurant/  
o Email: restaurant@medasf.org 
o Spanish Hotline: 415-249-2492  


• Northeast Community Federal Credit Union (Chinese) 
o Website: necfcu.weebly.com/ 
o Phone Number: 415-434-0738 


• Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center Bayview 
o Website: rencenter.org/event/rrf-program-info-session/  
o Phone Number: 415-348-6223 


• SF Small Business Development Center (Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese) 
o Website: sfsbdc.org. New client registration click here and complete the 


following form and you will be contacted to schedule an appointment.  
o Phone Number: 415-937-7232 


 
A comprehensive list of business resources, including additional partners assisting with 
applications for the Restaurant Revitalization Fund, is available online at oewd.org/covid19. 
 
“The Restaurant Revitalization Fund is a lifeline for our struggling businesses that have been 
severally impacted by the loss of revenue since the very start of this pandemic more than a year 
ago. As San Francisco and the nation begins to reopen and recover, we want to make sure our 
businesses; especially our minority and women owned businesses have a head start in applying 
for these funds,” said Anne Taupier, Acting Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development. “We are grateful to have dedicated community partners eagerly stepping up to 
serve the thousands of small businesses that need technical support to field questions and 
navigate this relief program and application process.” 
 
Funding amounts may be up to $10 million per business and no more than $5 million per 
physical location. Recipients are not required to repay the funding as long as funds are used for 
eligible uses by March 11, 2023. Additional information about the Fund, including eligibility 
requirements, is available here.  



https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//medasf.org/restaurant/&g=M2ZmZDk1MjdmNjc2NWE5Yw==&h=Y2Q1ZDQwNWZkYzBiNTQyODk2ZmY5MmQzZDExMzU5MDEyY2VlNDc2NTQ5MGZjOGMyMzdhNzM5NWRmOWI1YzZlYQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmQ3YzkxMzFlYmQwMjZkZjZiOGY0OTA3OGI4MWZlZDFjOnYx
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https://www.rencenter.org/event/rrf-program-info-session/

http://www.sfsbdc.org/

http://nc.ecenterdirect.com/ClientSignup.action?CenterID=15
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“The Restaurant Revitalization Fund is one of the most significant lifelines available to our city’s 
struggling restaurants, cafes, and bars,” said Luis Granados, CEO of the Mission Economic 
Development Agency (MEDA). “This partnership between the Mayor’s Office, MEDA, 
Northeast Federal Credit Union, Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center, and the Small Business 
Development Center is a vital effort to ensure our Latino, Black, and AAPI business 
communities get their hands-on support they need to access these funds. Working together, we 
can help make our food establishments whole and put our city’s residents back to work.” 
 
“We are so thankful to the Small Business Administration for the launch of the $28.6 billion 
Restaurant Revitalization Grant fund!” said Laurie Thomas, Executive Director, Golden Gate 
Restaurant Association. “So many of our San Francisco independent restaurants are still in 
desperate need of cash to help fund their operations and bring back their workers. We encourage 
every food serving business who can to apply as soon as possible and we’ll amplify this 
information to help our members as well. We are grateful to OEWD and to our community 
partners for their continued commitment and work to assist businesses in going through this 
stressful application process.” 
 
This is part of San Francisco’s efforts to support small businesses, which have been decimated 
by this pandemic. Since the beginning of the pandemic, the City of San Francisco has provided 
immediate and ongoing support for small businesses, including directing more than $50 million 
in grants and loans to more than 3,500 small businesses, tens of millions of dollars in fee and tax 
deferrals, and assistance applying for state and federal funding. This includes legislation 
introduced and signed by Mayor Breed to waive $5 million in fees and taxes for entertainment 
and nightlife venues and small restaurants, meaning that businesses that receive a waiver do not 
have to pay back the fees at a later date.  
    
In addition to creating and supporting programs that respond to the urgent and ongoing needs of 
COVID-19, Mayor Breed has continued to invest in programs that regularly support small 
businesses in San Francisco, including the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative and Grants for the 
Arts. Lastly, the City has advanced numerous initiatives to make it easier to operate and open 
businesses during COVID-19 and beyond, such as the Shared Spaces program and the Small 
Business Recovery Act legislation, which is currently before the Board of Supervisors.   
  
More information about San Francisco’s support for small businesses is available here. 
 


### 



https://sf.gov/information/making-shared-spaces-program-permanent
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https://londonbreed.medium.com/showing-up-for-our-small-businesses-ac9ffd39b314





apply as soon as possible.
 
“We’re doing everything we can to help small businesses in San Francisco – from providing
local relief to helping businesses access state and federal dollars. We know that there is still a
lot of need out there, and we are grateful for the Biden Administration and Speaker Pelosi’s
leadership in securing these additional federal funds,” said Mayor Breed. “San Francisco is
lucky to have an amazing, diverse food scene, and we need our local restaurants to make it
through this challenging time. Every bit of financial support businesses can get will help them
stay open and recover, so we want to encourage all eligible restaurants to apply for this fund.”
 
“In San Francisco, our restaurants are at the heart of our community life. Thanks to President
Biden and Democrats in Congress, the American Rescue Plan has delivered a new lifeline for
our local restaurants in the Restaurant Revitalization Fund, especially those that are women-
owned, minority-owned and veteran-owned,” said Speaker Pelosi. “Mayor Breed has worked
tirelessly to help San Francisco restaurants and small businesses access vital federal relief
funding so that they can survive this crisis, and I look forward to working closely with her to
build back our vibrant city stronger than ever.”
 
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) is partnering with MEDA and
local community-based organizations to provide technical assistance and outreach to San
Francisco restaurants and other eligible businesses, with a focus on reaching businesses that
are in SBA’s priority groups. San Francisco community based organizations are providing
multi-lingual support and conducting outreach about the Fund in communities of color.
Specifically, the City is working with MEDA, Northeast Community Federal Credit Union
(NECFCU), Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center Bayview, and the SF Small Business
Development Center (SBDC).
 
San Francisco business owners who need assistance applying for the Fund should go to:
 

Mission Economic Development Agency
Website: medasf.org/restaurant/
Email: restaurant@medasf.org
Spanish Hotline: 415-249-2492

Northeast Community Federal Credit Union (Chinese)
Website: necfcu.weebly.com/
Phone Number: 415-434-0738

Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center Bayview
Website: rencenter.org/event/rrf-program-info-session/
Phone Number: 415-348-6223

SF Small Business Development Center (Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese)
Website: sfsbdc.org. New client registration click here and complete the
following form and you will be contacted to schedule an appointment.
Phone Number: 415-937-7232

 
A comprehensive list of business resources, including additional partners assisting with
applications for the Restaurant Revitalization Fund, is available online at oewd.org/covid19.
 
“The Restaurant Revitalization Fund is a lifeline for our struggling businesses that have been
severally impacted by the loss of revenue since the very start of this pandemic more than a
year ago. As San Francisco and the nation begins to reopen and recover, we want to make sure

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//medasf.org/restaurant/&g=M2ZmZDk1MjdmNjc2NWE5Yw==&h=Y2Q1ZDQwNWZkYzBiNTQyODk2ZmY5MmQzZDExMzU5MDEyY2VlNDc2NTQ5MGZjOGMyMzdhNzM5NWRmOWI1YzZlYQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmQ3YzkxMzFlYmQwMjZkZjZiOGY0OTA3OGI4MWZlZDFjOnYx
mailto:restaurant@medasf.org
https://necfcu.weebly.com/
https://www.rencenter.org/event/rrf-program-info-session/
http://www.sfsbdc.org/
http://nc.ecenterdirect.com/ClientSignup.action?CenterID=15
http://www.oewd.org/covid19


our businesses; especially our minority and women owned businesses have a head start in
applying for these funds,” said Anne Taupier, Acting Director of the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development. “We are grateful to have dedicated community partners eagerly
stepping up to serve the thousands of small businesses that need technical support to field
questions and navigate this relief program and application process.”
 
Funding amounts may be up to $10 million per business and no more than $5 million per
physical location. Recipients are not required to repay the funding as long as funds are used
for eligible uses by March 11, 2023. Additional information about the Fund, including
eligibility requirements, is available here.
 
“The Restaurant Revitalization Fund is one of the most significant lifelines available to our
city’s struggling restaurants, cafes, and bars,” said Luis Granados, CEO of the Mission
Economic Development Agency (MEDA). “This partnership between the Mayor’s Office,
MEDA, Northeast Federal Credit Union, Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center, and the Small
Business Development Center is a vital effort to ensure our Latino, Black, and AAPI business
communities get their hands-on support they need to access these funds. Working together, we
can help make our food establishments whole and put our city’s residents back to work.”
 
“We are so thankful to the Small Business Administration for the launch of the $28.6 billion
Restaurant Revitalization Grant fund!” said Laurie Thomas, Executive Director, Golden Gate
Restaurant Association. “So many of our San Francisco independent restaurants are still in
desperate need of cash to help fund their operations and bring back their workers. We
encourage every food serving business who can to apply as soon as possible and we’ll amplify
this information to help our members as well. We are grateful to OEWD and to our
community partners for their continued commitment and work to assist businesses in going
through this stressful application process.”
 
This is part of San Francisco’s efforts to support small businesses, which have been decimated
by this pandemic. Since the beginning of the pandemic, the City of San Francisco has
provided immediate and ongoing support for small businesses, including directing more
than $50 million in grants and loans to more than 3,500 small businesses, tens of millions of
dollars in fee and tax deferrals, and assistance applying for state and federal funding. This
includes legislation introduced and signed by Mayor Breed to waive $5 million in fees and
taxes for entertainment and nightlife venues and small restaurants, meaning that businesses
that receive a waiver do not have to pay back the fees at a later date. 
  
In addition to creating and supporting programs that respond to the urgent and ongoing needs
of COVID-19, Mayor Breed has continued to invest in programs that regularly support small
businesses in San Francisco, including the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative and Grants for
the Arts. Lastly, the City has advanced numerous initiatives to make it easier to operate and
open businesses during COVID-19 and beyond, such as the Shared Spaces program and
the Small Business Recovery Act legislation, which is currently before the Board of
Supervisors.  
 
More information about San Francisco’s support for small businesses is available here.
 

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

Chan, Deland (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: FW: Corrected exhibits for Item #10, 2021-001979CUA at 141 Leland Avenue,
Date: Monday, May 03, 2021 12:56:11 PM
Attachments: 2021-001979CUA.pdf

141 Leland Ave Exhibits.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: "Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)" <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, May 3, 2021 at 11:20 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Corrected exhibits for Item #10, 2021-001979CUA at 141 Leland Avenue,
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Please provide to the Commissioners the corrected Exhibits for Item #10 on this week’s Commission
Agenda.
 
I have attached a PDF of the exhibits and a full case report package.
 
Thank you!
 
Jeff Horn, Senior Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division 
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: 628.652.7366 | 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. 
 
I am working from home during this time and will be available through email.
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https://sfplanning.org/covid-19



 


 


Executive Summary 
Conditional Use  
HEARING DATE: MAY 6, 2021 


 


Record No.: 2021-001979CUA 
Project Address: 141 Leland Avenue 
Zoning: Neighborhood Commercial, Small Scale (NC-2) District and Residential- House, One Family (RH-1)  
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6250/014, 015, 016,  017, 018, 019, 020 
Project Sponsor: Esmeralda Compos 
 Mercy Properties California 
 1256 Market Street  
 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Property Owner: Mercy Properties California 
 1256 Market Street  
 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 652-7366 
 jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 


 


Project Description 
This proposal is to change the use of an existing 45-guest Residential Care Facility to 45 bedrooms of group 
housing within an existing 20,424 gross square foot, two-story building.  


The Project is utilizing the California State Density Bonus law and requests Incentives / Concessions for rear yard,  
and a waiver for usable open space. 


 


Required Commission Action 
In order for the Project to proceed, the Commission must grant a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA  to allow the for a change of use from 
Residential Care Facility to a Group Housing. 



https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_planning/0-0-0-25360#rid-0-0-0-25507

mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
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Issues and Other Considerations 
• Public Comment & Outreach.  


o Support/Opposition: The Department has not received any comment letters in support or opposition to 
the Project. 


o Outreach: As part the RCFCI delicensing project by the City of San Francisco, the following outreach has 
occurred:  


The following resident outreach has occurred off-site:  
A. Mayor’s Office Update – March 15 
B. Community HIV Housing Plan Update – March 18 
C. HIV Planning Council Update – March 22 
D. Community Care Licensing Update – March 24                          
E. Primary Care Provider Update – April 7 
F. Supervisor Mandelman and Staff – April 19 
 


Resident and Staff Outreach  
G  Town Hall and individual meetings have been ongoing since the week of March 8  


 
• Interim Zoning Controls. On October 11, 2019, the Board of Supervisors passed Board File No. 190907 


enacting a resolution to require Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission to change the 
use of a Residential Care Facility to another use. As part of this resolution, the Commission must adopt certain 
findings, as detailed in the draft motion. 


• Facility Operations. Owner by Mercy Housing, and Operated Catholic Charities, the existing facility is licensed 
by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV or AIDS, 
and the change of use to residential group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco to develop an 
intermediate level of supportive housing that does not require licensure. The proposed use change will 
maintain the same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. There 
will also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the 
new category. The project is 100% affordable housing per the requirements of the federal funding source 
(HOPWA). 


Environmental Review  
The Project is “Not a Project” under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)  
 


Basis for Recommendation 
The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General 
Plan, and the findings of the Interim Zoning Controls adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed new 
residential group housing will be located within the existing buildings on-site, no changes are proposed to the 
exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same number of residents (45) that reside on the 
property. The Project will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the 
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neighborhood or the community by providing an intermediate level of congregate care for persons living with 
HIV/AIDS within an existing facility established in the neighborhood, and not to be detrimental to persons or 
adjacent properties in the vicinity.   
 


Attachments: 
Draft Motion – Conditional Use Authorization with Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit B – Plans and Renderings 
Exhibit C – Land Use Data 
Exhibit D– Maps and Context Photos  
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Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: May 6, 2021 


 
 


Record No.: 2021-001979CUA 
Project Address: 141 Leland Avenue 
Zoning: Neighborhood Commercial, Small Scale (NC-2) District and Residential- House, One Family (RH-1)  
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6250/014, 015, 016,  017, 018, 019, 020 
Project Sponsor: Esmeralda Compos 
 Mercy Properties California 
 1256 Market Street  
 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Property Owner: Mercy Properties California 
 1256 Market Street  
 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 652-7366 
 jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 303 AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FILE NO. 190908 AND FOR CONCESSION/INCENTIVE AND WAIVER 
FROM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 206.6 AND CALIFORNIA 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65915 PURSUANT TO STATE DENSITY BONUS LAW TO ALLOW THE CHANGE IN USE 
OF A RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY USE TO A GROUP HOUSING WITHIN AN EXISTING TWO-STORY BUILDING, 
LOCATED AT 141 LELAND AVENUE, LOTS 014-020 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 6250, WITHIN AN NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL, SMALL SCALE (NC-2) DISTRICT AND RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, ONE FAMILY (RH-1)  AND A 40-X HEIGHT 
AND BULK DISTRICT. 
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PREAMBLE 
On February 25, 2021, Esmeralda Compos of Mercy Properties California (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an 
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Conditional Use Authorization under 
Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA and for Concession/Incentive and 
Waiver from Development Standards, pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 and California Government Code 
Section 65915 pursuant to State Density Bonus Law to allow the for a change of use from Residential Care Facility 
to a Group Housing at 141 Leland Avenue, Block 6250, Lots 014 through 020 (hereinafter “Project Site”). 
 
On May 6, 2021, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on 
Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2021-001979CUA.  
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2021-
001979CUA is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 
2021-001979CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 
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FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 


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


Project Description. This proposal is to change the use of an existing 45-guest Residential Care Facility 
to 45 bedrooms of group housing within an existing 20,424 gross square foot, two-story building.  


Operated under a contract to the City and County of San Francisco through the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
and Community Development, the existing facility is licensed by the State of California as a Residential 
Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV or AIDS, and the change of use to residential 
group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco to develop an intermediate level of supportive housing 
that does not require licensure. The proposed change will maintain the same number of residents (45), 
and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. There will also be a potential decrease in on-
site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new category. 


2. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project site is comprised of seven lots located at the corner of 
Leland Avenue and Peabody Street, and combined have any area of approximately 21,217 square feet. 
The four lots fronting on Leland are located within the NC-2 District and are developed with the two-story 
building. The Remaining three lots to the south are within the RH-1 District and are developed with an 18 
vehicle accessory parking lot that is accessed off Peabody Street.  


3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property located within a length of 
neighborhood along Leland Avenue, which is surrounded by properties zoned RH-1 and strip of  P (Public) 
across Leland  Avenue that is the terminus point of the Visitacion Valley Greenway. Leland Avenue is 
developed with 2- to 3-story mixed use and residential buildings and the surrounding areas are 
predominantly two-story single-family-homes. 


4. Public Outreach and Comments.  No public comments were received on the project. As part the RCFCI 
delicensing project by the City of San Francisco, the following outreach has occurred:  


The following resident outreach has occurred off-site:  
A. Mayor’s Office Update – March 15 
B. Community HIV Housing Plan Update – March 18 
C. HIV Planning Council Update – March 22 
D. Community Care Licensing Update – March 24                          
E. Primary Care Provider Update – April 7 
F. Supervisor Mandelman and Staff – April 19 


 
Resident and Staff Outreach  


G. Town Hall and individual meetings have been ongoing since the week of March 8  
 
5. Planning Code Section 206.6 Findings.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6(e), the Planning 


Commission shall make the following findings as applicable for any application for a Density Bonus, 
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Incentive, Concession or Waiver for any Individually Requested State Density Bonus Project: 


A. The Housing Project is eligible for the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6(b) and meets all the following criteria:  


(1) The project contains five or more residential units;  


(2) The project is not seeking and receiving any density or development bonus under 
Section 207; the HOME-SF program, Section 206.3; the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, Section 206.4; Section 304, or any other local or state bonus program that 
provides development bonuses;  


(3) Provides Restricted Affordable Housing Units, including but not limited to 
Inclusionary Housing Units, at minimum levels as provided in Table 206.6A;   


(4) Provides replacement units for any units demolished or renovated that are 
subject to the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, Administrative 
Code Section 37, or are units qualifying for replacement as units being occupied by 
households of low or very low income, consistent with the requirements of Government 
Code Section 65915(c)(3); and  


(5) Is in any zoning district except for RH-1 or RH-2, unless the Code permits the 
development of a project of five units or more on a site or sites.  


The Project contains 45 residential units, which exceeds the minimum of five units required to qualify 
for the State Density Bonus Law. The project is not seeking any other density or development bonus 
outside of the additional density, waivers, and incentives/concessions provided by the State Density 
Bonus Law. The project provides more than 24% of the proposed rental dwelling units as affordable 
to lower income households, defined as those earning 80% of area median income, and is therefore 
entitled to a 50% density bonus under the State Law. The Project is seeking a density bonus of 
approximately 15%.  The project does not propose to demolish any units which are subject to the 
San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. A portion of the project is in the RH-1 
District, but the structure proposed to be converted to residential uses is wholly located in the NC-2 
Zoning District, which permits a density greater than five units at the site.  


B. The Housing Project has demonstrated that any Concessions or Incentives reduce actual housing 
costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the 
targeted units, based upon the financial analysis and documentation provided.  


The Project is seeking an incentive or concession from the development standards for Rear Yard 
(Planning Code Section 134). The existing Residential Care Facility includes 18 parking spaces 
behind the existing building which serve both residents and staff. Parking is usually not permitted 
within the rear yard setback; however, removing the parking would have significant financial 
implications for the project, which does not propose any alterations or construction. Not only would 
the project require construction work to remove the parking lot and install another use, but would 
also result in the loss of an amenity to tenants and potential loss of rental income.  
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C. If a waiver or modification is requested, a finding that the Development Standards for which the 
waiver is requested would have the effect of physically precluding the construction of the Housing 
Project with the Density Bonus or Concessions and Incentives permitted. 


The maximum density at the site would permit 39 group housing rooms. In its current operations, 
the Residential Care Facility serves 45 existing residents. To maintain the existing occupancy through 
the proposed change of use from institutional use (residential care) to residential use (group 
housing), the project requires a density bonus of approximately 15%. In addition to the density 
standards, the change of use to residential also triggers the development standards for residential 
uses.  
 
The Project requests a waiver from the Planning Code Development Standard for Usable Open 
Space (Planning Code Section 135); without these waivers, the conversion to residential use would 
be physically precluded. While the project provides outdoor open areas to the tenants, these outdoor 
areas do not meet the standards set forth in Section 135 for common usable open space. To bring 
these open areas into compliance would require modifications to the existing building envelope, 
resulting in a loss of density.  
 


D. If the Density Bonus is based all or in part on donation of land, a finding that all the requirements 
included in Government Code Section 65915(g) have been met. 


The Density Bonus for the Project is not based on any donation of land; and is therefore not 
applicable. 
 


E. If the Density Bonus, Concession or Incentive is based all or in part on the inclusion of a Child Care 
Facility, a finding that all the requirements included in Government Code Section 65915(h) have 
been met. 


The requested Density Bonus for the Project is not based on the inclusion of a Child Care Facility; 
and is therefore not applicable. 
 


F. If a waiver or modification is requested, a finding that the Development Standards for which the 
waiver is requested would have the effect of physically precluding the construction of the Housing 
Project with the Density Bonus or Concessions and Incentives permitted. 


The Project requests the following waivers of Planning Code Development Standards: 1) Rear Yard 
(Planning Code Section 134); 2) Usable Open Space (Planning Code Section 135);  
 


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


A. Use. Planning Code permits Group Housing with a density limits of 1 bed for every 225 square feet of 
lot area within an NC-2 District and it is not permit and RH-1 District.  


The Project provides 45  beds of group housing within the existing site. The area of the lot zoned NC-2 is 
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10,518 square feet, which allows for 38 group housing units. Per Section 206.6, the project requests a 
density bonus of 18% to provide a total of 45 beds. 


B. Rear Yard.  Section 134  of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal to 45% of lot depth within an 
NC-2 District and 30% in the RH-1 District. 


The rear yard of the property is located entirety in the RH-1 zoned portion, when measured from the 
Leland Street frontage. The entirety of the properties rear yard is developed with an 18 vehicle parking 
lot and therefore a waiver to rear yard is requested per the State Density Bonus Program and Section 
206.6. 


C. Open Space. Section 135 of the Planning Code requires that for all group housing projects, the 
minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall be one-third the 
amount required for a dwelling unit. A  minimum of 100 square feet of private outdoor space, or 133 
square feet of common outdoor space, are required for residential units within the NC-2 Zoning 
District.  


The 45-bed group housing project would be required to provide 1,796  square feet of common usable 
open space. The project requests a waiver to rear yard is requested per the State Density Bonus Program 
and Section 206.6. 


D. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Section 140 of the Planning Code requires that for all group housing projects, 
either each bedroom or at least one interior common area that meets the 120 square-foot minimum 
superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of the Housing Code at least one room that faces a 
street, yard, or open space that is at least 20-feet deep.  


The project provides a common area of at least 120 square feet in area that faces onto Leland Avenue.  


E. Bicycle Parking. Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires one Class 1 bicycle parking space four 
beds of group housing  and a minimum of two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. 


The proposed 45-bedroom group housing project will provide 11 Class 1 bicycle storage lockers within 
the site’s rear yard and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces off-site. The Class 1 bicycle parking will be 
stored within the allowable 100 square feet yard obstruction as provided in Planning Code Section 
136(c)(23). 


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


A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 
 
The proposed new residential group housing will be located within the buildings on site, no 
changes are proposed to the exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same 



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





Draft Motion  Record No. 2021-001979CUA 
Hearing Date:  May 6, 2021  141 Leland Avenue 


  7  


number of residents (45), and even some of the residents will live in this facility. There will also be a 
potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new 
category. The Project will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community by providing an intermediate level of congregate care 
for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 


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


(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of structures;  
 
The size and shape of the site and the size, shape, and arrangement of the building, e.g. 
height and bulk, will not be modified as  part of this Project.  


(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  
 
The Planning Code does not require off-street parking for Residential uses. The existing 
site will retain the one off-street parking space. 


(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 
dust and odor;  
 
The Project will not produce noxious or offensive emissions related to noise, glare, dust, or 
odor.  


(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open 
spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 
The Project currently provides a  front setback that is within compliance with landscaping 
and permeability requirements. The existing side property line along Alert Alley is fenced 
and provides screening of the existing off-street parking space. 


C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 
The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 


D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of 
the applicable Use District. 
 
The Project Site is located in an NC-2 Zoning District in which group housing is a principally 
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permitted use. 


8. Interim Zoning Controls Findings: Change of Use to a Residential Care Facility. Effective on October 
11, 2019, the Board of Supervisors passed an interim zoning control to require Conditional Use 
Authorization for a change in use of a residential care facility. In addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) 
of this Code, the Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met: 


A. Any findings by the Department of Public Health, the Human Services Agency, the Department of 
Aging and Adult Services, or the San Francisco Long-Term Care Coordinating Council regarding 
the capacity of the existing Residential Care Facility Use, the population served, and the nature 
and quality of services provided. 


Operated under contract to the City and County of San Francisco through the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing and Community Development, the existing facility is licensed by the State of California as a 
Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV or AIDS, and the change of 
use to residential group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco to develop an intermediate 
level of supportive housing that does not require licensure. The proposed change will maintain the 
same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. There 
will also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents 
under the new category. 


 
B. The impact of the change of use on the neighborhood and community. 


The Project Site is on a primarily residential block with single-family homes and multifamily 
buildings. The change of use would not alter the existing structures. The proposed change will 
maintain the same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the 
facility. There will also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of 
the residents under the new category. 


 
C. Whether there are sufficient available beds at a licensed Residential Care Facility within a one-


mile radius of the site. 


The residents of the existing Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV 
or AIDS have a unique housing need that not all licensed Residential Care Facilities provide. As a 
result of MOHCD’s RCFCI Delicensure Project, beds for persons living with HIV or AIDS would be 
available at  Maitri (15 beds) located at 401 Duboce Avenue and Peter Claver Community (32 beds) 
located at 1340 Golden Gate. 


 
D. Whether the Residential Care Facility Use to be converted will be relocated or replaced with 


another Residential Care Facility Use. The intensity of activity in the district is not such that 
allowing the larger use will be likely to foreclose the location of other needed neighborhood-
serving uses in the area. 
 
The proposed new residential group housing will be located within the buildings on site, no 
changes are proposed to the exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same 
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number of residents (45), including some of the residents that currently live in the facility. There will 
also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents 
under the new category. The Project will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and 
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community by providing an intermediate level of 
congregate care for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 


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


HOUSING ELEMENT 


Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, 
WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net increase in 
affordable housing. 
 
Policy 2.2 
Retain existing housing by controlling the merger of residential units, except where a merger clearly 
creates new family housing. 
 
Policy 2.4 
Promote improvements and continued maintenance to existing units to ensure long term habitation 
and safety. 
 
Policy 2.5 
Encourage and support the seismic retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
Policy 11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 
 
Policy 11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing residential 
neighborhood character. 
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Policy 11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density 
plan and the general plan. 
 
Policy 11.5 
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 
character. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote community 
interaction. 
 
Policy 11.7 
Respect San Francisco s̓ historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring consistency 
with historic districts. 
 
Policy 11.8 
Consider a neighborhoods̓ character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption caused by 
expansion of institutions into residential areas. 


 
 
The Project includes the conversion of a vacant Residential Care Facility use to a Residential use containing 
is changing the use of an existing 45-guest  Residential Care to a residential use of 45-beds of group housing 
within the two existing buildings located on the lot. Operated under contract to the City and County of San 
Francisco through the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, the existing facility is licensed 
by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Chronically Ill for people living with HIV or AIDS, 
and the change of use to residential group housing is to allow the City of San Francisco to develop an 
intermediate level of supportive housing that does not require licensure. The proposed change will maintain 
the same number of residents (45), and some of the existing residents will remain in the facility. There will 
also be a potential decrease in on-site staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new 
category. 
 
The proposed new residential group housing will be located within the buildings on site, no changes are 
proposed to the exterior or interior. The proposed change will maintain the same number of residents (10), 
and even some of the residents will live in this facility. There will also be a potential decrease in on-site 
staffing due to the lower level of acuity of the residents under the new category. The Project will provide a 
development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community by 
providing an intermediate level of congregate care for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 
 
 The proposal to change the use to group housing to provide an intermediate level of congregate care for 
persons living with HIV/AIDS is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 


 
10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 


permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in that:  
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A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 
The Project is not anticipated to significantly affect the existing mix of neighborhood-serving retail 
uses. The Project is a residential rather than commercial use.   


B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 
The Project is not anticipated to adversely affect the character or diversity of the neighborhood. 
The Project will create new group housing to provide an intermediate level of congregate care as a  
Transitional Residential Care Facility.  


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  
 
The Project would not have any adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing. 


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  
 
The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options.  The Project is located within a 
¼ mile of the 8 Bayshore Muni bus lines  and the K and T MUNI subway lines.  The Project is 
retaining 18 on-site parking space within the yard. Therefore, traffic and transit ridership 
generated by the Project will not overburden the streets or MUNI service.   


E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
 
The Project will not displace or adversely affect any service sector or industrial businesses and it 
does not include any commercial office development.   


F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 
 
This Project will not adversely affect the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake. The Project 
will comply with the requirements of the San Francisco Building Code. 


G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 
The subject property is not considered to be an historic resource. 


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project will have no negative effect on existing parks and open spaces, and will not adversely 
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affect their access to sunlight, or vistas.  


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


12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the 
health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 
2021-001979CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with 
plans on file, undated,  and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set 
forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization 
to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion 
shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of 
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board 
of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s 
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 6, 2021. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


ADOPTED: May 6, 2021  
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 


This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a change in use from Residential Care Facility to a dwelling unit, 
located at 141 Leland Avenue, Lot 014 through 020 of Block 6250, pursuant to Planning Code Sections Planning 
Code Section 303 and Board of Supervisors File No. 190908 and for Concession/Incentive and Waiver from 
Development Standards, pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 and California Government Code Section 
65915 pursuant to State Density Bonus Law, within the NC-2 and RH-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, undated, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record 
No. 2021-001979CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on May 6, 
2021 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and 
not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 
 


Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 


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


Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 


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


Severability 


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


Changes and Modifications  


Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 


 


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


effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or 
Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has 
lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an 
amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project sponsor 
decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct a public 
hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the 
Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of 
time for the continued validity of the Authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  
www.sfplanning.org 


3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the 
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. 
Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) 
years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning 
Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal 
challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused 
delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be 
approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such 
approval. 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
 


Parking and Traffic 
6. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than 11 Class 1 Bicycle and 2 Class 2 Bicycle parking 


spaces as required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


7. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall 
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning Department, and other 
construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage traffic congestion and pedestrian 
circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


Monitoring - After Entitlement 
8. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion 


or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


9. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints 
from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project 
Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the 
Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the 
Commission, after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this 
authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


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


sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the 



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

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/





Draft Motion  Record No. 2021-001979CUA 
Hearing Date:  May 6, 2021  141 Leland Avenue 


  17  


Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
628.271.2000, www.sfpublicworks.org 


11. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement the 
approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the issues of 
concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning 
Administrator and all registered neighborhood groups for the area with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the 
Zoning Administrator and registered neighborhood groups shall be made aware of such change. The 
community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the 
community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


12. State Density Bonus. The Project currently operates as a 100% affordable housing project with units 
restricted at a maximum of 80% AMI. Pursuant to CA Govt. Code Section 65915 and Planning Code Section 
206.6 (The State Density Bonus Law), the project is seeking a 15% density bonus to provide a maximum of 45 
units, exceeding the maximum allowable density on the site (or base density, a total of 39 units) by six units. 
In order to qualify for this density bonus, the project sponsor shall restrict at least 10% of the base units, or 
four units, to Lower Income Households as defined in CA Govt. Code Section 65915. Alternatively, the 
sponsor may restrict at least 5% of the base units, or two units, to very low income households as defined in 
CA Govt. Code Section 65915. Affordable units provided pursuant to the State Density Bonus Law shall 
remain affordable for 55 years.   


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


13. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. As currently proposed, the Project is exempt from the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program because it is a 100% affordable housing project in which rents are 
controlled or regulated by any government unit, agency or authority, excepting those unsubsidized and/or 
unassisted units which are insured by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. In 
the event that the Project changes and some or all of the units become market-rate, the Project shall comply 
with the inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Section 415 of the Code. This condition of approval 
shall constitute the written determination and notice of the inclusionary housing requirement pursuant to 
the procedures set forth in Code Section 415.  


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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Leland Descriptions and Photos 


Leland House is composed of two physical buildings that are joined by a central staircase.  Each building 
has two floors, but they are on slightly different levels, so floors 1 and 3 are the respective ground levels 
in each building, and 2 and 4 are the upper levels in each building, with a central stairwell that joins 
them all. 


For each building floor: 


 Floor 1 Floor 2 Floor 3 Floor 4 
# of resident rooms 10 12 12 11 
# of bathrooms with 
sink and toilet 


3 2 4 2 


# of showers 2 3 4 4 
List of common areas 1 1   
Number of staff offices 3 1 3 2 
List of any 
utility/laundry spaces 


2 1   


 


 


 


 







Leland House – Property Photographs 
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      Dining Room            Community Kitchen 


 


 







Leland House – Property Photographs 
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                 Exterior – Leland and Peabody                                      Exterior/Entry – Leland St. 







 


EXHIBIT X 


Land Use Information 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 141 LELAND AVE 


RECORD NO.: 2021-001979CUA 


 EXISTING PROPOSED NET NEW 


GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF) 


Parking GSF    
Residential GSF  20,424 20,424 


Retail/Commercial GSF    
Office GSF    


Industrial/PDR GSF  
Production, Distribution, & Repair    


Medical GSF    
Visitor GSF    


CIE GSF 20,424   


Usable Open Space    
Public Open Space    


Other (                                 )    
TOTAL GSF 20,424 20,424 0 


 EXISTING NET NEW TOTALS 


PROJECT FEATURES (Units or Amounts) 


Dwelling Units - Affordable  45 45 


Dwelling Units - Market Rate    
Dwelling Units - Total  45 45 


Hotel Rooms    
Number of Buildings 2  2 


Number of Stories 2  2 


Parking Spaces 18  18 
Loading Spaces    


Bicycle Spaces    


Car Share Spaces    
Other (                                 )    







 2 


 
 


 EXISTING PROPOSED NET NEW 


LAND USE - RESIDENTIAL 


Studio Units    
One Bedroom Units    
Two Bedroom Units    


Three Bedroom (or +) Units    
Group Housing - Rooms  45 45 


Group Housing - Beds    
SRO Units    


Micro Units    


Accessory Dwelling Units    
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affidavit


COMPLIANCE WITH THE STATE DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM 
 
Applicants seeking a density bonus pursuant to CA Government Code Section 65915 must complete this Affidavit and provide 
it to the Project Planner no later than 30 days prior to project approval by the Planning Commission. Additional information 
about the State Density Bonus Program is available in Planning Director Bulletin 6 and in the Individually Requested State 
Density Bonus Program Informational and Supplemental Application Packet. 


Date: 


I, , do hereby declare as follows:


The subject property is located at:


Address:              Block and Lot: 


The subject property is located within the following zoning district:


Zoning District          Height and Bulk District: 


Special Use District(s) if applicable:  


The Planning Application Number is   and the Building Permit Application Number is .


The Current Planner assigned to my project within the Planning Department is: .


Please indicate the tenure of the project.


  Ownership. Affordable housing units provided on-site will be sold as ownership units and remain
ownership units for the life of the project.


  Rental. Affordable housing units provided on-site will be rental units and remain rental units for the life of
the project.


I acknowledge that changing the project tenure throughout the life of the project may impact the density bonus that the 
project is eligible for. Changes in tenure, especially from a rental project to an ownership project, may require additional 
affordable units be provided on-site, or may require ownership units to be provided at lower affordability levels.   


(Initial)  


The project includes   total dwelling units and/or group housing rooms. If the project proposes 10 units or more, 
please complete the Inclusionary Section below. An Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
is required for projects with 10 or more housing units.


  This project is exempt from the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program because: 


  This project is 100% Affordable 


  This project is 100% Student Housing


4 9 S o ut h Va n Nes s Av enu e, S u ite 14 0 0
Sa n F r a n c i s co, C A   941 03
www.sfplan n i ng.org


April 23, 2021


Ramie Dare


141 Leland Avenue 6250/017,018,019,020


South Central 40-X


Jeff Horn


✔


45


DocuSign Envelope ID: 1E664897-34B2-4994-8B22-4BB29F22C706
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Inclusionary Information


On-site Inclusionary Rate: %


Low Income: % at 55% AMI* (rental) or 80% AMI (ownership)


Moderate Income: % at 80% AMI (rental) or 105% AMI (ownership)


Middle Income: % at 110% AMI (rental) or 130% AMI (ownership)


Inclusionary Fee Rate: %


*Inclusionary Units provided at 55% AMI may qualify for a bonus at the Very Low Income Level (50% AMI).


I acknowledge that the project is seeking authorization pursuant to Section 415.5(g)(1)(D). On-site affordable units will be 
credited against the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee, as calculated by staff below. The remainder of the fee is required 
to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. 


The Project is seeking the following density bonus:
  This project is seeking a % density bonus by providing % of units at Very Low Income (50% AMI)


  This project is seeking a % density bonus by providing % of units at Lower Income (80% AMI)


  This project is seeking a % density bonus by providing % of units at Moderate Income (120% AMI)


  This project is 100% affordable and seeking form-based density with three additional stories of height.


  This project is seeking a 35% density bonus by providing 20% of units to Lower Income Students in a qualifying Student 
       Housing Development.


  This project is seeking a 20% density bonus by providing senior housing.


  This project is seeking a 20% density bonus by providing 10% of units to transitional foster youth, disabled veterans, or 
       homeless persons. 


I acknowledge that any affordable housing units provided to qualify for a density bonus will be put into the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program and is generally subject to the procedures set forth in Section 415 and in the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Monitoring and Procedures Manual.


Project Information


The unit mix of the project is as follows:


Unit Type Number of Units in the Project
Group Housing


Studio


1 BR


2 BR


3 BR


4 BR


Other (please specify): 


100


✔ 20 10


45
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A code-compliant base density study has been provided to the Planning Department. The base density of the subject property 


is  residential square feet / units (choose one). For the purposes of calculating the density bonus, Residential Gross 
Floor Area means any floor area that would be counted as Gross Floor Area, as defined in Planning Code Section 102 that is 
dedicated to the residential uses on the property. 


The project includes  total residential gross square feet. 


The project is seeking the following waivers: 


The project is seeking the following incentives/concessions: 


Please attach any supplemental information to demonstrate that the requested incentives/concessions result in actual, 
identifiable cost reductions for the project. 


A Regulatory Agreement is required for this project. A Draft Regulatory Agreement must be provided to the Planning 
Department prior to the first discretionary hearing or building permit approval, as applicable. The regulatory agreement must 
be finalized and recorded prior to the issuance of the site or building permit. 


I have read and understand Planning Director Bulletin 6: Implementing the State Density Bonus in its entirety. 


Contact Information and Declaration of Project Sponsor


Company Name:          Name of Contact Person: 


Address:      Phone:      Email: 


I am a duly authorized agent or owner of the subject property. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State 
of California that the foregoing is true and correct. I hereby declare that the information herein is accurate to the best of my 
knowledge and that I intend to satisfy the requirements of CA Govt. Code Section 65915, Planning Code Section 206.6 and 415 
as indicated above.


Signature: 


Name (Printed), Title:      Date: 


38
✔


20,424


Residential Density


Mercy Housing Ramie Dare


1256 Market Street, San Francisco, CA 94102 (415)355-7118 rdare@mercyhoursing.org


Owner 4/23/2021


DocuSign Envelope ID: 1E664897-34B2-4994-8B22-4BB29F22C706
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for May 6, 2021
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 4:38:09 PM
Attachments: 20210506_cal.docx

20210506_cal.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2021.docx
Advance Calendar - 20210506.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for May 6, 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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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING COMMISSION







Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, May 6, 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

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:

 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

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: 	187 481 6408



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.




ROLL CALL:		

		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

			Theresa Imperial, 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.



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



1.	2021-000186CUA	(C. MAY: (628) 652-7359)

2675 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the southeast corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1094 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 and 712 to establish a formula retail use (d.b.a. Bank of America) within the vacant one-story building, recently constructed fronting onto the east side of Masonic Avenue within a NC-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and 40-X and 80-D Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



2.	2019-019373DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

217 HUGO STREET – between 3rd and 4th Avenues; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 1752 (District 5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application nos. 2019.0730.7350 and 2019.0730.7351 to demolish an existing one-story commercial building and construct a three-story over garage building with two dwelling units 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 as Modified



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



3.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for April 22, 2021



4.	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



5.	Director’s Announcements



6.	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.



7.	2015-009955ENV	(M. LI: (628) 652-7538)

1525 PINE STREET – between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street, Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 0667 (District 3) – Appeal to the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration for the demolition of an existing one-story restaurant and the construction of a new eight-story, 83-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space within the Polk NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District, Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use Special Use District, and 65-A Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold 

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021)



8.	2015-009955CUA	(C. ASBAGH: (628) 652- 7329)

1525 PINE STREET – between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street, Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 0667 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and other applicable Sections as follows: Development on a Large Lot (Section 121.1), Non-Residential Use Size (Section 121.2), Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6), and Operating Hours (Section 723). Request for State Density Bonus pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 to achieve an additional six units over the base density of 15 units, for a total of 21 units, with one Concession or Incentive for Permitted Obstructions (Section 136), and Waivers requested from the minimum requirements for Rear Yard (Section 134), Common Useable Open Space (Section 135), Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), Ground-Floor Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4), Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6), Height (Section 260), Setbacks on Narrow Streets (Section 261.1), and Bulk (Section 270). The project would demolish an existing 1,661 square foot one-story commercial restaurant (dba “Grubstake”) and construct a new 83-foot tall eight-story mixed-use building with a 2,856 square foot restaurant and 21 dwelling units within the Polk NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District, Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use Special Use District, and 65-A 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)



9.	2019-020740CUA	(C. ASBAGH: (628) 652- 7329)

468 TURK STREET – north side of Turk Street between Larkin and Hyde Streets; Lot 006 of Assessor’s Block 0336 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3, 253 and 303, to allow construction of a residential base project exceeding 50 feet in height at the street frontage for a project that would construct a new nine-story, 86-ft tall, residential building (approximately 35,090 square feet) with 101 group housing units, and making findings of eligibility for the individually requested State Density Bonus. The project would utilize the State Density Bonus law (California Government Code Sections 65915-65918) and receive waivers for: height limit (Planning Code Sec. 260) upper story setback (Planning Code Sec. 132.2), and rear yard (Planning Code Sec. 134) requirements of the planning code. The project site is located within a RC-4 (Residential – Commercial, High Density) Zoning District, North of Market Special Use District Subarea 1, Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, and 80-T Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 15, 2021)

Note: On April 15, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 6, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0.



10.	2021-001979CUA	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

141 LELAND AVENUE – southeast corner of the intersection of Leland Avenue and Peabody Street, Lots 014 through 020 in Assessor’s Block 2650 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA, Enactment Number 190908, passed by the Board of Supervisors on October 11, 2019 and for Concession/Incentive and Waiver from Development Standards, pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 and California Government Code Section 65915 pursuant to State Density Bonus Law for a change of use from a residential care facility (Institutional Use) to group housing (Residential Use) within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial - Small Scale) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District and the Visitacion Valley/Schlage Special Use 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



11a.	2021-002277CUA	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

220 DOLORES STREET – west side of Dolores Street, between 15th and 16th Streets, Lot 003A in Assessor’s Block 3557 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA, Enactment Number 190908, passed by the Board of Supervisors on October 11, 2019 for a change of use from a residential care facility (Institutional Use) to group housing (Residential Use) within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) 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



11b.	2021-002277VAR	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

220 DOLORES STREET – west side of Dolores Street, between 15th and 16th Streets, Lot 003A in Assessor’s Block 3557 (District 8) – Request for Variances from the rear yard and dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Sections 134 and 140. The subject property is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.



12a.	2021-002736CUA	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

129 HYDE STREET – west side of Hyde Street, between Turk Street and Golden Gate Avenue, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0346 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA, Enactment Number 190908, passed by the Board of Supervisors on October 11, 2019 for a change of use from a residential care facility (Institutional Use) to group housing (Residential Use) within a C-3-G (Downtown- General) Zoning District and 80-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



12b.	2021-002736VAR	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

129 HYDE STREET – west side of Hyde Street, between Turk Street and Golden Gate Avenue, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0346 (District 6) – Request for a Variance from the rear yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134. The subject property is located within a C-3-G (Downtown- General) Zoning District and 80-X Height and Bulk District.



G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



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



13.	2013.0846DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

140-142 JASPER PLACE – between Union and Filbert Streets; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 0103 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 2014.0627.9672 for the construction of a third-floor vertical addition set back 12 feet from front building wall, reconfigure the rear wall, and retrofit the basement level to expand the lower unit of an existing three-story, two-family house within a RM-2 (Residential-Mixed, Moderate Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on April 29, 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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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 
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.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Remote Access to Information and Participation  
 


In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through 
the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be 
held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly 
encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code:  187 481 6408 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 


  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 
   Theresa Imperial, 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. 


 
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 


 
1. 2021-000186CUA (C. MAY: (628) 652-7359) 


2675 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the southeast corner of Geary Boulevard and 
Masonic Avenue; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 1094 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional 
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 and 712 to establish 
a formula retail use (d.b.a. Bank of America) within the vacant one-story building, recently 
constructed fronting onto the east side of Masonic Avenue within a NC-3 (Moderate Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and 40-X and 80-D Height and Bulk 
Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
2. 2019-019373DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


217 HUGO STREET – between 3rd and 4th Avenues; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 1752 (District 
5) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application nos. 2019.0730.7350 
and 2019.0730.7351 to demolish an existing one-story commercial building and construct 
a three-story over garage building with two dwelling units 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 as Modified 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


3. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for April 22, 2021 


 
4. Commission Comments/Questions 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-000186CUA.pdf

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-019373DRP.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/20210422_cal_min.pdf
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• 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 


 
5. Director’s Announcements 
 
6. 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. 


 
7. 2015-009955ENV (M. LI: (628) 652-7538) 


1525 PINE STREET – between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street, Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 
0667 (District 3) – Appeal to the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
demolition of an existing one-story restaurant and the construction of a new eight-story, 
83-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of 
commercial space within the Polk NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning 
District, Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use Special Use District, and 65-A Height and 
Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold  
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 18, 2021) 


 
8. 2015-009955CUA (C. ASBAGH: (628) 652- 7329) 


1525 PINE STREET – between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street, Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 
0667 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 303 and other applicable Sections as follows: Development on a Large Lot (Section 
121.1), Non-Residential Use Size (Section 121.2), Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6), and 
Operating Hours (Section 723). Request for State Density Bonus pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 206.6 to achieve an additional six units over the base density of 15 units, for a total 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Equity%20Council%20PC%20Memo.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-009955ENVc1.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-009955CUAc1.pdf
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of 21 units, with one Concession or Incentive for Permitted Obstructions (Section 136), and 
Waivers requested from the minimum requirements for Rear Yard (Section 134), Common 
Useable Open Space (Section 135), Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), Ground-Floor 
Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4), Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6), Height (Section 260), 
Setbacks on Narrow Streets (Section 261.1), and Bulk (Section 270). The project would 
demolish an existing 1,661 square foot one-story commercial restaurant (dba “Grubstake”) 
and construct a new 83-foot tall eight-story mixed-use building with a 2,856 square foot 
restaurant and 21 dwelling units within the Polk NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) 
Zoning District, Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use Special Use District, and 65-A 
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) 
 


9. 2019-020740CUA (C. ASBAGH: (628) 652- 7329) 
468 TURK STREET – north side of Turk Street between Larkin and Hyde Streets; Lot 006 of 
Assessor’s Block 0336 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 209.3, 253 and 303, to allow construction of a residential base 
project exceeding 50 feet in height at the street frontage for a project that would construct 
a new nine-story, 86-ft tall, residential building (approximately 35,090 square feet) with 
101 group housing units, and making findings of eligibility for the individually requested 
State Density Bonus. The project would utilize the State Density Bonus law (California 
Government Code Sections 65915-65918) and receive waivers for: height limit (Planning 
Code Sec. 260) upper story setback (Planning Code Sec. 132.2), and rear yard (Planning 
Code Sec. 134) requirements of the planning code. The project site is located within a RC-4 
(Residential – Commercial, High Density) Zoning District, North of Market Special Use 
District Subarea 1, Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, and 80-T Height and Bulk District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 15, 2021) 
Note: On April 15, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to May 6, 
2021 by a vote of +7 -0. 


 
10. 2021-001979CUA (J. HORN: (628) 652-7366) 


141 LELAND AVENUE – southeast corner of the intersection of Leland Avenue and Peabody 
Street, Lots 014 through 020 in Assessor’s Block 2650 (District 10) – Request for 
Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning 
Control 2019-017654PCA, Enactment Number 190908, passed by the Board of Supervisors 
on October 11, 2019 and for Concession/Incentive and Waiver from Development 
Standards, pursuant to Planning Code Section 206.6 and California Government Code 
Section 65915 pursuant to State Density Bonus Law for a change of use from a residential 
care facility (Institutional Use) to group housing (Residential Use) within a NC-2 
(Neighborhood Commercial - Small Scale) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District 
and the Visitacion Valley/Schlage Special Use 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 


 



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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-020740CUAc2.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/2021-001979CUA.pdf

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_planning/0-0-0-25360#rid-0-0-0-25507

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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11a. 2021-002277CUA (J. HORN: (628) 652-7366) 
220 DOLORES STREET – west side of Dolores Street, between 15th and 16th Streets, Lot 
003A in Assessor’s Block 3557 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-017654PCA, 
Enactment Number 190908, passed by the Board of Supervisors on October 11, 2019 for a 
change of use from a residential care facility (Institutional Use) to group housing 
(Residential Use) within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) 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 


 
11b. 2021-002277VAR (J. HORN: (628) 652-7366) 


220 DOLORES STREET – west side of Dolores Street, between 15th and 16th Streets, Lot 
003A in Assessor’s Block 3557 (District 8) – Request for Variances from the rear yard and 
dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Sections 134 and 140. The subject 
property is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. 


 
12a. 2021-002736CUA (J. HORN: (628) 652-7366) 


129 HYDE STREET – west side of Hyde Street, between Turk Street and Golden Gate 
Avenue, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0346 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and Interim Zoning Control 2019-
017654PCA, Enactment Number 190908, passed by the Board of Supervisors on October 
11, 2019 for a change of use from a residential care facility (Institutional Use) to group 
housing (Residential Use) within a C-3-G (Downtown- General) Zoning District and 80-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 


 
12b. 2021-002736VAR (J. HORN: (628) 652-7366) 


129 HYDE STREET – west side of Hyde Street, between Turk Street and Golden Gate 
Avenue, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0346 (District 6) – Request for a Variance from the rear 
yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134. The subject property is located within a 
C-3-G (Downtown- General) Zoning District and 80-X Height and Bulk District. 


 
G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


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


 
13. 2013.0846DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


140-142 JASPER PLACE – between Union and Filbert Streets; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 
0103 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 2014.0627.9672 
for the construction of a third-floor vertical addition set back 12 feet from front building 
wall, reconfigure the rear wall, and retrofit the basement level to expand the lower unit of 
an existing three-story, two-family house within a RM-2 (Residential-Mixed, Moderate 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-002277CUA.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/2021-002277CUA.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-002736CUA.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/2021-002736CUA.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2013.0846DRP.pdf
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Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
(Continued from Regular hearing on April 29, 2021) 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder 
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a 
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the 
organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized 
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written 
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three 


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


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened 


by the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or 


continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members 
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


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



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


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered 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. 
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
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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. 
 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/ethics
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CPC Hearing Results 2021

To:           Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:           Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20908

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 749

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



    April 29, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.1058CUA

		6424 3rd Street/188 Key Avenue

		Jardines

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2014.1058VAR

		6424 3rd Street/188 Key Avenue

		Jardines

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-019822DRP

		4079 Cesar Chavez Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 20, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2016-012135CUA

		2214 Cayuga Avenue and 3101 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0846DRP

		140-142 Jasper Place

		Winslow

		Continued to May 6, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-023105AHB

		2800 Geary Boulevard

		Dito

		Continued to June 17, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011249CUA-02

		1567 California Street

		Perry

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20899

		2021-000485CUA

		3910 24th Street

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-748

		2021-000389DRP

		366-368 Collingwood Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 15, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20900

		2016-016100ENV

		SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

		Johnston

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20901

		2020-005255SHD_

2020-006576SHD	

		474 Bryant Street and 77 Stillman Street

		Liang

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20902

		2020-005255ENX

		474 Bryant Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20903

		2020-005255OFA

		474 Bryant Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20904

		2020-006576ENX

		77 Stillman Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20905

		2020-006576OFA

		77 Stillman Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20906

		2020-006045CUA

		292 Eureka Street

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2020-006045VAR

		292 Eureka Street

		Cisneros

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA indicated an intent to Grant

		+7 -0



		M-20907

		2020-009424CUA

		231-235 Wilde Avenue

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0







   April 22, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-022661CUA

		628 Shotwell Street

		Feeney

		Continued to May 20, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-003042AHB

		4712-4720 3rd Street

		Feeney

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20894

		2018-007267OFA-02

		865 Market Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004047CWP-02

		Housing Inventory Report, Housing Balance Report, and update on Monitoring Reports

		Littlefield

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-016230CWP

		Housing Element 2022 Update

		Haddadan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2021-003010PRJ

		Transitioning The Shared Spaces To A Permanent City Program

		Abad

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20895

		2021-002933PCA

		Simplify Restrictions On Small Businesses [Board File No. 210285]

		Nickolopoulos

		Approved with Staff Modifications and eliminating the provision related to ADU’s in Chinatown.

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2019-006114PRJ

		300 5th Street

		Christensen

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20896

		2013.0614ENX-02

		600 South Van Ness

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20897

		2020-010729CUA

		1215 29th Avenue

		Page

		Disapproved

		+7 -0



		M-20898

		2020-009148CUA

		353 Divisadero Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-746

		2020-006525DRP

		1990 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-747

		2020-002333DRP

		2814 Clay Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0







   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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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 29, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2014.1058CUAVAR		6424 3rd St/188 Key Avenue				to: 5/13		Jardines

						4-story mixed-use building with 17 dwelling units

		2019-019822DRP		4079 Cesar Chavez Street				fr: 4/15		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 5/20

		2016-012135CUA		2214 Cayuga Ave				fr: 2/25		Pantoja

						demolition of existing SFH and construction of four new residential buildings, 7 dus		to: Indefinite

		2021-000485CUA		3910 24th Street				CONSENT		Cisneros

						massage accessory use in an existing day spa

		2021-000389DRP		366-368 Collingwood Street				CONSENT		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2016-016100ENV		SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project 						Johnston

						Certification

		2018-011249CUA-02		1567 California Street				fr: 4/15		Perry

						height waiver as part of their SDB approval

		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

				May 6, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		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

		2020-003042AHB		4712 3rd Street				fr: 3/4; 3/18; 4/22		Feeney

						4-story 21-unit building (including 4 BMRs) that will participate in the HOME-SF program

		2020-003223CUA		249 Texas St				fr: 2/4; 3/4; 4/1; 4/15		Westhoff

						demolition of single-family and construction two dwelling units

		2014.1058CUAVAR		6424 3rd St/188 Key Avenue				fr: 4/29		Jardines

						4-story mixed-use building with 17 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

		2017-011878PHA-04		Block 7 of Potrero Power Station						Giacomucci

						Informational

		2019-022661CUA		628 Shotwell Street				fr: 11/19; 1/21; 3/18; 4/22		Feeney

						Residential Care Facility to residential

		2020-007074CUA 		159 Laidley Street						Horn

						Section 317 Residential Demolition

		2019-019822DRP		4079 Cesar Chavez Street				fr: 4/15; 4/29		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-016244DRP		239 Broad Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				May 27, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-013637CWP		Islais Creek and Hazards & Climate Resilience Plan						Barata

						Informational

		2018-013451PRJ		2135 Market Street						Horn

						State Density Bonus new construction of 9-story, 36 unit mixed use building

		2021-001698CUA		340 Fell Street						Hoagland

						Merger of three tenant spaces resulting in non-residential (automotive repair) use greater than 2,999 sf

		2019-019901CUA		1068 Florida Street						Christensen

						legalize demo and rebuild of duplex

		2020-009481CUA		4034 20th Street						Horn

						Section 317 Residential Demolition

		2019-012888CUA		3129 & 3141 Clement Street						Young

						use size over 3,000 square feet (d.b.a. Links Bar & Grill), extend hours of operation until 2 a.m., legalize outdoor activity area

		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

		2020-006112PCA		Massage Establishment Zoning Controls						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2016-015987PCA		1750 Van Ness Avenue						May

						Buddhist Cultural Center from the 3:1 residential-to-non-residential ratio exemption

		2019-006578SHD		2455 Harrison Street						Westhoff

						demolition of existing industrial building and construction of a four-story over basement, mixed-use building

		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

		2021-000444CUAOFA		135 Post Street						Guy

						convert approximately 49,000 square feet of retail uses on floors 3 through 6 to office uses

		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

		2020-009640OTH		Racial & Social Equity Plan						Flores

						Informational Update

		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

		2017-014833DNXCUAENV		469 Stevenson Street						Foster

						State Density Bonus residential project (495 dwelling units)

				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

		2019-012676DNXCUA		159 Fell Street						Updegrave

						Demolition, New Construction 7-story building with ground-floor retail and 20 residential units

		2019-013528CUA		36-38 Gough Street 						Samonsky

						demolition of a duplex and construction of a five story residential building

				August 5, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				August 12, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				August 19, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				August 26, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-013597ENV		Portsmouth Square Improvement						Calpin

						Draft EIR



&"Myriad Condensed Web,Bold"&20CPC ADVANCE CALENDAR
		&"Myriad Condensed Web,Regular"&T  &D


&P of &N	




Sheet1













image1.jpeg





 
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: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 12:05:26 PM

 
 
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: Natasha Avery <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "natashagavery@gmail.com" <natashagavery@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 at 9:22 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support 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

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


-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.

Natasha Avery 
natashagavery@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94110

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES SMALL BUSINESS WEEK
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 12:05:09 PM
Attachments: 04.30.21 Small Business Week.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 30, 2021 at 11:28 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, April 30, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES SMALL BUSINESS WEEK 
Starting May 1, a weeklong series of events will highlight recovery and celebrate the

resiliency and vibrancy of San Francisco’s small businesses 
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the launch of San
Francisco’s Small Business Week, which will take place from Saturday, May 1 to Friday, May
7, 2021. This year’s small business week will include resources and information that will
support small businesses and entrepreneurs as San Francisco gets on the road to recovery from
the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
San Francisco’s 94,000 small businesses make up over 93% of total businesses in the city
and support more than 364,000 jobs. As cornerstones of San Francisco’s neighborhoods and
communities, the small business sector will be central to the city’s economic recovery in the
wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
“Over the past year, the COVID-19 pandemic has decimated many of our small businesses.
Throughout it all, business owners and their employees have shown tremendous resilience and
strength, with many adapting their business models and implementing public health
guidelines,” said Mayor Breed. “With more businesses and activities reopening and more
people getting vaccinated each day, the future for our City is bright. We all need to do our part
to ensure our small businesses can recover and keep moving forward. This Small Business
Week will provide San Francisco’s small businesses with resources and support to help them
stay open and come back even stronger than before.” 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, April 30, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES SMALL BUSINESS WEEK  


Starting May 1, a weeklong series of events will highlight recovery and celebrate the resiliency 
and vibrancy of San Francisco’s small businesses  


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the launch of San Francisco’s 
Small Business Week, which will take place from Saturday, May 1 to Friday, May 7, 2021. This 
year’s small business week will include resources and information that will support small 
businesses and entrepreneurs as San Francisco gets on the road to recovery from the COVID-19 
pandemic.  
  
San Francisco’s 94,000 small businesses make up over 93% of total businesses in the city 
and support more than 364,000 jobs. As cornerstones of San Francisco’s neighborhoods and 
communities, the small business sector will be central to the city’s economic recovery in the 
wake of the COVID-19 pandemic.  
  
“Over the past year, the COVID-19 pandemic has decimated many of our small businesses. 
Throughout it all, business owners and their employees have shown tremendous resilience and 
strength, with many adapting their business models and implementing public health guidelines,” 
said Mayor Breed. “With more businesses and activities reopening and more people getting 
vaccinated each day, the future for our City is bright. We all need to do our part to ensure our 
small businesses can recover and keep moving forward. This Small Business Week will provide 
San Francisco’s small businesses with resources and support to help them stay open and come 
back even stronger than before.”  
  
The theme for the 17th Annual San Francisco Small Business Week is Roots of Recovery, and the 
week will include resources and information for small business owners at every point in their 
small business journey. The City has partnered with the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce to 
host a series of informational events, networking opportunities, and business-building workshops 
to highlight available resources and best practices for businesses as the city builds towards 
recovery. 
 
“This Small Business Week is a great opportunity for San Franciscans to celebrate the incredible 
resilience of our small businesses and support our neighborhood merchants as they reopen after a 
year of unprecedented challenges,” said Anne Taupier, Acting Director of the Office of 
Economic and Workforce Development. “Small businesses are the economic and cultural 
cornerstones of our communities, and right now they are relying on all of us to shop small, 
protect local jobs, and work together to support a stronger and more vibrant San Francisco.”  
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“Our San Francisco small business community has faced true hardships over this last year, but 
we have proven how resilient and vibrant our small businesses can be,” said Rodney Fong, 
President and CEO of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. “Our residents have stepped up 
throughout the pandemic to support their beloved neighborhood businesses - that sentiment 
should be celebrated during Small Business Week and throughout the year. I look forward to this 
year’s San Francisco Small Business Week as an opportunity to help our small businesses as we 
look towards a recovery.”  
  
This Saturday, May 1, Small Business Week will kick-off with the installation of 13 floral 
butterflies placed throughout San Francisco’s merchant corridors. The butterfly wings, built by 
local artists and designers, are six to nine feet in diameter and constructed of natural materials 
and fresh flowers. The wings are a partnership with the San Francisco Flower Mart, the Office of 
Economic and Workforce Development, and Kilroy Realty and are designed to attract shoppers 
to San Francisco’s merchant corridors. A map of the wings can be found on Shop and Dine in the 
49.   
  
May 1 also marks the start of the Small Business 30-day Challenge. Organized by Small 
Business Commission President Sharky Laguana and small business owner and SFMTA Board 
Director Manny Yekutiel, the challenge will begin on May 1 and go through May 31, with the 
goal of encouraging individuals to shop at local businesses for the entire month and for all of 
their shopping needs as much as they can. Individuals who choose to participate are encouraged 
to post on social media using the hashtag #SmallBizChallenge. More information is 
available here.  
  
“It is so exciting to start to see the City opening up again, and the Small Business 30 day 
Challenge is a great way to help our small businesses recover,” said Small Business Commission 
President Sharky Laguana. “We all use online stores and services, so it is going to be an 
interesting challenge to see if we can get by for the month of May by shopping and dining only 
at our local small businesses. We hope everyone will tag their favorite small businesses with the 
#SmallBizChallenge hashtag, and visit our website at SmallBiz30.com to take our pledge 
challenge and find interesting places to shop!” 
   
Since the beginning of the pandemic, the City of San Francisco has provided immediate and 
ongoing support for small businesses, including directing more than $50 million in grants and 
loans to more than 3,500 small businesses, tens of millions of dollars in fee and tax deferrals, and 
assistance applying for state and federal funding. This includes legislation introduced and signed 
by Mayor Breed to waive $5 million in fees and taxes for entertainment and nightlife venues and 
small restaurants, meaning that businesses that receive a waiver do not have to pay back the fees 
at a later date.  
   
In addition to creating and supporting programs that respond to the urgent and ongoing needs of 
COVID-19, Mayor Breed has continued to invest in programs that regularly support small 
businesses in San Francisco, including the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative and Grants for the 
Arts. Lastly, the City has advanced numerous initiatives to make it easier to operate and open 
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businesses during COVID-19 and beyond, such as the Shared Spaces program and the Small 
Business Recovery Act legislation, which is currently before the Board of Supervisors.   
  
Small business owners and employees looking for assistance should go to oewd.org/covid19. 
Businesses can also call the hotline at 415-554-6134, and employees can call the hotline at 415-
701-4817. Assistance is available in multiple languages.  
 
More information about San Francisco’s support for small businesses is available here. 
  
About Small Business Week  
This year’s San Francisco Small Business Week will take place from May 1-7 and is 
partnership between business and government organizations to honor and support the thousands 
of small businesses and entrepreneurs that call San Francisco home. As part of National Small 
Business Week, it celebrates the contributions and achievements of small business owners by 
offering a series of educational and networking events designed to inspire, empower, and 
connect the members of our business community. For more information on San Francisco Small 
Business Week, go to sfsmallbusinessweek.com.  
 
 


### 
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The theme for the 17th Annual San Francisco Small Business Week is Roots of Recovery, and
the week will include resources and information for small business owners at every point in
their small business journey. The City has partnered with the San Francisco Chamber of
Commerce to host a series of informational events, networking opportunities, and business-
building workshops to highlight available resources and best practices for businesses as the
city builds towards recovery.
 
“This Small Business Week is a great opportunity for San Franciscans to celebrate the
incredible resilience of our small businesses and support our neighborhood merchants as they
reopen after a year of unprecedented challenges,” said Anne Taupier, Acting Director of the
Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “Small businesses are the economic and
cultural cornerstones of our communities, and right now they are relying on all of us to shop
small, protect local jobs, and work together to support a stronger and more vibrant San
Francisco.” 
 
“Our San Francisco small business community has faced true hardships over this last year, but
we have proven how resilient and vibrant our small businesses can be,” said Rodney Fong,
President and CEO of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. “Our residents have stepped
up throughout the pandemic to support their beloved neighborhood businesses - that sentiment
should be celebrated during Small Business Week and throughout the year. I look forward to
this year’s San Francisco Small Business Week as an opportunity to help our small businesses
as we look towards a recovery.” 
 
This Saturday, May 1, Small Business Week will kick-off with the installation of 13 floral
butterflies placed throughout San Francisco’s merchant corridors. The butterfly wings, built by
local artists and designers, are six to nine feet in diameter and constructed of natural materials
and fresh flowers. The wings are a partnership with the San Francisco Flower Mart, the Office
of Economic and Workforce Development, and Kilroy Realty and are designed to attract
shoppers to San Francisco’s merchant corridors. A map of the wings can be found on Shop
and Dine in the 49.  
 
May 1 also marks the start of the Small Business 30-day Challenge. Organized by Small
Business Commission President Sharky Laguana and small business owner and SFMTA
Board Director Manny Yekutiel, the challenge will begin on May 1 and go through May 31,
with the goal of encouraging individuals to shop at local businesses for the entire month and
for all of their shopping needs as much as they can. Individuals who choose to participate are
encouraged to post on social media using the hashtag #SmallBizChallenge. More information
is available here. 
 
“It is so exciting to start to see the City opening up again, and the Small Business 30 day
Challenge is a great way to help our small businesses recover,” said Small Business
Commission President Sharky Laguana. “We all use online stores and services, so it is going
to be an interesting challenge to see if we can get by for the month of May by shopping and
dining only at our local small businesses. We hope everyone will tag their favorite small
businesses with the #SmallBizChallenge hashtag, and visit our website at SmallBiz30.com to
take our pledge challenge and find interesting places to shop!”
  
Since the beginning of the pandemic, the City of San Francisco has provided immediate and
ongoing support for small businesses, including directing more than $50 million in grants and
loans to more than 3,500 small businesses, tens of millions of dollars in fee and tax deferrals,

https://shopdine49.com/
https://shopdine49.com/
https://smallbiz30.com/


and assistance applying for state and federal funding. This includes legislation introduced and
signed by Mayor Breed to waive $5 million in fees and taxes for entertainment and nightlife
venues and small restaurants, meaning that businesses that receive a waiver do not have to pay
back the fees at a later date. 
  
In addition to creating and supporting programs that respond to the urgent and ongoing needs
of COVID-19, Mayor Breed has continued to invest in programs that regularly support small
businesses in San Francisco, including the Nonprofit Sustainability Initiative and Grants for
the Arts. Lastly, the City has advanced numerous initiatives to make it easier to operate and
open businesses during COVID-19 and beyond, such as the Shared Spaces program and
the Small Business Recovery Act legislation, which is currently before the Board of
Supervisors.  
 
Small business owners and employees looking for assistance should go to oewd.org/covid19.
Businesses can also call the hotline at 415-554-6134, and employees can call the hotline at
415-701-4817. Assistance is available in multiple languages. 
 
More information about San Francisco’s support for small businesses is available here.
 
About Small Business Week 
This year’s San Francisco Small Business Week will take place from May 1-7 and is
partnership between business and government organizations to honor and support the
thousands of small businesses and entrepreneurs that call San Francisco home. As part of
National Small Business Week, it celebrates the contributions and achievements of small
business owners by offering a series of educational and networking events designed to inspire,
empower, and connect the members of our business community. For more information on San
Francisco Small Business Week, go to sfsmallbusinessweek.com. 
 
 

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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Flores, Veronica (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission hearing May 13
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 11:41:02 AM
Attachments: genl3.docx

 
 
 
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: Judith Robinson <judyrobosf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 4:34 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Commission hearing May 13
 

 

 

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Commission hearing May 13

Date:Thu, 29 Apr 2021 16:33:08 -0700
From:Judith Robinson <judyrobosf@gmail.com>

To:joel.koppel@sfgov.org

President Koppel,

  Please see attached for message to be added to the hearing record on the matter.

J. Robinson
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Judith Robinson

562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, California 94133-7057





						28 April, 2021



Mr. Joel Koppel, President			RE:  Hearing May 13, 2021 - zoning

San Francisco Planning Commission		of Homeless Prenatal Program building.

49 South Van Ness Ave.			2530 18th Street

San Francisco, CA.  94103



To the Commission:



   I am a supporter of the Homeless Prenatal Program and its much-needed and -used services to that constituency.



    I wish to register support for its application to change zoning (from “production, distribution & repair”) to “multi-use” for a building at 2430 18th Street to allow expansion of its services and possibly affordable housing.



   It is my understanding that the building already has been cleaned up and altered by the organization to the benefit of the neighborhood.



   Thank you for considering these favorable views to approve the zoning change to assist a very needed and dedicated social-service program in San Francisco.



						Judith Robinson

						(Property owner resident of San Francisco)



cc:	Commission Secretary

	Project Planner Veronica Flores

	Hoomeless Prenatal Program
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sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 468 Turk Street -- May 6th Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 11:39:03 AM
Attachments: 210428-468 Turk-Planning Commission.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: Mark Macy <markm@macyarchitecture.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 4:09 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: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>;
Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 468 Turk Street -- May 6th Planning Commission Hearing
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,
 
Please find the attached letter regarding 468 Turk for the upcoming May 6th Hearing.
 
Sincerely,
--
Mark Macy, AIA, LEED AP
Principal
Macy Architecture
315 Linden Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
USA
direct  (415) 551-7633
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28 April 2021  
 
Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103  
 
Re: May 6 Hearing: New 101 Unit Building at 468 Turk Street (Record No.: 2019-020740CUA)  
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,  
 
I am writing to you on behalf of my client, Turk Street LLC, who is proposing the 101-unit 
building at 468 Turk Street. 
 
Based upon Commissioner comments at our April 15th Hearing (which has been continued to 
May 6th), we have updated the proposed design of the Project as follows (and as described on 
the attached Exhibit A; containing highlighted excerpts of the updated Drawings): 
 


1.  Class I Bike Parking has been increased 20% -- from the required 45 spaces to a total of 
54 spaces.   
 


(See Exhibit A, Page 1 “Bonus Project” description, Page 2 “Planning Data” and Page 
3 “Basement Level”.) 


 
2.  A “Bonus Shared Kitchen” has be added at the Basement Level (in the space previously 


occupied by the “Community Laundry”.) It will have appliances and features similar to 
the “Community Kitchen” located at the 2nd Floor (i.e., a large refrigerator, induction 
range with convection oven, dishwasher and a large sink with adjacent worksurfaces 
and pantry/storage.  
 
The “Bonus Shared Kitchen” will open onto the rear yard Common Usable Open Space – 
landscaped and furnished to support outdoor dining and socializing. 
 


(See Exhibit A, Page 3 “Basement Level” -- and for an enlarged plan view of the 
kitchen, and Page 5 “Bonus Shared Kitchen & Outdoor Dining”.) 


 
3.  In lieu of the single large “Community Laundry”, smaller shared Laundry rooms will be 


located at every floor (each containing a washer and dryer) with the exception of the 1st 
Floor -- which will feature a common-use restroom. This will enhance convenience for 
the residents.  
 


(See Exhibit A, Page 3 “Basement, 1st & 2nd Floors” and Page 4 “3rd thru 9th Floors”.)  
 







 


 


 
 
 
SB-330 permits a maximum of 5 “Hearings” (as defined by CA Government Code §65905.5.) 
 
To date, the Project has had 3 schedule Hearings (2/25/21, 3/25/21 and 4/15/21) and 3 non-
Sponsor-requested Continuances. These 3 Continuances -- in conjunction with the required Pre-
Application Meeting (10/30/19) -- constitute 4 “Hearings” per SB-330.   
 
Accordingly, the upcoming Hearing (5/06/21) is the last allowed per State law.  
 
My client has been in continual contact and negotiation – both before, and since, the last 
continued Hearing with those who wish to have a “Good Neighbor Agreement”.  
 
In order to protect their rights under SB-330, my client opposes any further Continuances and  
feels that if the parties have not been able to reach an agreement since meetings with the 
community began in 2019, they doubt that an agreement is possible.  
 
They respectfully request approval of the Project at your May 6th Hearing. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Mark Macy 
Principal 
MACY Architecture 
markm@macyarchitecture.com 
(415) 551-7633  
 
cc. Claudine Asbaugh, Principal lanner 


Rich Hillis, Planning Director 
Planning Commissioners 
Clients 
Attorney Brett Gladstone 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: 0 Guttenberg St. Memo to PC (2018-016721CUAVAR)
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 8:15:47 AM
Attachments: 0 Guttenberg St._Memo_20210430.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: "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)" <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, April 30, 2021 at 8:01 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)" <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Subject: 0 Guttenberg St. Memo to PC (2018-016721CUAVAR)
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Attached please find the Memo to Planning Commission for the Project at 0 Guttenberg St. (2018-
016721CUAVAR) to be distributed today. The Memo is in response to the Commission’s comments
on April 15, 2021.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Gaby
 
Gabriela Pantoja, Planner
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7380| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Note: I will be out of the office on April 9th and 23rd 
 
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. 
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Memo to the Planning Commission 
Date: April 30, 2021 
Record No.: 2018-016721CUAVAR 
Project Address: 0 Guttenberg Street 
Zoning: Residential-House, One-Family (RH-1) Zoning District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6475/055 
Project Sponsor: Jayesh Patel 
 240 Francisco Lane, #14950 
 Fremont, CA 94539 
Property Owner: Guttenberg Project LLC 
 Fremont, CA 94539 
Staff Contact: Gabriela Pantoja- (628) 652-7380 
 Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org  
 


Request 


On December 12, 2018, Jayesh Patel of Guttenberg Project, LLC (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application 
No. 2018-016721CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a 
Conditional Use Authorization for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct 15 residential buildings (four 
duplexes and 11 town-homes) with a total of 19 dwelling units, 29 off-street parking spaces, and 19 Class 1 bicycle-
parking spaces on an approximately 36,406 square foot lot (hereinafter “Project”) at 0 Guttenberg Street, Block 
6475 Lot 055 (hereinafter “Project Site”). The Commission approved the Conditional Use Authorization on March 
11, 2021 as set forth in Motion No. 20873 and requested a Planning Commission Memo with detailed landscaping, 
permeability, and lightning plans be submitted to the Planning Commission within two weeks.  
 
On March 30, 2021, the Project Sponsors requested an extension.   
 
On April 13, 2021, a Memo to the Planning Commission was provided along with the requested detailed 
landscaping, permeability, and lighting plans.  
 
On April 15, 2021, the Planning Commission directed staff to evaluate the provided landscaping plans with a staff 
landscape architect and requested the replacement of the proposed synthetic lawns with real grass.  


Project Description 


The Project is for the construction of 15 residential buildings (four duplexes and 11 town-homes) with a total of 19 
dwelling units, 29 off-street parking spaces, 19 Class 1 bicycle-parking spaces, and 8, 429 square feet of private 
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usable open space on an approximately 36,406 square foot vacant lot. The dwelling units range in size from 1,041 
to 1,689 square feet and contain two to three bedrooms. The dwelling units are accessed via a driveway and 
pedestrian walkways from Guttenberg Street. The residential buildings range in height from 20 to 30 feet. Trees, 
landscaping, permeable surfaces, and signage are proposed within the development site. 


Update 


The Department has evaluated the previously provided landscaping plans and their plant palettes with a staff 
landscape architect. The listed revisions below were requested in order to improve privacy screening between the 
development and adjacent properties.  
 


1. Replace the proposed Hardenbergia Vines at the rear yards of Buildings B1-B4 for Black Stem Pittosporum, 
a shrub. The Project Sponsors have replaced the previously proposed vines with shrubs.  


2. Replace the proposed Mayten Trees at the rear yards of Buildings B1-B4 and C1-C8 for a faster growing 
tree. The Project Sponsors have replaced the previously proposed Mayten Trees for Loropetalums. 


The Department has also relayed the Commission’s request to replace the proposed synthetic lawns for real grass 
at the rear yards of all buildings. The Project Sponsors have not replaced the proposed synthetic lawns and stated 
the following reasons for not doing so: 
  


1. Maintenance. Currently, only Building B4 has access from the common driveways to their respective rear 
yard. All other buildings would require for maintenance equipment (i.e. lawn mowers, etc.) to be moved 
through the living areas of the building into the rear yards.  


2. Water Conservation.  


Action: 


If the Commission wants to amend, add, or rescind the conditions of approval, the Commission must request 
a separate hearing, which would require additional noticing. Unless the Commission requests additional 
hearings on this matter, this would be the final informational check-in. 


Attachments: 


- Revised Landscaping Plans 



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Today"s Board Report
Date: Thursday, April 29, 2021 3:09:47 PM
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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 29, 2021 1:39 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: Today's Board Report
 
Please see attached.
 
 
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 Commissioner’s, Aaron Starr Manager of Legislative Affairs 


A quick report today. 


• 210286 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - Lyon-Martin House, 651 Duncan Street. 
Sponsor: Mandelman, Preston. Staff: LaValley. Item 3 


At land us this weekend, the Committee heard the landmark designation for the Lyon martin 
house located at 651 Duncan. The Lyon-Martin House is eligible for landmark status 
because it is associated with persons and events that have made a significant contribution to 
San Francisco history. Specifically, designation of Lyon-Martin House is associated with the 
history of development of homophile organizations in San Francisco, specifically the 
Daughters of Bilitis, the first lesbian-rights organization in the United States, and as the 
longtime home of pioneering lesbian-rights activists, Phyllis Lyon and Del Martin.  


The HPC heard this item on February 17, 2021 and recommended approval.  


At the hearing staff and member of the LGBT Historical society presented the landmark to 
the committee and answered question. There were three members of the public spoke in 
favor of the landmarking and none that spoke against it. The item was then forwarded to the 
Full Board with Recommendation. 


• 210352 Initiating Landmark Designation - Diego Rivera Mural “The Allegory of California.” 
Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: LaValley. Adoption, Item 27 


And at the Full Board this week, The Supervisors passed a Resolution initiating the landmark 
designation for the Diego Rivera Mural “The Allegory of California”, sponsored by Supervisor 
Peskin. This resolution just starts the landmarking process, it still needs to be reviewed by 
the HPC and approve by ordinance.  
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