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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feeney, Claire (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Public Comment for June 3 meeting, Agenda item #8: 2424 Polk
Date: Thursday, June 03, 2021 12:22:00 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: Ashley Hinton <ahinton@studiogang.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 03, 2021 11:57 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Public Comment for June 3 meeting, Agenda item #8: 2424 Polk
 

 

Hi,
 
I have a public comment for the proposed Cannabis club at 2424 Polk.  I am a resident on the same
block at 2636 Larkin.  I’ll be calling in from 626-590-4643.
 
--
As an architect, I’m familiar with the Planning Code and working with the spirit of the code. 
 
The Planning Code is clear that cannabis uses are not permitted within 600 feet of an existing
school.  There is a longstanding and well-loved preschool whose play yard is 83 feet from the
proposed outdoor smoking lounge.  This is a very narrow reading of a recently adopted section of
code, as it allows cannabis clubs next to existing preschools. 
 
Why might schools have a required radius?
-As a society we don’t want children or teens walking by the establishment, or hanging out outside. 
Why wouldn’t this apply to young children?
 
Is it to keep the smell of the outdoor lounge away from children?
-83 feet is close enough to smell the marijuana while playing in their play yard.  The cannabis club
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will have outdoor smoking that backs up to the play yard.
 
Is the radius to keep marijuana out of the hands of school children?
-Toddlers pick up things on the sidewalk.  Any dropped cigarette butts could easily end up in tiny
hands.
 
If you approve this, you are creating a precedent of allowing cannabis next to children’s uses.  You
are also pushing a well loved preschool out of the neighborhood, as parents will pull their children
from its program.  I would never send my daughter to a school smelling of marijuana.  Allowing one
business will negatively hurt another.  This application is a conditional use authorization; it is not
their right to go into our neighborhood.
 
 
Thanks,
Ashley
 
Ashley Hinton, RA
 
Studio Gang
2325 Third Street, Suite 329
San Francisco, CA 94107
O +1 415 800 0717
D +1 415 528 4980
studiogang.com
 

file:////c/studiogang.com


 
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: June 3, 2021 Hearing re 2424 Polk St, line 8 2020-011603CUA
Date: Thursday, June 03, 2021 12:21:27 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: Diane Josephs <djosephs@jandblawyers.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 03, 2021 11:51 AM
To: Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
katherin.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>; Ionin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
kcourtney@rhcasf.com; Diane Josephs <djosephs@jandblawyers.com>
Subject: Fwd: June 3, 2021 Hearing re 2424 Polk St, line 8 2020-011603CUA
 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Diane Josephs <djosephs@jandblawyers.com>
Date: Thu, Jun 3, 2021 at 11:46 AM
Subject: June 3, 2021 Hearing re 2424 Polk St, line 8 2020-011603CUA
To: Feeney, Claire (CPC)
 

June 3, 2021

Dear Commissioners,

               Many neighbors near and adjacent to 2424 Polk intend to speak and /or have written of
their concerns. I have been authorized to request a Continuance of the proposed project at 2424
Polk Street because of unidentified and unaddressed issues and the unanticipated consequences of
an approval. In essence, we are addressing an unknown situation, the project has proceeded with
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unprecedented speed since first proposal and limited notice to the public (December 20, 2020).

 On March 16, 2021, this planning department noted extraordinary challenges of this past year:
emergency  limited activities outside, limited access to the planning department and its documents, 
limited socialization  activities and movement,  lack of childcare,  preoccupation with care for
vulnerable and ill family members and  other actions necessary to respond to the emergency. The
department, therefore, provided developers an automatic 18 months extension. The immediate
neighbors (150- 450 feet) request 2-4 weeks extension of this hearing to seek common ground
and meaningfully respond to a project which has  moved  through Planning with exceptional
speed. 

 The Pre-Application zoom meeting was December 22, 2020, of this, most of us were not aware. In
this COVID period, most of us neighbors were not outside, walking the street watching signs.  When
we became aware of the proposed project in what many of us still call the Jade Snow Wong building,
we realized we had questions.   These are the issues we wanted to address with the Project Sponsor.
Project sponsor declined the extension.  

                  In the event that the Commission decides not to allow a Continuance, the neighbors also
request that any approval have the following conditions:

1)            “Deliveries” to customers not be allowed. The applicant has a much larger site on Mission
where such deliveries can be accommodated.  

2)            Smoking and vaporizing lounge not be allowed, without prejudice to applicant’s seeking
further consideration after substantive information and neighborhood meetings have occurred.

3)            Hours be restricted to 10 am to 9 pm, consistent with the location.

 

The  rationale is simple:

1)            Polk Street is a narrow corridor, primarily residential north of Union Street.  The 19 Polk is a
major bus line that intersects with the 45 Union at Polk and Union.  The Polk Street residential
corridor is not adequate for the traffic that “deliveries” will entail, given the bus route and red zone
25 feet adjacent to the site and the outdoor dining “Shared Spaces” 25 feet adjacent to the
proposed project and Bicycle lanes. The traffic management plan for the proposed project has not
been addressed fully.  Deliveries should not be allowed at this site, particularly in light of other site.  

2)            The Information provided regarding the smoking lounge is inadequate at this time. The
ventilation plans for the proposed project need to be reviewed by the Department of Public Health. 
However, in its review of the proposed project, the Commission needs to note that the Russian Hill
Academy at 1346 Union is approximately 150’ from the proposed project.  The Academy is a pre-
school, child care and after school center for up to 12 years of age.  While the Academy is not
considered a ‘school’ within the regulations for this industry, children are on site 5 days a week for 5
to 10 hours.  The risk and potential impact a smoking and vaporizing lounge on pre-school and young
children cannot be underestimated.  A Smoking and Vaporizing lounge should not be allowed at this
time. There is no information provided regarding how to address very complicated issue, particularly
in light of Covid: unvaccinated customers engaging in, by definition, the opposite of social distancing:
sharing bongs, rigs,  passing joints etc. Moreover, no information is been provided as to controlling
intoxicated “high” individuals. The applicants do not provide information as to relevant experience
to running a lounge, nor an understanding of the sensitivity of the site location. Although Galileo
High School is 1300’ away, students congregate at Polk and Union catching the 19 Polk or 45 Union. 
Since the proposed Project will provide cannabis to those 18 years old with a card (attainable online
in 24-48 hours. The City Controller’s office has presented disturbing data and concerns regarding the
12% increase in use of cannabis at SF high schools since legalization. A consumption/smoking lounge
will be an exciting, attractive nuisance, even if students only inhale smoke when the lounge doors
open.

3)            Polk Street north of Union is the buffer, transitional block to a primarily residential area; the
block is unlike the more commercial area south of Union. The hours for this residential area should
be restricted to hours more appropriate to a residential area. With this of course comes questions of
how the proposed Project’s management will manage lines, monitor consumption etc. 



Please Note: The applicants’ rationale for the project is lack of access-- purportedly one dispensary
on Lombard. Actually, there is an ongoing dispensary at Hyde and California. The cannabis site at
Washington and Polk has been approved – only 5 blocks from the proposed site—along with 5
others within an approximate .5 radius, already approved, some already under construction.

Sincerely,

 electronic

Diane Josephs for Concerned Union Street Neighbors

cc) Joan Albertson, Cindy Chan, Dennis Blum, Dan Noia, Lynn Ferrante, Mike Albertson

 

 

 

 

 



 
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: June 3, 2021 Hearing re 2424 Polk St, line 8 2020-011603CUA
Date: Thursday, June 03, 2021 11:50:42 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: Diane Josephs <djosephs@jandblawyers.com>
Date: Thursday, June 3, 2021 at 11:46 AM
To: "Feeney, Claire (CPC)" <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "katherin.moore@sfgov.org" <katherin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan,
Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>,
"Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
"Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>,
"kcourtney@rhcasf.com" <kcourtney@rhcasf.com>, Diane Josephs
<djosephs@jandblawyers.com>
Subject: Fwd: June 3, 2021 Hearing re 2424 Polk St, line 8 2020-011603CUA
 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Diane Josephs <djosephs@jandblawyers.com>
Date: Thu, Jun 3, 2021 at 11:46 AM
Subject: June 3, 2021 Hearing re 2424 Polk St, line 8 2020-011603CUA
To: Feeney, Claire (CPC)
 

June 3, 2021

Dear Commissioners,

               Many neighbors near and adjacent to 2424 Polk intend to speak and /or have written of
their concerns. I have been authorized to request a Continuance of the proposed project at 2424
Polk Street because of unidentified and unaddressed issues and the unanticipated consequences of
an approval. In essence, we are addressing an unknown situation, the project has proceeded with
unprecedented speed since first proposal and limited notice to the public (December 20, 2020).
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 On March 16, 2021, this planning department noted extraordinary challenges of this past year:
emergency  limited activities outside, limited access to the planning department and its documents, 
limited socialization  activities and movement,  lack of childcare,  preoccupation with care for
vulnerable and ill family members and  other actions necessary to respond to the emergency. The
department, therefore, provided developers an automatic 18 months extension. The immediate
neighbors (150- 450 feet) request 2-4 weeks extension of this hearing to seek common ground
and meaningfully respond to a project which has  moved  through Planning with exceptional
speed. 

 The Pre-Application zoom meeting was December 22, 2020, of this, most of us were not aware. In
this COVID period, most of us neighbors were not outside, walking the street watching signs.  When
we became aware of the proposed project in what many of us still call the Jade Snow Wong building,
we realized we had questions.   These are the issues we wanted to address with the Project Sponsor.
Project sponsor declined the extension.  

                  In the event that the Commission decides not to allow a Continuance, the neighbors also
request that any approval have the following conditions:

1)            “Deliveries” to customers not be allowed. The applicant has a much larger site on Mission
where such deliveries can be accommodated.  

2)            Smoking and vaporizing lounge not be allowed, without prejudice to applicant’s seeking
further consideration after substantive information and neighborhood meetings have occurred.

3)            Hours be restricted to 10 am to 9 pm, consistent with the location.

 

The  rationale is simple:

1)            Polk Street is a narrow corridor, primarily residential north of Union Street.  The 19 Polk is a
major bus line that intersects with the 45 Union at Polk and Union.  The Polk Street residential
corridor is not adequate for the traffic that “deliveries” will entail, given the bus route and red zone
25 feet adjacent to the site and the outdoor dining “Shared Spaces” 25 feet adjacent to the
proposed project and Bicycle lanes. The traffic management plan for the proposed project has not
been addressed fully.  Deliveries should not be allowed at this site, particularly in light of other site.  

2)            The Information provided regarding the smoking lounge is inadequate at this time. The
ventilation plans for the proposed project need to be reviewed by the Department of Public Health. 
However, in its review of the proposed project, the Commission needs to note that the Russian Hill
Academy at 1346 Union is approximately 150’ from the proposed project.  The Academy is a pre-
school, child care and after school center for up to 12 years of age.  While the Academy is not
considered a ‘school’ within the regulations for this industry, children are on site 5 days a week for 5
to 10 hours.  The risk and potential impact a smoking and vaporizing lounge on pre-school and young
children cannot be underestimated.  A Smoking and Vaporizing lounge should not be allowed at this
time. There is no information provided regarding how to address very complicated issue, particularly
in light of Covid: unvaccinated customers engaging in, by definition, the opposite of social distancing:
sharing bongs, rigs,  passing joints etc. Moreover, no information is been provided as to controlling
intoxicated “high” individuals. The applicants do not provide information as to relevant experience
to running a lounge, nor an understanding of the sensitivity of the site location. Although Galileo
High School is 1300’ away, students congregate at Polk and Union catching the 19 Polk or 45 Union. 
Since the proposed Project will provide cannabis to those 18 years old with a card (attainable online
in 24-48 hours. The City Controller’s office has presented disturbing data and concerns regarding the
12% increase in use of cannabis at SF high schools since legalization. A consumption/smoking lounge
will be an exciting, attractive nuisance, even if students only inhale smoke when the lounge doors
open.

3)            Polk Street north of Union is the buffer, transitional block to a primarily residential area; the
block is unlike the more commercial area south of Union. The hours for this residential area should
be restricted to hours more appropriate to a residential area. With this of course comes questions of
how the proposed Project’s management will manage lines, monitor consumption etc. 

Please Note: The applicants’ rationale for the project is lack of access-- purportedly one dispensary
on Lombard. Actually, there is an ongoing dispensary at Hyde and California. The cannabis site at



Washington and Polk has been approved – only 5 blocks from the proposed site—along with 5
others within an approximate .5 radius, already approved, some already under construction.

Sincerely,

 electronic

Diane Josephs for Concerned Union Street Neighbors

cc) Joan Albertson, Cindy Chan, Dennis Blum, Dan Noia, Lynn Ferrante, Mike Albertson

 

 

 

 

 



 
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: 2455 Harrison Street DR
Date: Thursday, June 03, 2021 8:56:54 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that the DR for Harrison has been withdrawn.
 
The shadow remains on your agenda today.
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, June 3, 2021 at 8:17 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Westhoff, Alex (CPC)" <alex.westhoff@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 2455 Harrison Street DR
 
WITHDRAWN. see below.
 
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: Albert Urrutia <aurrutia@atriumstructural.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 6:06 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>
Subject: 2455 Harrison Street DR
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David,
 
I am officially withdrawing my DR against the property at 2455 Harrison Street
 
Albert Urrutia
Atrium Structural Engineering
Principal - Structural Engineer
2451 Harrison Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
p-415-642-7722
f-415-642-7590
 



 
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: Concerns about 2455 Harrison St. building project
Date: Thursday, June 03, 2021 8:28:00 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: Michael Stoll <michael@michaelstoll.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 2:14 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Westhoff, Alex (CPC)
<alex.westhoff@sfgov.org>
Subject: Concerns about 2455 Harrison St. building project
 

 

Please address this message to the Planning Commission as a submission for public comment for the
June 3, 2021, meeting. This is regard to discretionary review for the 2455 Harrison St. project
proposal.
 
_______
 
To the Planning Commission,
 
My name is Michael Stoll, and I am president of the 832 Alabama Street Homeowners Association,
which is adjacent to a property under consideration for review on June 3 — 2455 Harrison St.
 
I have concerns about the project as proposed in regard to total height and bulk of the structure. I
believe the proposal as design is not allowed by the planning code.
 

1. This building appears to be in the 48-X height district on the current planning map, so the
maximum height is 48 feet. Fine. It was confusing to see in a small-print note on page G2.01
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of the plan submitted, in the Height and Area Limitations section (in box 3.1): “85’ is max. for
most stringent use within type of construction (R-2 occupancy in Type V-A Construction).”
Why is the builder claiming such a high total limit? Also, why is the claimed construction type
is V-A, when the proposal is actually III-A (box 1.1). This seems like an error in the application.

 

2. Notwithstanding, if the height of the building as portrayed in the elevation were actually 48
feet, there would be no issue. However, there is what amounts to an additional floor on the
building that takes it to a total of 64 feet, if you include the 16 foot elevator shaft and
surrounding structure. My concern is in the bulk of that additional structure. Planning code
260 (b) (1) (B) says the following: “For elevator penthouses, the exemption shall be limited to
the top 16 feet and limited to the footprint of the elevator shaft, regardless of the height limit
of the building.” In the elevations provided, there is a large additional structure above the 48’
height limit of the roof, which includes two staircases and a common space. This to me seems
to violate the planning code’s requirement that it be limited to the “footprint" of the shaft.

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
Michael Stoll
832 B Alabama St.
San Francisco, CA 94110
 
CC: David Winslow and Alex Westhoff, Planning Department staff
 



 
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: Planning Commission hearing, Thursday, June 3,2021, Conditional Use 2424 Polk Street, Record No. : 2020-

011603CUA
Date: Thursday, June 03, 2021 8:20:28 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: Penelope Clark <penelopeclark@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 4:17 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Claire.Feeney@sfgove.org
Subject: Planning Commission hearing, Thursday, June 3,2021, Conditional Use 2424 Polk Street,
Record No. : 2020-011603CUA
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
I am very concerned about granting a Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail Use  for 2424
Polk Street.
 
1.  Because 2424 Polk Street is a 25 foot wide lot, and is between lots which have both residential and
commercial buildings, It cannot meet the Health Department's Rules and Regulations for Cannabis
Consumption that the exhaust for the "vaping lounge" NOT be less than 15 Feet .  
 
Even with strict rules on exhaust systems, I have be told by a friend who lives near a dispensary in the
City that the smell of pot smoke permeates his neighborhood.  Also, customers of the dispensary loiter in
the area blocking driveways and smoking, and the dispensary personnel are unable to control this
behavior. 
 
2.  Other than the Health Department's regulations controlling ventilation, there are no regulations
preventing the "vaping lounge" from presenting amplified entertainment such as televised sports
programming, such as a sports bar, from early morning until late (10:00PM) at night.
 
Since I have two rental residences on my property next door (2428 and 2432 Polk Street), I am very
concerned about the negative effect on their livability and being able to retain tenants.
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Therefore, because 2424 Polk Street is surrounded by residential buildings (including purely residential
on Union Street),  I feel that the proposed use is inappropriate and that Conditional Use should not be
approved.
 
Thank you,
Penelope Clark
Owner, 2428-2432 Polk Street
(415) 776-3876
 
   



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2424 Polk Street for Cannabis Club - 83 feet from Preschool
Date: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 11:49:34 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: "Feeney, Claire (CPC)" <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, June 2, 2021 at 11:37 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)" <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>, "Christensen, Michael
(CPC)" <michael.christensen@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>, Theresa Imperial
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 2424 Polk Street for Cannabis Club - 83 feet from Preschool
 
Hi Ashley and Commissioners,
Thank you for your message about 2424 Polk Street. As I mentioned in an email earlier today around
9:30 am, your opposition has been logged in the Project file and forwarded to the Project Sponsor.
The 600-foot school buffer rule applies to grades Kindergarten through Twelve. As daycares, nursery
schools, and preschools are not subject to the 600-foot rule, the Project Site is eligible for a Cannabis
CUA.
 
Best,
Claire
 
 
Claire Feeney, AICP, Planner II
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7313 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:33 AM
To: Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Michael (CPC)
<michael.christensen@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 2424 Polk Street for Cannabis Club - 83 feet from Preschool
 
 
 
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: "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, June 2, 2021 at 11:22 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: 2424 Polk Street for Cannabis Club - 83 feet from Preschool
 
I do not see your name on it, also Staff should be copied. Thank you, 
 
Kathrin Moore
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ashley Hinton <ahinton@studiogang.com>
Date: June 2, 2021 at 10:10:00 AM PDT
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>
Subject: 2424 Polk Street for Cannabis Club - 83 feet from Preschool

 

Planning Commissioners,
 
On tomorrow’s agenda you’ll be reviewing a proposed Cannabis Club in Russian Hill.  I’m an architect
in San Francisco, and I live in the same block as the proposed Cannabis Retail Use.   
 
There is a preschool at 1346 Union Street that backs up to the property for the Cannabis lounge. 
The proposed outdoor smoking lounge would be 83 feet from the children’s existing play area.  I’m
stunned that the Planning Commission would consider a CUA for a Cannabis lounge so close to

http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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mailto:ahinton@studiogang.com
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mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:rachael.tanner@sfgov.org


children.  The planning code requires 600 feet from schools, but preschools aren’t included in this
rule.  Excluding preschools isn’t in spirit of the code.  The preschool is a licensed and longstanding
establishment. 
 
Not only would the cannabis smoke be toxic for the developing children (the school serves children
16 months to 12 years,) but it is likely parents would pull their students from the program creating a
hardship on the existing business.  I would not enroll my children where the play yard smelled of
cannabis.  The Cannabis club would push the preschool out of the neighborhood.  There is already a
shortage of early childhood learning in the neighborhood.  The preschool is dual language English-
Mandarin, and also serves the Chinese population.  Granting a conditional use permit to a cannabis
club by pushing out a preschool is not in the spirit of the planning code.
 
Here is information on the preschool.  It has been in the neighborhood for more than 10 years, and
I’m surprised the Planning Department overlooked it.    https://www.russianhillacademy.net/
 
I’ve attached a markup of the Assessor’s Map for block 0525 showing the two parcels.
 
Thanks,
Ashley
 
Ashley Hinton, AIA
 
Studio Gang
2325 Third Street, Suite 329
San Francisco, CA 94107
O +1 415 800 0717
D +1 415 528 4980
studiogang.com
 
 
 
Thanks,
Ashley
 
Ashley Hinton, RA
 
Studio Gang
2325 Third Street, Suite 329
San Francisco, CA 94107
O +1 415 800 0717
D +1 415 528 4980
studiogang.com
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file:////c/studiogang.com
file:////c/studiogang.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: I am writing in Support of the application of the Russian Hill Cannabis Club, SFPC #2020-011603CUA
Date: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 8:03:48 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: Bram Goodwin <goodwin.bram@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 7:49 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Feeney, Claire (CPC)
<claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS)
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS)
<shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; RonenStaff (BOS) <ronenstaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: I am writing in Support of the application of the Russian Hill Cannabis Club, SFPC #2020-
011603CUA
 

 

﻿My name is Bram Goodwin, Founder of the San Francisco Social Club. As cannabis consumer
advocates, we encourage expansion of the San Francisco Retail Cannabis options, especially cannabis
consumption.  
 
We support the Russian Hill Cannabis Club Dispensary Project, 2424 Polk St, item #8 on the
June 3 agenda. Al Shawa, owner of Mission Street Cannabis Club, is one of the original
Cannabis Club Owners. He helped bring legal cannabis to San Francisco. We have worked
with him on various cannabis issues, found him to be very community oriented, and he is an
important part of the SF Cananbis Community.
 
Importantly, there are no Cannabis Retail Locations in this part of the Polk Street Retail
environment.  By approving this application, residents of this neighborhood would now be
able to pick up Cannabis at the same time as shopping for other essential products.
 
We want to be able to shop near our homes, not drive miles to other parts of the City to do our
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Cannabis Shopping.

Also, we implore you to approve this application, as it would include one of the few Cannabis
Consumption locations in San Francisco. The Covid-19 Pandemic has shown the absolute
need for expansion of Consumer Consumption locations.
 
We encourage you to approve the 2424 Polk St Cannabis Retail Project, including
consumption.
 
Thank you.
 
bram

Bram Goodwin
photographer
Founder, San Francisco Social Club 
415.505.3686
twitter: @bramgoodwin
linkedin: bramfoto



 
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: Property at 249 Texas Street
Date: Wednesday, June 02, 2021 8:02:06 AM
Attachments: 249TexasOpposition-ErnestoValencia .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: Valencia, Ernesto <Ernesto.Valencia@ucsf.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 5:27 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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; rich.sucre@sfgov.org; Westhoff,
Alex (CPC) <alex.westhoff@sfgov.org>; mooreurban@aol.co
Subject: Property at 249 Texas Street
 

 

Hello Commissioners,
 
I would like to submit the following brief concerning the property at 249 Texas Street which will be
discussed at the upcoming meeting this Thursday on June 4th. I am the prior owner of the property.
 
Commissioner Moore, there is a couple of answers to questions that you posed at the last hearing
that I answered directly in here. 
 
Thank you,

 
Ernesto Valencia 
 
Administrative Officer II
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June 1, 2021 
 
San Francisco Planning Commissioners 
49 South Van Ness Ave # 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE: OPPOSITION TO CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION 


249 Texas Street submitted by prior occupant  
2020-003223CUA—Project Includes: 
Demolition of Two-Units of Sound Affordable Rent-Controlled Housing 
Request for Conditional Use Authorization—Demolition of Unauthorized Unit 


 
Dear Commissioners:  
 
Many facts were misrepresented at the last hearing on March 4, 2012.  I, in some ways, am the 
only person who can verify these misrepresentations since I am the prior owner. 249 Texas is a 
two unit building with no violations at the time of purchase, and the Sponsor presented the 
Commissioners with multiple mistruths during the hearing. I understand that the planning 
department has still not conducted their own independent investigation but defers to documents 
provided by the sponsor even after the lies got exposed at the last hearing.   
 
The sponsor is focusing the Commission’s eyes towards the top unit (and a current short term 
lease) so they won’t see the history of tenancies that also exist in the second lower unit as well. I 
have proof that there is a history of rent-controlled tenancies in this building and present the 
leases as evidence – see below.  
 
This original 1910 Victorian home was mischaracterized as dilapidated which is simply untrue. I 
have submitted evidence below of the recently remodeled unit (2016) – there are pictures below. 
My family and I happily lived there at 249 Texas for many years. It was only until my friend, the 
tenant in common, passed away that I was no longer able to live there as it was financially 
unfeasible (we did not move because the home was in disrepair). The architects and lawyers for 
the sponsor are focusing on the tenancy in common and other irrelevant facts which are 
distractions and do not change the material fact that this was a two-family dwelling with also a 
history of rent controlled tenancies they are being permitted to destroy.  
 
Three generations of my family lived in that home until recently, and I am intimately familiar 
with the neighborhood. The residential guidelines are being ignored in this case as this new 
building will not conform to the character of the neighborhood. This was clear based on the 
many neighbors that came forward to attest to that fact. The Commissioners at the last hearing 
asked about the historical evaluation missing from the packet, and I am not sure if they have 
received it yet, but there is much to dispute when the current owners (who claimed to love my 
former home when they bought it) say it has no inherent value.  In this home, the doors and 
windows are modern - the rest is pure Victorian.  
 
My former home that housed 3 generations of my family is technically an unauthorized dwelling. 
But San Francisco has countless units such as these and the Planning Code (317) protects units 







like this. My father changed around that part of our Victorian to accommodate the needs of our 
larger family – back then there was no codes and he was not violating any ordinance. After 
ignoring the community for months, the Dept. now, finally acknowledges that there is an 
“unauthorized” unit at the site but still proposes demolition. There are code mandates designed to 
save and protect such units that should have been grandfathered in – instead of punishing 
multigenerational families who own their homes but who are not wealthy and could not afford to 
legalize. This creates inequities, and also racial inequities, the City and its general plan wants to 
avoid.  
 
The summary online states that the current owners are claiming it’s not feasible to legalize 
because their efforts towards legalizing will only create a net gain of $110,000 which seems 
inaccurate upon examining the comps of the neighborhood for remodeled houses even factoring 
for the fees and construction costs. I ask the Commissioners to please look beyond these numbers 
to examine the realities of the market, the situation at hand, and the realities behind destroying 
vintage architecture that provides affordable housing to middle class families.  
 
 
 


 







 


 
  


 
 
 
 







 
 
 
Commissioner Moore expressed concern for preserving a sidewalk tree, but there is another 
(arguably much more important) tree needing protection. Commissioner Moore asked about the 
retention of a sidewalk tree, but at that time the sponsor did not mention that there is a very large, 
50 year old, fruit bearing avocado tree in the backyard. The sponsor’s plan is to completely 
uproot and kill this tree. This tree has a notable history, having been planted at least 50 years ago 
by my father, and had provided my family and tenants with years of succulent avocados that we 
consistently shared with the residents on the block. The pictures below are clear evidence this 
avocado tree is mature, formidable and fruit-bearing.  







 


 











 
 
 


 
I had many offers for my home in this desirable neighborhood. I chose these owners, Kerry and 
Joanne Shapiro, because they wrote me a heartfelt message about how much they loved his home 
and wanted to live there. Had I known that their intentions were to actually demolish an original 
Victorian home, compromising my former home and the wellbeing of the neighbors, I would 
have never sold it to them. This exchange between the sponsor and me is another of many 
instances of questionable behavior on the part of the Sponsor.  
 
As you can see, this residential project has had significant protest from the neighbors and 
community groups – more similar to what you would see in a commercial development. There 
are many reasons for this. I plead the Commissioners to hear the neighborhood’s concerns and 
read the tone and meaning beyond building code compliance.  
 
Respectfully, 
Ernesto Valencia  
 
 







 







 
 
 
 


 







 
 
 
 







 







 







 
 
 
 







 
 


 







 
 
 
 







 







Microbiology and Immunology
 
513 Parnassus, HSW 1542, Box 0552 
San Francisco, CA 94143
Tel: 415-506-9913
Fax: 415-476-6185
Ernesto.Valencia@ucsf.edu
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From: Feeney, Claire (CPC)
To: Patrick Rutter
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: RE: 2424 Polk Street
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 4:10:06 PM

Hi Pat,
Thank you for your email. You are correct that the backyard is NOT accessible to the business or
customers. There is an existing door that will be retained and it will NEVER be open when the
smoking lounge is active. The Department of Public Health has stringent regulations for air quality
and ventilation systems around smoking lounges, including that you cannot have open windows or
doors.
 
The rear windows and door will provide sunlight and viewing, as you noted. I’ve logged your email as
support for the Project and have forwarded it to the Applicant. Please let me know if you have any
further questions.
 
Best,
Claire
 
 
 
Claire Feeney, AICP, Planner II
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7313 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:49 PM
Cc: Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 2424 Polk Street
 
 
 
 
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. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

 
 

From: Patrick Rutter <pat.rutter@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 11:30 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2424 Polk Street
 

 

Hi there - hope you are doing well. 
 
On 2424 polk, its not a big question and am generally supportive as the conditional use authorization
draft notion is quite extensive (and it appears this has been going on for a while with good work
done here, and I'm new), but for public comments just wanted to confirm that, as per the plans, the
backyard area is non-accessible to customers/personnel since their plans have a door that is going to
be installed there - so will it just be opened or something then with no access to garden area? 
 
That then leads to the question - if the door is open, would that mess with the noise / odor control
as noted was fine on Point 7.B.3 on page 6 of the draft notion. Or is this a moot point as just for
viewing anyway?
 
Presume this has been covered, so just catching up. Thanks and good luck.
 
Pat

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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson Project - Hearing June 10th
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 1:39:40 PM
Attachments: Lou Vasquez letter June 1 2019.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: John Elberling <johne@todco.org>
Date: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 at 12:40 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 469 Stevenson Project - Hearing June 10th
 

 

oops. forgot to pdf it. here.
 

From: John Elberling
Sent: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:35 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson Project - Hearing June 10th
 
Please forward copies of this letter to the Planning Commissioners. 
 
Thanks!
 
je
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Lou Vasquez 
Partner/Co-Founder 
BUILD 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco CA.      June 1, 2021 
 
RE 469 Stevenson Project 
 
Lou: 
 
We must oppose this project adamantly. As we have discussed, it presents a mortal threat to the long-term survival of 
our SOMA Sixth Street Community. The gentrifying consequences of locating a market-rate project of this scale in the 
heart of this low-income neighborhood cannot be avoided or mitigated. The market pressures to ‘upscale’ vulnerable 
SRO’s, such as the long-vacant Chronicle Hotel, are already apparent. The opportunity for investors to ‘flip’ and 
‘renovict’ large rental properties, such as the close-by Mint Mall building on the same block, is unavoidable. A market-
rate 469 Stevenson project would be the beginning of the end of the very last lower-income community left in SOMA. 
Displacement of current residents, including many Fil-Am households, is inevitable. We cannot let that happen. 
 
As we have discussed, we are mystified by BUILD’s insistence to develop this site as proposed. From a market-valuation 
perspective, it is the least-attractive location in SOMA. It is isolated on two narrow alleys with no major street frontage. 
It is 50 feet from the City’s ‘skid row’ and various market-unfriendly operations like pawnshops and a porn shop. Its 
adjacent neighbors are an SRO and a steam power plant. We are surprised any developer or investor would take on such 
a very risky project. 
 
But on the other hand, as we have discussed it is the best possible location in SOMA for a large 100% affordable 
development with quality small SRO type units for current residential hotel residents and the Unhoused of the Central 
City. Its ground floor could accommodate needed community services. If BUILD is truly committed to city and 
community building as it represents itself, you should want to make this happen! 
 
As we have discussed, we propose that BUILD instead deed this property, along with its building studies and plans, to 
the City so that can happen. In exchange, BUILD would receive a credit for the full cost of acquiring this property that it 
can then apply toward City affordable housing fees for other BUILD projects. We understand several are now pending. 
 
This would replicate the city-building strategic achievement of the agreement between TODCO and developer Crescent 
Heights over a year ago that likewise secured the most important site in the Mission Neighborhood, the 16th and Mission 
Streets ‘Monster’ project’s location, for instead 100% community-based affordable housing. The cost of that property 
will similarly be credited toward the City’s housing fees for Crescent’s approved ‘Hub’ market rate project. That also 
made it possible for us to support the 2019 Hub rezoning overall. 
 
What BUILD does next will define conclusively what its name really means, its San Francisco brand and identity. Does it 
just ‘build’ anything it can to make a buck no matter the consequences? Or does it put the common good first creatively 
to really “build” communities and cities? 
 
John Elberling, President 
 
Cc: San Francisco Planning Commission 
 SOMA Community Organizations 
 
 







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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: American Buddhist Society Center, 1750 Van Ness Avenue
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 1:37:56 PM
Attachments: vncnc Buddhistspdf2.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: Marlayne Morgan <marlayne16@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 at 12:10 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan
(CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, Theresa
Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Rachel.Tanner@sfgov.org"
<Rachel.Tanner@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: American Buddhist Society Center, 1750 Van Ness Avenue
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
 
Attached is the Van Ness Corridor Neighborhoods Council VNCNC) letter of support for the
proposed ABSC project at 1750 Van Ness Avenue.
 
Best regards,
 
 
Marlayne Morgan and Jim Warshell
Co-Chairs
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Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association* Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association * Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association * Lower Polk Neighbors* Pacific Heights Residents Association * Russian 
Hill Community Association* Russian Hill Neighbors* Western SoMa Voice 


June 1. 2021 


President Joel Koppel 
San Francisco Planning Commission 


Re:  American Buddhist Cultural Society (ABCS), 1750  Van Ness Avenue 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


The Van Ness Corridor Neighborhoods Council (VNCNC) is writing in support of the pro-
posed ABCS center on Van Ness Avenue.  This project will serve as an educational and com-
munity center for San Francisco, as well as providing dwelling and dining facilities for students 
and staff.  While the site provides housing over ground floor retail use at a ratio of 2.1 (non-
compliant with the Van Ness Area Plan requiring 3.1), we believe that the unique nature of this 
learning and teaching refuge justifies an exception for this project. 


VNCNC originally met with this project sponsor in October of 2018 and were impressed with the 
design proposal for the ABCS project.  After community engagement, the budget was increased, 
and improvements to the facade and the interior resulted in a more nuanced exterior as well as  
increased public space in the interior, thus providing a greater community benefit.  


The project sponsor sees this project as “ a wonderful architectural opportunity to create a jewel 
that can be an enduring landmark on Van Ness Avenue while meeting the functional needs of 
the ABCS in San Francisco” and we believe they have achieved that goal.  


We urge you to support this important new addition to the Van Ness Corridor. 


Best regards, 


/s/ 


Marlayne Morgan and Jim Warshell 







Co-Chairs 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS BALANCED BUDGET TO SUPPORT RECOVERY

AND MEET CITY’S TOP CHALLENGES
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 1:30:31 PM
Attachments: 06.01.21 Budget Announcement.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, June 1, 2021 at 12:43 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS BALANCED
BUDGET TO SUPPORT RECOVERY AND MEET CITY’S TOP CHALLENGES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 1, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS BALANCED BUDGET TO

SUPPORT RECOVERY AND MEET CITY’S TOP
CHALLENGES

Two-year budget proposal sets City priorities in supporting a sustained and equitable
economic recovery and addressing critical issues that include homelessness, public safety,

behavioral health, and youth and family support
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today unveiled her budget proposal for Fiscal
Years (FY) 2021-2022 and 2022-2023. The budget proposal includes important new
investments to support San Francisco’s economic recovery, continue the COVID-19 response,
ensure public safety, provide behavioral health care, prevent homelessness and transition
people into services and housing, create more housing, promote nonprofit sustainability and
equity initiatives, and support children, youth and their families.
 
The annual $13.1 billion for FY 2021-22 and $12.8 billion for FY 2022-23 budget seeks to be
responsive to the City’s most urgent needs as it moves forward on the road to recovery from
the COVID-19 pandemic, while preserving long-term financial sustainability. Mayor Breed
announced her budget at the Willie ‘Woo Woo’ Wong Playground—a center for community
engagement and recreation in the heart of Chinatown. The renovated playground and
clubhouse opened in February, and is an example of the types of capital projects that Mayor
Breed is proposing to support in the budget.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED UNVEILS BALANCED BUDGET TO 


SUPPORT RECOVERY AND MEET CITY’S TOP 
CHALLENGES  


Two-year budget proposal sets City priorities in supporting a sustained and equitable economic 
recovery and addressing critical issues that include homelessness, public safety, behavioral 


health, and youth and family support 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today unveiled her budget proposal for Fiscal 
Years (FY) 2021-2022 and 2022-2023. The budget proposal includes important new investments 
to support San Francisco’s economic recovery, continue the COVID-19 response, ensure public 
safety, provide behavioral health care, prevent homelessness and transition people into services 
and housing, create more housing, promote nonprofit sustainability and equity initiatives, and 
support children, youth and their families. 
 
The annual $13.1 billion for FY 2021-22 and $12.8 billion for FY 2022-23 budget seeks to be 
responsive to the City’s most urgent needs as it moves forward on the road to recovery from the 
COVID-19 pandemic, while preserving long-term financial sustainability. Mayor Breed 
announced her budget at the Willie ‘Woo Woo’ Wong Playground—a center for community 
engagement and recreation in the heart of Chinatown. The renovated playground and clubhouse 
opened in February, and is an example of the types of capital projects that Mayor Breed is 
proposing to support in the budget. 
 
The proposed budget follows months of collaborative work with elected officials, City 
departments, non-profit organizations, neighborhood groups, merchants, residents, and other 
stakeholders. Mayor Breed and her staff conducted a comprehensive public outreach process, 
consisting of a public meeting to obtain input on budget priorities, two town halls, and online 
feedback to hear from residents on their priorities and reflect them in the budget.  
 
“San Francisco demonstrated our values and resilience over the last year, and I have no doubt 
that we will come back even stronger from COVID-19,” said Mayor London Breed. “As we 
move forward out of the pandemic this budget will ensure that our recovery is equitable and that 
we are delivering solutions to the most important issues impacting our city. We’re making 
significant investments to reduce homelessness, expand mental health support, support public 
safety, and address the social inequities laid bare by this pandemic, while also making 
responsible choices that maintain our budget reserves so we can continue providing critical City 
services and support for our most vulnerable residents, no matter what lies ahead.” 
 



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 
 


 


Driving a Sustained and Equitable Economic Recovery and Continuing City’s COVID-19 
Response  
The Mayor’s proposed budget invests approximately $477 million over the two years for various 
initiatives to drive and accelerate the City’s economic recovery, while also supporting the City’s 
COVID-19 response. Major recovery initiatives include Community Ambassadors and events 
and activities to enliven San Francisco’s downtown, backfilling the loss of hotel tax revenue for 
the arts, addressing student learning loss, the Women and Families First Initiative, incentivizing 
the return of conventions at the Moscone Center, a new Trans Basic Income pilot program, and 
continuing the JobsNow workforce program and Working Families Credit. 
 
Of this total, about $384 million will be spent to continue the City’s COVID-19 shelter response, 
food security programs, vaccination efforts, testing operations, and the COVID-19 Command 
Center. Funding will also support community-based COVID-19 recovery programming, 
specifically targeting resources to populations disproportionately impacted by the pandemic. 
This funding includes small business support, economic relief, workforce development funds, 
and various arts, cultural, and recreational programming. 
 
Making Historic Investments in Homelessness and Housing 
Mayor Breed’s proposed budget includes significant investments to address homelessness in 
San Francisco and expand the work started through the Homelessness Recovery Plan to create 
6,000 placements for people experiencing homelessness. In total, the budget leverages over 
$1 billion over the next two years in local, state, and federal resources to add up to 4,000 new 
housing placements, prevent homelessness and eviction for over 7,000 households, support 
additional safe parking sites, and fund the continuation of a new 40-bed emergency shelter for 
families. All of these investments are in addition to prior commitments. This funding will enable 
the City to cap all Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) rents in the City’s PSH portfolio at 30% 
of a tenant’s income. 
 
Expanding Mental Health and Substance Use Support 
Continuing her commitment to helping people with behavioral health and substance use issues, 
Mayor Breed’s budget contains approximately $300 million in new investments for behavioral 
health services. Included in the budget is funding to prevent overdoses through medication 
assisted treatment, a drug sobering site, and expanded naloxone distribution. The budget also 
includes funding to support new and existing Street Response Teams, including the Street Crisis 
Response Team, Street Wellness Response Team, and Street Overdose Response Team. This 
investment will fund the City’s plan to add over 640 new treatment beds, provide case 
management and care coordination for people receiving services, and expand services at the 
City’s Behavioral Health Access Center. This investment will also provide targeted services for 
transgender and Transitional Age Youth clients, and increase services for clients in shelters and 
Permanent Supportive Housing. 
 
Investing in Public Safety, Victims’ Services, and Justice Innovations 
The Mayor’s budget includes over $65 million over the two years to prevent violence, support 
victims, continue the City’s investments in alternative responses to non-criminal activity, and 
create an Office of Justice Innovation to oversee, implement and work with community to 
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expand this critical work. The budget includes expanded violence prevention programming and 
funding for victims’ rights, including targeted investments to support community-based violence 
prevention and intervention work, and to San Francisco’s Asian and Pacific Islander community. 
The proposed budget includes funding to maintain police staffing levels, including funding for 
new academy classes and staffing to support compliance with SB 1421 as part of City’s efforts to 
increase accountability, which includes implementing the 272 Department of Justice 
recommendations. 
 
To strengthen the City’s non-law enforcement response to non-criminal activity, the proposed 
budget includes new funding for Street Response Teams and to support call diversion. 
Additionally, the budget includes funding to replace Sheriff’s deputies at public health sites with 
trained health care professionals and community members. 
 
Supporting Children, Youth, and Their Families 
Mayor Breed is proposing $144 million over the two years to lay the groundwork for early 
learning and universal preschool in San Francisco. This includes funding for childcare subsidies, 
workforce compensation for childcare providers, child health and wellbeing, and Family 
Resource Centers. The budget also maintains the City’s existing investments in children and 
youth, invests significant new funding to address learning loss, funds mental health for SFUSD 
students, and supports the Mayor’s Opportunities for All initiative. 
 
Supporting Long-Term Economic Justice Strategies 
The Mayor’s budget continues the City’s $60 million annual investment in the Dream Keeper 
Initiative, which Mayor Breed launched to reinvest in services and programs that support San 
Francisco’s Black and African American community. The proposed budget also includes funding 
to waive additional fees and fines paid to the City by San Francisco residents. Additionally, the 
budget supports the City’s efforts to promote diversity, equity and inclusion and ensure citywide 
coordination of equity work. The Mayor’s proposed budget also makes a significant investment 
in the sustainability of the City’s nonprofit partners with $76.4 million for an ongoing cost of 
doing business increase. 
 
Investing in Capital Projects and Affordable Housing  
The Mayor is proposing significant investments in capital and one-time projects, which will 
create jobs and spur economic recovery. The proposed budget provides $50.6 million to support 
affordable housing developments in San Francisco. The proposed budget also includes 
$208 million for projects from the City’s Capital Plan, including street and parks infrastructure 
improvements, an expansion of fiber to affordable housing, and community facility 
improvements. The proposed budget also includes funding to replace aging equipment in the Fire 
and Police departments, as well as funding to purchase a site for an LGBT Cultural Museum. 
 
Ensuring Financial Resilience 
Mayor Breed’s proposed budget makes the above significant investments in a way that is 
financially responsible. By utilizing funding from the American Rescue Plan and other one-time 
sources, the City is able to maintain its reserves. This allows the City to preserve its Rainy Day 
Reserve for future uncertainty and risk. To hedge against future risk and uncertainty, the Mayor’s 
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proposed budget re-allocates unappropriated funds to create two new reserves that will help to 
manage unforeseen costs due to potential FEMA reimbursement disallowances and to manage 
future budget shortfalls. 
 
Mayor Breed’s complete budget proposal for FY 2021-22 and 2022-23 can be found here.  
 
Through the end of June, the Board of Supervisors’ Budget and Appropriations Committee will 
hold public hearings on the budget, and will make recommendations to the full Board. In July, 
the budget is heard and voted on by the full Board of Supervisors, and returns to the Mayor for 
her approval, typically by August 1st.   
 


### 
 



https://sfmayor.org/sites/default/files/FY22%20and%20FY23%20Budget%20Book%20Final%20for%20Web.pdf





The proposed budget follows months of collaborative work with elected officials, City
departments, non-profit organizations, neighborhood groups, merchants, residents, and other
stakeholders. Mayor Breed and her staff conducted a comprehensive public outreach process,
consisting of a public meeting to obtain input on budget priorities, two town halls, and online
feedback to hear from residents on their priorities and reflect them in the budget.
 
“San Francisco demonstrated our values and resilience over the last year, and I have no doubt
that we will come back even stronger from COVID-19,” said Mayor London Breed. “As we
move forward out of the pandemic this budget will ensure that our recovery is equitable and
that we are delivering solutions to the most important issues impacting our city. We’re making
significant investments to reduce homelessness, expand mental health support, support public
safety, and address the social inequities laid bare by this pandemic, while also making
responsible choices that maintain our budget reserves so we can continue providing critical
City services and support for our most vulnerable residents, no matter what lies ahead.”
 
Driving a Sustained and Equitable Economic Recovery and Continuing City’s COVID-
19 Response
The Mayor’s proposed budget invests approximately $477 million over the two years for
various initiatives to drive and accelerate the City’s economic recovery, while also supporting
the City’s COVID-19 response. Major recovery initiatives include Community Ambassadors
and events and activities to enliven San Francisco’s downtown, backfilling the loss of hotel
tax revenue for the arts, addressing student learning loss, the Women and Families First
Initiative, incentivizing the return of conventions at the Moscone Center, a new Trans Basic
Income pilot program, and continuing the JobsNow workforce program and Working Families
Credit.
 
Of this total, about $384 million will be spent to continue the City’s COVID-19 shelter
response, food security programs, vaccination efforts, testing operations, and the COVID-19
Command Center. Funding will also support community-based COVID-19 recovery
programming, specifically targeting resources to populations disproportionately impacted by
the pandemic. This funding includes small business support, economic relief, workforce
development funds, and various arts, cultural, and recreational programming.
 
Making Historic Investments in Homelessness and Housing
Mayor Breed’s proposed budget includes significant investments to address homelessness in
San Francisco and expand the work started through the Homelessness Recovery Plan to create
6,000 placements for people experiencing homelessness. In total, the budget leverages over
$1 billion over the next two years in local, state, and federal resources to add up to 4,000 new
housing placements, prevent homelessness and eviction for over 7,000 households, support
additional safe parking sites, and fund the continuation of a new 40-bed emergency shelter for
families. All of these investments are in addition to prior commitments. This funding will
enable the City to cap all Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) rents in the City’s PSH
portfolio at 30% of a tenant’s income.
 
Expanding Mental Health and Substance Use Support
Continuing her commitment to helping people with behavioral health and substance use
issues, Mayor Breed’s budget contains approximately $300 million in new investments for
behavioral health services. Included in the budget is funding to prevent overdoses through
medication assisted treatment, a drug sobering site, and expanded naloxone distribution. The
budget also includes funding to support new and existing Street Response Teams, including



the Street Crisis Response Team, Street Wellness Response Team, and Street Overdose
Response Team. This investment will fund the City’s plan to add over 640 new treatment
beds, provide case management and care coordination for people receiving services, and
expand services at the City’s Behavioral Health Access Center. This investment will also
provide targeted services for transgender and Transitional Age Youth clients, and increase
services for clients in shelters and Permanent Supportive Housing.
 
Investing in Public Safety, Victims’ Services, and Justice Innovations
The Mayor’s budget includes over $65 million over the two years to prevent violence, support
victims, continue the City’s investments in alternative responses to non-criminal activity, and
create an Office of Justice Innovation to oversee, implement and work with community to
expand this critical work. The budget includes expanded violence prevention programming
and funding for victims’ rights, including targeted investments to support community-based
violence prevention and intervention work, and to San Francisco’s Asian and Pacific Islander
community. The proposed budget includes funding to maintain police staffing levels,
including funding for new academy classes and staffing to support compliance with SB 1421
as part of City’s efforts to increase accountability, which includes implementing the 272
Department of Justice recommendations.
 
To strengthen the City’s non-law enforcement response to non-criminal activity, the proposed
budget includes new funding for Street Response Teams and to support call diversion.
Additionally, the budget includes funding to replace Sheriff’s deputies at public health sites
with trained health care professionals and community members.
 
Supporting Children, Youth, and Their Families
Mayor Breed is proposing $144 million over the two years to lay the groundwork for early
learning and universal preschool in San Francisco. This includes funding for childcare
subsidies, workforce compensation for childcare providers, child health and wellbeing, and
Family Resource Centers. The budget also maintains the City’s existing investments in
children and youth, invests significant new funding to address learning loss, funds mental
health for SFUSD students, and supports the Mayor’s Opportunities for All initiative.
 
Supporting Long-Term Economic Justice Strategies
The Mayor’s budget continues the City’s $60 million annual investment in the Dream Keeper
Initiative, which Mayor Breed launched to reinvest in services and programs that support San
Francisco’s Black and African American community. The proposed budget also includes
funding to waive additional fees and fines paid to the City by San Francisco residents.
Additionally, the budget supports the City’s efforts to promote diversity, equity and inclusion
and ensure citywide coordination of equity work. The Mayor’s proposed budget also makes a
significant investment in the sustainability of the City’s nonprofit partners with $76.4 million
for an ongoing cost of doing business increase.
 
Investing in Capital Projects and Affordable Housing
The Mayor is proposing significant investments in capital and one-time projects, which will
create jobs and spur economic recovery. The proposed budget provides $50.6 million to
support affordable housing developments in San Francisco. The proposed budget also includes
$208 million for projects from the City’s Capital Plan, including street and parks infrastructure
improvements, an expansion of fiber to affordable housing, and community facility
improvements. The proposed budget also includes funding to replace aging equipment in the
Fire and Police departments, as well as funding to purchase a site for an LGBT Cultural



Museum.
 
Ensuring Financial Resilience
Mayor Breed’s proposed budget makes the above significant investments in a way that is
financially responsible. By utilizing funding from the American Rescue Plan and other one-
time sources, the City is able to maintain its reserves. This allows the City to preserve its
Rainy Day Reserve for future uncertainty and risk. To hedge against future risk and
uncertainty, the Mayor’s proposed budget re-allocates unappropriated funds to create two new
reserves that will help to manage unforeseen costs due to potential FEMA reimbursement
disallowances and to manage future budget shortfalls.
 
Mayor Breed’s complete budget proposal for FY 2021-22 and 2022-23 can be found here.
 
Through the end of June, the Board of Supervisors’ Budget and Appropriations Committee
will hold public hearings on the budget, and will make recommendations to the full Board. In
July, the budget is heard and voted on by the full Board of Supervisors, and returns to the
Mayor for her approval, typically by August 1st.
 

###
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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: Feeney, Claire (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2424 Polk Street
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 12:48:51 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: Patrick Rutter <pat.rutter@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 11:30 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2424 Polk Street
 

 

Hi there - hope you are doing well. 
 
On 2424 polk, its not a big question and am generally supportive as the conditional use authorization
draft notion is quite extensive (and it appears this has been going on for a while with good work
done here, and I'm new), but for public comments just wanted to confirm that, as per the plans, the
backyard area is non-accessible to customers/personnel since their plans have a door that is going to
be installed there - so will it just be opened or something then with no access to garden area? 
 
That then leads to the question - if the door is open, would that mess with the noise / odor control
as noted was fine on Point 7.B.3 on page 6 of the draft notion. Or is this a moot point as just for
viewing anyway?
 
Presume this has been covered, so just catching up. Thanks and good luck.
 
Pat

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Claire.Feeney@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Dito, Matthew (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 562 28th Ave. Notice of Appeal
Date: Tuesday, June 01, 2021 8:52:55 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: Hart Mail <householdorders@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2021 4:49 PM
Subject: 562 28th Ave. Notice of Appeal
 

 

 

 
Firm Name Agent Name Role From To

Info JAKON INVESTMENT GROUP
LP ROMAN KNOP PAYOR 11/12/2020

Info ROMKON INC ROMAN KNOP CONTRACTOR 12/22/2020

Info SIA CONSULTING CORP. SALLY SZETO AUTHORIZED AGENT-
OTHERS 12/17/2020

Info SIA CONSULTING X103 BAHMAN
GHASSEMZADEH

AUTHORIZED AGENT-
OTHERS 12/17/2020

1

Permit Number: 201705055838

To: San Francisco Planning 

From: Residents of 28th Avenue & Anza Street San Francisco CA 94121 

Subject: Permit Number: 201705055838
 

562 28th avenue, San
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https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/Default.aspx%3Fpage%3DAgentPermits%26amp%3BFirmName%3DSIA%2BCONSULTING%2BCORP.%26amp%3BFName%3DSALLY%26amp%3BLName%3DSZETO%26amp%3BLicNo%3D%26amp%3BRoleID%3D7%26amp%3BBegDate%3D5/16/2020%25201%3A42%3A17%2520PM%2520%26amp%3BEndDate%3D5/16/2021%25201%3A42%3A17%2520PM&g=Y2IwNDFiNWYyZDdlMGE4YQ==&h=ODhkYzRlMTY4MTE1MmRhZmIwMGM5ZjI4YjliNGE3ZGQ5MDcxNWFjOTY4NTE0ZjFiMTExYjcwNDI2ZGM0M2JiNw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjI1NzhiYzcwM2IxZTBmNGYxZmI3ZDc4YjNkZjFiNDYwOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/Default.aspx%3Fpage%3DAgentPermits%26amp%3BFirmName%3DSIA%2BCONSULTING%2BX103%26amp%3BFName%3DBAHMAN%26amp%3BLName%3DGHASSEMZADEH%26amp%3BLicNo%3DC75941%26amp%3BRoleID%3D7%26amp%3BBegDate%3D5/16/2020%25201%3A42%3A17%2520PM%2520%26amp%3BEndDate%3D5/16/2021%25201%3A42%3A17%2520PM&g=YWJlZDNhNjk1ZjcxY2NkZA==&h=Nzk2MjM1Njk2OGZlZWM2NGNhOWZiZjYwY2QyNDI2YzM5MzhmMjU2ZjcyODMwMTliYTIwY2FjMjhiOGIwM2NjZQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjI1NzhiYzcwM2IxZTBmNGYxZmI3ZDc4YjNkZjFiNDYwOnYx


Proposal Record: 2015-015199CUA; Block/Lot: 1517 / 022 
Francisco CA 94121 

We are residents of 28th Avenue and Anza Street., San Francisco CA 94121, and
are collectively writing to you with reference to the property above. The recent
notice on the building was not posted in a timely manner (15 days
is not enough time to organize materials anyway and less than 2
weeks is even more unrealistic!). A minimum of 30 days should be
granted as well as a waiver of the $175 appeals fee since this is
a financial hardship few can manage during a pandemic. None of
the residents on the block received written notification by mail
of the issuance of permits. It appears proper protocol is not
being followed regarding this property, which appears to be a
perfectly sound home unworthy of demolition. There are so few
single family homes left on this street and with green space for
endangered species of butterflies and birds of special concern
that is vital in a city it is imperative to preserve it as it
stands. We strongly believe that no one would approve/sign off on
a project of this magnitude on the block they reside within.
Imagine, if you will, living with this project if it goes forward
right next door or across the street for over 2,000 days. The
devastating noise and air pollution in an already challenging
time would only make matters worse. Furthermore, the retrofitting
projects many buildings were forced to undergo may be compromised
by a demolition and the excavation. Who will be responsible
should damage ensue? Many of us fear a domino effect as conjoined
buildings uphill from this site may weaken with each vibration.  

1. Environmental and Health impact: We live in a biodiversity
hotspot; therefore, building over any precious greenspace is
irresponsible. The Mission Blue Butterflies, Rufous and Allen's
Hummingbirds, raptors such as falcons and hawks, the SF Garter
Snake, etc. would suffer from such an ill-conceived project. A
demolition in and of itself would create immense pollution not
just affecting wildlife but fellow residents, many of whom are
long time elderly individuals who may suffer serious damage to
their health and pursue legal action as a result. Some neighbors
are growing organic food that will become tainted/inedible and
with more units comes more fire danger, traffic, noise, pests,
disease and other health issues especially of concern during a
time of pandemic--in addition to more people with dogs which they
don't clean up after adding to the already unsanitary sidewalks
and streets that "street cleaning" does not effectively nor
sufficiently address.       

2. Parking provisions: It is well known that parking is a serious challenge in the
Richmond 

District-28th Avenue and adjacent blocks have extremely limited parking, and existing
residents 
are facing major challenges with parking their cars in the neighborhood, especially
given several of the parking spots on 28th Avenue have parking meters. The planned



project does not include adequate parking provisions for the 8 proposed units. Many
households are 2 or more car households. It can easily be assumed tha,t at a minimum,
the proposed multi-unit mixed use project will require 8 parking spots for the 8 units plus
additional spaces for visitors, service providers/deliveries. Over the years the
owner/contractor has often appeared in a hummer which takes of two spaces itself. The
addition of so many vehicles to the already limited street parking is not feasible, and will
be very troublesome to the residents of 28th Avenue and neighboring blocks.
Inadequate parking is guaranteed to result in illegal double-parking. This poses a serious
threat to residents' safety by increasing the risk of accidents, particularly for residents of
adjacent buildings, as our ability to see oncoming traffic while exiting our garages will
be severely compromised by the resulting blind spots. There have already been several
incidents of near-misses due to vehicles double parking illegally on 28th Avenue. Lastly,
the recently constructed building on our block (518, 520 and 522 28th Avenue) also
includes parking for the 3 units in the building. It is imperative that the proposed plans are
revised to accommodate additional parking spots, to avoid further increasing the
density of cars 

that will need to be parked on the street. 

3. Boundary of planned property: The planned property extends beyond the
boundary of adjacent 

buildings, 558 28th Avenue, and 568 28th Avenue. It is reasonable to expect that the
boundary of 
the planned property is at least in line with the envelope of the adjacent buildings.

4. Impact to existing views: There are several residents in addresses 568-592
28th Avenue whose views of the 

Golden Gate Bridge will be compromised per the proposed construction plans,
thereby 
significantly impacting the overall value of their property. 

5. Proposed lightwell: There are several residents of 558 28th Ave who have their
bedroom 
windows that open into the lightwell and rely entirely on the lightwell to provide natural



light to their bedrooms. The same is the case for the stairwell. The proposed project
severely impacts the natural light in this building as the plans incorporate a small light
well. Reduced natural light will negatively impact residents' health and living environment,
and the overall sustainability of 

units in this building. 

6. Construction timing & litigation: Given that many residents on this street are
senior citizens, and families 
with small children, we would like to request that construction is limited to 8 am - 6 pm
on weekdays only. We will be highly appreciative if this request is fulfilled as it will
allow us peace and quiet over the weekends to get some rest. Below is just one case
this contractor has been involved in and we fear similar issues arising: 

https://unicourt.com/case/ca-sfc-department-of-industrial-relations-vs-romkon-inc-551750
 

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission (re)evaluate our concerns
and please disallow the proposed project as currently planned as it negatively
impacts the daily lives of existing residents. Please note that several residents of our
block are in agreement, as indicated by their signatures in the below table. Thank
you for your consideration. 

Name 

Address
 

Signature and
Date 

ANSHUL
SHAH 

558 28TH AVE 202,
SAN FRANCISCO,
CA 94121 

4/24/19 

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//unicourt.com/case/ca-sfc-department-of-industrial-relations-vs-romkon-inc-551750&g=OWU1ZjI4N2RmMjgwNzM1Yg==&h=N2EwYmIxN2E2M2VjZmU4NzJhMjRkYWNhZWU4ZTRjM2NmM2QzZGI5NzQzYjFlNmFhNzc1NjRhM2QyZmM4NjdhNQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjI1NzhiYzcwM2IxZTBmNGYxZmI3ZDc4YjNkZjFiNDYwOnYx


 KARISHMA AMIN 558 28th Ave, Apt202 Kanshmefnin 

San Francisco CA 94121
4/24/2019 

SAM FLYASH 558 28 ave 101 S.F CA94121 4-24-19 

Mariana Flyash 558 28th ave #101 SF CA 94121
04.24:19 

Roger Leung 558 28th Ave *02 SF CA
9412 4-24-19 

Josephine Leung 558-28th Ave
102 SF.CA 94121 4.24-19 

TYLER
JONES/568
28th Ave. #2
SF CA 94121 



Alyxandria Jones | 568 28th Ave #2 SF CA 94121 
 
4.25
.19 

Name 

Addres
s 

Signatur
e and
Date 

Girla M. Dellegatta  588 28th Ave St, CA 94121 

Daniel Lensgerich 592 28th
Ave 

San Francisco, CA, 94121 

4-28-1
9 

Jeff
Haptonstall 

592 28th Ave SF CA 94121 

David Holt 

561 28th Ave. SF ca 94121
4/29/19 

Sandra
Holt 

561-28th Ave



MU 

CAROLINE HART 

568 28 Th
AVE SF.CA
94121 

Chika
ko Hart
568 28th
Ave
SFCA
94121 

4/29/
19 

Levinton TATIANA 3620 Anza St 

SF CA
94121 

Ernie MCNABB 558 -28 Ave SF, CA 94121



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT);

JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for June 3, 2021
Date: Friday, May 28, 2021 4:25:36 PM
Attachments: 20210603_cal.docx

20210603_cal.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2021.docx
Advance Calendar - 202100603.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for June 3, 2021.
 
Enjoy the Memorial Day 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
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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Agenda





Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, June 3, 2021

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department

[bookmark: _Hlk63346625]49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400

San Francisco, CA 94103





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

[bookmark: _Hlk63346654] commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.




Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 

The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples.



Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 



Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



FILIPINO: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 

RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





Remote Access to Information and Participation 



In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 



On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 



Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code:  	187 796 7244



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.




ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

			Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



1.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for May 20, 2021



2.	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.


C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



3.	Director’s Announcements



4.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

D.	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.



E. 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.



5.	2020-006112PCA	(V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525)

MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT ZONING CONTROLS [BF 210381] – Planning Code Amendments – Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise Massage Establishment zoning controls, including, among other things, to 1) add Sole Practitioner Massage Establishments to the definition of Health Services in Article 7; 2) regulate Massage Establishments consistent with Health Services, except that where zoning for Health Services is more permissive, Massage Establishments shall require conditional use authorization on the second floor and are not permitted on the third floor and above unless located within a Hotel; 3) eliminate the three-month period to establish abandonment of certain nonconforming Massage Establishment uses; 4) prohibit Personal Services uses for three years at any location where a Massage Establishment use was closed due to a violation of the Planning Code or Health Code; 5) eliminate the exception from the conditional use authorization requirement for massage uses accessory to a dwelling unit; and 6) delete related provisions that have expired through the passage of time; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Modification



6.	2018-013637CWP	(L. FISHER: (628) 652-7450 AND L. BARATA: (628) 652-7326)

ISLAIS CREEK SOUTHEAST MOBILITY AND ADAPTATION STRATEGY – area between southern Dogpatch, northern Bayview, Highway 101 and the San Francisco Bay  – Informational Hearing nearing the end of a two-year effort funded by Caltrans and agency staff resources; Planning leads the interagency team comprised of SFMTA, SF Port, and SFPUC. Building on robust technical analysis and public engagement, ICSMAS outlines coastal/inland flooding and sea level rise adaptation strategies and pathways to protect the area, its key assets, and communities from the unavoidable impacts of climate change.

Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 

[bookmark: _Hlk73001840]

7a.	2021-000444CUA	(K. GUY: (628) 652-7325)

135 POST STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 0310 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.2 and 303 to establish approximately 49,000 square feet of non-retail sales and service (general office) uses at floors three through six of the existing six-story building within a C-3-R (Downtown, Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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     



7b.	2021-000444OFA	(K. GUY: (628) 652-7325)

135 POST STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 0310 (District 3) – Request for Office Allocation, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 320-325 to establish approximately 49,000 square feet of non-retail sales and service (general office) uses at floors three through six of the existing six-story building within a C-3-R (Downtown, Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions     

	

8.	2020-011603CUA	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313)

2424 POLK STREET – east side between Filbert and Union Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor's Block 0525 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 303 and 723, to establish an approximately 2,346 square-foot Cannabis Retail Use (d.b.a. A&E Green Solutions) within a one-story commercial building. There will be an on-site smoking and vaporizing lounge in the rear of the business. There will be no expansion of the existing building envelope or storefront modifications proposed. The project site is located within the Polk Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning 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



9.	2020-003223CUA	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)
249 TEXAS STREET – east side between 18th and Mariposa Streets: Lot 17A in Assessors Block 4001 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 303 and 317 to demolish an existing three-story single-family dwelling with an unauthorized dwelling unit and construct a new three-story building containing two-dwelling units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The new development would measure approximately 4,378 square feet. 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 May 13, 2021)

Note: On March 4, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 1, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0. On April 1, 2021, without hearing, continued to April 15, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0. On April 15, 2021, without hearing, continued to May 13, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0.  On May 13, 2021, without hearing, continued to June 3, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0.  



F. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



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



10a.	2019-006578SHD	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)

2455 HARRISON STREET – east side between 20th and 21st Streets, Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 4084 (District 9) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of the Adoption of Shadow Findings pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 that net new shadow from the project would not be adverse to the use of the Mission Recreation Center, which is under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. The Project proposes the demolition of the existing one-story industrial building and the new construction of a four-story-over-basement, 48’ tall, 11,125 square foot (sq ft) mixed-use building with five dwelling units, 4,288 sq ft of laboratory use, and six bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and 48-X Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt

(Continued from Regular hearing on March 25, 2021)



10b.	2019-006578DRP	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)

2455 HARRISON STREET – east side between 20th and 21st Streets; Lot 026 in Assessor’s Block 4084 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 2019.0430.9262 for the demolition of an existing one-story automotive repair building and new construction of a four-story mixed-use building with laboratory use on the first and second stories, and residential dwelling units on the third and fourth stories within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 48-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



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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 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance. 
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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:   187 796 7244 
 
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. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


1. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for May 20, 2021 


 
2. 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. 


 
C. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
3. Director’s Announcements 
 
4. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 


Preservation Commission 
  


D. 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. 


 
E. 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. 


 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20210520_cal_min.pdf





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, June 3, 2021 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 5 of 11 
 


5. 2020-006112PCA (V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525) 
MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT ZONING CONTROLS [BF 210381] – Planning Code Amendments 
– Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise Massage Establishment zoning controls, 
including, among other things, to 1) add Sole Practitioner Massage Establishments to the 
definition of Health Services in Article 7; 2) regulate Massage Establishments consistent with 
Health Services, except that where zoning for Health Services is more permissive, Massage 
Establishments shall require conditional use authorization on the second floor and are not 
permitted on the third floor and above unless located within a Hotel; 3) eliminate the three-
month period to establish abandonment of certain nonconforming Massage Establishment 
uses; 4) prohibit Personal Services uses for three years at any location where a Massage 
Establishment use was closed due to a violation of the Planning Code or Health Code; 5) 
eliminate the exception from the conditional use authorization requirement for massage 
uses accessory to a dwelling unit; and 6) delete related provisions that have expired through 
the passage of time; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, 
convenience, and general welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Modification 


 
6. 2018-013637CWP (L. FISHER: (628) 652-7450 AND L. BARATA: (628) 652-7326) 


ISLAIS CREEK SOUTHEAST MOBILITY AND ADAPTATION STRATEGY – area between southern 
Dogpatch, northern Bayview, Highway 101 and the San Francisco Bay  – Informational 
Hearing nearing the end of a two-year effort funded by Caltrans and agency staff resources; 
Planning leads the interagency team comprised of SFMTA, SF Port, and SFPUC. Building on 
robust technical analysis and public engagement, ICSMAS outlines coastal/inland flooding 
and sea level rise adaptation strategies and pathways to protect the area, its key assets, and 
communities from the unavoidable impacts of climate change. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational  


 
7a. 2021-000444CUA (K. GUY: (628) 652-7325) 


135 POST STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street; Lot 021 in 
Assessor’s Block 0310 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 209.2 and 303 to establish approximately 49,000 square feet of non-
retail sales and service (general office) uses at floors three through six of the existing six-
story building within a C-3-R (Downtown, Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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      


 
7b. 2021-000444OFA (K. GUY: (628) 652-7325) 


135 POST STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street; Lot 021 in 
Assessor’s Block 0310 (District 3) – Request for Office Allocation, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 320-325 to establish approximately 49,000 square feet of non-retail sales and 
service (general office) uses at floors three through six of the existing six-story building 
within a C-3-R (Downtown, Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions      


  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-006112PCA.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-013637CWP.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-000444CUAOFA.pdf

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-000444CUAOFA.pdf
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8. 2020-011603CUA (C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313) 
2424 POLK STREET – east side between Filbert and Union Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor's Block 
0525 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
303 and 723, to establish an approximately 2,346 square-foot Cannabis Retail Use (d.b.a. 
A&E Green Solutions) within a one-story commercial building. There will be an on-site 
smoking and vaporizing lounge in the rear of the business. There will be no expansion of the 
existing building envelope or storefront modifications proposed. The project site is located 
within the Polk Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning 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 


 
9. 2020-003223CUA (A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314) 


249 TEXAS STREET – east side between 18th and Mariposa Streets: Lot 17A in Assessors Block 
4001 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
303 and 317 to demolish an existing three-story single-family dwelling with an 
unauthorized dwelling unit and construct a new three-story building containing two-
dwelling units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. The new development would measure approximately 4,378 square 
feet. 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 May 13, 2021) 
Note: On March 4, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 1, 
2021 by a vote of +7 -0. On April 1, 2021, without hearing, continued to April 15, 2021 by a 
vote of +7 -0. On April 15, 2021, without hearing, continued to May 13, 2021 by a vote of +7 
-0.  On May 13, 2021, without hearing, continued to June 3, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0.   


 
F. 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. 


 
10a. 2019-006578SHD (A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314) 


2455 HARRISON STREET – east side between 20th and 21st Streets, Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 
4084 (District 9) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of the Adoption of 
Shadow Findings pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 that net new shadow from the 
project would not be adverse to the use of the Mission Recreation Center, which is under the 
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. The Project proposes the demolition of 
the existing one-story industrial building and the new construction of a four-story-over-
basement, 48’ tall, 11,125 square foot (sq ft) mixed-use building with five dwelling units, 
4,288 sq ft of laboratory use, and six bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located 
within a UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and 48-X Height and Bulk District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 25, 2021) 


 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-011603CUA.pdf

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-003223CUAc1.pdf

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-006578SHDc1.pdf
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10b. 2019-006578DRP (A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314) 
2455 HARRISON STREET – east side between 20th and 21st Streets; Lot 026 in Assessor’s Block 
4084 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 
2019.0430.9262 for the demolition of an existing one-story automotive repair building and 
new construction of a four-story mixed-use building with laboratory use on the first and 
second stories, and residential dwelling units on the third and fourth stories within a UMU 
(Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 48-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 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-006578DRP.pdf

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



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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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.  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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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 



http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447
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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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Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:


[bookmark: _Hlk63346654] commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.






Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 


The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples.





Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance


[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 





For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.


 


Privacy Policy


Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 





Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.


 


Accessible Meeting Information


Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 





Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.





Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 





Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 





Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.





Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.





SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.





CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的


至少48個小時提出要求。





FILIPINO: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 


RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 








Remote Access to Information and Participation 





In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 





On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 





Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code:  	187 796 7244





The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.





As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.






ROLL CALL:		


[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore


		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,


			Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 





A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE





The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.





B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 





1.	Consideration of Adoption:


· Draft Minutes for May 20, 2021





2.	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.



C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS





3.	Director’s Announcements





4.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission


	


D.	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.





E. 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.





5.	2020-006112PCA	(V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525)


MASSAGE ESTABLISHMENT ZONING CONTROLS [BF 210381] – Planning Code Amendments – Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise Massage Establishment zoning controls, including, among other things, to 1) add Sole Practitioner Massage Establishments to the definition of Health Services in Article 7; 2) regulate Massage Establishments consistent with Health Services, except that where zoning for Health Services is more permissive, Massage Establishments shall require conditional use authorization on the second floor and are not permitted on the third floor and above unless located within a Hotel; 3) eliminate the three-month period to establish abandonment of certain nonconforming Massage Establishment uses; 4) prohibit Personal Services uses for three years at any location where a Massage Establishment use was closed due to a violation of the Planning Code or Health Code; 5) eliminate the exception from the conditional use authorization requirement for massage uses accessory to a dwelling unit; and 6) delete related provisions that have expired through the passage of time; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.


Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Modification





6.	2018-013637CWP	(L. FISHER: (628) 652-7450 AND L. BARATA: (628) 652-7326)


ISLAIS CREEK SOUTHEAST MOBILITY AND ADAPTATION STRATEGY – area between southern Dogpatch, northern Bayview, Highway 101 and the San Francisco Bay  – Informational Hearing nearing the end of a two-year effort funded by Caltrans and agency staff resources; Planning leads the interagency team comprised of SFMTA, SF Port, and SFPUC. Building on robust technical analysis and public engagement, ICSMAS outlines coastal/inland flooding and sea level rise adaptation strategies and pathways to protect the area, its key assets, and communities from the unavoidable impacts of climate change.


Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 


[bookmark: _Hlk73001840]


7a.	2021-000444CUA	(K. GUY: (628) 652-7325)


135 POST STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 0310 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.2 and 303 to establish approximately 49,000 square feet of non-retail sales and service (general office) uses at floors three through six of the existing six-story building within a C-3-R (Downtown, Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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     





7b.	2021-000444OFA	(K. GUY: (628) 652-7325)


135 POST STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street; Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 0310 (District 3) – Request for Office Allocation, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 320-325 to establish approximately 49,000 square feet of non-retail sales and service (general office) uses at floors three through six of the existing six-story building within a C-3-R (Downtown, Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District.


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions     


	


8.	2020-011603CUA	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313)


2424 POLK STREET – east side between Filbert and Union Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor's Block 0525 (District 2) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 303 and 723, to establish an approximately 2,346 square-foot Cannabis Retail Use (d.b.a. A&E Green Solutions) within a one-story commercial building. There will be an on-site smoking and vaporizing lounge in the rear of the business. There will be no expansion of the existing building envelope or storefront modifications proposed. The project site is located within the Polk Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning 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





9.	2020-003223CUA	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)
249 TEXAS STREET – east side between 18th and Mariposa Streets: Lot 17A in Assessors Block 4001 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 303 and 317 to demolish an existing three-story single-family dwelling with an unauthorized dwelling unit and construct a new three-story building containing two-dwelling units within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The new development would measure approximately 4,378 square feet. 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 May 13, 2021)


Note: On March 4, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to April 1, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0. On April 1, 2021, without hearing, continued to April 15, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0. On April 15, 2021, without hearing, continued to May 13, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0.  On May 13, 2021, without hearing, continued to June 3, 2021 by a vote of +7 -0.  





F. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  





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





10a.	2019-006578SHD	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)


2455 HARRISON STREET – east side between 20th and 21st Streets, Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 4084 (District 9) – Request for Planning Commission consideration of the Adoption of Shadow Findings pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 that net new shadow from the project would not be adverse to the use of the Mission Recreation Center, which is under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. The Project proposes the demolition of the existing one-story industrial building and the new construction of a four-story-over-basement, 48’ tall, 11,125 square foot (sq ft) mixed-use building with five dwelling units, 4,288 sq ft of laboratory use, and six bicycle parking spaces. The subject property is located within a UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and 48-X Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt


(Continued from Regular hearing on March 25, 2021)





10b.	2019-006578DRP	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)


2455 HARRISON STREET – east side between 20th and 21st Streets; Lot 026 in Assessor’s Block 4084 (District 9) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 2019.0430.9262 for the demolition of an existing one-story automotive repair building and new construction of a four-story mixed-use building with laboratory use on the first and second stories, and residential dwelling units on the third and fourth stories within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 48-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





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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To:           Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:           Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20926

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 754

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   May 27, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-009481CUA

		4034 20th Street

		Horn

		Continued to June 17, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2021-001698CUA

		340 Fell Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to September 2, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-008058DRP

		1950 Franklin Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		CPC Rules&Regs

		Ionin

		Continued to June 10, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20923

		2021-003760CUA

		4374 Mission Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 13, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		DRA-753

		2019-017985DRP-05

		25 Toledo Way

		Winslow

		No DR Approved with Mofifications

		+7 -0



		M-20924

		2019-012888CUA

		3129-3141 Clement Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Outdoor seating to end at 8:00 pm and outdoor noise to end at 10 pm;

2. No outdoor TV’s; and

3. Sound from the Karaoke Bar to be fully contained within the establishment and no noise to bleed outside.

		+7 -0



		M-20925

		2021-000603CUA

		5 Leland Avenue

		Christensen

		Disapproved, citing:

1. Overconcentration and saturation in the immediate vicinity;

2. Limited number of storefronts; and 

3. CU criteria not being met.

		+4 -3 (Tanner, Diamond, Koppel against)







   May 20, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-022661CUA

		628 Shotweel Street

		Feeney

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 6, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20922

		2020-007074CUA

		159 Laidley Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2020-007734DRP-03

		3441 Washington Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-750

		2019-019822DRP

		4079 Cesar Chavez

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		DRA-751

		2019-019373DRP

		217 Hugo Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		DRA-752

		2019-016244DRP

		239 Broad Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0







   May 13, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-000603CUA

		5 Leland Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to May 27, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-003223CUA

		249 Texas Street

		Westhoff

		Continued to June 3, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-019373DRP

		217 Hugo Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 20, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-007734DRP-03

		3441 Washington Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 20, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20914

		2020-008474CUA

		3519 California Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20915

		2019-021247CUA

		1537 Mission Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 29, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		O Guttenburg Street

		Pantoja

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20916

		2021-002990PCA

		Temporary Closure of Liquor Stores in Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District[BF 210287]

		Merlone

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		R-20917

		2021-003184PCAMAP

		2500-2530 18th Street Affordable Housing Special Use District [BF 210182]

		Flores

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		

		2019-021884CWPENV

		Potrero Yard Modernization Project

		Snyder

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20918

		2018-011249CUA-02

		1567 California Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20919

		2020-003042AHB

		4712-4720 3rd Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20920

		2014.1058CUA

		6424 3rd Street/188 Key Avenue

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2014.1058VAR

		6424 3rd Street/188 Key Avenue

		Jardines

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20921

		2020-000886CUA

		575 Vermont Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: 

1. A patio for the ADU at grade for the full width of the unit at least ten feet deep;

2. Sponsor continue working with Staff and adjacent neighbors on the north facing fenestration of the top two floors; and 

3. The modifications be submitted to the CPC in the form of an update memo. 

		+7 -0







   May 6, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-019373DRP

		217 Hugo Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 13, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20908

		2021-000186CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 22, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20909

		2015-009955ENV

		1525 Pine Street

		Li

		Upheld

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2015-009955CUA

		1525 Pine Street

		Asbagh

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 17, 2021 with direction to explore a project that provides more light and air to the adjacent tenants.

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20910

		2019-020740CUA

		468 Turk Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include the minimum kitchen appliances as listed by the Project Sponsor.

		+7 -0



		M-20911

		2021-001979CUA

		141 Leland Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20912

		2021-002277CUA

		220 Dolores Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2021-002277VAR

		220 Dolores Street

		Horn

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20913

		2021-002736CUA

		129 Hyde Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2021-002736VAR

		129 Hyde Street

		Horn

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-749

		2013.0846DRP

		140-142 Jasper Place

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved with a Finding recognizing the rent-controlled status of the building.

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)







   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.



				June 3, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-006112PCA		Massage Establishment Zoning Controls						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-013637CWP		Islais Creek and Hazards & Climate Resilience Plan						Barata

						Informational

		2020-003223CUA		249 Texas St				fr: 2/4; 3/4; 4/1; 4/15; 5/13		Westhoff

						demolition of single-family and construction two dwelling units

		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

		2019-006578SHD		2455 Harrison Street						Westhoff

						demolition of existing industrial building and construction of a four-story over basement, mixed-use building

		2019-006578DRP		2455 Harrison Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 10, 2021 - CLOSED SESSION

		Case No.		10:00 AM						Planner





				June 10, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				Rules & Regs				fr: 5/27		Lynch

						Amendments

		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)

		2019-017761CUA		4234 24th Street						Hicks

						Demo SFH to construct new 2 unit building

		2020-007152CUA		5801 Mission Street						Balba

						Cannabis Retail use with on-site consumption				 

		2020-009332DRP		311 Jersey Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-011319DRP		655 Powell Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				June 17, 2021

		Case No.		Koppel - OUT						Planner

		2021-001791PCA		Review of Large Residence Developments						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

				Neighborhood Life						Nelson

						Informational

		2015-009955CUA		1525 Pine Street				fr: 3/18; 5/6		Updegrave

						Demo and new construction of an 8-story mixed-use building

		2019-023105AHB		2800 Geary Boulevard				fr: 4/29		Dito

						Demolish existing auto retail use and construct six-story, 42-unit mixed use building via HOME-SF program

		2019-020611CUAVAR		5114-5116 3rd Street						Weissglass

						illegal demolition of a legal dwelling unit

		2017-000663OFA-02		610-660 Brannan Street						Samonsky

						second office allocation for the San Francisco Flower Mart

		2020-009481CUA		4034 20th Street				fr: 5/27		Horn

						Section 317 Residential Demolition

		2019-014071DRP		2269 Francisco Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013412DRP		146 Jordan Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2021-000726CUA		559 Clay Street				CB3P		Hoagland

						CUA to allow office use below the ground floor

		2019-017481DNXCUA		530 Sansome Street						Foster

		OFASHDVAR				Mixed-use commercial project (SFFD station, hotel, office, gym) and residential variant project

		2016-011827ENX		1500 15th Street						Jardines

						State Density Bonus for 8-story group housing project (160 group housing rooms and 225 beds) 

		2016-013012CUA		478-484 Haight St						May

						non-residential use size greater than 4,000 square feet and for the removal of a dwelling unit

		2020-001973CUA		1737 Post Street, Suite 367						Young

						Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Yi Fang Taiwan Fruit Tea, a limited restaurant) 

		2018-002508DRP-04		4250 26th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 1, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				July 8, 2021

		Case No.		Koppel - OUT						Planner

		2021-002352CUA		3401 California St				CB3P		Agnihotri

						Formula Retail, within the Laurel Village Shopping Center

				Residential Open Space						Teague

						Informational

		2016-015987PCA		1750 Van Ness Avenue						May

						Buddhist Cultural Center from the 3:1 residential-to-non-residential ratio exemption

		2016-015987CUAVAR		1750 Van Ness Avenue						May

						institutional use in the RC-4 District, a use size greater than 6,000 square feet, a building greater than 50 feet

		2018-014727AHB		921 O'Farrell Street 						Updegrave

						AHB / HOME-SF 14-story (140 feet) tower with 50 dwelling units and ground-level retail

		2020-000788CUA		722 Wisconsin Street						Feeney

						Sec 317 CUA to demolish a single family home and build a new two unit building

		2019-022661CUA		628 Shotwell Street				fr: 11/19; 1/21; 3/18; 4/22; 5/20		Feeney

						Residential Care Facility to residential

		2021-000997DRP		801 Corbett Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-009479DRP		468 Geary Street						Christensen

						Canabis

				July 15, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2017-011878PHA-04		Block 7 of Potrero Power Station						Giacomucci

						Informational

		2020-001610CUA		3832 18th Street						Horn

						317 Demolition and new construction of Group Housing per SDB Program

		2020-010508DRP		3201 23rd Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-003059DRP		555 Buena Vista Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				July 22, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2015-012577CUA		1200 Van Ness Ave						Woods

						Demo & new construction of a 13-story building health services, retail, 107 dwelling units

		2021-005030PCAMAP		Life Science and Medical Special Use District						Shaw

						Planning Code & Zoning Map Amendment

		2020-002678CUA		2335 Golden Gate Ave						Woods

						Construction of a new basketball training facility on the USF campus

		2018-013451PRJ		2135 Market Street						Horn

						State Density Bonus new construction of 9-story, 36 unit mixed use building

		2020-005897CUADNXOFA		233 Geary Street						Vimr

						exterior alterations at the ground floor, western wall, rooftop, and windows

		2020-009312CUA		1112 Shotwell Street						Feeney

						Construct a new 3-story, 3-unit residential building on a parcel with existing multi-unit residential building

				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

		2019-019901CUA		1068 Florida Street						Christensen

						legalize demo and rebuild of duplex

		2019-020818AHB		5012 03rd St						Liang

						New construction of 29 units under HOME-SF

		2019-023466DRM		3150 18th St						Sucre

						ActivSpace 

		2016-013505DRP		35 Ventura Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2019-021884ENV		SFMTA: 2500 Mariposa Street 						Lynch

						Potrero Yard Muni Bus Maintenance Facility - DEIR

		2020-007481CUA		5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. (1900 Diamond St.) 						Pantoja

						PUD for the construction of 24 dwelling units in a total of 14 residential buildings

				September 2, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2021-001698CUA		340 Fell Street				CB3P		Hoagland

						Merger of three tenant spaces resulting in non-residential (automotive repair) use greater than 2,999 sf

				September 9, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-013597ENV		Portsmouth Square Improvement						Calpin

						Draft EIR
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC)
Subject: FW: DR Info Related to CPC Rules & Regs
Date: Friday, May 28, 2021 1:24:17 PM
Attachments: DRsFiled2015_to_2020.pdf

Corrected time period. 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: Dan Sider <dan.sider@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, May 28, 2021 at 1:23 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: DR Info Related to CPC Rules & Regs
 
Hi Jonas
A quick correction of the record: It’s been brought to my attention that the table in my email below
referenced the wrong time period. Rather than DR’s from 2010 onward, the data actually reflects
DRs from the start of 2015 through the end of 2020. I’ve also attached an updated map consistent
with this time period. It shows an extremely similar distribution as the previous map.
dan
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Daniel A. Sider, AICP
Director of Executive Programs
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7539 | 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: Dan Sider <dan.sider@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, May 26, 2021 at 11:06 AM
To: Jonas Ionin <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:dan.sider@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
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Cc: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: DR Info Related to CPC Rules & Regs
 
Hi Jonas
 
Providing you with the following so that you can share with the Commissioners in advance of
Thursday’s hearing.
 
Specifically, Commissioner Diamond requested a map of DRs, so I’ve attached that as a PDF.
 
Additionally, the following table might be helpful, showing that more than half of the 694 DRs filed
since 2010 are located within Districts 2 or 8.
 

Supervisor
District Percent of DRs
One 4.2%
Two 24.4%
Three 6.2%
Four 3.2%
Five 4.8%
Six 2.3%
Seven 5.5%
Eight 27.2%
Nine 11.7%
Ten 8.4%
Eleven 2.3%
Grand Total 100.0%

 
 
 
 
 Thanks.
 
dan
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Daniel A. Sider, AICP
Director of Executive Programs
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7539 | 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.

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)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: brief in opposition to 2020-003223CUA (249 Texas St)
Date: Thursday, May 27, 2021 5:19:25 PM
Attachments: Opposition to CUA 249 Texas Street_draft_May26.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: "Sasha M. Gala" <sashagala@yahoo.com>
Date: Thursday, May 27, 2021 at 5:14 PM
To: "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, Kathrin
Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Westhoff, Alex (CPC)"
<alex.westhoff@sfgov.org>, Richard Sucre <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>, Kathleen Block
<krobertsblock@aol.com>, Matthew Boden <matthew.t.boden@gmail.com>
Subject: brief in opposition to 2020-003223CUA (249 Texas St)
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
Please find attached our brief in opposition to 2020-003223CUA at 249 Texas Street. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sasha Gala
Matthew Boden
Kathy Block
et al 

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



Neighborhood Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization Sought for 
Demolition of Sound Affordable Rent Controlled Housing 


1 | P a g e  
 


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
 
Joel Koppel, President      May 26, 2021 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE: OPPOSITION TO CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION 


249 Texas Street 
2020-003223CUA—Project Includes: 
Demolition of Two-Units of Sound Affordable Rent-Controlled Housing 
Request for Conditional Use Authorization—Demolition of Unauthorized Unit 


 
President Koppel and Members of the Commission: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This statement is submitted in opposition to the Conditional Use Authorization (“CU”) 
sought by the Project Sponsor for the demolition of the existing building at 249 Texas Street. 
This matter was first heard before the Commission on March 4, 2021. As established by the 
testimony from immediate neighborhood residents opposing the project, the subject site has 
long been a two-unit dwelling and the Sponsor removed the second unit without a permit 
(illegally) after purchase. At the prior hearing, the Sponsor (1) confirmed that the building 
had two units when it was purchased but, (2) incorrectly informed the Commission that the 
second unit was removed with a permit and that the UDU had been legally abated at the time 
of the purchase. 
 
Because the Dept. failed to note the presence of the second dwelling unit, despite evidence 
brought forth by neighbors as well as the actual permit history, its analysis and 
recommendation to the Commission at the first hearing were not code compliant. The Dept. 
failed to screen for the UDU and failed to use the mandatory procedure and analysis spelled 
out in the Planning Code which is intended to preserve this valuable form of housing. This 
application must be denied. The sponsor has deliberately misrepresented the facts of the case 
and the application cannot meet the Planning Code criteria or overriding policy objectives for 
demolition of a two unit, rent controlled building. Further, the Sponsor has had no outreach 
or offers of compromise despite concerns expressed by many neighbors and the 
Commissioners since the last hearing. Numerous neighbors are concerned about the 
demolishment of an original Victorian, as the proposed building does not conform to the 
character of architecture or sloping topography of the street.  
 
SUMMARY OF OPPOSITION 
 
1. The Second Unit (UDU) Was Illegally Removed Without a Permit 
The Sponsor acknowledged the existence of the second unit and represented to the 
Commission at the prior hearing that the second unit at the site (which existed and was 
occupied for many decades) was “abated upon purchase” and that the “Building Department 
records should show the abatement very clearly.” This is incorrect and DBI Records confirm 
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San Francisco Planning Commission 
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the exact opposite. The permit history confirms that building had a second unit and that 
permit #201211154289 was issued in November 2012 to remove that unit. However, that 
permit was NEVER completed or finalized.  
 
2. The Project is Demolition of TWO Sound, Affordable Rent-Controlled Units 
The Dept’s original analysis completely ignored the unauthorized unit which has been 
continuously occupied for decades and as noted above, is part of the permit history. 
Shockingly, when asked about the second unit at the hearing, the staff planner stated that the 
permit history was NOT reviewed nor did he bring forward evidence that had been submitted 
by the neighbors to the contrary. He stated that the Dept “doesn’t do rent control,” and he had 
no information about the second unit which is abundantly clear in the permit history. This is 
completely wrong. Section 317 requires the Dept to determine if a project will remove rent-
controlled housing and to examine the permit history. 
 
3. The Project Does Not Meet the Mandatory Criterion for a Demolition  
The Project meets only five of the eighteen criterions for granting a demolition permit under 
Planning Code Section 317. Because of false information from the Sponsor, the Dept.’s 
analysis was wrong on the issue of rent control and its conclusion was wrong. The proposal 
to remove and replace two “naturally affordable” rent-controlled units is contrary to the 
priority principle of housing unit retention. The current housing affordability crisis creates an 
exceptional and extraordinary circumstance such that the Commission should deny the 
project and preserve the existing units. The Dept. missed this controlling fact, and it is up to 
the Commission to correct this error. 
 
4. The Sponsor Provided Misinformation to Staff (and the Commission) and So the 


Department’s Analysis and Recommendation Completely Ignored the 
Mandatory Criteria for Demolition of an Affordable Unauthorized Unit and 
Failed to Make the Code Required Findings 


 
Planning Code Section 317 was amended by the Board of Supervisors as of March 1, 2016, 
in an effort to retain more affordable housing and to save unauthorized housing units from 
demolition. A whole new series of criteria and findings were added to the Planning Code at 
Section 317(g)(6) for necessary findings to justify any project which destroys such units. 
Because of false information from the Sponsor, the Department completely failed to conduct 
the analysis or address in any manner the new code requirements.  The new mandatory 
analysis was completely omitted from the staff memorandum and was omitted from the 
discussion and the motion. This failure to follow the new code section is an obvious and fatal 
error and the case must be returned to Planning for this mandatory review. 
 
5. This is the Wrong Neighborhood and Time and Place to Demolish Sound, 


“Naturally” Affordable Rent Controlled Housing and Replace that Housing with 
a luxury single family home and basement studio.  


This is a project that gets it all wrong. If approved as requested, the project would   violate 
the most important policies of the City: the condoning of destruction of sound, affordable 
rent-controlled housing in a middle and working-class blue-collar neighborhood. The new 
luxury building will destroy the most valuable and at-risk type of housing. More and more, 
such projects are being proposed for Potrero Hill and gentrification is happening to the 
detriment of the long-term residents. Absent some extraordinary (and at this time unknown 
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facts), the priority policies of the City and the General Plan mandate the retention of this 
housing. 
 
FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION 
 
The Neighbors object to the proposed project because it will impose unfair burdens and 
impacts on numerous surrounding homes and businesses and will destroy sound and occupied 
housing. The surrounding community is clear---They want the existing building preserved to 
maintain affordability in the neighborhood. This was a consensus in all neighborhood 
meetings.  
 
Not a single neighbor supports the project as it is out of character with the neighborhood, and 
it violates numerous priority policies in favor of creating new luxury homes/condominiums at 
the top of the market. The decision by the Dept to recommend approval is another example of 
the “tone deafness” of a Planning Dept completely-- out of touch with the regular citizens of 
the City. The City is in the middle of the worst housing affordability crisis in its history and 
the Dept. is still routinely permitting the destruction of affordable rent-controlled housing in 
order to build new, unaffordable luxury homes.  
 
Project Setting and Proposal 
 
The subject lot is on the east side of a steep slope on Texas Street in the Potrero Hill 
Neighborhood. The area is zoned RH-2 District. The building is well-kept and the lower unit 
was recently remodeled and contains three bedrooms and a separate front entrance for an “in-
law” unit at front. One unit is currently rented.  
 
The second unit of unauthorized housing on the lot can be (and should be) legalized (as 
envisioned by the new code section), but as of now, the Rent Board considered this building 
and both units as falling under the Ordinance ---The subject lot has on it two-units of 
“naturally affordable”, middle-class, and rent- controlled housing (a fact undiscovered 
by the Dept. after it rushed to approve the project---the Dept. apparently completely 
discounted the information from the neighbors and former owner) and is surrounded by such 
housing. The Rent Board currently considers these types of occupied in-law units within the 
system. Legalizing the second unit on the lot and the building would be a legal two units and 
rent controlled.  
 
After purchase, the Sponsor did finalize a different permit, BPA #9926827 on June 6, 2019, 
however, that permit was for the remodel of the bathroom in the lower unit of the building 
and is not related to removal of the UDU. The Sponsor removed it illegally and 
misrepresented that fact to the Commission. 
 
Checking the permit history and the possible existence of a second unit is part of the basic 
research the Dept. must do. The home and the unauthorized unit are subject to rent control. A 
single-family home with an in-law unit that has been separately rented (such as in this case) 
is NOT exempt from the Ordinance. The Dept. did not look at this fact and simply is wrong 
on the law and the policies applicable to this case and to this building. 
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The building has had 2 units for over 50 years, housing numerous renters in the bottom level, 
three-bedroom unit. This lower floor has a separate entrance with a separate mailbox at street 
level in the front of the building, clearly evident to any passerby. The evidence that this is a 
two-unit building can be seen in the following photo: 
 


 
 
 
The proposed design is also inappropriate for the site. The subject building was built in 1910 
has been on the site since 1951. This fact alone is a usual circumstance requiring special 
design consideration and care to avoid disproportionate negative impacts to surrounding 
existing housing. The analysis from the Department makes no mention at all of this unusual 
fact and no design consideration is extended to the adjacent housing--- The adjacent housing 
will be dwarfed by the new building. No setbacks are employed in the project to allow light 
to the neighboring building. 
 
The proposed project overwhelms adjacent buildings. The proposal is to demolish the 
existing building which fronts on Texas Street, and build far larger than what has been part of 
the development pattern of the neighborhood for more than 110 years to create a large out-of-
proportion glass box. The proposal is to construct a very tall (for the neighborhood) building 
of 2 new units—built lot line to lot line at ground level. The existing 2-unit building which 
fronts on Texas would be demolished and replaced with a 40’ foot tall building (to the top of 
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the parapet) ---with a stair penthouses and roof top decks with two units stated by the 
Sponsors themselves to support their family and its visitors.  
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Tenants Were Displaced By the Sponsors During the Pandemic 
 
Prior tenants Matthew Beach and Hannah Suvalko rented 249 Texas St. after the sponsors 
purchased the property. Contrary to the story given to the Commission at the hearing, they 
were forced to leave the dwelling during the Covid-19 pandemic when they became unable to 
pay full rent due to a pandemic-based salary decrease. Two separate families who lives on 
Texas Street saw them leaving in October 2020, distressed, and inquired what happened: they 
stated they had to leave before the expiration of their lease under challenging circumstances. 
 
Those of us who were there on that day told them they had tenant rights: they were 
completely unaware of their rights this as foreigners from another country. The tenants were 
not informed by the Sponsors of their right to stay, even if they could not pay full rent, in 
accordance with the Covid-19 eviction moratorium. Instead of being offered a rent reduction 
from the pandemic, the Sponsors required the tenants to pay a $1200 fee to break the lease 
early, and to show the apartment (during shelter in place) to find replacement tenants. While 
they were fortunate enough to find a replacement apartment, their rights were violated. On 
the date of the hearing, the sponsor openly lied about this fact, saying the tenants left on their 
own volition to move outside of the city  which is simply untrue. The previous tenants did 
NOT leave the city – they moved a few blocks away. In fact, the Tenants Union database has 
a record of these tenants coming in for a consult on Nov 19, 2020. A tenant who wanted to 
move out of an apartment building of their own volition would not be seeking to understand 
their rights with the tenant union. 
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This demonstrates there are dubious circumstances with this property that should be 
considered, from tenant abuse to equity issues. We have attached a text message here from 
those tenants from October 17, 2020.  Although those tenants were afraid to come forward to 
the tenant board, an investigation is warranted.   
 
  


  
 
 
The Project Would Remove A Family Sized, Rent Controlled Three-Bedroom Unit and 
Replace it With Market Rate Housing 
 
The lower unit is a family sized 3-bedroom unit. Given the size of the current lower unit, 
which was remodeled by the previous owners in 2016, the new design would unquestionably 
eliminate an entire 3-bedroom lower home with a sidewalk entrance and replace it with, at 
best, a 1-bedroom basement unit whose entrance is behind the main house. This is evident in 
the sponsor’s plans and several Commissioners asked about the disparate sizes between the 
units. In order to remove a second unit, legal or not, one must have a CUA under Planning 
Code 317. The proposed building would replace a 3-bedroom lower unit with a studio, with 
no bedrooms. This reduction is clearly not within the Planning Code 317’s criteria of 
increasing the number of on-site dwelling units and increasing the number of on-site 
bedrooms. 
 
 
The Building and Lower Unit are Not Dilapidated and Were Recently Remodeled  
 
The existing housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition (Planning 
Code Sec. 317 (g) (6) (O)). In the following pictures, one can see that the existing upper unit 
is a well-maintained traditional Victorian with its original crown moldings, wainscotting and 
other vintage features. 
 
Further, the lower unit (which the sponsor claims did not exist and/or is dilapidated) was 
remodeled in 2016, as can be seen in the following pictures. It has been rented multiple times 
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in recent history - please refer to two leases as exhibits attached at the end of this document. 
The fact that the sponsors continue to rent the existing upper unit and charge market rate 
prices for this unit contradicts their claim of dilapidation. 
 


 
Low unit bathroom.  


 
Lower unit hallway with washer 
and dryer.  


 
Lower unit kitchen.  


 
 
A Conditional Use Authorization Cannot Be Granted for the Demolition of Sound, 
Rent-Controlled, Affordable Units --The Mayor’s Executive Directives Mandate the 
Preservation of the Existing, Naturally Affordable Rent Controlled Housing Stock 
 
San Francisco’s highest Priority Policies are enumerated in the General Plan. Further, to the 
extent some policies may clash with others, (for example—the creation of new housing vs. 
retention of existing housing---such as here) the two policies that are to be given primacy are: 


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


• That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected 
in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
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This directive is also found in the Housing Element of the General Plan and these two polices 
form the basis upon which inconsistencies in the Housing Element and in other parts of the 
General Plan are to be resolved. Approval of this project violates numerous crucial and 
primary policies. 
 
HOUSING ELEMENT 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 3: PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING 
STOCK, ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 
 
POLICY 3.3 
 
Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable 
moderate ownership opportunities. 
 
POLICY 3.4 
 
Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types such as smaller and older ownership units. 
 
The two units to be demolished here are considered to be “naturally affordable” as described 
in policy 3.4 of the General Plan’s Housing Element as being smaller rent controlled 
dwelling units. Once the unauthorized unit is legalized (as required by the new code section) 
these units are subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, as the building 
was constructed prior to 1979 and is not a condominium.  
 
The proposed project would eliminate two naturally affordable units that are subject to rent 
control and replace them with one large single-family home and a smaller basement dwelling 
that would not be subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance contrary to the 
policies and directives from the Mayor's Office to address the city's housing crisis. The 
proposed project is inconsistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan and does 
nothing to protect affordability of the existing housing stock especially rental units and does 
nothing to maintain the balance of affordability or for moderate ownership opportunities---
quite the opposite.  
 
The elimination of two functional “naturally affordable” rent controlled dwelling units is 
contrary to the General Plan as well as to the Department’s and the City's priority to preserve 
existing sound housing and to protect naturally affordable dwelling units. The proposed loss 
of the two dwelling units is counter to the Mayor’s executive directive, which calls for the 
protection of existing housing stock. The Mayor has directed the Department to adopt 
policies and practices that encourage the preservation of existing housing stock.  
 
The proposal to remove and replace two naturally affordable units is contrary to the priority 
principle of housing unit retention. The current housing affordability crisis creates an 
exceptional and extraordinary circumstance such that the Commission should deny the 
project and preserve the existing units. 
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The General Plan and the Priority Policies make it clear that the Dept. cannot “trade” the 
existing rent-controlled housing on the site for units of market rate housing. The Dept.’s 
analysis was deeply flawed because of false information given to it by the Sponsor. Thus, it 
may not recommend approval of the project based on the argument that losing two rent 
controlled existing units is off-set by gaining two new market rate units. To bolster this 
already clear policy objective, Mayor Ed Lee and Mayor Breed issued numerous Mayoral 
Executive Directives to accelerate housing production and preserve existing housing stock. 
The announcements from the Mayor’s Office are aimed at helping retain the existing housing 
stock and to protect existing tenants.  


The project recommended for approval by the Commission violates these polices and 
initiatives to protect the existing housing stock. The requested conditional use authorization 
cannot be granted in the face of this overwhelming policy mandate. The destruction of two 
units of existing rent-controlled housing and the permanent loss of the opportunity to create 
more such housing cannot possibly be “necessary and desirable” in the City of San Francisco 
at this time.  


At a minimum, the project should be returned to the Dept. for review in the face of these new 
mandates. A project that retains the existing housing and perhaps adds new units to the 
existing building is far more in line with the housing needed in the City and with the 
directives and policies already in place as well as the new housing policy priorities 
announced by the Mayor.  
 
The Project Violates a Super Majority of the Mandatory Criteria Under Section 317 
For Demolition and Tenants Were Displaced for This Project After the Sale 
 
As the testimony from long-term neighbors clearly showed that after the sale of the subject 
property, it was occupied by tenants. As noted above, the Dept.’s analysis of the net result of 
the project is simply incorrect. Losing two affordable rent-controlled units and being replaced 
by two new market rate units violates the Priority Policies. 
 
The Dept.’s analysis under Section 317 was equally flawed. The Project fails to meet even a 
bare majority of the criteria for approving the demolition of rent-controlled existing housing. 
The Dept. failed to even conduct this analysis previously because it accepted at face value the 
misinformation from the Sponsors. 
 
A review of the criteria enumerated in the Demolition Application and as required under 
section 317 positively leads to the conclusion that the project does not meet the criteria for a 
demolition under that Section. The criteria to be satisfied under Section 317 are as follows:  
 
Existing Value and Soundness 
 
1. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the building is unsound or is not 
affordable or financially accessible housing.  
 
The project sponsor has not submitted a soundness report and no claim is made that the 
building is unsound; because it was recently and continuously occupied by tenants it is 
presumed to be sound.  DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a Demolition.  
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2. Whether the housing is found to be unsound at the 50 percent threshold.  
 
The building is not unsound. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a Demolition. 
 
3. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations.  
 
There is no history of code violations at the site. Meets Criterion to Approve a Demolition. 
 
4  Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent safe and sanitary condition.  
 
Yes, the housing has been so maintained. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a 
Demolition. 
 
5.  Whether the property is a historical resource under CEQA.   
 
The project was not found to be a historic resource. Meets Criterion 
 
6. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under 
CEQA. --Not Applicable 
 
The Project satisfied only two of the six criteria under the above section to approve a 
demolition.  
 
Rental Protection 
 
7. Whether in the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy.  
 
Yes, the Dept. failed to do the analysis required to retain an unauthorized unit, and the new 
units will no longer be under Rent Control and may be sold as condos or rented at Market 
Rate. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a Demolition. 
 
8. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the rent stabilization and 
arbitration ordinance.  
 
Yes, if the unauthorized unit is retained, the project removes at least the two units subject to 
rent control. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a Demolition. 
 
9. Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 
neighborhood diversity.  
 
The project removes 2 sound affordable rent-controlled units. DOES NOT Meet Criterion 
to Approve a Demolition. 
 
10. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood 
cultural and economic diversity.  
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The project does not conserve neighborhood character and does not preserve neighborhood 
cultural and economic diversity by replacing the rent-controlled units with market rate 
housing. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a Demolition. 
 
11. Whether in the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing.  
 
The project does not protect the relative affordability of existing housing and replaces the 
affordable rent-controlled units with market rate housing. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to 
Approve a Demolition. 
 
12. Whether the project increases the number permanently affordable units is governed 
by section 415.  
 
Project does not provide and permanently affordable units. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to 
Approve a Demolition. 
 
The Project does not meet any of the above six criteria for approving a demolition and only 
satisfies 2 of the first 12 criteria. 
 
Replacement Structure 
 
13. Whether the project located in fill housing on appropriate sites in established 
neighborhoods.  
 
If a project requires the destruction of sound affordable rent-controlled housing, the site is 
NOT appropriate. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a Demolition. 
 
14. Whether the project creates quality, new family housing.  
 
The Project creates large new unit housing (that is NOT AFFORDABLE). Meets Criterion 
 
15. Whether the project creates new supportive housing.  
 
No supportive housing is created by the project. DOES NOT Meet Criterion to Approve a 
Demolition. 
 
16. Whether the project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance 
existing neighborhood character.  
 
Although the neighbors do not believe the project fits in with the existing neighborhood 
character, we can concede this point for the sake of argument. Meets Criterion 
 
17. Whether the project increases the number of on-site dwelling units.  
 
NO, project creates only two new units. DOES NOT Meets Criterion 
 
18. Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.  
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Project creates two new units with the same number of bedrooms. DOES NOT Meet 
Criterion 
 
The project satisfies 3-5 of the above criteria. Overall, the Project does not satisfy even a bare 
majority of the needed criteria for a demolition and only meets 5 out of 18 of the above 
criteria. Further, when the Priority Policies are reviewed, the Sections of the Demolition 
Application for preserving Sound Affordable Rent Controlled Housing must take priority 
over the criteria for the replacement structure. The Project does not satisfy the requirements 
of Section 317 and the demolition must be denied. 
 
The Dept. Failed to Apply the Mandates of Section 317 Designed to Protect and 
Legalize “Unauthorized” Units as Naturally Affordable Housing 
 
It has long been common knowledge in the City…. we have thousands of “granny units”, “in-
laws” “illegal” or “unauthorized units.” These units are an important source of affordable 
housing in every neighborhood in San Francisco. The Planning Code, specifically Section 
317 under which the present application is made, was amended to provide over-arching 
protection for these units from demolition ----just as proposed in this instance. After ignoring 
the community for months, the Dept. now, finally acknowledges that there is an 
“unauthorized” unit at the site There are code mandates designed to save and protect such 
units.  
 
As of March 1, 2016, Section 317 was amended as follows: 
 
(6) Removal of Unauthorized Units. In addition to the criteria set forth in Subsections 
(g)(1) through (g)(4) above, the Planning Commission shall consider the criteria below in the 
review of applications for removal of Unauthorized Units: 
(A)whether the Unauthorized Unit or Units are eligible for legalization under 
Section 207.3 of this Code; 
(B)whether the costs to legalize the Unauthorized Unit or Units under the Planning, 
Building, and other applicable Codes is reasonable based on how such cost compares to the 
average cost of legalization per unit derived from the cost of projects on the Planning 
Department's Master List of Additional Dwelling Units Approved required by 
Section 207.3(k) of this Code;(C) whether it is financially feasible to legalize the 
Unauthorized Unit or Units. Such determination will be based on the costs to legalize the 
Unauthorized Unit(s) under the Planning, Building, and other applicable Codes in 
comparison to the added value that legalizing said Units would provide to the subject 
property. The gain in the value of the subject property shall be based on the current value of 
the property with the Unauthorized Unit(s) compared to the value of the property if the 
Unauthorized Unit(s) is/are legalized. The calculation of the gain in value shall be conducted 
and approved by a California licensed property appraiser. Legalization would be deemed 
financially feasible if gain in the value of the subject property is equal to or greater than the 
cost to legalize the Unauthorized Unit. 
(D)If no City funds are available to assist the property owner with the cost of legalization, 
whether the cost would constitute a financial hardship. 
(7) Denial of Application to Remove an Unauthorized Unit; Requirement to Legalize the 
Unit. If the Planning Commission denies an application to Remove an Unauthorized Unit, 
the property owner shall file an application for a building permit to legalize the Unit. Failure 
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to do so within a reasonable period of time, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall 
be deemed to be a violation of the Planning Code. 
 
This new provision requires the Dept. to conduct a cost/benefit analysis of any unauthorized 
units in San Francisco which are slated for demolition ----as this unit is---and to determine if 
the unit can be saved and if affordable housing may be retained. In the present case the Dept. 
finally acknowledges that there is an “unauthorized unit” at the site but previously no 
analysis was done under this Code section. 
 
The Dept. should have started with an analysis of the unauthorized unit and a determination 
whether it could be legalized at a reasonable cost. The use of the directive word “shall” 
makes the analysis under this section mandatory and the Dept. failed to listen to the 
neighbors and address any of the requirements of the new code section. The Dept. failed to 
analyze whether: 


1. Whether the unauthorized unit could be legalized; (it can) 
2. Whether the cost to legalize the unauthorized unit is reasonable; (yes) 
3. Whether the cost to legalize the unauthorized unit is financially feasible (it is); and, 
4. Whether City funds are available to assist the owner in legalizing and updating the 


unauthorized unit. 


The previous memorandum and motion presented to the Planning Commission did not 
mention or provide answers to any of these mandatory inquiries. The Department simply 
processed the Conditional Use Application as if these mandatory code requirements did not 
exist. Accordingly, now every effort must be made to retain these affordable rent-controlled 
units. 


There is an Over-Arching Policy Goal for Preserving Unauthorized Units  


The goal of the new controls is to impose a high scrutiny over removal of Unauthorized Units 
first and foremost to protect tenants from eviction, and second to preserve existing housing 
stock. These units are subject to rent control and should be preserved unless there is some 
extraordinary reason to allow for the demolition. Compared to other rent-control units or 
other rental units, these units maintain a more affordable rent due to physical characteristics 
or long-term tenancy. If the current tenants were to be evicted due to removal of the unit, 
finding replacement housing at the same affordability rate in the same neighborhood could 
prove difficult.  


The displacement of tenants transforms the neighborhoods and weakens the social ties and 
resources that people shape during the years of living in one place. Preserving these units 
therefore is also a strategy for neighborhood stabilization at the time when displacement and 
gentrification are the highest concerns of San Franciscans.  


Unauthorized Units in Single-Family Homes Are Perhaps the Most Important 
A snapshot of the Department’s alteration permits filed over the past 3 years includes over 
180 permits filed for removal of illegal units of which at least 110 are located in single-
family homes. Similar pattern is also present in permits to legalize Unauthorized Units: 
approximately 60% of the applications received are for Unauthorized Units located in single-
family homes. Based on this data, it is safe to assume that single-family homes are the most 
common building types where Unauthorized Units exist. This is exactly the situation in the 
present case. The Dept. cannot simultaneously promote a “new” policy to save and legalize 
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unauthorized units and continue to routinely permit the demolition of such units. In the 
present case the Dept. did not even bother to go through the mandatory analysis before 
rushing to recommend approval of the permit to destroy this sound affordable housing. 


 


Adjacent neighbors will be seriously impacted by the development of the ‘Monster 
Home’ in terms of privacy, use, enjoyment and light.   
 
Concerns specific to 243 Texas St – downslope  
 
The planned unit will tower over the downslope home, casting shadows on multiple skylights 
and a dormer window in the multi-purpose office room. Furthermore, the planned unit 
includes windows that overlook the downslope home’s skylights into an upstairs bedroom, 
bathroom and hallway and decks. The planned unit also includes a north-facing deck that 
looks directly into the master bedroom, bathroom and home offices of the current residents. 
This is a substantial impact on privacy and light that will impede use and enjoyment of the 
home. The owners of this home, both workers in public health, spend more than 50% of their 
time on the upper floor of our home (both work from home 100%), and use the decks and 
backyard most days of the week throughout the year. Commissioner Moore on the March 4th 
hearing stated that there were excessive decks, and that the north facing deck in particular 
was too close to the adjacent property – despite neighbors attempts to address this, nothing in 
the design has been changed to address the Commissioner’s concerns.  
 
The building of the planned property will also devalue the downslope home. A meeting with 
a senior realtor at Compass Realty, Erin Thompson, in San Francisco maintained that the 
light and the deck are a large selling point of the home – these are the two things that will be 
most injured by the proposed buildings. In fact, agent remarks in the MLS from the 2001 sale 
of this home states: “...great panoramic views off multiple decks...lots of light”. Much of 
what is special about the home will be lost or reduced. The sponsor provided, after 14 months 
of requests by neighbors, a solar study that shows moderate to strong impact to skylights and 
the dormer window. The sponsor claims that the shade cast by the structure will end right at 
the start of our windows which cannot possibly be true as outlined in the pictures shown 
below (some rendered by the sponsor’s architect).   
 
The Commissioners should intervene on the height of the planned structure, which causes 
serious harm to the adjacent property and is also non-conforming to the sloping topography 
of the street. Limiting the height of planned property to the same height of the existing 
property will at least accomplish some of the objectives, while causing minimal reductions in 
the square footage and density of the planned property. Reducing the length of the building 
will also reduce shading to rooms and all decks on the neighboring property.  
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Concerns specific to 251 Texas St – upslope  
 
The juxtaposition of the current pitched roof at 251 Texas, the kitchen and bathroom 
windows of all four of the apartments have enjoyed natural light and cross air ventilation that 
also illuminates the hallways and living rooms of these apartments. The windows are located 
in the building’s light-well, which is adjacent to the Sponsor’s existing building. The ‘tall box 
with no lid’ and complete abutment takes away light and air. The shorter mirrored light-well 
that will be provided by the Sponsor does not mitigate the issue fully. Please refer to picture 
below to show the disappearance of the lightwell.  
  
The Sponsor’s plan is to have three massive 10ft x 5ft light-well windows that face the 
apartments’ windows at 251 Texas. The Commission should force a compromise to reduce 
the amount of lightwell windows and eliminate entirely the lightwell skylight. Previously, 
Commissioner Moore addressed concern about excessive light shining into the tenants’ 
windows at night. The architect assured the commissioners that it would not be a problem 
because the glass in the windows would be obscured/opaque glass. However, the Sponsor 
told the owner of 251 Texas that the skylight window would be ‘clear’ which again 
contradicts what he told the commissioners - as the skylight is one of the windows. We ask 
the Commission to either eliminate the skylight window or install window shades that they 
would lower at night, which would eliminate the shining light entirely.  
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Eliminate the Roof Deck as it is redundant with the other decks and yard space, 
impedes on the privacy and quiet enjoyment of both adjacent buildings and is not set 
back far enough.  
 
We ask the Commissioners (who expressed similar concerns to ours at the prior hearing 
which are still not addressed by the Sponsor) to eliminate entirely, or set back further the 
sides of the Roof Deck an additional 5 feet, and surround the outside perimeter of the roof 
deck with privacy planters. 
 
This roof deck’s proximity to the adjacent building, especially around the adjacent 
lightwell will adversely affect neighbors’ quiet enjoyment and privacy in their living space 
when noise from the roof deck’s outdoor space above travels to their interiors of their homes. 
In addition, when the roof deck’s skylights are open, the windows open into the Sponsors’ 
lightwell and cast shadows and reduce the natural light in the light well during the day. 
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The Sponsor falsely claims that it made efforts to compromise with neighbors when no 
such thing occurred.  
 
The Sponsors have been unwilling to compromise on even a single issue presented to them 
by their adjacent neighbors (us) as well as the larger community in opposition (Neighbors: 
Easa, Murphy, Lavalle, Banchero, Lando, Phillips, et al). Sponsors promised neighbors at the 
November 2019 pre-planning meeting that there would be multiple points at which concerns 
could be voiced and would be addressed. Instead, the neighbors discovered the project was 
proceeding through public notice. In fact, the Planning Department had to intervene and 
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demand that the Sponsor outreach to neighbors multiple times. This did not yield any offer to 
compromise, or change any design aspect. The Sponsor’s architect minimized the negative 
impact to neighbors’ properties during public hearings, despite plans and shade study 
demonstrating substantial impact to 243 Texas St and a lightwell at 251 Texas St. In front of 
the Commissioners, among other outright lies, the Sponsor said he compromised with 
neighbors by eliminating a floor, although that was eliminated as an order of the city since it 
violated land use guidelines. The sponsor also asserted that a compromise was made by 
reducing the scale of the proposed project to match the scale of adjacent structures which is 
also untrue - the height of the home does not split the distance between the neighboring 
Victorian house and the adjacent 4 unit apartment building. Rather, it is literally almost as tall 
as the upslope apartment building which is noted above. It’s box like shape and the 
elimination of the pitched roof further reduces light.  
 
 Most recently, Matt Boden and Sasha Gala were told there would be no compromise (by the 
architect) when they asked the sponsors to reconsider the north facing balcony on the 4th floor 
of the planned structure, which will provide a very close and unobstructed view into skylights 
that look into the master bedroom, hallways and bathroom. Commissioners explicitly 
expressed concerns about the excessive decks and, in particular, this specific one too close to 
the adjacent property line and structure.  
  
The Planning Department encourages neighbors and sponsors work together during the 
design process and before the Planning Department’s and Commission’s final approval. 
Despite the numerous neighbors that attended the March 4 hearing to express various 
concerns, Sponsors made absolutely no outreach and has not been willing to consider 
alternative designs to offset harm.  
 


Conclusion 
 
The Proposed Project violates numerous priority policies which mandate the decision to save 
naturally affordable, rent controlled housing. The neighbors request that the Commission 
follow the SF General Plan and deny the CU, deny the demolition permit and direct the 
developer to explore options to retain the existing housing. Most of the arguments the 
sponsors are putting forward are premised on them adding housing to the neighborhood in the 
form of a two-unit home, when in fact they stated they have no intention to rent the extra 
unit.  
 
There is a long history of deceit and miscommunication by the Sponsors as well an 
unwillingness to compromise, which has been acknowledged by the planning department. 
Thus, we ask the Commission to intervene. Not one single neighbor on Texas Street supports 
this build. Many neighbors have come forward with various concerns, especially regarding 
the non-conforming character and height of the proposed building. The size of the building 
will overwhelm the neighbors in this residential neighborhood. At the very least, please limit 
the height of the proposed structure to match to the existing structure so that the home 
conforms to the sloping topography of the street.  
 
 
VERY TRULY YOURS, 
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Sasha Gala 
Matthew Boden 
Kathy Roberts-Block 
 
 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO SUPPORT THE RETURN OF

CONVENTIONS TO SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Thursday, May 27, 2021 4:15:58 PM
Attachments: 05.27.21 Moscone Convention Center_Rental Rate Funding.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: Thursday, May 27, 2021 at 4:09 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO
SUPPORT THE RETURN OF CONVENTIONS TO SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, May 27, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO SUPPORT

THE RETURN OF CONVENTIONS TO SAN FRANCISCO
Mayor Breed proposes $4.6 million over two years to reduce the cost of rental rates for

conventions in the Moscone Center 
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Administrator Carmen Chu today
announced a plan to invest $4.6 million to support the return of conventions to San Francisco.
These funds will be used to reduce the cost of renting space at Moscone Center, San
Francisco’s convention center, and are intended to attract conventions, conferences, trade
shows, and other large events back to San Francisco. This funding is part of Mayor Breed’s
efforts to support San Francisco’s downtown and economic recovery, including community
ambassadors and activations in the area.
 
Conventions and the business travelers that they bring to the city are a key part of
San Francisco’s $10 billion tourism industry. During the COVID-19 pandemic, non-essential
travel and large gatherings were suspended. With the reopening of businesses and activities,
this investment demonstrates San Francisco’s commitment to welcoming and supporting the
return of conventions to the city. The City’s commitment to regaining its convention industry
comes as Salesforce today announced that Dreamforce, its annual convention and the world’s
largest software event, is returning to San Francisco in September 2021.
 
“Conventions and conferences help support our downtown’s economy and tourism industry,
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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: 
Thursday, May 27, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO SUPPORT 


THE RETURN OF CONVENTIONS TO SAN FRANCISCO 
Mayor Breed proposes $4.6 million over two years to reduce the cost of rental rates for 


conventions in the Moscone Center  
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Administrator Carmen Chu today 
announced a plan to invest $4.6 million to support the return of conventions to San Francisco. 
These funds will be used to reduce the cost of renting space at Moscone Center, San Francisco’s 
convention center, and are intended to attract conventions, conferences, trade shows, and other 
large events back to San Francisco. This funding is part of Mayor Breed’s efforts to support 
San Francisco’s downtown and economic recovery, including community ambassadors and 
activations in the area. 
 
Conventions and the business travelers that they bring to the city are a key part of 
San Francisco’s $10 billion tourism industry. During the COVID-19 pandemic, non-essential 
travel and large gatherings were suspended. With the reopening of businesses and activities, this 
investment demonstrates San Francisco’s commitment to welcoming and supporting the return of 
conventions to the city. The City’s commitment to regaining its convention industry comes as 
Salesforce today announced that Dreamforce, its annual convention and the world’s largest 
software event, is returning to San Francisco in September 2021. 
 
“Conventions and conferences help support our downtown’s economy and tourism industry, and 
we’re so excited to welcome these events and their attendees back to our city,” said Mayor 
Breed. “Tourism and convention dollars help pay for important City services and allow us to take 
care of our most vulnerable residents. We’re making it even easier for organizers to host their 
next event in San Francisco, because bringing these activities will bring life and energy back to 
our downtown area and help our entire city recover.” 
 
Mayor Breed plans to reduce the cost of rental rates for conventions at the Moscone Center with 
funding in her proposed City Budget, which will be introduced on June 1, 2021. The Mayor is 
proposing to dedicate $2.6 million in Fiscal Year (FY) 2021-22 and $2 million in FY 2022-23. If 
approved in the budget, these funds will be available in late summer. 
 
This support for conventions at the Moscone Center comes at a pivotal time, when the 
convention market is in flux as a result of COVID-19. As San Francisco focuses on confirming 
conventions that were postponed due to COVID-19 and reestablishing itself as a destination for 
conventions, it must compete with other cities that are working to attract convention business. 
This funding provides San Francisco with another tool to ensure this aspect of the city’s 
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economy is supported and will help to confirm several pending conventions that are considering 
San Francisco and attract other conventions to the city. 
 
“San Francisco is a dynamic and remarkable City to visit and a strong convention lineup helps 
anchor our tourism industry, supporting local businesses, hospitality and the entertainment 
industry,” said City Administrator Carmen Chu, who also served as co-chair for the City’s 
Economic Recovery Task Force. “Our center is ready to welcome visitors back with enhanced 
operating protocols and this funding only strengthens our position in the competitive national 
market for convention business.” 
 
San Francisco remains a competitive destination for conventions. San Francisco has been a 
national leader its response to COVID-19 and has one of the highest vaccination rates in the 
world, demonstrating the City’s commitment to doing everything possible to protect the safety of 
its residents and anyone who want to visit. The City’s location as the “Gateway to the West,” its 
world class airport with global connectivity, and robust hospitality infrastructure, combined with 
its world-renowned restaurants and cultural institutions, and access to nature and global regional 
destinations such as Napa Valley and Big Sur, make it highly desirable as a location. 
 
“Group convention business at Moscone Center fuels our economy, provides much needed tax 
revenues to the city and good jobs,” said Joe D’Alessandro, President and CEO of the 
San Francisco Travel Association. “The convention market is highly competitive, and this 
Moscone Convention funding is essential in helping us attract group business and remain 
relevant in the aggressive convention market.” 
 
San Francisco hosted more than 1,600 conventions and meetings in 2019, but that number 
dropped to a total of 29 conventions since April 2020. By drawing conventions back to San 
Francisco, the City is investing in the recovery of jobs and small businesses in its hospitality and 
entertainment industries, which bore the brunt of the economic impacts of COVID-19. Increased 
convention traffic brings hotel reservations, patrons to restaurants and bars and arts venues, and 
business to local shops and entertainment establishments. Based on the number of conventions 
currently considering San Francisco as a destination, the City expects the Moscone Convention 
funding will return approximately 140,000 to 150,000 room nights for San Francisco. This would 
generate almost $173 million in direct convention spending and almost $5 million in Transient 
Occupancy Tax (TOT). The TOT tax, generated from each room night booked at a San Francisco 
hotel, goes into the City’s General Fund to provide essential City services. 
 
“Bringing back conventions, meetings and hotel room nights are critical to our economic health 
and future sustainability and viability,” said Kevin Carroll, President & CEO of the Hotel 
Council of San Francisco. “Full hotels mean full restaurants and mean a full recovery for San 
Francisco. Full hotels mean more work not only for hospitality employees but for the tens of 
thousands of jobs and small businesses they support.” 
 
The Moscone Convention Recovery Fund complements other recovery initiatives such as 
“SFWednesdays,” a series of activations in public space throughout downtown, the Downtown 
Community Ambassadors, and the Mid-Market Vibrancy and Safety Plan, all of which are aimed 
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at increasing the return of San Francisco residents, commuters, and visitors to the downtown core 
of the City. A key aspect of the city’s economic recovery strategy prioritizes the return of 
San Francisco’s business and tourism industries – two industries that drive the city’s economy 
and create significant support for small businesses throughout the downtown and the city’s 
neighborhoods. Conventions support both these industries and advance broader economic 
vitality. 
 


### 
 







and we’re so excited to welcome these events and their attendees back to our city,” said Mayor
Breed. “Tourism and convention dollars help pay for important City services and allow us to
take care of our most vulnerable residents. We’re making it even easier for organizers to host
their next event in San Francisco, because bringing these activities will bring life and energy
back to our downtown area and help our entire city recover.”
 
Mayor Breed plans to reduce the cost of rental rates for conventions at the Moscone Center
with funding in her proposed City Budget, which will be introduced on June 1, 2021. The
Mayor is proposing to dedicate $2.6 million in Fiscal Year (FY) 2021-22 and $2 million in FY
2022-23. If approved in the budget, these funds will be available in late summer.
 
This support for conventions at the Moscone Center comes at a pivotal time, when the
convention market is in flux as a result of COVID-19. As San Francisco focuses on
confirming conventions that were postponed due to COVID-19 and reestablishing itself as a
destination for conventions, it must compete with other cities that are working to attract
convention business. This funding provides San Francisco with another tool to ensure this
aspect of the city’s economy is supported and will help to confirm several pending
conventions that are considering San Francisco and attract other conventions to the city.
 
“San Francisco is a dynamic and remarkable City to visit and a strong convention lineup helps
anchor our tourism industry, supporting local businesses, hospitality and the entertainment
industry,” said City Administrator Carmen Chu, who also served as co-chair for the City’s
Economic Recovery Task Force. “Our center is ready to welcome visitors back with enhanced
operating protocols and this funding only strengthens our position in the competitive national
market for convention business.”
 
San Francisco remains a competitive destination for conventions. San Francisco has been a
national leader its response to COVID-19 and has one of the highest vaccination rates in the
world, demonstrating the City’s commitment to doing everything possible to protect the safety
of its residents and anyone who want to visit. The City’s location as the “Gateway to the
West,” its world class airport with global connectivity, and robust hospitality infrastructure,
combined with its world-renowned restaurants and cultural institutions, and access to nature
and global regional destinations such as Napa Valley and Big Sur, make it highly desirable as
a location.
 
“Group convention business at Moscone Center fuels our economy, provides much needed tax
revenues to the city and good jobs,” said Joe D’Alessandro, President and CEO of the
San Francisco Travel Association. “The convention market is highly competitive, and this
Moscone Convention funding is essential in helping us attract group business and remain
relevant in the aggressive convention market.”
 
San Francisco hosted more than 1,600 conventions and meetings in 2019, but that number
dropped to a total of 29 conventions since April 2020. By drawing conventions back to San
Francisco, the City is investing in the recovery of jobs and small businesses in its hospitality
and entertainment industries, which bore the brunt of the economic impacts of COVID-19.
Increased convention traffic brings hotel reservations, patrons to restaurants and bars and arts
venues, and business to local shops and entertainment establishments. Based on the number of
conventions currently considering San Francisco as a destination, the City expects the
Moscone Convention funding will return approximately 140,000 to 150,000 room nights for
San Francisco. This would generate almost $173 million in direct convention spending and



almost $5 million in Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT). The TOT tax, generated from each
room night booked at a San Francisco hotel, goes into the City’s General Fund to provide
essential City services.
 
“Bringing back conventions, meetings and hotel room nights are critical to our economic
health and future sustainability and viability,” said Kevin Carroll, President & CEO of the
Hotel Council of San Francisco. “Full hotels mean full restaurants and mean a full recovery
for San Francisco. Full hotels mean more work not only for hospitality employees but for the
tens of thousands of jobs and small businesses they support.”
 
The Moscone Convention Recovery Fund complements other recovery initiatives such as
“SFWednesdays,” a series of activations in public space throughout downtown, the Downtown
Community Ambassadors, and the Mid-Market Vibrancy and Safety Plan, all of which are
aimed at increasing the return of San Francisco residents, commuters, and visitors to the
downtown core of the City. A key aspect of the city’s economic recovery strategy prioritizes
the return of San Francisco’s business and tourism industries – two industries that drive the
city’s economy and create significant support for small businesses throughout the downtown
and the city’s neighborhoods. Conventions support both these industries and advance broader
economic vitality.
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