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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Liang, Xinyu (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 6 story building proposed for 3rd and Quesada
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:48:43 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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Shane King <shane.king86@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:41 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 6 story building proposed for 3rd and Quesada
 

 

Dear SF Govt,
The Quesada Gardens Initiative is a community building non-profit founded by neighbors on the
1700 block of Quesada ave in 2005. We have taken it upon ourselves to care for the long neglected
palm lined median strip that runs the length of our block and through doing so have built cohesion
and resilience over the past 15 years. 
First we want to commend you for the boldness of your vision to create the tallest building in the
neighborhood to address the need for bay area housing. We understand that this large structure
adjacent to our precious garden will have a significant impact on what we'll be able to grow where,
but in the spirit of creating a larger thriving and inclusive community we are willing to make the
necessary adjustments to accommodate the proposed building. We do however have two concerns
regarding the current plan. 
1. Having only 10 to 30 percent of units being available to low income residents is insufficient to
serve our community. We ask that 70% of units be available to low income families. There is a long
history of racist housing practices in our city, and it is long past time that some of the economic
hardships that have been imposed on residents of this community be addressed.
2. Adding 29 residential units to our block with no parking will be a significant hardship on the
current residents of the neighborhood for blocks in every direction. As it is if we arrive home after
8PM we often have to spend over 10 minutes looking for parking only to find a spot 2 or 3 blocks
from our home. We want a building that includes sufficient parking. 
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Yours,
 
Shane
 

-- 
Shane King
Board Chair
Quesada Gardens Initiative
415-298-6597



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Guy, Kevin (CPC)
Subject: FW: 159 Fell Street - Errata
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:46:37 PM
Attachments: 2019-012676DNX -159 Fell Street - Draft Motion - Errata.docx

Commissioners,
Attached is an amended Motion for the above referenced item on today’s Agenda.
 
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: Kevin Guy <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 at 12:41 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 159 Fell Street - Errata
 
Jonas - Here is the motion with the errata shown in track changes. Is this format ok, or does
the Commission want a cover memo or other kind of 'packaging'?
 
-Kevin
 
 

 

Kevin Guy, Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division

 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7325 | sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:21 PM
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Draft Motion 		RECORD NO. 2019-012676DNX

July 29, 2021		159 FELL STREET



Planning Commission Draft Motion

HEARING DATE: JULY 29, 2021



[bookmark: _Hlk59988727]Record No.:	2019-012676DNX

Project Address:	159 FELL STREET

Zoning:	C-3-G (Downtown, General Commercial)

	85-X Height and Bulk District
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	Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District  



Block/Lot:	0834/015

Project Sponsor:	Geoff Gibson

	Winder Gibson Architects

	1898 Mission Street	

San Francisco, CA 94103

Property Owner:	159 Fell, LP

	San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact:	Kevin Guy – (628) 652-7325

	Kevin.guy@sfgov.org





[bookmark: _Hlk77691824]ADOPTING FINDINGS TO APPROVE A DOWNTOWN PROJECT AUTHORIZATION AND TO ALLOW EXCEPTIONS TO THE REQUIREMENTS FOR LOT COVERAGE AND REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 148, 210.2, 249.33(B)(5)AND 309, FOR A PROJECT TO DEMOLISH THE EXISTING TWO-STORY BUILDING AND CONSTRUCT A NEW SEVEN-STORY BUILDING REACHING A HEIGHT OF 85 FEET, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 24 DWELLING UNITS AND 2,000 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND-FLOOR RETAIL USES, LOCATED AT 159 FELL STREET, LOT 015 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 0834, WITHIN THE C-3-G ZONING DISTRICT, THE VAN NESS AND MARKET RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND THE 85-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.




PREAMBLE

On January 17, 2020, Geoff Gibson on behalf of 159 Fell LP (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application 2019-012676DNX (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Downtown Project Authorization to demolish the existing two-story building and construct a new seven-story building reaching a height of 85 feet, containing approximately 24 dwelling units and 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail uses (hereinafter “Project”) at 159 Fell Street, Block 0834, Lot 015 (hereinafter “Project Site”).



The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to have been fully reviewed under the Hub Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public hearing on May 21, 2020, by Motion No. 20707, certified by the Commission as complying with the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter “CEQA”). The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as well as public review. 



The Hub Plan EIR is a Program EIR.  Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required.  In approving the Hub Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 20708 and hereby incorporates such Findings by reference.  



Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether  there  are  project–specific effects  which are  peculiar  to the  project or  its  site.  Section 15183 specifies that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c) are potentially significant off–site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact.



On April 30, 2019July 14, 2021, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Market and Octavia Area Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Hub Plan EIR.  Since the Hub Plan EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Market and Octavia Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project, including the Hub Plan EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Hub Plan EIR that are applicable to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft Motion as Exhibit C.



On July 29, 2021, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Downtown Project Authorization Application No. 2019-012676DNX.



The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2019-012676DNX is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California.



The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other interested parties.



MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Downtown Project Authorization as requested in Application No. 2019-012676DNX, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings:






FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:



1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Project Description. The Project includes demolition of the existing two-story building on the Project Site, and new construction of a new seven-story building reaching a height of 85 feet, containing approximately 24 dwelling units, 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail uses, 1,500 square feet of common open space (roof deck), and no off-street parking spaces.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site measures approximately 3,300 square feet, with approximately 28 feet of frontage each on Fell and Hickory Streets. The property contains an existing two-story building that is currently vacant, but was most recently occupied by “Bruce’s Automotive”, an automotive repair use. 

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located within the C-3-G Zoning District and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, within the Market and Octavia Area Plan and the Downtown Area Plan. It is also within the boundaries of “The Hub”, an area that was the subject of a recent focused planning effort to identify opportunity sites for increased housing near transit. The immediate context is mixed in character with residential, institutional uses, and civic uses. The Hayes Valley neighborhood is located to the west, and is characterized primarily by residential buildings, or mixed-use buildings with residential uses situated over ground-floor retail spaces. Blocks to the north are occupied by large performing arts spaces, including Davies Symphony Hall, the War Memorial Opera House, and the Herbst Theater. The Civic Center area is situated to the east and northeast of the Project Site, and includes a wide variety of civic and cultural uses include City Hall, Bill Graham Civic Auditorium, the Asian Art Museum, the main branch of the San Francisco Public Library, several judicial buildings, and a number of administrative offices for the City and County of San Francisco. The areas to the south of the Project Site are in transition, with several significant development projects that are either entitled or under construction on sites fronting on Market Street between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street. Other zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site include: P (Public), NCT-3 (Neighborhood Commercial-Moderate Scale, Transit), and the Hayes Valley NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District.

5. Public Outreach and Comments. The Department has received correspondence from three people regarding the proposed project. Two of the letters came from adjacent business owners in support of the project. A third letter came from a resident of a nearby building which did not expressly oppose the project, but raised concerns that the project could reduce available light to residential properties on the block.

6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Use. Planning Code Section 210.2 specifies that residential uses and retail uses are principally permitted within the C-3-G District. Furthermore, this Section specifies that residential uses are not subject to numerical density limits, and that density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, exposure, and open space of each development lot.

The Project proposes 24 dwelling units, as well as approximately 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail use. The Project complies with all physical development standards applicable to the Project Site, aside from the limitations on lot coverage (as discussed in subitem ‘B’ below).



B. [bookmark: _Hlk77771909]Lot Coverage. In lieu of a minimum rear yard requirement, Planning Code Section 249.33 states that properties within the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District are limited to a maximum lot coverage of 80% at all levels containing a dwelling unit. 

The Project proposes 100% lot coverage at the second story (the lowest story containing a dwelling unit) and 97% lot coverage for the third through seventh floors. Therefore, the Project Sponsor is requesting an exception to the lot coverage limitations of Section 249.33, as discussed under subitem 8.A. below. 

C. Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires a minimum of 36 square feet of private open space for each dwelling unit, or 47.88 square feet of common open space per dwelling unit. 

The Project proposes a common roof deck measuring 1,500 to serve the 24 dwelling units within the building. This roof deck exceeds the 1,149 square feet of open space required by the Planning Code, and meets all dimensional and locational criteria for common open space. 

D. Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that all dwelling units face onto a public street or other qualifying open area. 

Each of the dwelling units in the Project faces onto either Fell Street or Hickory Street. The project complies with the exposure requirements of Section 140. 

E. Ground-Level Wind Currents. Planning Code Section 148 requires that buildings within C-3 Districts be designed to avoid creating exceedances of specified comfort criteria for ground-level wind speeds. In addition, where pre-existing wind speeds exceed the comfort criteria, Section 148 requires that buildings be designed to eliminate that exceedance. Section 148 also specifies that no building may be approved that causes wind speeds to exceed a hazard level of 26 miles per hour. 

Based on the wind study prepared for the Project, existing wind conditions in the vicinity of the Project site exceed the hazard level at one location, and exceed the comfort criteria at eight locations. The construction of the Project would not appreciably alter the existing wind conditions. Following construction of the Project, the existing hazard level exceedance would remain. The construction of the Project would eliminate one existing comfort exceedance, but would create a new comfort exceedance. Although the Project would not create a net addition of comfort exceedances, the continued presence of these comfort exceedances does not comply with Section 148. Therefore, the Project Sponsor is requesting an exception to the requirements of Section 148, as discussed under subitem 8.B. below. 



F. Dwelling Unit Mix. Within the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District, Planning Code Section 207.6 specifies minimum dwelling unit mix requirements for residential development projects. One of the unit mix requirements that may be selected specifies that at least 40% of the dwelling units in a project contain two bedrooms.

The Project includes a total of 24 dwelling units, 10 of which contain two bedrooms (equal to 42% of the units). The Project complies with the dwelling unit mix requirements. 



G. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, the current percentage requirements apply to projects that consist of ten or more units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5, the Project must pay the Affordable Housing Fee (“Fee”). This Fee is made payable to the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) for use by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development for the purpose of increasing affordable housing citywide. The applicable percentage is dependent on the number of units in the project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete Project Application.

The Project Sponsor has submitted an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,’ to satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program through payment of the Fee, in an amount to be established by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development. The applicable percentage is dependent on the total number of units in the project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete Project Application. A complete Project Application was submitted on January 17, 2020; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirement for the Affordable Housing Fee is at a rate equivalent to an off-site requirement of 20%.

 

7. Downtown Project Authorization Design Review. Planning Code Section 309 lists ten aspects of design review in which a project must comply; the Planning Commission finds that the project is compliant with these ten aspects as follows:

A. Building siting, orientation, massing and facade treatment, including proportion, scale, setbacks, materials, cornice, parapet and fenestration treatment, and design of building tops.

Buildings in the vicinity vary dramatically in scale and architectural character. The fenestration and articulation of the building is evocative of newer buildings within the Hayes Valley area to the west, but at a scale appropriate for a location that is rich in transit services. The base of the building is distinguished from the upper floors by a flatter expression finished with grey brick, along with abundant glazing. This defines a pedestrian scale that relates with existing lower-scale buildings adjacent to the Project. The top of the building is finished with a steel band that reads as a cornice.  

B. Aspects of the project affecting views and view corridors, shadowing of sidewalks and open spaces, openness of the street to the sky, ground-level wind current, and maintenance of predominant streetwalls in the immediate vicinity. 

The scale of development in the vicinity is eclectic, ranging from two-story buildings to high-rise towers at points to the east and south of the Project Site. On balance, the seven-story scale of the Project is compatible and appropriate for its surroundings, and reconciles the various streetwall heights in the area. Seen from distant vantage points, the Project would be situated relatively low within the surrounding context of existing development in the area, and would not block view corridors. The Project would not cast excessive shadows on surrounding sidewalks, and would not shadow any public parks in the vicinity. 



C. Aspects of the project affecting parking, traffic circulation and transit operation and loading points. 

The Project proposes no parking spaces, and is situated in an area served by abundant transit options. Van Ness Station is situated 1.5 blocks to the south, and is served by all Muni Metro rail lines. The area is also served by numerous high-frequency bus lines, including the future Bus Rapid Transit line on Van Ness Avenue, one block to the east. In addition, numerous retail establishments and restaurants are located within walking distance throughout Hayes Valley to the west, as well as along Market Street. Residents are likely to favor these transportation modes over private vehicular use. Loading access would be provided by an existing loading zone situated immediately to the east of the Project. In addition, the Project would restore an on-street parking space by closing an existing curb cut along Fell Street. 



D. Aspects of the project affecting its energy consumption. 

By focusing density at a location that is pedestrian-oriented and served by abundant transit, the Project offers convenient alternatives to private vehicular use that dramatically reduce carbon emissions. In addition, the Project includes rooftop solar panels, further reducing carbon emissions generated by residents and the operation of building services. 



E. Aspects of the project related to pedestrian activity, such as placement of entrances, street scale, visual richness, location of retail uses, and pedestrian circulation, and location and design of open space features. 

The Project activates the Fell Street frontage of the project through retail and residential entrances within a shared recess. The retail space includes storefront presence on both Fell and Hickory Streets. The first two stories have a distinct fenestration and materiality from upper floors, helping to define a pedestrian realm. The lower floors are characterized by generous windows, with the façade clad in grey brick to add detailed texture at the pedestrian scale. 



F. Aspects of the project affecting public spaces adjacent to the project, such as the location and type of street trees and landscaping, sidewalk paving material, and the design and location of street furniture as required by Section 138.1. 

With a relatively limited frontage, the Project is not subject to extensive streetscape requirements. However, the Project will close existing curb cuts on both Fell and Hickory Streets, restoring a higher-quality pedestrian environment. Two Class 2 bicycle spaces will be available on the Fell Street frontage for use by visitors to the Project. An existing street tree along the Fell Street frontage will be retained, and a new street tree will be added to the Hemlock Street frontage.



G. Aspects of the project relating to quality of the living environment of residential units, including housing unit size and the provisions of open space for residents. 

Units within the Project range in size from 451 square-foot studios to 772 square-foot two-bedroom units. The diversity of unit types will serve the needs of a variety of tenants. Common open space for residents is provided by a roof deck measuring 1,500 square feet. 



H. Aspects of the design of the project which have significant adverse environmental consequences. 

Based on the environmental review prepared for the Project, this development would not create any significant impacts not previously identified in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Planning Code Amendments associated with “The Hub”. Project-specific mitigation measures are included as conditions of approval for the Project. 



I. Aspects of the project that affect its compliance with the provisions of Sections 1109(c), 1111.2(c), 1111.6(c), and 1113 regarding new construction and alterations in conservation districts. 

The Project Site is not located within a Conservation District. 



J. Other aspects of the project for which modifications are justified because of its unique or unusual location, environment, topography or other circumstances. 

The requested exception for ground-level wind currents is appropriate because the Project would not create any net new exceedances of the comfort criteria of Section 148. The requested exception for lot coverage is appropriate because the Project Site is relatively narrow. Strict application of the lot coverage requirements would reduce the number of units in the Project, and could also create substantial difficulties in providing common circulation and building services. 



8. Downtown Project Authorization Exceptions. Planning Code Section 309 allows exceptions for development with the C-3 Districts:

A. Lot Coverage. In lieu of a minimum rear yard requirement, Planning Code Section 249.33 states that properties within the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District are limited to a maximum lot coverage of 80% at all levels containing a dwelling unit. This Section specifies that an exception to the maximum lot coverage may be requested pursuant to Planning Code Section 309.

The Planning Code does not include specific criteria to consider in association with the lot coverage exception. However, the exception is appropriate due to the limited dimensions of the lot. Strict application of the lot coverage maximum would reduce the number of dwelling units, and could significantly complicate the provision of common circulation and building services. Throughout the Market and Octavia Plan Area, on blocks with alleys, there is a strong pattern of buildings that extend from the primary street through the alley. These buildings typically cover the vast majority of the lot. Given the narrow width of the lot, the Project presents a slim profile on the Fell Street and Hemlock elevations. The Project is compatible with the prevailing development pattern in the area. 



B. Ground Level Wind Currents. Planning Code Section 148 requires that buildings within C-3 Districts be designed to avoid creating exceedances of specified comfort criteria for ground-level wind speeds. In addition, where pre-existing wind speeds exceed the comfort criteria, Section 148 requires that buildings be designed to eliminate that exceedance. Section 148 also specifies that no building may be approved that causes wind speeds to exceed a hazard level of 26 miles per hour. 

Exceptions may be granted for exceedances of the comfort criteria, based on the following findings:



(1) It can be shown that a building or addition cannot be shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly building form and without unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question. 



(2) it is concluded that, because of the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded, the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial.



Based on the wind study prepared for the Project, existing wind conditions in the vicinity of the Project Site exceed the hazard level at one location, and exceed the comfort criteria at eight locations. The construction of the Project would not appreciably alter the existing wind conditions. Following construction of the Project, the existing hazard level exceedance would remain. The construction of the Project would eliminate one existing comfort exceedance, but would create a new comfort exceedance. Therefore, the Project would not create a net addition of comfort exceedances. 



The Project Site is narrow, presenting few opportunities to substantially alter the massing in a matter that would affect ground-level wind conditions. Reduction of building height would result in fewer dwelling units at a location that is well-served by transit and suitable for dense infill development.



9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Housing Element

Objectives and Policies



OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.



Policy 1.1

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially affordable housing.



Policy 1.10

Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.



OBJECTIVE 4

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES.



Policy 4.1

Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with children.



OBJECTIVE 11

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.



Policy 11.1

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.



Policy 11.2

Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.



Policy 11.3

Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing residential neighborhood character.



Policy 11.4

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density plan and the General Plan.



OBJECTIVE 12

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE CITY’S GROWING POPULATION.



Policy 12.2

Consider the proximity of quality of life elements such as open space, child care, and neighborhood services, when developing new housing units.



Urban Design Element

Objectives and Policies



OBJECTIVE 1

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.



Policy 1.3

Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city and its districts.



Policy 1.7

Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts.



Downtown Plan

OBJECTIVE 7

EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN.



Policy 7.1

Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments.



Market and octavia area Plan

OBJECTIVE 1.1 

CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND OCTAVIA NEIGHBORHOOD’S 

POTENTIAL AS A SUSTAINABLE MIXED-USE URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD.



Policy 1.1.2

Concentrate more intense uses and activities in those areas best served by transit and most accessible on foot or by bicycle.



OBJECTIVE 2.2 

ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT THE PLAN AREA.



Policy 2.2.2

Ensure a mix of unit sizes is built in new development and is maintained in existing housing stock.



OBJECTIVE 7.1 

CREATE A VIBRANT NEW MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE HUB.



Policy 7.1.1

Maintain a strong preference for housing as a desired use.



The Project is a high-density residential development, providing 24 new dwelling units and 2,000 square feet of ground floor retail with no parking spaces in a location served by abundant transit.. Van Ness Station is situated 1.5 blocks to the south, and is served by all Muni Metro rail lines. The area is also served by numerous high-frequency bus lines, including the future Bus Rapid Transit line on Van Ness Avenue, one block to the east. In addition, numerous retail establishments and restaurants are located within walking distance throughout Hayes Valley to the west, as well as along Market Street. Residents are likely to favor these transportation modes over private vehicular use. The fenestration and articulation of the building is evocative of newer buildings within the Hayes Valley area to the west, but at a scale appropriate for a location that is rich in transit services. The base of the building is distinguished from the upper floors by a flatter expression clad in grey brick, along  with abundant glazing. 



10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in that: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

The project site does not currently possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. The existing building was formerly occupied by an automotive repair shop, but is currently vacant. The Project includes 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail, and provides 24 new dwelling units, which will enhance the nearby retail uses by providing new residents, who may patronize and/or own these businesses.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The project site does not possess any existing housing. The Project would provide 24  new dwelling units, thus resulting in an overall increase in the neighborhood housing stock. The Project includes units at a variety of sizes to serve the needs of various residents. The Project is expressive in design, and relates well to the scale and form of the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would protect and preserve the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood.

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

The Project does not currently possess any existing affordable housing. The Project will comply with the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program by paying into the Affordable Housing Fee, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 . Therefore, the Project will increase the stock of affordable housing units in the City.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking. 

The Project proposes no parking, and residents are likely to walk to utilize the abundant transit services in the area to commute and reach goods and services. The Project Site is located within 1.5 blocks of the Van Ness Muni Metro station, and is less than a 10-minute walk from the regional transit connections at the Civic Center BART Station, and is within an area served by numerous bus lines. The Project is not expected to overburden streets with commuter traffic. 

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project would remove a building formerly occupied by an automotive repair use. However, the Project would also create 2,000 square feet of new ground-floor retail space that could provide opportunities for resident employment and ownership. 

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake.


The Project will be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety requirements of the Building Code. This proposal will not impact theimprove the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

Currently, the Project Site does not contain any City Landmarks. The existing building on the site is considered an historic resource, as part of the Van Ness “Auto Row” Historic District. Mitigation measures have been included to ensure documentation of the existing structure prior to demolition. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

The Project does not cast shadow on the any public parks, and would not obstruct any prominent vistas.  



11. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program as they apply to permits for residential development (Administrative Code Section 83.11), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all construction work and on‐going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may be delayed as needed.

The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building permit will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement with the City’s First Source Hiring Administration. 

12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Downtown Project Authorization would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.






DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Downtown Project Authorization Application No. 2019-012676DNX subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated January 8, 2021 and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.



The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures identified in the Hub Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval.



APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 309 Downtown Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103.



Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development. 



If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.



I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 2, 2019.



Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary





AYES:	 

NAYS:		

ABSENT:	 

RECUSE:	

ADOPTED:	July 29, 2021


EXHIBIT A

Authorization

This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story building and he construction of a seven-story building reaching a height of 85 feet, containing approximately 24 dwelling units, 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail uses, 1,500 square feet of common open space (roof deck), and no off-street parking spaces,  located at 159 Fell Street, Block 0834, Lot 015 pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 148, 210.2, 249.33(B)(5) and 309, within the C-3-G District, the 85-X Height and Bulk District, and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District; in general conformance with plans, dated January 8, 2021, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2019-012676DNXand subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on July 29, 2021 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.



Recordation of Conditions Of Approval

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on July 29, 2021 under Motion No XXXXXX.



Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 



Severability

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party.



Changes and Modifications 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use authorization.


Conditions of Approval, Compliance, 
Monitoring, and Reporting



Performance

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  www.sfplanning.org

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org


6. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since the date that the Planning Code text amendment(s) and/or Zoning Map amendment(s) became effective.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  HYPERLINK "http://www.sfplanning.org" www.sfplanning.org

7. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  HYPERLINK "http://www.sfplanning.org" www.sfplanning.org

8. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  HYPERLINK "http://www.sfplanning.org" www.sfplanning.org

8. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP attached as Exhibit C are necessary to avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the project sponsor. Their implementation is a condition of project approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

9. Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, the Project Sponsor shall purchase the required number of units of Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) and secure a Notice of Use of TDR prior to the issuance of a site permit for all development which exceeds the base FAR of X.0 to 1, up to an FAR of X.0 to 1. The net addition of gross floor area subject to this requirement shall be determined based on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325,  HYPERLINK "http://www.sfplanning.org" www.sfplanning.org

Entertainment Commission – Noise Attenuation Conditions

10. Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall present the project at a future hearing of the Entertainment Commission, and shall comply with the “Recommended Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects”. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the following “Recommended Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects,” which were recommended by the Entertainment Commission on January 20, 2021:

A.         Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of 9PM‐5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form (email).



B.        Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shall include sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time. Readings should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of Entertainment to best of their ability. Any recommendation(s) in the sound study regarding window glaze ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls, doors, roofing, etc. shall be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when designing and building the project.



C.         Design Considerations.



                               i.         During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location and paths of travel at the Place(s) of Entertainment in designing the location of (a) any entrance/egress for the residential building and (b) any parking garage in the building.



                                ii.         In designing doors, windows, and other openings for the residential building, project sponsor should consider the POE’s operations and noise during all hours of the day and night.



                                     iii.                  During the design phase, project sponsor shall consider an outdoor lighting plan at the development site to protect residents as well as patrons of surrounding Places of Entertainment.



D.        Construction Impacts. Project sponsor shall communicate with adjacent or nearby Place(s) of Entertainment as to the construction schedule, daytime and nighttime, and consider how this schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the POE operations.



E. Communication. Project Sponsor shall make a cell phone number available to Place(s) of Entertainment management during all phases of development through construction. In addition, a line of communication should be created to ongoing building management throughout the occupation phase and beyond.



Design – Compliance at Plan Stage

11. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

12. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org
 

13. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sfplanning.org  

14. Streetscape Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to refine the design and programming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan generally meets the standards of the Better Streets Plan and all applicable City standards. The Project Sponsor shall complete final design of all required street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, and shall complete construction of all required street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

15. Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or MTA. 

For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at 415.701.4500, www.sfmta.org

16. Noise, Ambient. Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels. Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Map1, “Background Noise Levels,” of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code, new developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level that insulate interior occupiable areas from Background Noise and comply with Title 24.

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at 415.252.3800, www.sfdph.org

Parking and Traffic

17. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169, the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved uses. The Property Owner, and all successors, shall ensure ongoing compliance with the TDM Program for the life of the Project, which may include providing a TDM Coordinator, providing access to City staff for site inspections, submitting appropriate documentation, paying application fees associated with required monitoring and reporting, and other actions.

Prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit, the Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property to document compliance with the TDM Program. This Notice shall provide the finalized TDM Plan for the Project, including the relevant details associated with each TDM measure included in the Plan, as well as associated monitoring, reporting, and compliance requirements. 

For information about compliance, contact the TDM Performance Manager at tdm@sfgov.org or 628.652.7340, www.sfplanning.org

18. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155, 155.1, and 155.2, the Project shall provide no fewer than 27 bicycle parking spaces (24 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the Project and three Class 2 spaces for the residential and commercial portions of the Project). SFMTA has final authority on the type, placement and number of Class 2 bicycle racks within the public ROW. Prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, the project sponsor shall contact the SFMTA Bike Parking Program at bikeparking@sfmta.com to coordinate the installation of on-street bicycle racks and ensure that the proposed bicycle racks meet the SFMTA’s bicycle parking guidelines. Depending on local site conditions and anticipated demand, SFMTA may request the project sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for Class II bike racks required by the Planning Code.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

19. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

Provisions

20. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going employment required for the Project.

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415.581.2335, www.onestopSF.org

21. Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti-Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

22. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at  628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

23. Residential Child Care Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

24. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in effect at the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements change, the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first construction document. 

a. Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5, the Project Sponsor must pay an Affordable Housing Fee at a rate equivalent to the applicable percentage of the number of units in an off-site project needed to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Requirement for the principal project. The applicable percentage for this project is twenty percent (20%). The Project Sponsor shall pay the applicable Affordable Housing Fee at the time such Fee is required to be paid.

b. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the terms of the City and County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development (“MOHCD”) at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development's websites, including on the internet at: http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale or rent.

i. The Project Sponsor must pay the Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection Unit at the DBI for use by MOHCD prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 



ii. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by the DBI for the Project, the Project Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that records a copy of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor.



iii. If project applicant fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or certificates of occupancy for the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director of compliance. A Project Sponsor’s failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the development project and to pursue any and all other remedies at law, including interest and penalties, if applicable. 



For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at (628) 652-7325, www.sfplanning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at (415) 701-5500, www.sfmohcd.org.



25. Market Octavia Affordable Housing Fee. The Project is subject to the Market and Octavia Affordable Housing Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 416. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

26. Market Octavia Community Improvements Fund. The Project is subject to the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 421.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7325, www.sfplanning.org

Monitoring - After Entitlement

27. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

28. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information about compliance.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org
 

29. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org

Operation

30. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 628.271.2000, www.sfpublicworks.org

31. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator and all registered neighborhood groups for the area with written notice of the name, business address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator and registered neighborhood groups shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, www.sfplanning.org
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To: Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 159 Fell Street - Errata
 
Provide in track changes
 
 
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: Kevin Guy <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 at 12:21 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 159 Fell Street - Errata
 
Ok... working on the memo now.
 
 

 

Kevin Guy, Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division

 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7325 | sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:20 PM
To: Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 159 Fell Street - Errata
 
You should send ASAP.
 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


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: Kevin Guy <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 at 12:20 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 159 Fell Street - Errata
 
Hi Jonas - The project sponsor for my item at 159 Fell Street gave me some last-minute edits
to the motion yesterday. Typically, I would just read these corrrections into the record, but
they are a little bit lengthy. Is it too late to send the Commission an errata sheet? What is the
protocol for this?
 
Thanks,
Kevin
 
 

 

Kevin Guy, Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division

 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7325 | sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

 

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the
Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/


 
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: 530 Sansome Public Comment Public comment 2019-017481APL & 017481SHD
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:33:55 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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Rudy Gonzalez <rudy@sfbctc.org> 
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2021 10:19 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Commission, Recpark (REC)
<recpark.commission@sfgov.org>
Subject: 530 Sansome Public Comment Public comment 2019-017481APL & 017481SHD
 

 

Honorable Chairs and Commissioners,
 
I write on behalf of 32 affiliated unions representing skilled and trained journey
construction workers and apprentices. We have reached a significant and exciting
agreement with the project sponsor on 530 Sansome. It ensures the highest quality,
safety, and labor standards on this project and will have a positive impact for the
working families of San Francisco.
 
This project also supports economic recovery for the City as well as rebuilds public
safety infrastructure (Fire Station 14).
 
We fully support this project and wish to add our voices to the growing support for what
will be a successful project with your support and approval. 
 

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


Respectfully,
 
Rudy Gonzalez
 
 
 

 
 

RUDY GONZALEZ
Secretary Treasurer

 
www.sfbuildingtradescouncil.org | rudy@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org

Cell: 415/794-0377 |  Office: 415/345-9333 |  Fax: 415/345-9449
1188 Franklin St., Suite 203, SF, CA 94109
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Please update your contact information as my role has changed. I have now joined the SF Building &

Construction Trades Council.
Scheduling requests: Sandra Duarte.  
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson Street (Case No. 2017-014833) Letter in Support
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 12:19:32 PM
Attachments: 469 Stevenson - FINAL for Transmittal 7-29-21 PC Hearing.pdf

Attachment 1-Socio-Economic Study.pdf
Attachment 2 - Parking Letter - JLL.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Peter Ziblatt <peter@pelosilawgroup.com>
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 at 12:18 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Tyler Kepler <tyler@bldsf.com>, Lou Vasquez <lou@bldsf.com>, "Delumo, Jenny (CPC)"
<jenny.delumo@sfgov.org>, Nicholas Foster <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>, Alexis Pelosi
<alexis@pelosilawgroup.com>
Subject: 469 Stevenson Street (Case No. 2017-014833) Letter in Support
 

 

Commissioners-
 
Please see the attached letter in support of the 469 Stevenson project (Regular Item No. 8 and 9) to
be heard later today at the Planning Commission hearing.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
 
Peter F. Ziblatt
Of Counsel
(415) 273-9670 ex. 2  (o)
(415) 465-9196 (c)
peter@pelosilawgroup.com
www.pelosilawgroup.com
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■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pelosilawgroup.com 


 


July 29, 2021 


 


Mr. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


Re: 469 Stevenson Street (Case No. 2017-014833) – July 29, 2021, Hearing on 
Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report; Adoption of CEQA Findings, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation and Monitoring Program; 
Downtown Project Authorization; Individually Requested State Density Bonus and 
Incentive/Concession and Waivers; and Conditional Use Authorization   


 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners, 


I am writing on behalf of my client, 469 Stevenson Investment, LLC (Build1), the project 
sponsor for 469 Stevenson Street (Case No. 2017.014833), a 495-unit mixed-use residential 
development with approximately 4,000 square feet of ground floor retail located on a surface parking 
lot between 5th and 6th in the South of Market Neighborhood (Project).  On July 29, 2021, the Planning 
Commission will consider a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR); Adoption of CEQA Findings, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation and Monitoring Program; approval of a 
Downtown Project Authorization; and a Conditional Use Authorization for the Project.  The Project is 
utilizing the State Density Bonus Law (SDBL) to seek a 42.5% bonus by providing 13% of the residential 
units2 at very-low income and is also requesting one incentive/concession and six waivers.    


Over the last four (4) years, Build has been meeting with Project neighbors and the broader 
community.  Based on those conversations, as part of the Project, Build is committing to provide on-site 
community space and space for a locally-owned business or non-profit organization, fund nearly $600,000 
of community programming, work with local community employment organizations to hire local 
residents during the construction and operation of the Project, work with the community to address any 
construction related concerns, dedicate  a significant portion of the 1% of the Arts to be used by  local 
artists in the surrounding community, dedicate an adjacent parcel fronting 6th Street to an affordable 
housing developer as well as provide 73 on-site affordable housing units.   Build is currently finalizing its 
commitment in writing through an agreement with the Mid-Market Coalition. In addition, to working 
with the neighbors and broader community, Build has worked extensively with the Planning Department 
staff on the building design, reducing the building height, shifting the building massing, and creating a 
podium level along Stevenson Street to maintain the street wall.  The design efforts included a focus on 
Jessie Street and its connection to Mint Plaza that has resulted in an activated and enlivened pedestrian 


 
1 469 Stevenson Investment, LLC, is the entity created for the redevelopment of the project site with Build, Inc. as a 
member of the entity and leading the entitlements.      
2 This represents 21% of the Base Project. 
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realm, helping to create a vibrant alley linking 6th Street to Mint Plaza.  Build has also committed to work 
with other interested parties to develop strategies to further activate and support Mint Plaza, including 
participating in efforts to improve security, upgrade the physical environment and providing financing to 
ensure Mint Plaza remains a viable community benefit as well as a benefit to the Project.  


The Project site is currently a surface parking lot that is a “dead” use in the middle of the 
neighborhood with no activation or presence along two key alleys that connect 5th and 6th Street.  
Developing the Project site will add vibrancy to the area without impacting existing nearby residents.  A 
socio-economic report prepared in October 2020 by ALH Urban & Regional Economics (Socio-
Economic Analysis), included as Attachment 1, looked specifically at the socio-economic issues of 
locating a market-rate development at 469 Stevenson and found that “housing production does not 
result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but rather helps suppress upward pressure 
on existing apartment rents and home prices [finding that] both market-rate and affordable 
housing development help to suppress price appreciation and reduce displacement, both in 
general and in small, localized community areas.”3 Construction of a market rate development on 
the Project site with on-site inclusionary housing will have a positive impact on the neighborhood and 
will bring a mix of residents enhancing the neighborhood, adding eyes and ears to Jessie and Stevenson 
Street and helping ensure that all residents can thrive.       


Finally, as noted above, the Project is utilizing the SDBL.  It also is seeking a CU Authorization 
under Planning Code section 124(f) to exempt the gross floor area of on-site inclusionary units from the 
Project’s FAR calculations.  The CU Authorization is allowed in the C-3-G district and is specifically 
intended to encourage on-site inclusionary housing.  Here, the CU Authorization allows another 66 
housing units including ten (10) affordable units while only increasing the building height by three stories.  
This increase in height does not change the environmental impact of the Project, as given the building 
shape and proximity to Mint Plaza, the building would need to be 114 feet lower (i.e., a loss of 10-11 
stories) to not cast a significant shadow on Mint Plaza.4 The impact of the CU Authorization therefore is 
minimal, whereas the benefit of the CU Authorization, and the additional units it provides, creates a 
financially viable Project because it decreases the total cost per unit by approximately $17,000, which is 
an approximately $7.2 million increase in construction costs.5  Without the CU Authorization, the entire 
Project, including the affordable housing, would become financially infeasible.  This outcome would be 
inconsistent with the Housing Accountability Act (HAA)6 as there are only very limited circumstances 
where a municipality may deny a housing development project that complies with objective planning 
and zoning standards7 and the HAA expressly states that a project that proceeds under the SDBL still 
complies with objective planning and zoning standards.8   


 
3 ALH Economics “Socioeconomic Effects of 469 Stevenson Street Market-Rate Development” (October 2020), pg. 13. 
4 PreVision Design conducted the shadow analysis under CEQA for the Project.  PreVision found that reducing building 
height would not significantly reduce shadow on Mint Plaza given the building shape and proximity of the Project to the 
plaza.  A building even one story taller than the height of the Reduced Density Alternative would still shade Mint Plaza 
for similar amounts of time as the Project.  
5 Without the CU Authorization, assuming a 42.5% density bonus, 429 units would be built.    
6 California Gov. Code Section 65589.5. 
7 As discussed below, Planning Code section 124(f) meets the definition of an objective zoning standard under the HAA. 
8  California Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(3) 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


3 
 


 


For these reasons and as discussed in more detail below, we respectfully request that the 
Planning Commission grant the approvals requested.    


SUMMARY 


The Project is the redevelopment of a 28,790 square foot surface parking lot surrounded by a 
chain-link fence, adjacent to Clearway Energy’s thermal power station (Station T), south of Market 
Street between 5th and 6th Street with frontages along Jessie Street and Stevenson Street.  The Project 
site is zoned Downtown General (C-3-G) District and is in the 160-F Height and Bulk District.  Its 
design has been shaped by the wind and sun with the structure’s bulk, massing and site placement 
selected after dozens of wind tunnel runs and its height established after a reduction to eliminate any 
shadow on Planning Code Section 295 (Prop K) parks.  The interaction of the building with the street 
is the direct result of a request by staff to meet the street wall along Stevenson and activate and engage 
the building along Jessie Street to create an activate and vibrant alley from 6th Street to Mint Plaza. 


An EIR under CEQA was prepared for the Project.  It identified a Project and cumulative 
significant and unavoidable shadow impact on Mint Plaza due to the size and duration of shadow cast 
on permanent seating areas.  It also analyzed various alternatives to reduce the environmental impact 
associated with the Project.  These alternatives included a Reduced Density Alternative (Planning Code 
Compliant) and a No Residential Parking, Tower Only Project Alternative.  After thorough 
examination, the alternatives were rejected either because they failed to reduce the environmental 
impact associated with the Project, failed to meet the Project sponsor’s objectives, or both.  Most 
importantly, both alternatives failed to meet the objective regarding constructing a financially viable 
project.   


The Project is utilizing the SDBL to achieve the proposed density. By providing 13% of the 
base units at very-low-income level (50% of AMI), the Project qualifies for a 42.5% bonus.  It also 
qualifies, and is seeking, one concession from the Height requirement (Section 250) to reduce the cost 
of providing the affordable units, and six (6) waivers from development standards that otherwise would 
physically preclude the Project.  The six (6) waivers include relief from strict compliance with the 
Planning Code for (1) Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 123), (2) Rear Yard (Section 134), (3) 
Minimum Useable Open Space (Section 135), (4) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), (5) Ground 
Level Wind Currents (Section 148), and (6) Bulk (Section 270).  The Project is also seeking a CU 
Authorization to exempt the gross square footage allocated to on-site inclusionary units from the 
maximum FAR calculation under Planning Code section 124(f).  Exempting this square footage is 
critical to the financial feasibility of the Project and allows the development of more housing, including 
more affordable housing, without changing any Project impacts.  


The Project also includes numerous significant neighborhood and Citywide benefits, including 
providing the highest and best use for the site, significant fees and tax generation to the City, and jobs, 
among other community benefits including on-site community space and space for a locally-owned 
business or non-profit organization, funding for nearly $600,000 of community programming, local 
employment during the construction and operation of the Project, targeting a significant portion of the 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


4 
 


1% of the Arts fee towards local neighborhood artists, committing to contributing to the maintenance 
and activation of Mint Plaza and providing a robust affordable housing package.9  It would activate an 
otherwise blighted surface parking lot, bringing a mix of residential, commercial/retail and streetscape 
improvements to the area and connecting the site to this vibrant neighborhood.     


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


The Project is a mixed-use residential project of approximately 426,000 square feet of 
residential gross floor area with approximately 495 residential units in a mix of approximately 192 
(38.8%) Studios, 149 (30.1%) One-Bedroom, 96 (19.4%) Two-Bedroom, 50 (10.1%) Three-Bedroom 
and 8 (1.6%) Five-Bedroom, all located in a residential tower.  The Project includes approximately 
4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail and has a parking ratio of 0.36 to 1 (178 spaces), as 
permitted by the Planning Code, in a three-level below-grade garage and 12 car share spaces.  The 
Project includes 200 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces and open 
space will be provided in a mix of private and common open space including 22 private balconies and 
roof decks, two solariums and small open areas at the ground floor, as well as a tower terrace.  


The Project’s podium base would be approximately 14 feet in height with a residential tower 
above. The ground floor provides a mix of street level activation between retail space, amenity space, 
residential lobby, and loading. Amenity space leading to the lobby, common open space, loading and 
the garage entrance face Stevenson Street.  The Jessie Street side includes retail space, lobby, and 
common open space.  The Project sponsor is evaluating the highest and best use for the 
commercial/retail space to enliven the street frontage and connect it to the nearby Mint Plaza on the 
5th Street side of the block and the 6th Street commercial corridor.   


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR was prepared because the proposed Project, and the Project in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable other projects, could create new shadow that could 
substantially and adversely affect the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.  Specifically, 
it was found that shadow cast on Mint Plaza would be on areas that would likely be more sensitive to 
the addition of net new shadow such as fixed seating areas, non-fixed seating areas and landscaped 
planters.  The size, duration, and location of shadow cast as well as the time of day and the number of 
users observed resulted in this new shadow potentially having a substantial effect on the use and 
enjoyment of Mint Plaza.  Because of the Project’s proximity to Mint Plaza, the only Project 
modification that would eliminate or mitigate the net new shadow cast is a reduction in the building 
height or changing the building mass, which is not possible given the wind hazard conditions.  


As part of the CEQA review, the EIR analyzed various alternatives to reduce the environmental 
impact associated with the Project.  These alternatives included a code compliant structure at 160 feet 
with setbacks at 80 feet and a similar size structure but with no parking.  These alternatives were rejected 
because they failed to reduce the environmental impact associated with the Project and/or failed to 
meet the Project sponsor’s objectives.  One such objective is the ability to construct a financially viable 


 
9 Build is memorializing these commitments through an agreement with the Mid Market Coalition that is being finalized 
and through a letter submitted to the Planning Commission outlining its voluntary in-kind contributions to Mint Plaza.    
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project.   


Financial viability of a project depends on many factors, some of which are not always intuitive.  
For example, the development of a smaller project does not necessarily result in a financially viable 
project because there are certain fixed costs associated with development regardless of the size of the 
project, such as land costs, excavation, street improvements, equipment (e.g., cranes, excavators, etc.), 
general conditions, and mechanical equipment.  Development is therefore based on economies of scale, 
so that even if certain costs go down with a reduction in units, the overall cost per square foot increases 
as set costs or expenses are not spread across more units.  ALH Urban & Regional Economics prepared 
an economic feasibility analysis for the Project that was peer reviewed by Seifel Consulting to evaluate 
the feasibility of the alternatives studied.  The analysis found that while the economic recession resulting 
from the COVID-19 pandemic and resulting impact on the San Francisco apartment market has 
resulted in neither the Project nor the Reduced Density Alternative (Planning Code Compliant) or No 
Residential Parking, Tower Only Project Alternative being currently economically feasible, the Project’s 
economics are closest to meeting feasibility thresholds.  The Project is reasonably assumed to meet 
financial feasibility given the cyclical nature of real estate development and the reasonable assumption 
that in the three years it will take to obtain permits, construct and occupy the Project, the macro market 
changes in apartment revenues and/or development costs will enable development of the Project.  
Among other items, including the inability to finance a development without parking10, both of the two 
alternatives are rendered economically infeasible due to the higher negative margin as a percent of cost 
and neither would meet the Project sponsor’s objective.  


Finally, during the Draft EIR comment period, several comments were raised regarding the 
potential socio-economic impacts associated with developing a market-rate project at 469 Stevenson.11 
Socio-economic effects, however, are generally beyond the scope of CEQA and may be considered 
only to the extent there is a link established between anticipated socio-economic effects of a proposed 
project and adverse physical environmental impacts.  


In March 2020, ALH Urban & Regional Economics prepared a report analyzing the potential 
gentrification and displacement impacts from the Project and whether they resulted in a potential 
physical change in the environment.  Academic and related literature and case studies were reviewed as 
well as the current state of the apartment housing market in the City.  The study concluded that “the 
evidence indicates that development of the Project is not likely to result in residential 
displacement and gentrification that will lead to socioeconomic impacts warranting further 
review under CEQA.”12  Moreover, regarding the impact of the Project on rents, the study found that 


 
10 Letter from JLL regarding the feasibility of obtaining financing for developments without parking.  (Attachment 2). 
11 In addition to these socio-economic comments, a letter dated July 27, 2021 from The Yerba Buena Neighborhood 
Consortium submitted to the Planning Commission alleged that seismic related issues were not adequately studied in the 
EIR’s Initial Study.  This letter is incorrect. The October 2, 2019 Initial Study analyzed Geology and Soils in great detail, 
and seismic related standards in particular.  (See Initial Study, p. 186-194).  The Initial Study concluded that there would 
be less than a significant impact as the Project will comply with all seismic related construction, building code and 
regulatory standards. Under CEQA, compliance with such applicable regulatory standards can correctly provide a basis 
for determining that a project will not have a significant environmental impact. Tracy First v City of Tracy (2009) 177 
CA4th 912.    
12 ALH Economics “Socioeconomic Effects of 469 Stevenson Street Market-Rate Development” (October 2020), pg. 3 



http://online.ceb.com/CalCases/CA4/177CA4t912.htm

http://online.ceb.com/CalCases/CA4/177CA4t912.htm
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there was general consensus among experts that:  


• “Housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but 
rather helps suppress increases in rents and home prices in existing buildings; 


• Failure to increase housing stock to accommodate demand resulting from job growth and 
a generally increasing population will result in greater competition for existing housing, 
with higher income households outbidding lower income households and otherwise 
exerting upward price pressure on existing housing; and,   


• Both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price appreciation 
and reduce displacement.”13 


While extensive discussion continues regarding socio-economic impacts, “experts in the field 
of gentrification generally appear to unite around the understanding that there is weak causation 
between gentrification and displacement” and that “there is no evidence to support the concern that 
new market-rate development will cause gentrification or displacement.”14  Displacement may 
occur but it is not the inevitable result of gentrification and there are many factors that influence 
whether or not displacement occurs and ultimately the Project’s socio-economic impacts are outside 
the scope of CEQA.  


For these reasons, Build supports the findings and conclusions of the Final EIR and 
recommends its certification under CEQA and Build supports the adoption of a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations finding that there are significant benefits of the Project to support 
approval despite the unavoidable impacts.  These benefits are discussed below.  


PROJECT APPROVALS 


The Project is requesting a Downtown Project Authorization under Planning Code section 309 
and a CU Authorization under Planning Code section 124(f).      


1. Downtown Project Authorization 


The Project is a 27-story, 274-foot tall residential tower with 426,000 square feet of residential 
uses, 495 residential units and approximately 4,000 square feet of ground floor retail in the C-3-G 
District.  The Project is utilizing the SDBL to increase height and density and it is consistent with the 
size and intensity of development allowed under the Planning Code and anticipated under the 
Downtown Plan.  The Project is utilizing the SDBL and is not seeking any exceptions as part of its 
Downtown Project Authorization.  


The Project would cast a shadow on UN Plaza and Mint Plaza.15 The shadow cast at UN Plaza 


 
13 Ibid, pg. 22-23. 
14 Id, pg. 23. 
15 The Project would also cast a shadow on Mary Plaza, a privately owned public open space proposed as part of the 5M 
Project, and the Civic Center Public Realm Plan.  Neither Mary Plaza or the Civic Center Public Realm Plan have been 
constructed and the Civic Center Public Realm Plan in the conceptual design phase and not finalized or approved.  
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is minimal, falling early in the morning on areas not most used by visitors.  At Mint Plaza, the shadow 
falls later in the day, for a longer period and on areas used by visitors.  For this reason, the shadow cast 
on Mint Plaza could affect its use and enjoyment.   


2. Conditional Use Authorization 


The Project is requesting a CU Authorization under Planning Code sections 124(f) and 303 to 
exempt gross floor area dedicated to inclusionary housing from the maximum FAR calculation.  This 
request is permitted in the C-3-G District and is necessary and desirable for the neighborhood because 
it will allow the Project to provide more dwelling units on the site, which will substantially revitalize an 
underutilized fenced off surface parking lot.  The additional floor area allowed will also assist in 
alleviating the City’s housing shortage for numerous families and smaller households, including low-
income families.   In addition, the additional units allowed will mean a greater influx of residents to 
enliven the area, which is often deserted in the evening hours after offices close and will strengthen the 
customer base of retail uses in the neighborhood.  It also will generate a substantial amount of 
pedestrian activity throughout the area, resulting in a safer neighborhood. 


This formulaic CU Authorization allows for the construction of between 43 and 66 more units 
depending on whether a 42.5% or 50% density bonus is requested.  At 274 feet (+10 feet for 
mechanical), the loss of two to three floors would not be visibly noticeable and would not change the 
shadow cast on Mint Plaza.  As shown in the EIR, only a significant reduction in height (100+ feet) 
will reduce the shadow cast given the building massing and the sites proximity to Mint Plaza.  Reducing 
the number of units also will not significantly improve the common open space required.16  The Project 
will still require a waiver under the SDBL for open space.  In fact, the only impact that not granting the 
CU Authorization under section 124(f) will have is that the Project will become financially infeasible.  
Without these additional units, the cost per unit increases by nearly $20,000, an approximately $7.2 
million increase in construction costs thereby decreasing the return on investment.  It places the entire 
Project (495 units) at risk, including 73 affordable housing units.   


STATE DENSITY BONUS LAW 


The Project qualifies under the SDBL17 through the inclusion of on-site affordable housing 
units.  The SDBL requires approval of a density bonus, incentives, and waivers where a development 
provides the requisite amount of affordable housing.   As stated in Wollmer v. City of Berkeley (2009) 
179 Cal. App. 4th 933, “…when an applicant seeks a density bonus for a housing development that 
includes the required percentage of affordable housing, section 65915 requires that the city not only 
grant the density bonus but provide additional incentives or concessions where needed based on the 
percentage of low-income housing units.”(emphasis added)  To deny such a request, the burden is on 


 
Given the location of Mary Plaza and the Civic Center Public Realm Plan, the shadow cast would be minimal and for a 
short duration, not warranting further discussion.      
16 This assumes the Project continues to provide 22 residential units with private balconies and 11,184 square feet of 
common open space.  The amount of open space not provided would range from 8,352 square feet (57.2% of 
requirement met) to 9,456 square feet (54.2% of requirement met) as opposed to 11,463 square feet (49% of 
requirement met).  
17 California Gov. Code Section 65915-65918. 
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the city to provide substantial evidence including detailed findings as to how the incentive/concession 
or waiver does not result in actual cost reductions to the project’s provision of affordable housing,18 
would have an adverse impact on health and safety or would be contrary to state or federal law (Gov. 
Code Section 65915(d)(1) and (e)(1)).  


The Project is providing 13% of the base units as very-low income units, the Project includes 
a 42.5% density bonus and an incentive/concession for Height (Section 250) and waivers for 
Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 123), Rear Yard (Section 134), Common Useable Open Space 
(Section 135), Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), Ground-Level Wind Current (Section 148), and 
Bulk (Section 270) as discussed below.   


1. Height  


The Project seeks an incentive from Height to exceed the 160-foot height limit by 114 feet. 
Expanding the Project’s buildable envelope is necessary to accommodate the affordable housing 
provided under the SDBL and necessary because of hazardous wind conditions created by a shorter, 
squatter structure.  The taller slender tower also has identifiable and actual cost reductions from the 
construction of a single-core tower. An analysis has been provided to the City that demonstrates the 
financial cost saving which offset the cost of providing affordable housing on site which supports a 
concession for height under the Density Bonus Law. 


2. Maximum FAR  


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code maximum FAR of 259,110 square feet.  
The Project includes a 42.5% Density Bonus for an additional FAR of 110,122 square feet.  Without 
a waiver to FAR limitations, the Project would be physically precluded from constructing the Project 
at the density permitted under the SDBL.  


3. Rear Yard  


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirement to provide a rear yard equal 
to 25 percent of the lot depth at the first level containing a dwelling unit, and at every subsequent 
level.  Along Stevenson Street, portions of the Project podium jut into the rear yard, meeting the street 
wall and not stepping back.  Eliminating this area of the podium would not only result in the loss of 
units but would eliminate features of the Project specifically designed to address wind hazard 
conditions thereby creating a wind hazard and eliminating the ability to construct the project.  Without 
a waiver to rear yard requirement, the Project would be physically precluded from constructing the 
Project at the density permitted under the SDBL. 


 4. Open Space   


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirement to have a minimum of 36 
square feet of private usable open space or 48 square feet (1.33 times 36 square feet) of common 
usable open space.  The Project includes 22 private balconies that meet the requirements to qualify as 


 
18 The cost reduction factor applies only to incentives/concessions and not waivers. 
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private open space and 11,185 square feet of common open space which is 11,462 square feet below 
the amount of open space required.  To provide additional open space the Project would have to 
remove 12 units on the top floor and replace them with a common roof terrace and solarium as well 
as add 159 balconies at a cost of $5.5 million.  Alternatively, private balconies could be added to 318 
units at the Stevenson Street and two side elevations at a cost of $11.1 million.  Without a waiver of 
open space requirements, the Project would be physically precluded from constructing the Project at 
the density permitted under the SDBL. 


5.  Dwelling Unit Exposure   


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirement that at least one room of all 
dwelling units face onto a public street, rear yard or other open area that meets minimum requirements 
for area and horizontal dimensions. The setback along the western property line does not meet the 
minimum dimensions to qualify as an open area by 6 feet 6 inches with three units per floor (16% of 
total units) fronting only along the western property line.   Without a waiver to exposure requirements 
limitations, the Project would be physically precluded from constructing the Project at the density 
permitted under the SDBL. 


6. Wind  


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirement to shape new buildings so 
that ground level do not exceed comfort levels of 11 m.p.h. equivalent wind speed in areas of 
substantial pedestrian use, or 7 m.p.h. equivalent wind speed in public seating areas, more than 10% 
percent of the time between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. year-round.  A wind study was prepared by ARUP 
analyzing ground-level wind currents at 63 locations around the Project site.  The Project would 
increase mean wind speeds by 0.8 m.p.h. and creates pedestrian wind comfort exceedances at 5 
additional locations above existing conditions and public seating comfort exceedances at 2 additional 
locations above existing conditions.  Based on the analysis prepared under CEQA for the Reduced 
Density Alternative (Code Compliant) decreasing mean wind speeds would require changing the 
building size and shape, causing a loss of units.  Without a waiver to wind, the Project would be 
physically precluded from constructing the Project at the density permitted under the SDBL.  


7. Bulk  


The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code maximum length of 110 feet and maximum 
diagonal dimension of 140 feet.  The Project length totals 155 feet 4 inches and diagonal length totals 
190 feet 6 inches exceeding the maximum permitted length by 25 feet 4 inches and diagonal dimension 
by 50 feet 6 inches. Without a waiver to bulk requirements, the Project would be physically precluded 
from constructing the Project at the density permitted under the SDBL.  


Housing Accountability Act  


As noted above, the HAA was created to strongly encourage approval of housing 
developments like the Project, and to narrowly define the authority of local agencies to deny or 
significantly condition the approval of such housing developments.  Under the HAA, “[w]hen a 
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proposed housing development project complies with applicable, objective general plan, zoning, and 
subdivision standards and criteria, including design review standards, in effect at the time that the 
housing development project’s application is determined to be complete…” a local agency cannot 
disapprove a project or lower its density unless it finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the 
project would have a specific, adverse impact on public health or safety, and there is no feasible way 


to mitigate or avoid the impact.19   Taking into consideration the concession/incentives and waivers 
for the Project (which the City must do per Section 65589.5(j)(3)), there is no question that the Project 
is consistent, compliant, and in conformity with the objective standards of applicable City land use 
plans, programs, policies, ordinances and regulations.  The Project is requesting a CU Authorization 
to exempt gross floor area dedicated to inclusionary housing from the maximum FAR calculation, but 
that request meets the definition of an applicable, objective zoning standard as defined under the HAA. 


Under California Government Code section 65589.5(h)(2)(B), the term “objective” means 
“those that involve no personal or subjective judgment by a public official and being uniformly 
verifiable by reference to an external and uniform benchmark or criterion available and knowable by 
both the development applicant or proponent and the public official.”  Planning Code section 124(f) 
is an objective zoning standard for buildings that are not designated as Significant or Contributory 
under Article 11.  Planning Code section 124(f) is limited geographically, only applying in two planning 
districts (i.e., C-3-G and C-3-S) and only allows additional square footage above base floor area ratio 
limits for affordable units.  Whether a project qualifies can be uniformly verifiable and every term used 
is clearly defined in the Planning Code (i.e., square footage, base floor area ratio and affordable units).  
Like requiring a CU Authorization for construction on a lot greater than a certain size, a CU 
Authorization to exempt square footage for affordable units requires no personal judgement.    


Under the HAA, a city has severely limited discretion to deny a project and the HAA sets 
“…forth the only conditions under which an application may be disapproved.”  N. Pacifica, LLC v. 
City of Pacifica, 234 F.Supp.2d 1053, 1059 (N.D. Cal. 2002), aff’d sub nom. N. Pacifica LLC v. City of 
Pacifica, 526 F.3d 478 (9th Cir. 2008). The Planning Commission may not reject the Project or reduce 
its density based on any subjective or discretionary criteria, such as “suitability” or “compatibility.” 
Honchariw v. Cty. of Stanislaus, 200 Cal.App.4th 1066, 1076, 1079 (2011).  In short, the only grounds on 
which the Project could be legally rejected under the HAA is if the Project would cause “a significant, 
quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact” on public health or safety “based on objective, identified 
written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the 


application was deemed complete.”20  Under the HAA, if a city determines that a project is not 
consistent with the objective standards, it is required to notify the applicant within 60 days after the 
application is deemed complete, or the project shall be deemed consistent as a matter of law.  (Gov. 
Code § 65589.5(j)(2).) 


PROJECT BENEFITS 


The Project includes significant neighborhood and citywide benefits as well as providing 
exceptional design. The design is distinctive and will transform the underutilized infill site into a 


 
19 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1). 
20 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1)(A). 
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contemporary, sophisticated residential building. In addition to the exceptional design, Project benefits 
include: 


• Provide Highest and Best Use: The Project will replace a surface parking lot with 495 
high-quality residential dwelling units. 


• Infill Residential Development: In developing the Project site with residential uses, the 
Project provides much-needed residential units in an ideal location for infill 
development. 


• Street Activation:  The Project will activate Jessie Street with a 4,000 square foot 
commercial/retail space and include a residential lobby along Jessie Street and Stevenson 
Street. 


 


• Community Space and Funding:  The Project will provide on-site community space 
and space for a locally owned business or non-profit organization and fund nearly 
$600,000 toward community programming. 


• Mint Plaza: The Project is providing in-kind contributions to the landscape and 
maintenance of Mint Plaza to enhance the cleanliness, safety and overall enjoyment of 
Mint Plaza.  The in-kind contributions are set forth in a letter submitted by Build to 
the City.   


• Job Creation: The Project will create new temporary and permanent jobs.  The project 
will also create approximately 25 new retail employees and 30 new building 
management and service staff for a total of approximately 55 net new employees or 
jobs created by the project, in addition to the approximately 1500 construction jobs 
that will be created.    


• Impact Fees: The Project is estimated to pay over $28 million in impact fees. 


• Sustainable Transit Development: The Project’s design and development would 
incorporate innovative and sustainable transit-first policies that will provide significant 
benefits to residents of and visitors to the Project site, including the provision of 12 
car share spaces and ample bicycle parking spaces.  


* * * * * * 


Over the past four (4) years, Build has worked diligently on this Project, which is an excellent 
example of green, infill development that adds 495 new dwelling units to the City’s housing stock in 
an area with significant transit. The Project creates a residential use that is compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood and proposes a design that integrates with the neighborhood and 
community. 
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This is an exceptional Project, in an exceptional location, and one that we respectfully request 
you support and approve. 


Yours truly, 


 


 


Alexis M. Pelosi 


 


Attachments 
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October 12, 2020 
 
 
Mr. Tyler Kepler 
Vice President, Acquisitions and Capital Markets 
Build 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 


Re: Socioeconomic Effects of Market-Rate Development Associated with 469 
Stevenson Street Project, San Francisco, CA  


 
Dear Mr. Kepler:   
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) is pleased to present this report examining 
the potential gentrification and displacement impacts of your proposed 469 Stevenson Street 
project in San Francisco, CA. The purpose of the study is to address the project’s potential 
socioeconomic impacts on residential gentrification and displacement as they relate to potential 
physical changes in the environment. The study’s research and findings are intended to 
complement materials the Planning Department of the City and County of San Francisco is 
preparing pursuant to the entitlement and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process 
for the 469 Stevenson Street project.  
 
It has been a pleasure working with you on this project. Please let me know if there are any 
questions or comments on the analysis included herein. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Amy L. Herman   
Principal                      
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
Build is proposing development of a 495-unit multifamily apartment project with 4,000 
square feet of ground floor retail space at 469 Stevenson Street, the current site of a surface 
parking lot (the “Project”). The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project 
received some public comments expressing concerns about residential gentrification and 
displacement occurring as a result of Project development. Similar concerns were expressed 
during some public hearings. The City and County of San Francisco (City) Planning 
Department (Planning Department) is preparing a response to these concerns, and ALH 
Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) has been engaged to assist the Planning 
Department in preparing the response.   
 
This report looks at residential development patterns in San Francisco and in the area 
surrounding the 469 Stevenson Street Project to assess the amount of development occurring 
in the area historically and presently in conjunction with the Project. The report also looks at 
historic and current rents in San Francisco to further provide perspective on the existing 
market in which the planned rental units at the Project and surrounding areas will be 
developed. These new market-rate units can be evaluated in the context of literature and 
research findings probing whether market-rate rental housing production such as the Project 
results in making rental housing less affordable for existing residents, which concerns 
interested parties who believe residential displacement and gentrification may result from the 
development of market-rate housing.  
 
Accordingly, this report includes the following:   
 


• Identification of residential pipeline projects within a 1.0-mile radius of 469 
Stevenson Street (e.g., the Project and cumulative projects);  


• Review of historical development trends in San Francisco and key Project areas;  
• Overview of pricing trends in San Francisco’s rental housing market;  
•   Review of literature on the relationship between housing production and housing 


costs, as well as gentrification and residential displacement; and, 
•   Conclusions regarding gentrification and displacement from new market-rate 


development.  
 
A summary of findings and conclusions is presented below.  
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION  


The summary of findings presented in the report for each section is provided below, including 
a general conclusion for the overall research and analysis effort.  
 
Residential Pipeline  
 
Information provided by the Planning Department as of the first quarter 2020 indicates that 
there is a substantial amount of net new residential development under construction, entitled, 
or planned within a 1.0-mile radius of 469 Stevenson Street. Specifically, there are 89 projects 
with a total of 15,726 units (referred to in the report as the Pipeline). About 27% of the 
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Pipeline, comprising 4,254 units, are under construction and therefore have the greatest 
certainty of delivery, while 40% of the Pipeline, nearly 6,200 units, do not have entitlements 
and have much less certainty.  
 
The amount of the development in the Pipeline is consistent with historic trends. According to 
the annual Housing Inventory reports published by the Planning Department, the two planning 
districts located in the 1.0-mile radius, – i.e., Planning District 9 (South of Market) and 
Planning District 4 (Downtown) -  represented 65% of the City’s net new housing units from 
2001 to 2019. In all, nearly 33,000 net new units were completed in these two districts over 
this time period. In most years, these two districts rank as the top two citywide in terms of net 
new residential development. 


Residential Rent Trends  


The City has experienced strong apartment rent increases over the past 20+ years. From 
1996 to 2016, average rents at larger complexes increased at an annual average rate of 
5.5%. The inflation-adjusted annual increase over this time was 2.9%. Thus, rents increased 
at a rate of 2.6% per year over inflation. In 2016, market-rate apartment rents in San 
Francisco began to slow citywide, with some sources reporting a modest rental decline. More 
moderate rent growth followed from 2017 through 2019. However, these data do not 
capture rental units in smaller buildings and/or units subject to rent control, which are 
insulated from short-term annual rent increases. Nonetheless, they provide insight into 
potential future long-term trends.  


Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the apartment market has sharply softened due 
to job losses and associated economic contraction, household consolidations, and remote 
working, all resulting in a strong decline in rents. However, rents in San Francisco remain the 
highest in the nation and are about 2.5 to 2.7 times the national average.  


Great uncertainty over the timing of a vaccine and how and when the economy will recover 
exists but historic trends suggest that the economy and market will recover, and increases in 
rents will resume, albeit modestly at first.  
 
Residential Displacement and Gentrification  
 
ALH Economics reviewed academic and related literature as well as case studies to examine 
whether market-rate apartment production at and around 469 Stevenson Street will impact 
rents of existing properties and make housing less affordable for existing residents. The 
findings generally coalesce around the following conclusions: 
 


• Housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, 
but rather helps suppress increases in rents and home prices in existing buildings; 


• Failure to increase housing stock to accommodate demand resulting from job growth 
and a generally increasing population will result in greater competition for existing 
housing, with higher income households outbidding lower income households and 
otherwise exerting upward price pressure on existing housing; and, 


• Both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price 
appreciation and reduce displacement.  


 







 


 


469 Stevenson Street Socioeconomic Issues    ALH Urban & Regional Economics 
 3      
 


 


Past research studies have suggested that further analysis on the relationship between 
development, affordability, and displacement at the highly localized level is required to 
understand the rate at which it occurs in very small, localized areas. Two subsequent studies, 
however, studied and analyzed this localized impact and found that rents of existing 
apartment projects immediately near new market-rate apartment buildings declined upon 
completion of the market-rate units in the immediate surrounding area for a duration of up 
to three years after completion of the new units.1  
 
Additional literature on the topic of gentrification and the causal relationship between 
market-rate residential development and gentrification and displacement was also reviewed. 
These studies indicate that experts in the field generally appear to unite around the 
understanding that there is weak causation between gentrification and displacement. 
Displacement can occur without gentrification, and displacement is not inevitable, with public 
policy tools available to stabilize communities. In some instances, studies suggest that 
existing low-income households in a gentrifying neighborhood may benefit from 
gentrification because of neighborhood improvements perceived to be of value and 
increased housing satisfaction. Finally, some experts also conclude that the ability for 
residents to relocate or move (i.e., mobility rates) are not distinguishable between 
neighborhoods experiencing gentrification and neighborhoods not experiencing 
gentrification. 
 
The overall conclusion resulting from the literature review is that there is no evidence to 
support the concern that new market-rate development will cause gentrification or 
displacement. The findings overwhelmingly suggest that while some displacement may occur, 
it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence whether or not 
displacement occurs.  
 
Conclusion  


The study findings indicate that the Project is being developed in the portion of the City of San 
Francisco historically characterized by the greatest amount of residential development. In 
addition to the Project, there are a number of other new multifamily residential projects 
currently planned. Apartment rents in San Francisco have risen strongly over time, but have 
moderated more recently, and have sharply softened since the onset of the COVID-19 
pandemic. However, high percentage of existing San Francisco apartment residents living in 
older units are insulated from rental increases due to San Francisco’s rent control provisions. 
Case study research in San Francisco as well as academic and related research suggests that 
market-rate housing production such as the 469 Stevenson Street Project is not likely to cause 
an increase in rents in nearby housing units. Some research even suggests interim reductions 
in rents among nearby units. These and other literature findings suggest there is no evidence 
to support concern that new market-rate development will cause gentrification or 
displacement. Therefore, this study concludes that the evidence indicates that development of 
the Project is not likely to result in residential displacement and gentrification that will lead to 
socioeconomic impacts warranting further review under CEQA. 


 
1 These are findings in newer studies conducted in 2019, and thus are not previously discussed in 
other reports prepared and submitted to the City by ALH Urban & Regional Economics for other 
projects, such as projects in the Mission District. 
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II. RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE AND RENTAL MARKET TRENDS 
 
This report section reviews residential pipeline projects within a 1.0-mile radius of the 469 
Stevenson Street project. Historical development trends are reviewed to determine the rate of 
nearby housing development compared to the City as a whole. This section also presents a 
brief overview of Citywide historic rental housing trends within the context of the existing 
market in which the Project’s planned rental units will be delivered.  
 
RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE  


In order to evaluate the potential risk of gentrification resulting from development of the 469 
Stevenson Street project, ALH Economics examined the Project’s development context, 
including the pipeline of future residential development in a relevant surrounding area. To 
accomplish this, the Planning Department Pipeline for the first quarter of 20202 was examined 
to identify proposed residential projects near 469 Stevenson Street. Projects were identified 
based on their location and approval status, including number of net new units, both market-
rate and affordable, and net new retail space included in the project. Specifically, the 
following type of projects are included: 
 


- Projects that are under construction 
- Projects that have received Planning/Department of Building Inspection entitlements 


but have not yet broken ground 
- Projects that have filed applications, but are still under review 


 
The projects reflected in the analysis include projects of 25 or more net dwelling units. This 
threshold was selected because this is the threshold for “Large Projects” as defined by the San 
Francisco Inclusionary Housing Program. 
 
The projects reflected in the analysis also were identified based on a site radius of 1.0-mile. 
This radius was selected to encompass the entire Filipino Cultural Heritage District, which is 
bounded by Market Street to the northwest, 2nd Street to the northeast, Brannan Street to the 
southeast, and 11th Street to the southwest. The 1.0-mile radius includes a large portion of the 
San Francisco Planning Department’s District 9 – South of Market and some of District 4 – 
Downtown, which is north of Market Street. The projects and their net unit counts are listed in 
Exhibit 1 in Appendix B and are mapped on Map 1 on the next page.  
 
Map 1 identifies the project locations, while Table 1, following Map 1, summarizes the 
projects by number of net units per project. These groupings correspond to the Map 1 
groupings, with the exception of Table 1, which breaks down the 101+ unit category into two 
categories (101 to 249 Units and 250 Units and Larger) due to the number of projects with 
more than 100 units. 
 


 
2See https://data.sfgov.org/Housing-and-Buildings/SF-Development-Pipeline-2020-Q1/5s89-azqa 
for the database.  



https://data.sfgov.org/Housing-and-Buildings/SF-Development-Pipeline-2020-Q1/5s89-azqa
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Project Size and Status


Projects 250 Units and Larger
Under Construction 5 2,129 1,945 184
Entitled (1) 6 2,034 1,625 409
Non-entitled (2) 8 4,111 3,613 498
Total 19 8,274 7,183 1,091


Projects 101 to 249 Units
Under Construction 12 1,848 1,693 155
Entitled (1) 13 1,972 1,625 347
Non-entitled 7 1,380 1,045 335
Total 32 5,200 4,363 837


Projects 51 to 100 Units
Under Construction 2 114 99 15
Entitled (1) 13 1,002 808 194
Non-entitled 6 491 440 51
Total 21 1,607 1,347 260


Projects 25 to 50 Units
Under Construction 4 163 157 6
Entitled (1) 7 267 238 29
Non-entitled 6 215 184 31
Total 17 645 579 66


Pipeline
Total 89 15,726 13,472 2,254


Table 1
Summary of Pipeline Projects Net New Units 


Net Units Rate Affordable


Units by Type
Total MarketNo. of


Projects


(1) Entitled projects includes those that are approved, have applied for building permits, 
have approved building permits, or have building permits issued.


Source: See Exhibit 1.


(2) Includes 469 Stevenson Street.  
 
 
Information extracted from the examined Pipeline projects indicates a total of 15,726 net new 
housing units in 89 projects. This includes 13,472 market-rate units and 2,254 affordable 
housing units. The affordable units comprise 14.3% of all net new units in the 1.0-mile radius. 
Although planned tenure information was not available for all of the affordable projects, most 
of the affordable housing units that provided tenure detail are rental.  
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Over half of the units (8,274 units) presented in Table 1 are in larger projects with 250 or 
more units. There are 19 of these larger projects, about one-half of which (8 projects with 
approximately 4,100 units) do not have entitlements. This includes the 469 Stevenson Street 
project. The next largest category in terms of unit counts is 101 to 249 units, with 5,200 units 
– about one-third of the total – in 32 projects. The smaller categories – 51 to 100 units and 
25 to 50 units – have smaller unit counts of 1,607 and 645 units, respectively. 
 
This Pipeline reflects potential interest in new housing production in the South of Market and 
Downtown districts. However, because of the nature of development and the development 
process in the City, the Pipeline units may not all be developed. About 40% of the units in the 
Pipeline, about 6,200 units,3 do not currently have entitlements, which increases the 
speculative nature of these projects. Moreover, the timing of development is uncertain as only 
a portion of the Pipeline units that are built will be delivered to the market in any given year. 
Some of the projects in the Pipeline have also been in process for 10 or more years and while 
some may be extreme cases, it highlights the time it takes from planning application to 
product delivery. Uncertainty over the future during the current COVID-19 pandemic only 
heightens the timing of development potentially pushing out delivery of new units by years.  
 
HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL COMPLETIONS 


As the preceding review indicates, the Pipeline is fairly healthy, with a range of projects in 
various stages of development, with the potential to stretch out over several years. In order to 
provide context for this amount of prospective development activity, ALH Economics reviewed 
historic residential development trends, Citywide and in the neighborhood areas germane to 
469 Stevenson Street. As will be shown by these data, these neighborhoods have traditionally 
provided a significant amount of San Francisco’s new residential development, i.e., these are 
the neighborhoods were development happens in San Francisco, as shown by historic trends. 
 
Historically, based upon the City’s Housing Inventory reports, a total of 49,231 net new 
housing units were built Citywide from 2001 through 2019, as shown in Table 2, on the next 
page. Nearly half of these units were built in District 9 – South of Market, or 23,324 net new 
units, while another 8,963 net new units were built in District 4 – Downtown. These are the 
two districts that are within the 1.0-mile radius of the project (see next section). These are two 
of the most active districts in the City in terms of new residential development, representing 
nearly two-thirds of total net new units during this period.  
 
The net new units equate to an average 2,591 units per year Citywide, comprising 1,228 units 
in South of Market, and 472 units in Downtown. Since 2010, new development has boosted 
the South of Market District’s housing units by 61% - from 22,847 units to 36,704 units. In the 
Downtown District, new development since 2010 has increased the total units from 31,840 to 
36,062, for a 13% increase.4 In comparison, the City as a whole gained 26,778 net new 
housing units between 2010 and 2019, comprising a total boost of 7.3%.5 These figures 


 
3 By contrast, 4,254 units, or 27% of the Pipeline total, are under construction. These units have the 
greatest certainty of delivery in the next few years. 
4 Per the City’s Housing Inventory for 2010 for both the South of Market and Downtown districts. 
See 
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/2010_Housing_Inventory_Report.pdf. 
5 Per the City’s Housing Inventory for 2010 the City had an estimated 368,346 housing units in 
2010. See http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/2010_Housing_Inventory_Report.pdf. 
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indicate that both the South of Market and Downtown districts since 2010 represented key 
new housing development locations in the City. In most years, these two districts typically rank 
#1 and #2 in terms of net new units each year out of the City’s 15 Planning Districts.  
 


Year Citywide District 9 District 4 District 9 District 4
2001 1,779           (1)          (1)          (1)        (1)       (1)       (1)       (1)
2002 2,408 2,056 1,493 3,549 31% 22% 1 2
2003 2,496           (1)          (1)          (1)        (1)       (1)       (1)       (1)
2004 1,487 861 23 884 58% 2% 1 14
2005 1,855 968 385 1,353 52% 21% 1 2
2006 1,914 902 259 1,161 47% 14% 1 3
2007 2,567 1,363 176 1,539 53% 7% 1 4
2008 3,263 1,509 1,109 2,618 46% 34% 1 2
2009 3,454 1,523 1,135 2,658 44% 33% 1 2
2010 1,230 285 161 446 23% 13% 1 4
2011 269 21 (31) (10) 8% -12% 4 15
2012 1,317 701 192 893 53% 15% 1 2
2013 1,960 521 486 1,007 27% 25% 1 2
2014 3,514 1,892 895 2,787 54% 25% 1 2
2015 2,954 1,525 814 2,339 52% 28% 1 2
2016 5,046 2,832 304 3,136 56% 6% 1 5
2017 4,441 2,276 601 2,877 51% 14% 1 3
2018 2,579 1,220 701 1,921 47% 27% 1 2
2019 4,698 2,869 260 3,129 61% 6% 1 5
Totals 49,231 23,324 8,963 32,287 47% 18%


Annual Avg. 2,591 1,228 472 1,699 47% 18%


(1) The San Francisco Planning Department's "Housing Inventory 2001-2004" report presents four years of data. However, 
2004 is the only year for which information is presented separately. Data for 2001, 2002, and 2003 are grouped 
together. For presentation purposes, these data are consolidated under the year 2002 in this table.


Table 2
City of San Francisco, Housing Inventory Reports


Net New Housing Units: Citywide, District 9 -South of Market, and District 4 - Downtown
2001 Through 2019


Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, "San Francisco Housing Inventory" for years 2001 through 2019; and ALH 
Urban & Regional Economics. Housing Inventory reports are available at https://sfplanning.org/resources. Citywide 
amounts for 2001 to 2019 are found in Table of 2 of the 2019 report. District amounts are found in Table 25 (2001-
2004 report), Table 24 (2005 to 2016 reports), Table 26 (2017 report), and Table 28 (2018 and 2019 reports).


Downtown


District 4
Ratio to Citywide


Subtotal
Rank


Market
South of
District 9


 
 


However, in the recovery from the Great Recession especially, these rates of development did 
not keep pace with housing demand, resulting in strong rental rate surges from 2010 through 
2015, with a slight pullback in 2016, followed by more growth through 2019. 
 
OVERVIEW OF RENTAL HOUSING MARKET TRENDS  


The following is a brief overview of the historic trends for rental housing in the City. It is 
based on a review of available databases for tracking rents and provides background 
context on the existing market, in which the planned rental units at 469 Stevenson Street and 
surrounding areas will be delivered.  
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Historic San Francisco Apartment Rent Trends  
 
Over time, research shows that in San Francisco and across the nation, apartment rents have 
been consistently rising. In San Francisco, the data show that there are often years of strong 
rent increases, followed by periods of slow rent increases or even rent declines. In general, 
though, the overall trend is one of rising rents. 
 
RealAnswers, a data information company (previously named RealFacts, Inc.), tracked these 
trends generally for the San Francisco apartment market for a 21-year period. RealAnswers 
tracked “investment grade”6 properties with 50 or more units, which, as of December 2016,7 
was 24,066 units, or about 11% of San Francisco’s 2016 renter-occupied housing units.8 
These properties were only a portion of San Francisco’s rental stock, typically representing 
newer, high-quality properties, and probably did not include many units influenced by San 
Francisco’s rent control provision. They provide reasonably representative rental trends for 
newer market-rate rental stock in San Francisco but would not have been representative of 
typical rent paid by most San Franciscans, as RealAnswers did not capture rental units in 
smaller buildings and/or subject to rent control, which make up a large number of the City’s 
rental units.. A recent Planning Department analysis indicates that 71% of San Francisco’s 
market-rate rentals are subject to rent control.9 While some new construction has occurred 
since this time, marginally lowering the percentage of rent-controlled units in the City since 
newer units are not subject to rent-control, the current percentage of units subject to rent 
control likely remains relatively close to this figure. 
 
Figure 1 on the next page shows the average investment grade apartment market rents 
annually from 1996 to 2016. Again, this does not capture rental units in smaller buildings 
and/or subject to rent control. During this 21-year period, rents for the apartment type 
captured in the data increased at an average annual rate of 5.5%. In absolute terms, this 
represented a near tripling of rents, from an average of $1,235 in 1996 to $3,571 in 2016. 
The Consumer Price Index for the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area increased at an 
annual average rate of 2.9% from 1996 to 2016.10 Thus, rents in the unit type category 
captured by RealAnswers increased at a rate of 2.6% per year over inflation. This time 
included  some periods of strong rental rate growth  (1996-1997, 1999-2000, 2010-2014), 
as well as a few periods marked by declining rents (2000-2003 and 2008-2010); however, 
over time rents continued to trend upward.  
 


 
6 Investment grade properties are typically newer and larger apartment complexes that appeal to 
institutional investors such as real estate investment trusts and pension funds. While some 
institutional grade apartment complexes may be older and have rent-controlled units, the majority 
are constructed after 1979 and thus are not subject to rent control. However, these complexes may 
have a portion of inclusionary below-market rental units. Reported rents are for the market-rate 
units only. 
7 RealAnswers ceased operation after this date, thus more current information based on these 
properties is not available. 
8 Pursuant to the U.S. Census for 2016. See: 
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF 
9 This percentage is pursuant to City of San Francisco Planning Department research in late 
2017/early 2018. 
10 Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 
Consumer Price Index, All Items, 1982-1984+100 for All Urban Consumers. November 15, 2016. 



https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF
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During the 21-year time frame, the average vacancy rate was 4.3%. Although the data set 
tracked by RealAnswers ends in 2016, it does present a 21-year history of the San Francisco 
apartment market for larger, newer, buildings that provides insight into potential future long-
term trends. 
 


Figure 1 
San Francisco Average Apartment Rents and Vacancy Rates; 1996 to 2016 


 
Sources: RealAnswers; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 
 
 
As shown by Figure 1, San Francisco rents, which had been experiencing strong increases, 
slowed down in 2016. In 2014, average rent increased 10% over the prior year, followed by 
an 8.6% increase in 2015, and a 0.4% increase in 2016. This slowdown in the rental market 
for the represented investment grade rental units is mirrored in other rental real estate 
sources, including Zillow, a national real estate and rental marketplace firm that tracks over 
450 markets. However, in contrast to RealAnswers, Zillow does not track or sample the same 
units over time. Instead, Zillow reports apartment listings by unit type, and thus comprises a 
different random set of units every month. As such, the Zillow trend may be less robust than 
the earlier RealAnswers trend. Zillow also provided data by neighborhood, in contrast to 
RealAnswers. 
 
Figure 2 on the next page presents annual median market rent trends in San Francisco 
buildings based on Zillow data. This time period extends from December 2011 to December 
2019 and is based on listings in buildings with five or more units. The Zillow data confirm 
strong rental increases from 2011 through 2014, but indicate a tapering off of rent increases 
in 2015, followed by a modest decline in 2016, and more moderate rental rate growth from 
2017 through 2019. The Zillow listings are based on vacant units. As such, the unit rents reset 
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and are presumably market-rate and not subject to rent control, which may not be the case 
with all the sample units in the RealAnswers dataset. 
 
 


Figure 2 
San Francisco and South of Market Median Listed Rents in Buildings with 5 or More 


Units; 
2011 to 2019 


 
Sources: Zillow.com; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 
 
 
According to the Zillow dataset, by the end of 2019, the median market rent in San Francisco 
was $3,746. In the South of Market neighborhood, as defined by Zillow, where the 469 
Stevenson Street project is located, the rent by the end of 2019 was $3,900. The higher 
median rent in the South of Market neighborhood is likely due to the preponderance of newer 
apartments in this area, which command higher rents. 
 
Current San Francisco Apartment Rent Trends  
 
Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020, the apartment market in San 
Francisco has weakened due to a variety of factors associated with the pandemic, such as job 
loss and young adults moving back home. Many major Bay Area companies have also 
relaxed their policies for working from home, which has encouraged employees to disperse 
and has allowed workers to live anywhere, including lower cost cities.  
 
Zumper, a San Francisco-based national rental listing company that also maintains apartment 
management resources for landlords, publishes a monthly national rent report tracking the 
top 100 metropolitan areas. The data are based on active listings. The latest report, “Zumper 
National Rent Report: September 2020,” indicated that median rents in San Francisco have 
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decreased by 14% (one-bedroom) to 15% (two-bedroom) over the past year. As the report was 
published on August 31, 2020, the data reflect August rents.  
 
The September 2020 Zumper report states that “Both San Francisco and New York reached 
the lowest price points they ever have since Zumper started tracking median prices in 2014.”11 
The rent declines in San Francisco are some of the most severe compared to other 
metropolitan areas in the country, as well as compared to the national average. Despite the 
declines over the past year, San Francisco’s rents remain the highest in the nation and are 
about 2.5 to 2.7 times the national average. 
 
Zumper reports that the national median rent for a one-bedroom unit in August 2020 was 
$1,233, while that for a two-bedroom unit was $1,490. In San Francisco, the median rent for 
a one-bedroom unit in August 2020 was $3,040, while that for a two-bedroom unit was 
$4,070.  
 
Neighborhood Trends 
 
Zumper has historically published a “Mapped: San Francisco Neighborhood Rent Prices” 
report indicating the relative rent levels in different San Francisco neighborhoods. The most 
recently published report in Summer 2019 12  found the most expensive neighborhood in San 
Francisco was South Beach, at a median monthly rent of $3,900 for a one-bedroom unit, with 
South of Market as the second most expensive at $3,800. The median monthly rent for 
neighborhoods lining the north side of Market included $3,740 for a one-bedroom unit in the 
Financial District, the most expensive market, followed by Downtown at $3,270 and Civic 
Center at $3,380. The Tenderloin was one of the least expensive neighborhoods in San 
Francisco with a median monthly rent of $2,400 for a one-bedroom unit.  
 
Conclusions 
 
San Francisco is currently seeing a slide in market rents as a result of the COVID-19 
pandemic. As the impact of the pandemic on the local, regional, and national economy 
continues to evolve, it is difficult to forecast at this point the length and depth of the market 
slide. It is reasonable to anticipate that the economy will recover when a course of treatment 
has been established and a vaccine has been fully tested and released to the public. Based on 
historic market trends, including periods of severe downturn such as the “dot-com bust” and 
the Great Recession, there is no reason to believe that the San Francisco apartment market, 
which has shown resiliency in the past, will not continue to be resilient in the future. Once the 
market recovery gains a foothold, rental rates are expected to increase once again. 
Nonetheless, due to rent control, many San Franciscan’s will be insulated from short-term 
annual increases that occur in the market recovery. 
  


 
11 Zumper National Rent Report: September 2020, published August 31, 2020; see 
https://www.zumper.com/blog/zumper-national-rent-report-september-2020/. While the report 
makes a reference to its data going back to 2014, Zumper does not provide trend data in its 
reports, It only presents the most recent monthly rents with a year-over-year change. 
12 https://www.zumper.com/blog/mapped-san-francisco-neighborhood-rent-prices-summer-2019/ 



https://www.zumper.com/blog/zumper-national-rent-report-september-2020/

https://www.zumper.com/blog/mapped-san-francisco-neighborhood-rent-prices-summer-2019/
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III. HOUSING PRODUCTION IMPACTS ON HOUSING COSTS, DISPLACEMENT, 
AND GENTRIFICATION  


 
The following examines whether market-rate housing production at 469 Stevenson Street and 
the surrounding area will result in making housing less affordable for existing residents, and 
thus contribute to displacement and gentrification. It is based on review of existing literature 
on the subjects of housing production, displacement, and gentrification, as well as case study 
analysis, including independent research.  
  
LITERATURE REVIEW ON HOUSING PRODUCTION, DISPLACEMENT IMPACTS, AND 
GENTRIFICATION 


This section includes summaries of two different discrete literature reviews shedding light on 
research and academic perspectives on the impact of market-rate housing production on 
residential pricing trends, residential displacement, and gentrification. The papers or reports 
referenced are cited in appendices, which also include individual summaries of each resource 
and links to each document.   
 
Housing Production Impacts 
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics identified 11 papers or reports authored by state and local 
policy analysts as well as urban planning and real estate and urban policy academics and 
independent research organizations that best address the question of the impact of housing 
production on housing costs, or pricing, with some displacement implications. The dates of 
these studies are between March 2015 and December 2019. They include studies on several 
topics, including understanding the dynamics for pricing, the impact of availability of 
affordable housing, and the relationship between home production and displacement. These 
papers or reports are identified in Appendix C.   
 
The findings from the studies or reports reviewed generally coalesce in the conclusion that 
housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but rather 
helps suppress upward pressure on existing apartment rents and home prices. Further, they 
find that both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price 
appreciation and reduce displacement, both in general and in small, localized community 
areas. 
 
Such is the case with California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) studies from 2015 and 
2016.13 At the more general level, in 2015, the LAO found that a relationship exists between 
increasing home production and reducing housing costs in California communities, including 
home prices and apartment rents. In 2016, the LAO presented evidence from within 
California that construction of new, market-rate housing can lower housing costs for low-
income households. In like manner, a 2015 City and County of San Francisco Office of 
Economic Analysis report on the effects of a temporary moratorium on market-rate housing in 
the City’s Mission District found that suppressing residential production results in increasing 
the cost of the existing housing stock, and that market-rate housing construction drives down 


 
13 See Appendix C, Resources #1 and #2. 
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housing prices and increases the number of housing units that are affordable.14 This report 
presented a conclusion indicating that during the 2001-2013 period, new market-rate 
housing did not make nearby housing more expensive in San Francisco.  
 
While not based on any original research, a White House Development Tooklkit compiled in 
2016, and prepared for the purpose of addressing local barriers to housing development, 
indicated that markets with high demand would likely be characterized by housing strategies 
including new multifamily housing construction.15 The introduction of such strategies, including 
development of market-rate housing, were said to be expected to help slow cost growth in 
existing housing, thus acknowledging that the production of market-rate housing can help 
slow the rate of rental cost increases in existing, rental housing markets.  
 
These and other research studies suggested that further analysis was required to best 
understand the relationship between development, affordability, and displacement at the 
localized level, especially including understanding how market-rate housing production 
impacted housing prices in very small, localized areas. Two papers published in 2019 
managed to study and analyze this localized impact, and found that rents of existing 
apartment projects immediately near new market-rate apartment buildings declined upon 
completion of the market-rate units in the immediate surrounding area. One of these papers 
was prepared by the W.E. Upjohn Institute, which examined data on new construction of 
market-rate rental apartment buildings and outcomes for 11 major cities, including San 
Francisco, examined rent trends in existing buildings within 1 to 2 city blocks of newer 
buildings after new building completion.16 The study findings indicate that new construction of 
market-rate apartment buildings reduces rents in nearby buildings by 5% to 7%. This reduction 
was noted beginning in the same year as building completion, and noted to persist for at least 
up to three years thereafter, leading the study authors to conclude that new buildings slow rent 
increases rather than initiate or accelerate them. Another 2019 study examining new 
construction trends in New York City from 2003-2013 also found a dampening effect on 
rental prices attributable to new construction.17 This study, prepared by an NYU Ph.D. student, 
found that for every 10% increase in the housing stock, rents decrease 1% within 500 feet of 
the newly built property.  
 
These more highly localized studies produced statistically significant results demonstrating that 
market-rate housing production helps suppress rental rate increases in existing, nearby 
housing, rather than cause existing housing price increases, thereby minimizing the risk of 
displacement of existing households. 
 
Housing Production and Displacement  
 
Making the jump from examining the impact of housing production on pricing to an impact 
on residential displacement, the 2016 LAO study referenced above concluded that more 
private development is associated with less displacement. Another resource from 2016, a 
paper prepared by Monkkonen from the University of California at Los Angeles, addressed 
many considerations about housing affordability, summarizing earlier findings by multiple 


 
14 See Appendix C, Resource #3. 
15 See Appendix C, Resource #5. 
16 See Appendix C, Resource #10. 
17 See Appendix C, Resource #11. 
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researchers that constraining the supply of housing increases rents.18 He further indicated that 
increasing the supply of market-rate housing, as well as affordable housing, reduces 
displacement. More specific to San Francisco, a 2016 study by Zuk and Chapple, academics 
at the University of California at Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies, includes San 
Francisco-specific findings, especially with regard to impacts on housing displacement.19 Their 
findings, which expand on the 2016 LAO findings, conclude that market-rate housing 
development reduces housing pressures at the regional scale and is associated with reduced 
displacement pressures. In San Francisco in particular, Zuk and Chapple conducted case 
study analysis of two San Francisco block groups in the South of Market Area, seeking to 
probe the question of housing production, affordability, and displacement at the local level. At 
the more granular, block group level, their findings were inconclusive, leading them to 
conclude that the development of market-rate housing (as well as subsidized housing) does 
not have a significant impact on displacement. They further suggest that in strong markets 
such as San Francisco, the unmet need for housing is so severe that housing production alone 
cannot solve the displacement problem.  
 
A 2017 study Chapple and Zuk as well as other authors started to explore the link between 
new development and gentrification (this subject is more thoroughly addressed below and in 
Appendix D). In this study, they indicate that gentrification observed in Bay Area transit-served 
neighborhoods over the past 15+ years was not caused by new development, as relatively 
limited development occurred during this time period in these neighborhoods.20 Instead, the 
study indicates that proximity to fixed rail transit stations has a significant impact on 
gentrification, although the research findings indicated this impact is more prominent in Los 
Angeles, particularly Downtown Los Angeles, than in the San Francisco Bay Area.  
 
Gentrification Literature Survey Overview  
 
ALH Economics also identified and reviewed academic and associated literature more 
specifically focused on gentrification. These papers study and address many aspects of 
gentrification, some of which include defining gentrification, since how one defines 
gentrification impacts how it is analyzed, including the effects and consequences of 
gentrification, housing development, and affordability. The primary purpose of this review 
was to identify papers that most succinctly or directly address the relationship between 
market rate residential development and gentrification and displacement to assist ALH 
Economics in evaluating the question of: does market rate residential development cause 
gentrification and displacement?   
 
ALH Economics identified 12 papers or articles that provide a succinct and germane 
discussion on the topic. A detailed and thorough discussion and literary review of each of 
these papers is included in Appendix D. These papers span the 2004 to 2020 time period, 
comprising a longer time period than the papers focusing more exclusively on housing 
production, indicating that gentrification and to a lesser extent displacement have been 
subjects of academic interest for quite some time. While there are many other studies and 
articles that analyze gentrification and displacement, and seek to find a relationship between 
the two phenomena, the cited articles not only provide a representative sampling and 


 
18 See Appendix C, Resource #6.  
19 See Appendix C, Resource #4. 
20 See Appendix C, Resource #7. 
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discussion of other papers and associated commentaries, but provide a solid overview and 
analysis of the subjects by leading experts in the field. 
 


Based on review of these studies, as summarized in the Appendix D literature review, 
extensive analysis has been conducted for more than the past decade exploring causation 
between gentrification and displacement. In general, leading experts in the field appear to 
unite around the understanding that there is weak causation between gentrification and 
displacement, with some experts concluding that the ability for residents to relocate or move 
(i.e., mobility rates) are not distinguishable between neighborhoods experiencing 
gentrification and neighborhoods not experiencing gentrification. The literature further 
demonstrates that displacement can occur without gentrification, and that displacement is 
not inevitable, with public policy tools available to stabilize communities. Moreover, some 
studies also suggest that in some instances, existing low-income households in a gentrifying 
neighborhood may benefit from gentrification because of neighborhood improvements 
perceived to be of value and increased housing satisfaction. 
 
Literature Survey Conclusions  
 
The overall conclusion reached from conducting the literature review on housing production, 
displacement, and gentrification impacts, is that concerns that gentrification might result from 
development of new market-rate development at 469 Stevenson Street, and the surrounding 
area in general, causing displacement, are not supported by the evidence in the 
academic literature. The findings overwhelmingly suggest that while some displacement 
may occur, it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence 
whether or not displacement occurs. 
 
HOME PRODUCTION CASE STUDY ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS  


To build on the literature review findings, this section includes select case study analysis and 
findings that explore the relationship between housing production and market-rate housing 
costs. The focus of this section is analysis specific to San Francisco, but also includes several 
additional case studies associated with other areas where rising residential prices relative to 
housing production has also been explored, either in depth or on a more qualitative basis.  
 
San Francisco    
 
To further examine the question of the impacts of housing production on housing costs at the 
local level, especially apartment rents, ALH Urban & Regional Economics strove to identify 
readily available data points local to San Francisco and the South of Market and Downtown 
Neighborhoods that are most relevant to 469 Stevenson Street. These data points focused on 
residential unit production and rental price time series trends. 21 
 
ALH Economics compiled a time series of unit production data in San Francisco from 2006 
onward from the City’s annual Housing Inventory reports. This included all net units produced 
by neighborhood. ALH Urban & Regional Economics also compiled a time series of the 
number of occupied rental units from 2010 onward for San Francisco and the census tracts 
defining the Mission District, pursuant to the American Community Survey (ACS). Median and 


 
21 See Appendix E for notes on San Francisco housing production times series data.  







 


 


469 Stevenson Street Socioeconomic Issues    ALH Urban & Regional Economics 
 17      
 


 


average rents for these occupied units were also compiled from the ACS from 2010 onward. 
In addition, a time series of San Francisco apartment rents was prepared based on the 
Housing Inventory reports as well as Zillow and RealAnswers, with the latter tracking prices 
and price changes for a 20-year period, but ending in 2016.  
 
ALH Economics prepared several analyses looking at housing production data and apartment 
rents in San Francisco, South of Market, and Downtown. The purpose of these analyses was to 
identify any relationships between the amount or rate of housing production and the change 
in apartment rental rates. One analysis in particular examined median rent changes per the 
ACS and associated changes in occupied housing units. Housing unit changes tracked by the 
ACS and the City of San Francisco were both examined. In addition, rent changes in San 
Francisco overall were examined relative to overall housing production rates, not just by City 
subarea.  
 
The results of the analyses comparing local housing production and apartment rent trends 
were inconclusive. No specific trends were identified for the City, South of Market, or 
Downtown, suggesting that housing production neither has an impact on increases in 
rent nor rent suppression. This finding does not conflict with the conclusions of the above-
cited studies on housing production and costs, such as the California Legislative Analyst’s 
Office.  
 
As demonstrated by the studies summarized above, and reviewed in detail in Appendix C, a 
more detailed analysis evaluating many other variables is needed to determine if there is a 
relationship between housing production (specifically apartments) and apartment rents. Other 
variables that measure changes in the local economy, such as jobs, wages, and 
unemployment, should be included, but conducting a more rigorous analysis on a sub-city 
(e.g., neighborhood) basis is challenging because of the difficulty in developing a time series 
of reliable rent data for market-rate units by sub-area. Existing data are useful but are 
somewhat limited for various reasons, such as: sample units comprise a random set of units 
being marketed at the time and do not comprise a consistent stock of units being sampled; 
the units rely on self-reported data; units reflect rents suppressed by rent control and thereby 
under report market rent increases; or as with the American Community Survey (ACS) data, 
the rental rates are presented as ranges, and top out at a figure that does not adequately 
reflect San Francisco’s market rent profile.  


 
Because of the limitations in the data, the ALH Economics analysis of the impacts of housing 
production on housing costs in San Francisco, South of Market, and Downtown is 
inconclusive and does not add to the existing literature findings. While further analysis is 
needed at the micro-level, the existing literature, such as the California Legislative Analyst’s 
Office (LAO) studies, does demonstrate that at the metropolitan level, market-rate housing 
production, as well as affordable housing production, helps suppress existing home prices 
and rents, and increases the number of housing units available to households with lower 
incomes. 
 
Other Cities  
 
Many other cities throughout the United States grapple with understanding where 
displacement is occurring in their city and how gentrification impacts displacement, and 
explore approaches to mitigate displacement. An oft-cited means of reducing displacement is 
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the creation or preservation of affordable housing, priced to protect the most vulnerable 
residents. These considerations are often combined with concerns about promoting economic 
mobility for all, as displacement is deemed less likely to occur if household income grows 
along with the neighborhood’s rising values.  
 
Less common in the reports and studies prepared by or about other cities are findings or 
strategies regarding how new housing development impacts displacement, or rental rates of 
existing housing units, which is a core consideration at issue in San Francisco. ALH Economics 
conducted a search to identify case study examples of cities, journalists, or urbanists that 
broadened their examination or discussions to include the dimensions of new housing 
development and pricing relative to gentrification, including how to balance revitalization, 
which is perceived to be positive for communities, with reducing displacement risks. Following 
are summaries of some of the materials found to most directly include incorporation of new 
market-rate housing development, along with affordable housing development in their 
analysis and findings.  
 
Seattle. A January 2018 Seattle Times article reported findings that the Seattle region 
comprising King and Snohomish counties experienced a 48% increase in rents over the 
previous five years, with Seattle leading the nation in rent hikes in 2016 and early 2017.22 
While the annual rent still increased modestly from a year earlier (4.5%), the quarterly 
average rental rate dropped significantly for the first time this decade, comprising a 2.9% 
decline in December 2017 compared with the prior quarter. During the same period, the 
region’s vacancy rate grew 0.8%, reaching 5.4% in December 2017, comprising the highest 
vacancy rate since 2010. Vacancy rates were reported to be higher among the existing 
apartment stock in neighborhoods experiencing new apartment development. In parallel, the 
biggest rent decreases were mostly in the popular Seattle neighborhoods experiencing the 
greatest new construction, with rents dropping more than 6% from the prior quarter in many 
neighborhoods.  
 
While the surge in rental rates was attributed to strong job and population growth, The Seattle 
Times article attributed the changing rental market dynamics to the strong growth in rental 
unit supply, with many new projects under construction and supply growing faster than 
demand. As a result, some new apartments are remaining vacant. While some longer-term 
rental rate growth is anticipated for this market, several market analysts anticipate growth will 
be similar to the rate of inflation, rather than any accelerated market growth. Thus, rental 
rates in Seattle are anticipated to moderate pursuant to the achievement of relative market 
equilibrium between supply and demand.  
 
This trend in Seattle suggests that rental unit pricing is influenced negatively by new rental unit 
construction, i.e., as new production occurs, pricing increases become more moderate or 
drop, suggesting that new development helps dampen pricing increases and does not result in 
increased rents elsewhere.  
 
Prior to this recent market trend in Seattle, Sightline.org published a paper in 2016 by Dan 
Bertolet that focused on Seattle housing market dynamics and displacement.23 The paper’s 


 
22 Mike Rosenberg, Seattle Times (seattletimes.com), “Seattle-area rents drop significantly for first 
time this decade as new apartments sit empty,”, January 12, 2018, Updated January 13, 2018.  
23 Dan Bertolet, Sightline.org, “Displacement: The Gnawing Injustice at the Heart of Housing 
Crises, What can we actually do about it?,”, August 10, 2016. 
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purpose was to lay out evidence on displacement in Seattle and assess strategies for 
community protection from displacement. The author’s premise is that “the root cause of 
displacement is a shortage of homes, and the only real solution is to build lots more housing 
of all types, to bolster those efforts with public support for those most vulnerable, and to 
precisely target preservation efforts in places justified by the protection of cultural communities 
or the opening of economic opportunities.” One focus of Bertolet’s paper is the distinction 
between “physical displacement” and “economic displacement,” with the former associated 
with old buildings making way for new ones, and the latter occurring when rising rents force 
tenants to move elsewhere. The author then indicates the two forms of displacement could 
precipitate “cultural displacement,” when people move because neighbors and culturally 
related businesses have left the area.  
 
A good portion of Bertolet’s efforts was associated with the demolition of low-cost housing as 
new housing development opportunities arise in Seattle. As this is not a key issue relative to 
concerns about displacement in San Francisco and the Mission District, the following focuses 
on other aspects of the Bertolet’s research and findings more associated with economic 
displacement, although some of the paper’s conclusions and findings are based upon 
comingling consideration of both types of displacement.  
 
Bertolet makes many statements associated with the impact of housing production on 
displacement and rent trends. Among these are the following: 
 


• “Legal restrictions on housing construction create a situation in which the need for 
homes increasingly outstrips the supply of homes available to rent or purchase. And 
this enforced housing shortage creates a preservation paradox: conservation of 
existing inexpensive private-market housing …. Does not reduce displacement. It only 
rearranges where the displacement happens – and can even increase its occurrence.” 


• “In a bidding war for scarce homes… the only way everyone can come out with a 
place to live is if there are enough new dwellings added for everyone who is 
bidding…. Ultimately, no action is more effective at curtailing displacement across an 
entire city than creating more housing choices for the diverse families and individuals 
who need them.” 


• “In terms of net housing gained versus housing lost, redevelopment is a big win for 
reversing Seattle’s housing shortage and relieving upward pressure on prices caused 
by unmet demand. More homes to accommodate more families at lower prices is a 
simple formula for less displacement overall.” 


 
After examining data regarding new home development by zone in Seattle, such as 
commercial zone, neighborhood commercial + midrise zone, etc., versus homes lost to 
demolition, Bertolet concludes that the data indicate that to minimize overall displacement, 
Seattle should allow as many kinds of new housing at as high a density as possible given site 
characteristics. He further indicates that halting development to save existing housing may 
provide a short-lived benefit for some, but only at the expense of many more times families 
who will see their rents rise faster. While the context for this comment pertains to preserving 
homes versus demolition for higher density housing opportunities, this finding could equally 
pertain to a scenario of restricting versus allowing new residential development.  
 
Bertolet’s paper continues with additional discussion regarding rental housing price dynamics, 
the preservation of affordable housing, the process by which filtering reduces economic 
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displacement both in the short-term and the long-term, the benefits of building more 
subsidized affordable housing, and the need for consideration of other approaches beyond 
new housing development to equitably address displacement pressures in some culturally 
sensitive communities. Specifically, Bertolet states that “Tackling displacement requires a 
“both/and” approach; build lots and lots of new housing, and provide support for 
communities most vulnerable to change.” Thus, Bertolet recognizes that culturally sensitive 
communities have unique needs, but that new housing development is critical to the 
minimization of economic displacement. 
 
Bertolet’s paper was written during a period characterized by strong growth in Seattle’s rental 
rates. However, Bertolet’s position that net new housing development could relieve upward 
pressure on prices appears to be borne out by the trends reviewed in the January 2018 Seattle 
Times article, i.e., declining rental rates coinciding with dramatic increases in new housing 
supply and associated forecasted modest rental rate growth consistent with inflation.  
 
Denver. In May 2016, Denver’s Office of Economic Development (OED) engaged in a study 
titled “Gentrification Study: Mitigating Involuntary Displacement.” This was a far-reaching and 
multi-faceted study, that conducted a review of what strategies and tools can be employed to 
reduce displacement. As part of the study, Denver’s OED looked at other cities around the 
U.S. to see how communities are balancing the benefits of thoughtful development in a way 
that helps protect the most vulnerable residents and promotes economic mobility for all. 
Pursuant to the review conducted by Denver’s OED of conditions in Denver and practices in 
other cities such as Portland, Sacramento, Seattle, Los Angeles, and others, the study 
highlights the following ideas for Denver: 
 


• Affordable Housing – Increases in rental and for-sale housing prices outpaced 
income growth in many households, thus making public investment critical to increase 
Denver’s supply of affordable housing across a wide spectrum of income levels; 


• Middle-Skill Jobs – Displacement is less likely if household income grows along with 
the neighborhood’s rising values, thus career-directed workforce training is key to 
helping people get the credentials they need to meet employers’ needs; 


• Support Small Business – Nurturing aspiring and existing small business owners is a 
powerful economic tool for sustaining healthy, diverse urban neighborhoods; 


• Focus on Vulnerable Neighborhoods – Armed with the ability to predict where 
displacement threatens in the new future, both public and private investment can drive 
future decisions to preserve and protect unique neighborhoods while fueling the 
development they need to build opportunity, income and jobs.24 


 
Denver’s OED study puts forth several recommendations, forming a platform for action. These 
include:25 
 


• There is no single solution – Gentrification is most often the result of complex 
market forces, and there is no quick fix for a city to benefit from neighborhood 


 
24 Extracted from the Denver Office of Economic Development summary brochure “Gentrification 
Study: Balancing revitalization, reducing displacement. See  
https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GEN
T%20STUDY%20051816.pdf for full study. 
25 Ibid. 



https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf





 


 


469 Stevenson Street Socioeconomic Issues    ALH Urban & Regional Economics 
 21      
 


 


revitalization while completely avoiding the involuntary displacement that gentrification 
can bring; 


• Investment in affordable housing continues to be a critical need – This includes 
creating a funding source, preserving affordable housing, land banking, and fiscal 
policy and grants to protect existing homeowners; and 


• Access to broader economic opportunity needs to be considered within every 
public investment – Including provide technical support to neighborhood businesses, 
tie business incentives to targeted community engagement, expand awareness and 
exposure to career-path options, support entrepreneurship, and preserve industrial 
space for targeted uses with the potential to create middle-skills jobs.  


 
As is clear from these summary points, one major thrust of Denver’s approach is to support 
economic growth, of individuals as well as businesses, as a means of combating 
displacement. A very succinct statement in the full report addresses this by saying “Investing 
aggressively in affordable housing is critical, but housing-based strategies must also be paired 
with strategies to build existing residents’ economic capacity. With the right strategies and 
supports, neighborhood reinvestment offers the potential to create new economic opportunity 
for existing residents. Keeping investment out of some neighborhoods to avoid 
gentrification while the rest of the city prospers is not a positive strategy for the long-
term success of neighborhood residents.”26  
 
This statement is supported by the study’s summary of two Brookings Institution studies, one 
titled “The Anti-Poverty Case for Smart Gentrification” from 2015 and the other titled “Dealing 
with Neighborhood Change: A Primer on Gentrification and Policy Choices” from 2001. Of 
these studies, the full Denver report says “Both Brookings studies underline that a policy 
approach that seeks to simply stop or slow investment will not provide the greatest benefit to a 
city’s lower-income residents. Rather, policymakers should undertake strategies that allow 
residents to stay in place as investments in their communities create new economic 
opportunity. This report recommends strategies to both create greater access to affordable 
housing in gentrifying neighborhoods, and to create entry points for residents to benefit from 
new investments in their communities.”27 
 
While the thrust of the Denver study is more on how creating opportunities for economic 
growth can help mitigate displacement, rather than the impact of how other trends such as the 
development of market-rate housing can help preserve lower cost housing opportunities, this 
study does suggest that halting development in general is not a productive strategy and does 
not aid in reducing or minimizing residential displacement.  
 
UK. The notion that the provision of new housing will help damp down increases in housing 
costs is not universally accepted. One such example of this dissenting opinion is made clear in 
a January 2018 article in Britain’s daily newspaper “The Guardian” by Ann Pettifor, a Director 
of Policy Research in Macroeconomics (PRIME), a network of economists concerned with 
Keynesian monetary theory and policies. This article, printed in a newspaper and not reviewed 
or vetted as occurs with academic journal studies, is heavily grounded in discussion about 
London’s real estate market, especially for houses, and thus is not easily transferrable to a 


 
26 “Gentrification Study: Mitigating Involuntary Displacement,” Denver Office of Economic 
Development, May 2016, page 7. 
27 Ibid, page 14. 
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U.S. market like San Francisco. However, the major thrust of Pettifor’s argument is that 
throughout the UK, increases in housing supply, and a contraction of demand due to a 
decline in the number of households, has not dampened prices.  
 
To support this statement, Pettifor presents a few scant figures regarding the number of 
households in the UK, and the number of dwellings. The only housing cost information 
presented includes an 11% increase in home prices in Ireland in 2006, when more than 
90,000 homes were built in a country with 4 million people.28 Thus, Pettifor’s discussion is 
more qualitative than it is quantitative, wherein she states that the key to making housing 
more affordable in the UK is not to build more, but to stop the flow of cash flooding into 
expensive areas. She believes that building more without doing this will not reduce prices, and 
that the market will simply absorb more cash.  
 
The crux of Pettifor’s argument is that speculation in the London property market is fueling 
stratospheric house price rises, not a shortage of supply, and that this has been exacerbated 
by government subsidies, tax breaks, and global and non-resident buyers funneling cash into 
London property.29  To stop the flow of cash, Pettifor recommends implementing a tax on 
property speculation and taxing speculative capital flows in and out of Britain, which would 
create a managed fall in property prices. Pettifor believes the resulting bubble deflation will 
achieve a more affordable housing market, and that the money getting channeled toward 
speculative property investment could instead be used to drive investment in capital and social 
infrastructure to generate growth in productive, skilled, better-paid employment.  
 
Aside from the fact that Pettifor provides no analytical support for her opinions, she 
promulgates a stance that would require a change in national taxation policy that in her 
opinion would also cause a largescale decline in property values. Without more substantial 
information and data, it is not possible for a reader of Pettifor’s article to understand how she 
reached her conclusions. Moreover, the approach she recommends involving a national 
taxation policy change is not an approach that can be implemented at the local level in the 
United States, where concerns about the impact of affordable housing supply and market-rate 
pricing are most acute. Further, the implementation of a policy that would guarantee 
wholesale property value reduction, such as promoted by Pettifor, does not address the 
connection between construction costs and pricing, which is not addressed herein but which 
also factors into the context of pricing for new housing development.  
 
CONCLUSION 


The literature review and case study examination findings generally coalesce around the 
following conclusions: 
 


• Housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, 
but rather helps suppress increases in rents and home prices in existing buildings; 


• Failure to increase housing stock to accommodate demand resulting from job growth 
and a generally increasing population will result in greater competition for existing 
housing, with higher income households outbidding lower income households and 
otherwise exerting upward price pressure on existing housing; and, 


 
28 “Why building more homes will not solve Britain’s housing crisis,” The Guardian, January 27, 
2018, by Ann Pettifor. 
29 Ibid. 
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• Both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price 
appreciation and reduce displacement.  


 
Experts in the field of gentrification generally appear to unite around the understanding that 
there is weak causation between gentrification and displacement. Displacement can occur 
without gentrification, and displacement is not inevitable, with public policy tools available to 
stabilize communities. The overall conclusion resulting from the literature review is that there 
is no evidence to support the concern that new market-rate development will cause 
gentrification or displacement. The findings suggest that while some displacement may 
occur, it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence whether 
or not displacement occurs.   
 
The literature review indicates that there is no evidence to support the concern that 
gentrification associated with new market-rate development will cause gentrification or 
displacement. The findings overwhelmingly suggest that while some displacement may occur, 
it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence whether or not 
displacement occurs.  
 
In conclusion, the evidence included in this report indicates that development of the 469 
Stevenson Street project is not likely to result in residential displacement and gentrification.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


 


 


ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics has made extensive efforts to confirm the accuracy and 
timeliness of the information contained in this study. Such information was compiled from a 
variety of sources, including interviews with government officials, review of City and County 
documents, and other third parties deemed to be reliable. Although ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics believes all information in this study is correct, it does not warrant the accuracy of 
such information and assumes no responsibility for inaccuracies in the information by third 
parties. We have no responsibility to update this report for events and circumstances occurring 
after the date of this report. Further, no guarantee is made as to the possible effect on 
development of present or future federal, state, or local legislation, including any regarding 
environmental or ecological matters. 
 
The accompanying projections and analyses are based on estimates and assumptions 
developed in connection with the study. In turn, these assumptions, and their relation to the 
projections, were developed using currently available economic data and other relevant 
information. It is the nature of forecasting, however, that some assumptions may not 
materialize, and unanticipated events and circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results 
achieved during the projection period will likely vary from the projections, and some of the 
variations may be material to the conclusions of the analysis. 
 
Contractual obligations do not include access to or ownership transfer of any electronic data 
processing files, programs or models completed directly for or as by-products of this research 
effort, unless explicitly so agreed as part of the contract. 
 







 


 


 


APPENDIX A: ALH URBAN & REGIONAL ECONOMICS QUALIFICATIONS  
 


 
FIRM INTRODUCTION  
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) is a sole proprietorship devoted to 
providing urban and regional economic consulting services to clients throughout California. 
The company was formed in June 2011. Until that time, Amy L. Herman, Principal and Owner 
(100%) of ALH Economics, was a Senior Managing Director with CBRE Consulting in San 
Francisco, a division of the real estate services firm CB Richard Ellis. CBRE Consulting was the 
successor firm to Sedway Group, in which Ms. Herman was a part owner, which was a well-
established urban economic and real estate consulting firm acquired by CB Richard Ellis in 
late 1999.  
 
ALH Economics provides a range of economic consulting services, including: 
 


• fiscal and economic impact analysis  
• CEQA-prescribed urban decay analysis  
• economic studies in support of general plans, specific plans, and other long-range 


planning efforts 
• market feasibility analysis for commercial, housing, and industrial land uses 
• economic development and policy analysis  
• other specialized economic analyses tailored to client needs 


 
Since forming ALH Economics, Ms. Herman’s client roster includes California cities, counties, 
and other public agencies; educational institutions; architectural, environmental, and other 
real estate-related consulting firms; commercial and residential developers; non-profits; and 
law firms. A select list of ALH Economics clients includes the following:  
 


• the cities of Concord, Pleasanton, Tracy, Dublin, Inglewood, Petaluma, and Los 
Banos, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to 
the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco, Alameda County 
Community Development Agency, the Alameda County Fair, Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District, East Bay Community Energy, and The Presidio Trust; 


• the University of California at Berkeley, Stanford Real Estate, The Primary School, The 
Claremont Colleges Services, and the University of California at Riverside;  


• Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Dudek, Group 4 Architecture, Research + 
Planning, Inc., Paul Halajian Architects, LSA Associates, Raney Planning and 
Management, Inc., First Carbon Solutions - Michael Brandman Associates, and 
Infrastructure Management Group, Inc.;  


• Catellus Development Corporation, Maximus Real Estate Partners, New West 
Communities, Build, Inc., Arcadia Development Co., KB Home, Howard Hughes 
Corporation dba Victoria Ward LLC, Blu Homes, Inc., Kimco Realty, Align Real Estate 
LLC, Centercal, Carvana Co., and Trammell Crow Residential; 


• Costco Wholesale Corporation, One Medical, Golden State Lumber, Public Storage, 
Home Depot, and Lifetime Fitness; 


• Gresham Savage Nolan & Tilden, PC, Remy Moose Manley, Pelosi Law Group, 
Sedgwick LLP, Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP 


 







 


 


 


Throughout her more than 30-year career, Ms. Herman has managed real estate consulting 
assignments for hundreds of additional clients, including many California cities, corporations, 
residential, commercial, and industrial real estate developers, and Fortune 100 firms. 
 
PRINCIPAL INTRODUCTION  
 
Ms. Amy Herman, Principal of ALH Economics, has directed assignments for corporate, 
institutional, non-profit, and governmental clients in key service areas, including commercial 
market analysis, fiscal and economic impact analysis, economic development and 
redevelopment, location analysis, strategic planning, and policy analysis. During her career 
spanning over 30 years, Ms. Herman has supported client goals in many ways, such as to 
assess supportable real estate development, demonstrate public and other project benefits, to 
assess public policy implications, and to evaluate and maximize the value of real estate assets. 
In addition, her award-winning economic development work has been recognized by the 
American Planning Association, the California Redevelopment Association, and the League of 
California Cities.  
 
Prior to forming ALH Economics, Ms. Herman worked for 20 years as an urban economist 
with Sedway Group and then CBRE Consulting’s Land Use and Economics practice. Her prior 
professional work experience included 5 years in the Real Estate Consulting Group of the now 
defunct accounting firm Laventhol & Horwath (L&H), preceded by several years with the real 
estate consulting firm Land Economics Group, which was acquired by L&H. During the course 
of her career, Ms. Herman has established a strong professional network and client base 
providing access to contacts and experts across a wide spectrum of real estate and urban 
development resources.  
 
Ms. Herman holds a Master of Community Planning degree from the University of Cincinnati 
and a Bachelor of Arts degree in urban policy studies from Syracuse University. She pursued 
additional post-graduate studies in the Department of City and Regional Planning at the 
University of California at Berkeley. A professional resume for Ms. Herman follows.  
 
EXPERIENCE CONDUCTING URBAN DECAY STUDIES  
 
Description of Services 
 
The Principal of ALH Economics, Amy L. Herman, has performed economic impact and urban 
decay studies for a number of retail development projects in California. These studies have 
generally been the direct outcome of the 2004 court ruling Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control (“BCLC”) v. City of Bakersfield (December 2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, requiring 
environmental impacts analyses to take into consideration the potential for a retail project as 
well as other cumulative retail projects to contribute to urban decay in the market area served 
by the project. Prior to the advent of the Bakersfield court decision, Ms. Herman managed 
these studies for project developers or retailers, typically at the request of the host city, or 
sometimes for the city itself. Following the Bakersfield decision, the studies have most 
commonly been directly commissioned by the host cities or environmental planning firms 
conducting Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for the projects. Studies are often conducted 
as part of the EIR process, but also in response to organized challenges to a city’s project 
approval or to Court decisions ruling that additional analysis is required. 
 
The types of high volume retail projects for which these studies have been conducted include 
single store developments, typically comprising a Walmart Store, The Home Depot, Target 







 


 


 


store, and other club retail stores. The studies have also been conducted for large retail 
shopping centers, typically anchored by one or more of the preceding stores, but also 
including as much as 300,000 to 400,000 square feet of additional retail space with smaller 
anchor stores and in-line tenants.  
 
The scope of services for these studies includes numerous tasks. The basic tasks common to 
most studies include the following:  
 


• defining the project and estimating sales for the first full year of operations;  
• identifying the market area;  
• identifying and touring existing competitive market area retailers;  
• evaluating existing retail market conditions at competitive shopping centers and along 


major commercial corridors in the market area;  
• conducting retail demand, sales attraction, and spending leakage analyses for the 


market area and other relevant areas;  
• forecasting future retail demand in the market area;  
• researching the retail market’s history in backfilling vacated retail spaces;  
• assessing the extent to which project sales will occur to the detriment of existing 


retailers (i.e., diverted sales);  
• determining the likelihood existing competitive and nearby stores will close due to 


sales diversions attributable to the project; 
• researching planned retail projects and assessing cumulative impacts; and 
• identifying the likelihood the project’s economic impacts and cumulative project 


impacts will trigger or cause urban decay. 
 
Many studies include yet additional tasks, such as assessing the project’s impact on downtown 
retailers; determining the extent to which development of the project corresponds with city 
public policy, redevelopment, and economic development goals; projecting the fiscal benefits 
relative to the host city’s General Plan; forecasting job impacts; analyzing wages relative to the 
existing retail base; and assessing potential impacts on local social service providers.  
 
Representative Operational Projects  
 
Many high volume retail or other commercial projects for which Ms. Herman has prepared 
economic impact and urban decay studies are listed below. These include projects that are 
operational, with the projects listed alphabetically by the city in which they are located.  
 


• Alameda, Alameda Landing, totaling 285,000 square feet anchored by a Target 
(opened October 2013), rest of center opening starting in 2015 


• American Canyon, Napa Junction Phases I and II, 239,958 square feet, anchored by 
a Walmart Superstore, prepared in response to a Court decision; project opened 
September 2007 


• Bakersfield, Gosford Village Shopping Center, totaling 700,000 square feet, anchored 
by a Walmart Superstore, Sam’s Club, and Kohl’s; Walmart store opened March 18, 
2010, Sam’s Club and Kohl’s built earlier 


• Bakersfield, Panama Lane, Shopping Center, totaling 434,073 square feet, anchored 
by a Walmart Superstore and Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse; Walmart store 
opened October 2009, Lowe’s store built earlier 


• Bakersfield, Silver Creek Plaza, anchored by a WinCo Foods, totaling 137,609 square 
feet, opened February 28, 2014  







 


 


 


• Carlsbad, La Costa Town Square lifestyle center, totaling 377,899 square feet, 
anchored by Steinmart, Vons, Petco, and 24 Hour Fitness, opened Fall 2014 


• Citrus Heights, Stock Ranch Walmart Discount Store with expanded grocery section, 
154,918 square feet; store opened January 2007  


• Clovis, Clovis-Herndon Shopping Center, totaling 525,410 square feet, anchored by 
a Walmart Superstore, opened March 2013 


• Concord, Lowe’s Commercial Shopping Center, totaling 334,112 square feet, 
anchored by a Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse and a national general 
merchandise store; EIR Certified December 2008 with no subsequent legal challenge; 
store opened January 2010  


• Concord, Veranda Shopping Center, a 375,000-square foot center anchored by a 
Whole Foods 365 Market, Movie Theater, and upscale apparel retail, opened October 
2017, with 365 Market opening December 2017  


• Dublin, Persimmon Place, 167,200 square feet, anchored by Whole Foods, opened 
2015  


• Folsom, Lifetime Fitness Center, a 116,363-square-foot fitness center including an 
outdoor leisure and lap pool, two water slides, whirlpool, outdoor bistro, eight tennis 
courts, outdoor Child Activity Area, and outdoor seating, opened April 2017 


• Fresno, Park Crossing (formerly Fresno 40), totaling 209,650 square feet, July 2015 
• Gilroy, 220,000-square-foot Walmart Superstore, replaced an existing Discount Store; 


store opened October 2005, with Discount Store property under new ownership 
planned for retail redevelopment of a 1.5-million-square-foot mall 


• Gilroy, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse, 166,000 square feet; store opened 
May 2003  


• Hesperia, Main Street Marketplace, totaling 465,000 square feet, anchored by a 
Walmart Superstore and a Home Depot, Walmart under construction, opened 
September 2012 


• Madera, Commons at Madera, totaling 306,500 square feet, anchored by a Lowe’s 
Home Improvement Warehouse; project opened July 2008 


• Oakland, Safeway expansion, College & Claremont Avenues, 51,510 square feet 
total, comprising a 36,787 square-foot expansion, opened January 2015 


• Oakland, Rockridge Safeway expansion and shopping center redevelopment (The 
Ridge), including total net new development of 137,072 square feet, opened 
September 2016  


• Oroville, Walmart Superstore, 213,400 square feet, replacing existing Walmart 
Discount Store, opened April 2017  


• Rancho Cordova, Capital Village, totaling 273,811 square feet, anchored by a Lowe’s 
Home Improvement Warehouse; phased project opening, January 2008 – July 2008  


• Sacramento, Delta Shores, 1.3- to 1.5-million square feet, anchored by a lifestyle 
center; phased project opening beginning September 2017 


• Sacramento, Downtown Commons, mixed-use entertainment complex with 682,500 
square feet of retail space adjoining new Golden 1 Center for the Sacramento Kings; 
initial tenant 2016, additional tenants beginning November 2017 


• Sacramento, Land Park Commercial Center, proposed commercial center with a 
55,000-square-foot relocated and expanded full service Raley’s grocery store and 
pharmacy and seven freestanding retail buildings comprising 53,980 square feet, 
Raley’s opened April 2020 


• San Francisco, Chase Center, prepared response to comments regarding impacts on 
Oakland Arena, opened September 2019 







 


 


 


• San Jose (East San Jose), Home Depot Store, 149,468 square feet; store opened 
October 2007  


• San Jose, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse (redevelopment of IBM site), up to 
180,000 square feet, store opened March 2010 


• San Jose, Almaden Ranch, up to 400,000 square feet, anchor tenant Bass Pro Shop 
opened October 2015  


• Sonora, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse, 111,196 square feet; store opened 
December 2010 


• Sonora, Sonora Crossroads, Walmart Discount Store expansion to a Superstore, net 
increase of 30,000 square feet, groundbreaking May 2017 


• Ukiah, Costco, 148,000-square-foot warehouse membership store, groundbreaking 
September 2017, opened July 2018 


• Victorville, The Crossroads at 395, totaling 303,000 square feet, anchored by a 
Walmart Superstore, opened May 2014  


• Victorville, Dunia Plaza, totaling 391,000 square feet, anchored by a Walmart 
Superstore and a Sam’s Club, replacing existing Walmart Discount Store, opened 
September 2012 


• West Sacramento, Riverpoint Marketplace, totaling 788,517 square feet, anchored by 
a Walmart Superstore, Ikea, and Home Depot; phased openings beginning March 
2006  


• Willows, Walmart Superstore totaling 196,929 square feet, replacing existing Walmart 
Discount Store (subsequently scaled back to a 54,404-square-foot expansion to 
existing 86,453-square-foot store), opened March 2012 


• Walnut Creek, The Orchards at Walnut Creek, mixed-use project including up to 
225,000 square feet of retail space, opened September 2016  


• Woodland, Home Depot Store, 127,000 square feet; store opened December 2002 
• Yuba City, Walmart Superstore, 213,208 square feet, replacing existing Discount 


Store; store opened April 2006. Discount Store site backfilled by Lowe’s Home 
Improvement Warehouse 
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SELECT OTHER CLIENTS 


– Alameda County Fair 
– Arcadia Development 


Company 
– Catellus Development 


Corporation 
– CenterCal Properties 
– Claremont University 


Consortium 
– City of Dublin 
– Dudek 
– Environmental Science 


Associates 
– Equity One 
– First Carbon Solutions 


(formerly Michael 
Brandman Associates) 


– Gresham Savage Nolan 
& Tilden 


– Howard Hughes 
Corporation 


– City of Inglewood 
– LSA Associates 
– Maximus Real Estate 


Partners 
– The Primary School 
– Remy Moose Manley 
– Ronald McDonald House 
– Signature Flight Support 
– Syufy Enterprises 
– City of Tracy 


 


Amy L. Herman, Principal of ALH Urban & Regional Economics, has provided urban and regional 
consulting services for approximately 35 years. During this time, she has been responsible for 
directing assignments for corporate, institutional, non-profit, and governmental clients in key 
service areas, including fiscal and economic impact analysis, economic development and 
redevelopment, feasibility analysis, location analysis, strategic planning, policy analysis, and 
transit-oriented development. Her award-winning economic development work has been 
recognized by the American Planning Association, the California Redevelopment Association, and 
the League of California Cities. 
 
Prior to forming ALH Urban & Regional Economics in 2011, Ms. Herman’s professional tenure 
included 20 years with Sedway Group, inclusive of its acquisition by CB Richard Ellis and 
subsequent name change to CBRE Consulting. Her prior professional work experience includes 
five years in the Real Estate Consulting Group of the now defunct accounting firm Laventhol & 
Horwath (L&H), preceded by several years with the land use consulting firm Land Economics 
Group, which was acquired by L&H. 
 
Following are descriptions of select consulting assignments managed by Ms. Herman. 
 


ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS  
Alameda County. Prime consultant for a complex team that prepared a Local Development 
Business Plan for the newly launched East Bay Community Energy Community Choice 
Aggregation program for Alameda County. ALH Economics components included economic 
impact and financial analysis of the local development program components.  
University of California. Conducted economic impact studies and frequent updates for five 
University of California campuses: Berkeley, Davis, Riverside, San Francisco, and San Diego. 
Prepared models suitable for annual updates by campus personnel. 
Hospital Council of Northern and Central California. Prepared an analysis highlighting the 
economic impacts of hospitals and long-term care facilities in Santa Clara County. The analysis 
included multiplier impacts for hospital spending, county employment, and wages. Completed a 
similar study for the Monterey Bay Area Region. 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District. Completed economic impact analysis of BART’s operations in 
the San Francisco Bay Area region.  
Various EIR Firms.  Managed numerous assignments analyzing the potential for urban decay to 
result from development of major big box stores, shopping centers, and sports venues. The 
analysis comprises a required Environmental Impact Report component pursuant to CEQA. 
 


FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS  


Stanford Research Park. Analyzed historic and current fiscal contributions generated by the 
Stanford Research Park real estate base and businesses to the City of Palo Alto, Santa Clara 
County, and the Palo Alto Unified School District.   
City of Concord. Structured and managed fiscal impact analysis designed to test the net fiscal 
impact of multiple land use alternatives pertaining to the reuse of the 5,170-acre former Concord 
Naval Weapons Station, leading to possible annexation into the City of Concord, California. 
Kimco Realty. Prepared fiscal impact analysis of plans to renovate and redevelop part of 
Westlake Shopping Center and infill development of a 179-unit apartment project adjoining the 
shopping center. 
Sycamore Real Estate Investments, LLC. Prepared a fiscal impact model for client 
implementation, to test the General Fund net fiscal impacts of alternative land use mixes. 
Residential and Commercial Developers. Prepared fiscal impact studies for new development 
projects, including residential, office, and mixed-use projects, demonstrating the net fiscal impact 
on the respective city’s General Fund and local school districts. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC FINANCE  


Infrastructure Management Group. Contributed to due diligence analysis of the proposed 
Transbay Transit Center to support evaluation of requested bond loan adjustment requests to 
support project construction. 
Alameda County. Managed numerous assignments helping Alameda County achieve its 
economic development goals for the County’s unincorporated areas through surplus site 
disposition assistance, including market analysis and financial due diligence for residential and 
commercial mixed-use developments. 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to the 
Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. Managed financial analysis 
estimating the tax payments in lieu of property taxes associated with UCSF development of 
medical office space in the former Mission Bay Redevelopment Project area.   
 
LAND USE POLICY  


Union City Property Owner. Provided an independent analysis regarding the reasonableness of 
the City of Union City continuing to reserve a key development area for office and/or R&D 
development in the context of the General Plan Update.  
Alameda County Community Development Agency. Provided analysis and input regarding the 
Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan requirements for non-residential floor 
space in mixed-use development sites over 10,000 square feet 
DCT Industrial Trust (Subsequently acquired by ProLogis, Inc.). Performed economic analysis 
on a proposed change to the Newark Zoning Ordinance regarding permitted industrial uses. The 
analysis demonstrated the market, fiscal, and economic impacts that could result from the 
proposed zoning ordinance change. 
City and County of San Francisco. Under direction of the San Francisco Planning Department, 
conducted analysis and literature review regarding residential and commercial displacement, 
especially they pertained to two planned Mission District mixed-income apartment projects.  
 


DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY  


China Harbour Engineering Company Ltd. (CHEC). Prepared a market assessment and 
development feasibility analysis for the potential development of a 5.54-acre parking lot at the 
West Oakland BART Station in Oakland, CA for CHEC, the development entity selected by BART 
to pursue joint development of the site pursuant to an Exclusive Right to Negotiate Agreement.  
Align Real Estate, LLC. Prepared independent economic analysis of a proposed residential 
development in San Francisco on the site of several buildings, including one considered an 
historic resource pursuant to CEQA. The analysis tested several project alternatives, focusing on 
net developer margin as an indicator of financial feasibility. 
Build, Inc. Conducted financial analysis comparing the development of a prospective San 
Francisco residential site as a “stand-alone” project compared to a larger “combined lot” project 
that would incorporate unused floor-area-ratio from an adjacent property.  
Various Residential Developers. In support of fiscal impact studies, prepared residential market 
analysis examining historical development and pricing trends, absorption, and forecasting 
demand by product type. Prepared achievable pricing estimates by residential unit type and size. 
 
EDUCATION  
 Bachelor of Arts degree in urban studies, magna cum laude, Syracuse University.  
 Master of Community Planning degree from the University of Cincinnati.  
 Advanced graduate studies in City and Regional Planning at the University of California at 


Berkeley. 
 


 







 


 


 


APPENDIX B: EXHIBIT 
 







Exhibit 1
Planned Multifamily Residential Projects
One Mile Radius from 469 Stevenson Street
San Francisco Planning Department Development Pipeline, First Quarter Update, 2020


Project Status (1) Project Date of Affordability 
Project Name/Address Entitled Status Update Target Tenure Type


Projects Under Construction
1500 - 1580 Mission St Yes 3/26/2020 540 540 110 110 50% AMI Rental
Trinity Plaza Yes 3/30/2020 501 501 74 74 55% AMI Rental
30 Otis St Yes 3/27/2020 404 404 0 0
1144 - 1150 Harrison St Yes 3/31/2020 381 381 0 0
1066 Market St Yes 2/19/2020 303 303 0 0 Unknown
950 - 974 Market St Yes 3/31/2020 242 242 0 0
333 12th St Yes 3/16/2020 200 200 21 21 AMI Undeclared Rental
1028 Market St Yes 3/10/2020 186 186 25 25 55% AMI
706 Mission St Yes 3/30/2020 185 185 0 0 Rental
975 Bryant St Yes 3/26/2020 185 185 30 30 55% AMI
Oceanwide (Mission St Tower) Yes 3/9/2020 156 156 0 0
1532 Harrison St Yes 3/24/2020 136 136 22 22 90% AMI Rental
830 Eddy St Yes 1/10/2020 126 126 18 18 55% AMI Rental
200 Van Ness Ave Yes 3/2/2020 117 117 0 0
1546 - 1564 Market St Yes 3/31/2020 109 109 13 13 90% AMI Ownership
363 6th St Yes 6/21/2019 104 104 12 12 55% AMI Rental
345 6th St Yes 11/25/2019 102 102 14 14 55% AMI Rental
555 Golden Gate Ave Yes 3/24/2020 60 60 7 7 55% AMI Rental
1145 Polk St Yes 3/27/2020 54 54 8 8 55% AMI
875 California St / 770 Powell St Yes 3/6/2020 44 44 0 0
1174 - 1178 Folsom St Yes 3/9/2020 42 42 0 0
119 7th St Yes 3/11/2020 39 39 0 0
349 8th St Yes 2/19/2020 38 38 6 6 Ownership
   Sub-totals 4,254 4,254 360 360


Building Permits Issued or Approved
941 Mission St Yes 8/2/2019 302 302 91 91 50% AMI Rental
1270 Mission St Yes 10/17/2019 299 299 64 64 55% AMI; 90% AMI Rental
1068 Mission St Yes 6/5/2019 254 254 254 254
1001 Van Ness Ave Yes 1/2/2020 239 239 0 0
1601 Mission St Yes 4/4/2019 220 220 0 0
19 - 25 Mason St & 2 - 16 Turk St Yes 12/5/2018 155 155 0 0
833 Bryant St Yes 11/20/2019 146 146 146 146 50% AMI Rental
1298 Howard St Yes 7/3/2018 155 130 34 9 55% AMI Rental


Market-Rate Units Affordable Units


continued on the next page


Total (2) Net Total (2) Net







Exhibit 1
Planned Multifamily Residential Projects
One Mile Radius from 469 Stevenson Street
San Francisco Planning Department Development Pipeline, First Quarter Update, 2020


Project Status (1) Project Date of Affordability 
Project Name/Address Entitled Status Update Target Tenure Type


Building Permits Issued or Approved, continued
555 Howard St Yes 11/28/2018 127 127 10 10 90% AMI
5th St / Clara St / Shipley St Yes 12/21/2018 123 123 18 18 90% AMI
500 Turk St Yes 12/28/2018 122 122 121 121 55% AMI
Oceanwide (First St Tower) Yes 7/5/2017 112 112 0 0
145 Leavenworth St Yes 12/7/2018 94 94 0 0
377 6th St Yes 11/30/2018 90 90 12 12 55% AMI Rental
655 Folsom St Yes 8/12/2019 89 89 0 0
58 Tehama St / 555 Howard St Yes 11/28/2018 80 80 13 13 90% AMI Ownership
135 Hyde St Yes 6/28/2019 72 72 10 10 55% AMI
1394 Harrison St Yes 7/20/2018 68 68 0 0
651 Geary St Yes 12/4/2018 52 52 6 6 90% AMI
1075 & 1089 Folsom St Yes 12/20/2019 48 48 12 12 LOW Rental
807 Franklin St Yes 12/31/2018 48 47 5 5
230 7th St Yes 3/8/2019 40 40 5 5 55% AMI
980 Folsom St Yes 2/27/2019 34 34 4 4 90% AMI
469 Eddy St Yes 11/30/2018 28 28 3 3 90% AMI Ownership
768 Harrison St Yes 11/13/2018 26 26 0 0
   Sub-totals 3,023 2,997 808 783


Building Permits Filed
657 Harrison St No 12/6/2019 489 489 0 0
1540 Market St No 12/9/2016 304 304 0 0
1621 Market St No 5/1/2019 185 185 0 0
450 O'Farrell St Yes 10/29/2018 176 176 23 23 55% AMI;
300 5th St No 8/21/2019 130 130 20 20
1200 Van Ness Ave No 9/26/2016 107 107 0 0
53 Colton St No 11/12/2019 96 96 0 0
888 Post St No 12/23/2019 76 76 76 76
220 9th St No 12/27/2018 74 74 0 0
1125 Stevenson St No 11/14/2018 64 64 64 64
   Sub-totals 1,701 1,701 183 183


Planning Application Approved
5M Yes 1/4/2016 386 386 0 0 90% AMI; Ownership
301 6th St Yes 10/6/2017 95 95 13 13 55% AMI;
229 Ellis Yes 5/22/2018 52 52 0 0
1601 - 1637 Market St / 53 Colton St Yes 10/20/2017 44 44 0 0
   Sub-totals 577 577 13 13


Total (2) Net Total (2)
Market-Rate Units Affordable Units


Net


continued on the next page







Exhibit 1
Planned Multifamily Residential Projects
One Mile Radius from 469 Stevenson Street
San Francisco Planning Department Development Pipeline, First Quarter Update, 2020


Project Status (1) Project Date of Affordability 
Project Name/Address Entitled Status Update Target Tenure Type


Planning Application Filed
10 South Van Ness Ave No 4/11/2016 966 966 0 0
655 4th St No 5/17/2016 960 957 0 0
469 Stevenson St No 8/23/2018 495 495 94 94
95 Hawthorne St No 9/28/2016 392 392 55 55 Low/Moderate Rental
598 Bryant St No 4/10/2019 353 353 54 54
98 Franklin St No 1/10/2018 345 345 69 69
30 Van Ness Ave No 4/9/2018 333 333 83 83
457 Minna No 11/28/2018 270 270 143 143
650 Harrison St No 4/4/2018 245 245 35 35
1560 Folsom St No 10/29/2018 230 230 44 44
667 Folsom St, 120 Hawthorne St, 12 No 10/25/2019 230 230 0 0
921 Howard St No 3/28/2018 203 203 203 203
600 McAllister St No 7/31/2019 196 196 25 25
Transbay Parcel F No 2/14/2017 165 165 0 0
550 O'Farrell St No 10/15/2018 111 111 28 28
1567 California St No 8/15/2018 100 100 9 9
262 7th St No 5/6/2016 96 96 17 17 90 AMI Rental
468 Turk St No 11/4/2019 91 91 0 0
57 Taylor St No 10/23/2015 190 78 0 0
955 Post St No 12/9/2016 69 69 17 17
755 Brannan St No 5/1/2017 57 57 8 8 Low/Moderate Rental
828 Brannan St No 4/14/2016 50 50 9 9 Low
351 12th St No 4/6/2018 48 48 8 8
1245 Folsom St No 3/22/2016 37 37 7 7 Rental


222 Dore St No NA 30 30 3 3
1145 Mission St No 12/29/2016 25 25 4 4
1320 Washington St No 12/20/2018 25 25 0 0
   Sub-totals 6,312 6,197 915 915


Grand Totals 15,867 15,726 2,279 2,254


Sources: City of San Francisco Planning Department; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 


(1) Projects are classified as Under Construction, status of building permit (Issued, Approved, or Filed), or Planning Application filed.
(2) Projects are listed in descending order of total number of units, by Project Status.


Net


80% AMI; 105% 
AMI; 130% AMI


Market-Rate Units Affordable Units
Total (2) Net Total (2)







 


 


 


APPENDIX C: HOUSING PRODUCTION IMPACTS ON HOUSING COSTS 
LITERATURE OVERVIEW  


 
IDENTIFIED REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE   
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics reviewed many studies and papers to identify the resources 
that best address the question of the impact of housing production on pricing. The resources 
found to be among the most relevant to this question include studies on several topics, 
including understanding the dynamics for pricing, increasing the availability of affordable 
housing, and understanding the relationship between home production and displacement. 
Based upon this review of the literature and related studies, 11 papers or reports (including 
document links) stand out regarding their consideration of this issue. These papers or reports 
were primarily authored by state and local policy analysts as well as urban planning and real 
estate and urban policy academics and independent research organizations, and include the 
following: 
 
1. Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “California’s High 
Housing Costs: Causes and Consequences,” March 17, 2015.  
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf 
 
2. Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “Perspectives on 
Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing,” (February 2016).  
http://www.lao.ca.gov/Reports/2016/3345/Low-Income-Housing-020816.pdf  
 
3. City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller-Office of Economic Analysis, 
“Potential Effects of Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission,” (September 10, 2015). 
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742-
mission_moratorium_final.pdf  
 
4. Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:  Untangling 
the Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies 
Research Brief (May 2016).  
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pd
f 
 
5. Housing Development Toolkit, The White House, Washington, September 2016 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit
%20f.2.pdf 
 
6. Paavo Monkkonen, Associate Professor Urban Planning, University of California Los 
Angeles, “Understanding and Challenging Opposition to Housing Construction in California’s 
Urban Areas,” Housing, Land Use and Development Lectureship & White Paper, December 1, 
2016.  
http://uccs.ucdavis.edu/uccs-crre-housing-policy-brief-white-paper 
 
7. Karen Chapple, Paul Waddell, and Daniel Chatman, with Miriam Zuk, “Developing a New 
Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement,” Prepared for the California Air Resources 
Board and the California Environmental Protection Agency, by the University of California, 
Berkeley and the University of California, Los Angeles, April 26, 2017. 
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/arb_tod_report_13-310.pdf 



http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf

http://www.lao.ca.gov/Reports/2016/3345/Low-Income-Housing-020816.pdf

http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742-mission_moratorium_final.pdf

http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742-mission_moratorium_final.pdf

http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pdf

http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pdf

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf

http://uccs.ucdavis.edu/uccs-crre-housing-policy-brief-white-paper

http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/arb_tod_report_13-310.pdf





 


 


 


 
8. Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen & Katherine O’Regan (2019) Supply Skepticism: Housing 
Supply and Affordability, Housing Policy Debate, 29:1, 25-40, DOI: 
10.1080/10511482.2018.1476899 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1476899 
 
9. Evan Mast. “The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction the Low-Income Housing 
Market,” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-307. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for 
Employment Research. July 1, 2019.  
https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-307 
 
10. Brian J. Asquith, Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. “Supply Shock Versus Demand Shock: The 
Local Effects of New Housing in Low-Income Areas.” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-316. 
Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. December 19, 2019.  
https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-316 
 
11. Xiaodi Li, “Do New Housing Units in Your Backyard Raise Your Rents?,” NYU Wagner and 
NYU Furman Center, October 26, 2019.  
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/7fc2bf_ee1737c3c9d4468881bf1434814a6f8f.pdf 
 
The findings from the 11 studies or reports reviewed below generally coalesce in the 
conclusion that housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing 
base, but rather helps suppress upward pressure on existing home prices and rents. Further, 
the studies or reports find that both market-rate and affordable housing development help to 
suppress price appreciation and reduce displacement. Research studies prior to approximately 
2019  have suggested that the rate at which this occurs in very small, localized areas requires 
further analysis to best understand the relationship between development, affordability, and 
displacement at the highly localized level. However, two recent studies published in 2019 
managed to study and analyze this localized impact, and found that rents of existing 
apartment projects immediately near new market-rate apartment buildings declined upon 
completion of the market-rate units in the immediate surrounding area, for a duration of at 
least up to one to three years after completion of the new units. The studies further indicate 
that the gentrification observed in Bay Area transit-served neighborhoods over the past 15+ 
years was not caused by new development, as relatively limited development occurred during 
this time period in these neighborhoods.  
 
Following is a brief synopsis of the cited studies or reports with a focus on housing 
production and housing costs, emphasizing where possible on rental housing, as this is most 
applicable to the 469 Stevenson Street project and the relevant projects in the current 
pipeline in the 1.0-mile radius area around the 469 Stevenson Street project site. The key 
findings of each study or report are highlighted. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) (Resources #1 & #2) 
 
March 2015 Study. The LAO’s March 2015 study has the stated purpose of providing the 
State Legislature with an overview of the state’s complex and expensive housing markets, 
including multifamily apartments. The study addresses several questions, including what has 
caused housing prices to increase so quickly over the past several decades and assessing how 



https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-307
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to moderate this trend. This study is focused on statewide and select county trends, and 
especially focuses on coastal metro areas, which includes San Francisco.  
 
As a way of setting the framework, and as an example of how housing prices in California are 
higher than just about anywhere else in the country, the study demonstrates that California’s 
average rent is about 50% higher than the rest of the country, and that housing prices are 2.5 
times higher than the national average. As a major finding, regarding how building less 
housing than people demand drives high housing costs, the study cites the following: 


 
“California is a desirable place to live. Yet not enough housing exists in the 
state’s major coastal communities to accommodate all of the households that 
want to live there. In these areas, community resistance to housing, 
environmental policies, lack of fiscal incentives for local governments to 
approve housing, and limited land constrains new housing construction. A 
shortage of housing along California’s coast means households wishing to live 
there compete for limited housing. This competition bids up home prices and 
rents. Some people who find California’s coast unaffordable turn instead to 
California’s inland communities, causing prices there to rise as well. In 
addition to a shortage of housing, high land and construction costs also play 
some role in high housing prices.”30 
 


The study makes many findings, including pertaining to the impacts of affordable housing 
programs, but specifically addresses how building less housing than people demand drives 
high housing costs, citing that the competition resulting from a lack of housing where people 
want to live bids up housing costs. While the study concludes that the relationship between 
growth of housing supply and increased housing costs is complex and affected by other 
factors, such as demographics, local economics, and weather, it concludes that statistical 
analysis suggests there remains a strong relationship between home building and prices. A 
major study finding presented in the paper indicates that:  


 
“after controlling for other factors, if a county with a home building rate in the 
bottom fifth of all counties during the 2000s had instead been among the top 
fifth, its median home price in 2010 would have been roughly 25 percent 
lower. Similarly, its median rent would have been roughly 10 percent lower.”31 
 


Thus, the LAO study concludes, as a result of conducting statistical analysis, that a 
relationship exists between increasing home production and reducing housing costs, 
including home prices and apartment rents.  
 
February 2016 Study. In response to concerns about housing affordability for low-income 
households following release of the 2015 study, LAO’s February 2016 follow-up study offers 
additional evidence that facilitating more private housing development in the state’s coastal 
urban communities would help make housing more affordable for low-income Californians. 
As cited by the LAO:  
 


“Existing affordable housing programs assist only a small proportion of low-
income Californians. Most low-income Californians receive little or no 


 
30 Mac Taylor, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “California’s High Housing Costs: Causes 
and Consequences,” March 17, 2015, page 3. 
31 Ibid, page 12. 







 


 


 


assistance. Expanding affordable housing programs to help these households 
likely would be extremely challenging and prohibitively expensive. It may be 
best to focus these programs on Californians with more specialized housing 
needs—such as homeless individuals and families or persons with significant 
physical and mental health challenges.  
 
Encouraging additional private housing construction can help the many low-
income Californians who do not receive assistance. Considerable evidence 
suggests that construction of market-rate housing reduces housing costs for 
low-income households and, consequently, helps to mitigate displacement in 
many cases. Bringing about more private home building, however, would be 
no easy task, requiring state and local policy makers to confront very 
challenging issues and taking many years to come to fruition. Despite these 
difficulties, these efforts could provide significant widespread benefits: lower 
housing costs for millions of Californians.”32 


 
In this paper, the LAO presents evidence that construction of new, market-rate housing can 
lower housing costs for low-income households. Highlights of this evidence are as follows: 
 


• Lack of supply drives high housing costs, such that increasing the supply of housing 
can alleviate competition and place downward pressure on housing costs; and 


• Building new housing indirectly adds to the supply of housing at the lower end of the 
market, because a) housing becomes less desirable as it ages; and b) as higher 
income households move from older, more affordable housing to new housing the 
older housing becomes available for lower income households. 
 


Further, the LAO cites that the lack of new construction can slow the process of older housing 
becoming available for lower-income households, both owners and renters. The LAO 
additionally presents analysis demonstrating that when the number of housing units available 
at the lower end of a community’s housing market increases, growth in prices and rents slows. 
This is demonstrated by comparative analysis of rents paid by low-income households in 
California’s slow growth coastal urban counties and fast growing urban counties throughout 
the U.S., especially with regard to comparative rent burden as a share of income.  
 
Finally, the LAO paper concludes that more private development is associated with less 
displacement.33 The LAO cites that the analysis of low-income neighborhoods in the Bay 
Area suggests a link between increased construction of market-rate housing and reduced 
displacement. Specifically, the study found that between 2000 and 2013, census tracts with an 
above-average concentration of low-income households that built the most market-rate 
housing experienced considerably less displacement. Further, the findings show that 
displacement was more than twice as likely in low-income census tracts with little market-rate 
housing construction (bottom fifth of all tracts) than in low-income census tracts with high 
construction levels (top fifth of all tracts).34 The LAO theorizes that one factor contributing to 


 
32 Mac Taylor, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income 
Californians Afford Housing,” February 2016, page 1. 
33 The LAO defines a census tract as having experienced displacement if (1) its overall population 
increased and its population of low-income households decreased or (2) its overall population 
decreased and its low-income population declined faster than the overall population (see LAO, 
2016, page 13). 
34 Ibid, page 9. 







 


 


 


this finding is that Bay Area inclusionary housing policies requiring the construction of new 
affordable housing could be mitigating displacement, but that market-rate housing 
construction continues to appear to be associated with less displacement regardless of a 
community’s inclusionary housing policies.35 In communities without inclusionary housing 
policies, in low-income census tracts where market-rate housing construction was limited, the 
LAO also found displacement was more than twice as likely than in low-income census tracts 
with high construction levels.36  This relationship between housing development and 
displacement remains statistically valid even after accounting for other economic and 
demographic  factors. 
 
City and County of San Francisco, Office of Economic Analysis (Resource #3) 
 
In 2015, at the request of the Board of Supervisors, the Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) 
prepared a report on the effects of a temporary moratorium, and an indefinite prohibition, on 
market-rate housing in the Mission District of San Francisco, pursuant to an 18-month 
moratorium being put on the November 2015 ballot. Accordingly, a report was prepared 
focusing on the effects of such actions on the price of housing, the City's efforts to produce 
new housing at all income levels, eviction pressures, and affordable housing. It also explores if 
there are potential benefits of a moratorium, such as reducing tenant displacement, 
discouraging gentrification, preventing nearby existing housing from becoming unaffordable, 
and preserving sites for permanently affordable housing.  
 
The primary focus of this study is on addressing the impacts of a moratorium on the 
availability and provision of affordable housing, on which the study finds that a temporary 
moratorium would: 


“lead to slightly higher housing prices across the city, have no appreciable 
effect on no-fault eviction pressures, and have a limited impact on the city’s 
ability to produce affordable housing during the moratorium period. At the 
end of the moratorium, these effects would be reversed, through a surge of 
new building permits and construction, and there would be no long-term 
lasting impacts of a temporary moratorium.” 37 


In other words, the study found that suppressing residential production results in increasing the 
cost of the existing housing stock. In a similar vein, the study states: 


“market rate housing construction drives down housing prices and, by itself, 
increases the number of housing units that are affordable.”38  


Another study conclusion included finding no evidence that anyone would be evicted so that 
market-rate housing could be built in the Mission over the next 18 to 30 months as none of 
the identified planned housing units included in the analysis would require the demolition of 
any existing housing units.39 Finally, the study stated: 


 
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid, page 10. 
37 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller-Office of Economic analysis, 
“Potential Effects of Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission,” September 10, 2015, page 1. 
38 Ibid, page 28. 
39 Ibid. 







 


 


 


“We further find no evidence that new market-rate housing contributes to 
indirect displacement in the Mission, by driving up the value of nearby 
properties. On the contrary, both in the Mission and across the city, new 
market rate housing tends to depress, not raise, the value of existing 
properties.” 40 


This finding regarding price impacts was the result of statistical modeling, with a statistically 
significant result indicating that new market-rate housing did not make nearby housing 
more expensive in San Francisco during the 2001-2013 period.41  


University of California Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies (Resource #4) 


The cited study by Zuk and Chapple, from the Center for Community Innovation at UC 
Berkeley’s Institute of Governmental Studies, builds on other studies prepared by the authors 
addressing gentrification in the Bay Area region. The purpose of this research brief is to add to 
the discussion on the importance of subsidized and market-rate housing production in 
alleviating the current housing crisis, and to especially probe the relationship between housing 
production, affordability, and displacement. This study specifically expands on the analysis 
prepared by the LAO in “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing” 
(February 2016), wherein the LAO study was performed using a data set compiled by Zuk and 
Chapple for their Urban Displacement Project. Specifically, Zuk and Chapple seek to test the 
reliability of the LAO’s findings taking into consideration yet one more additional variable, 
e.g., production of subsidized housing. Zuk and Chapple also seek to determine if the LAO’s 
noted regional trends regarding the impact of housing production on housing costs and 
displacement hold up at the more localized neighborhood level.  
 
In general, Zuk and Chapple’s findings largely support the argument that building more 
housing reduces displacement pressures, and agree that “market-rate development is 
important for many reasons, including reducing housing pressures at the regional scale and 
housing large segments of the population.”42 They advance the understanding of this trend by 
concluding that market-rate housing production is associated with reduced displacement 
pressures, but find that subsidized housing production has more than double the impact of 
market-rate units. They further find that, through filtering, market-rate housing production is 
associated with near term higher housing cost burdens for low-income households, but with 
longer-term lower median rents. 
 
Zuk and Chapple further probe the question of housing production, affordability, and 
displacement at the local level, including case study analysis of two San Francisco block 
groups in SOMA. Their findings at this granular geographic level are inconclusive, from which 
they conclude that “neither the development of market-rate nor subsidized housing has 
a significant impact on displacement. This suggests that indeed in San Francisco, and 
by extension similar strong markets, the unmet need for housing is so severe that 
production alone cannot solve the displacement problem.”43 They further cite that drilling 
down to local case studies, they “see that the housing market dynamics and their impact on 


 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid page 26. 
42 Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement: Untangling the 
Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies Research Brief 
(May 2016), page 4. 
43 Ibid, page 7. 







 


 


 


displacement operate differently at these different scales”44 and that detailed analysis is 
needed to clarify the complex relationship between development, affordability, and 
displacement at the local level.45 
 
White House, Housing Development Toolkit (Resource #5) 
 
This White House document was prepared in 2016 as a tool kit to address local barriers to 
housing development, which reduce the ability of many housing markets to respond to 
growing demand and result in the growing severity of undersupplied housing, in turn 
jeopardizing housing affordability for working families. The document discusses the 
prevalence of local barriers to housing development, the effects of local barriers to housing 
development, a framework for modern housing strategies, and provides a toolkit for taking 
action. The toolkit  highlights actions states and local jurisdictions have taken to promote 
healthy, responsible, affordable, high-opportunity housing markets. Relative to the topic of 
housing production impacts on housing costs, or rents, in the framework for modern housing 
strategies portion of the document the authors state:  
 


“In markets with high demand but currently inelastic supply, these modern 
housing approaches are likely to lead to more new housing construction, 
including multifamily rental construction. Though much of that housing would 
likely be market-rate housing, its introduction into the marketplace would help 
slow cost growth in existing and otherwise affordable housing.”46 


 
This statement acknowledges an understanding at a high level of government, in a document 
meant to be instructive to state and local jurisdictions, that the production of market-rate 
housing can help slow the rate of growth in existing, and affordable rental housing markets. 
 
Paavo Monkkonen, PhD., University of California Los Angeles (Resource #6) 
   
Monkkonen’s study is itself a review of other studies, summarizing key study findings and 
using the information to shape state policy recommendations to address housing affordability. 
The key topic of Monkkonen’s study is that housing in California is unaffordable to most 
households, and that limited construction relative to robust job growth is one of the main 
causes. Monkkonen, an Associate Professor of Urban Planning at the UCLA Luskin School of 
Public Affairs, says it best in summing up the purpose of his study and highlights of his 
findings, as follows:  
 


“Housing affordability is one of the most pressing issues facing California. In 
the intense public debate over how to make housing affordable, the role of 
new supply is a key point of contention despite evidence demonstrating that 
supply constraints  — low-density zoning chief among them — are a core 
cause of increasing housing costs. Many California residents resist new 
housing development, especially in their own neighborhoods. This white paper 
provides background on this opposition and a set of policy recommendations 
for the state government to address it. I first describe how limiting new 
construction makes all housing less affordable, exacerbates spatial 
inequalities, and harms the state’s economic productivity and environment. I 


 
44 Ibid, page 10. 
45 Ibid, page 1. 
46 “Housing Development Toolkit,” September 2016, The White House, Washington, page 12. 







 


 


 


then discuss the motivations for opposing more intensive land use, and clarify 
the way the role of new housing supply in shaping rents is misunderstood in 
public debates.”47 


 
Monkkonen states that “constraining the supply of housing increases rents.”48 He cites 
academic studies from the 1970s and 1980s that found a significant impact of restrictive 
zoning on housing prices and more sophisticated studies from the 2000s and 2010s that 
demonstrate that regulations such as historic preservation and low-density zoning increase 
prices. He states that higher housing prices help homeowners through increased equity, but 
hurt renters, which tend to have lower incomes than existing homeowners. He further cites 
studies that found that limiting population growth through low-density zoning (as a means of 
limiting housing production) hampers economic productivity because it restricts the labor pool, 
pushing people out and preventing newcomers. 
 
Monkkonen states that if no new housing stock is available in desirable locations that high-
income residents will renovate and occupy older housing that might otherwise by inhabited by 
lower-income residents. Thus, he concludes that “[t]he prevention of new construction cannot 
guarantee that older housing will remain affordable.”49 He further cites several studies from 
2008 and later that demonstrate that “housing markets with more responsive supply 
mechanisms experience less price growth and are able to capture the economic benefits of a 
booming economy.”50 Monkkonen cites the Zuk and Chapple finding that these metropolitan 
scale trends may be less pronounced at the neighborhood level, depending upon the nature 
of the new housing built. But he also reinforces their finding that increasing the supply of 
market-rate housing and, more importantly, affordable housing, reduces displacement.  
 
Karen Chapple, Paul Waddell, and Daniel Chatman, with Miriam Zuk, University 
of California, Berkeley and the University of California, Los Angeles (Resource 
#7) 
 
This April 2017 paper is a very extensive and comprehensive review of theory and research 
regarding the relationship between fixed-rail transit neighborhoods and displacement, using 
case studies in Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area to examine patterns of 
neighborhood change in relation to transit proximity. The impetus behind this study is to 
assess the impact of pursuing more compact, transit-oriented development as a key strategy 
to achieve greenhouse gas reductions through regional sustainable communities strategies 
(SCS), in compliance with State of California climate change legislation. As noted in the 
study’s Executive Summary, “Concern has been raised that such development and investment 
patterns may result in heightened property values and the displacement of low income 
households.”51 
 
A key objective of the study was to examine “the relationship between fixed-rail transit 
neighborhoods and displacement in California by modeling past patterns of neighborhood 


 
47 Paavo Monkkonen, “Understanding and Challenging Opposition to Housing Construction in 
California’s Urban Areas,” December 1, 2016, page 1. 
48 Ibid, page 5. 
49 Ibid page 6.  
50 Ibid. 
51 Karen Chapple, Paul Waddell and Daniel Chatman, with Miriam Zuk, “Developing a New 
Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement,” April 26, 2107, page vi.  







 


 


 


change in relation to transit proximity.”52 The report also sought to analyze the relationship 
between displacement and travel behavior. The many types of variables included in the study’s 
quantitative and qualitative case study analysis included neighborhood-level data, address-
level data, and parcel-level data. The neighborhood-level analysis included variables such as 
demographic, housing, and socioeconomic characteristics; movement in/out of 
neighborhood; and public housing unit counts and Section 8 voucher recipients (all 
neighborhood-level datasets). The address-level analysis included variables such as number of 
housing units constructed; number of jobs, establishments, and business sales; number of 
evictions by type; and presence of a rail station. The parcel-level analysis included numerous 
variables probing changes associated with a plot of land, such as transaction history, land-use 
changes, new residential structure construction, major renovations, and conversions of 
apartments to condominiums. These data, along with other data constructs, were inputs to the 
investigators’ development of proxies to assess different types of displacement (e.g., 
economic, physical, and exclusionary). The study years represented by the data reflected 2000 
to 2013.  
 
A heavy focus of the study was to assess vehicle miles traveled (VMT) among different groups 
relative to their transit proximity. But in addition, its findings have bearing on the knowledge 
base associated with residential gentrification and displacement. Aside from the findings 
associated with VMT, some of the case study findings associated with examining gentrification 
and displacement in fixed-rail transit neighborhoods included the following: 
 


• “Gentrification in Los Angeles and the Bay Area transit neighborhoods cannot be 
attributed to new residential development, as the vast majority of transit 
neighborhoods in both Los Angeles and the Bay Area experienced relatively little 
residential development from 2000 to 2013. In the Bay Area, over half of market 
rate residential development occurred in tracts that did not gentrify.”53 


 
The preceding is a very high-level summary of just one small aspect of a detailed and well-
researched study. It is, however, one of the findings most relevant to the issue being 
addressed by this literature review regarding the relationship between home construction, 
increasing rents, and displacement. 
 
Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Katherine O’Regan, NYU University School of 
Law, NYU Wagner School, NYU Furman Center (Resource #8)   
 
This 2019 article is not based on empirical research and data, but rather seeks to review 
arguments on both sides of the housing supply and demand debate questioning the premise 
that increasing the supply of market-rate housing will result in housing that is more affordable. 
The authors indicate that their intention is to take skeptics of this premise seriously, and assess 
a range of arguments associated with land-use regulations, housing supply, housing 
affordability, and effects of limiting housing supply. They seek to address a range of 
arguments typically made by supply skeptics and review what research has shown about 
housing supply and its effect on affordability. In so doing, they review many research papers 
and sort them by argument, one argument being that the only increase in housing supply that 
will help alleviate the affordable housing crisis is housing that is truly affordable to low-income 
and working-class people, i.e., this argument rejects the notion that building housing at one 
price point has any significant effect on the price of housing in other submarkets, or if it does, 


 
52 Ibid. 
53 Ibid, page 91. 







 


 


 


it takes decades for units to age and filter down to lower priced market segments.54 Another 
argument among the many they address includes one wherein skeptics argue that “even if 
additional supply could help make housing more affordable in the short run, it won’t in the 
long run because the additional supply will induce more demand, especially among buyers or 
renters wealthier than the existing residents in the neighborhood.”55 
 
After giving a range of viewpoints fair consideration, across a range of arguments, and citing 
research findings about housing supply and its effect on affordability, the authors 
acknowledge that many of the arguments are plausible, and that research findings do not 
fully counter all of them. However, on the topic of housing production impacts on pricing, they 
cite: 
 


“the preponderance of evidence suggests that easing barriers to new 
construction will moderate price increases and therefore make housing more 
affordable to low- and moderate-income families. Moreover, supply 
restrictions inhibit the ability of workers to move to areas with growing job 
opportunities. Allowing more new housing thus is critical both to ease 
affordability pressures and to reduce other negative results of constricted 
supply.”56 


 
While this finding is not spot on relative to the impact of market-rate apartment development, 
in comparison to other types of housing development, the authors further cite empirical 
research findings on filtering, citing findings from a study of low-income renters in the United 
States, where among affordable units in 2013, 19% had been higher rent units as recently as 
2005, demonstrating that filtering noticeably accounted for increases to the supply of the 
affordable housing stock. To this, the authors concluded that “new construction is crucial for 
keeping housing affordable, even in markets where much of the new construction is itself 
high-end housing that most people can’t afford. A lack of supply to meet demand at the high 
end affects prices across submarkets and makes housing less affordable to residents in lower-
cost submarkets.”57 Finally, at the time these authors prepared their review, they specifically 
called out the preceding 2016 LAO study that addressed the link between market-rate 
construction and lower displacement rates, and indicated that the findings suggest “that for 
neighborhoods in high-demand cities, blocking market-rate construction may place greater 
pressures on the existing stock.”58  
 
To summarize, this study lands on the side of concluding that the existing body of research 
shows that additions to supply are critical to moderate price increases. Yet, as with most 
studies of this nature, it also concludes that more research on the topic is necessary, especially 
examining how changes in housing supply affect rents. Another topic that the study indicates 
requires more research pertains to concerns that new development will spur gentrification or 
local price or rent increases. This study suggests that while neighbors of proposed new 
developments fear displacement from rent increases, “there is little hard evidence of 
displacement.”59 Thus, these authors suggest there are still many research gaps on topics 


 
54 Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen & Katherine O’Regan (2019) Supply Skepticism: Housing Supply 
and Affordability, Housing Policy Debate, 29:1, 25-40, DOI:, page 28. 
55 Ibid, page 29. 
56 Ibid, page 26. 
57 Ibid, page 29. 
58 Ibid, page 31. 
59 Ibid, page 34. 







 


 


 


germane to the socioeconomic effects pertinent to 469 Stevenson Street that could benefit 
from further rigorous research. 
 
W.E. Upjohn Institute (Resources #9 & #10) 
 
July 2019 Study. Evan Mast of the Upjohn Institute prepared a working paper in July 2019 
that explored the short-term impact of filtering in the housing market, with short-term defined 
as the three- to five-year timeframe rather than the decades more typically probed in 
academic research. Mast used data on household address histories in Chicago to examine a 
migration chain of household moves, including address history data of 52,000 residents of 
new multifamily buildings, to shed light on the effect of new market-rate housing on the 
market for lower-income housing. Among the several findings in Mast’s study, one of the key 
findings indicated that new construction opens the housing market in low-income areas by 
reducing demand. A simulation model developed by Mast suggested that building 100 new 
market-rate units could “create 70 equivalent units in neighborhoods with household incomes 
below the metro area median, and 39 in neighborhoods with household incomes from the 
bottom fifth.”60 Mast further indicates this should open these housing markets and lower 
prices, all else being equal, although his study did not include direct estimation of these 
implied effects. Yet Mast believes his study findings have important policy implications, and he 
concludes that they suggest “that new construction reduces demand and loosens the housing 
market in low and middle-income areas, even in the short run.”61 This type of finding suggests 
that development at 469 Stevenson Street and the Pipeline projects would not directly lead to 
increased pricing at other rental units, nor displacement of renters in existing units.  
 
December 2019 Study. Building somewhat on Mast’s July 2019 study, the December 2019 
Upjohn Institute study prepared by Asquith, Mast, and Reed examines the local effects of new 
market-rate housing in low-income areas using microdata on large apartment buildings, 
rents, and migration. The study authors state that “Prior research has shown that new market-
rate housing construction improves regional housing affordability, but there is little evidence 
on how it affects the immediately surrounding neighborhood.”62 Thus, this study goes further 
than the earlier analysis by examining data on new construction of market-rate rental 
apartment buildings and outcomes for 11 major cities, examining rent trends in existing 
buildings near newer buildings after the new building completion, as well as in-migration 
from low-income areas. 
 
Data on new market-rate apartment buildings were provided by Real Capital Analytics, and 
included 1,483 buildings with over 50 units completed in 2010-2019. The 11 major cities in 
the study’s sample included Los Angeles, San Francisco, Seattle, and Portland, among others. 
Impacts on existing buildings were measured by census tract, defined for study purposes as a 
neighborhood. This study focused on buildings developed in low-income central city 


 
60 Evan Mast, “The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction on the Low-Income Housing 
Market,” Upjohn Institute Policy Briefs, July 23, 2019, page 4. 
61 Evan Mast. “The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction the Low-Income Housing 
Market,” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-307. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for 
Employment Research. July 1, 2019, Abstract.  
62 Brian J. Asquith, Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. “Supply Shock Versus Demand Shock: The 
Local Effects of New Housing in Low-Income Areas.” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-316. 
Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. December 19, 2019, page 
21. 
 







 


 


 


neighborhoods (defined for study purposes as median household incomes below the area 
median income), as the primary purpose of the study was to contribute to the literature on the 
effects of new housing supply in low-income areas, as they are perceived as the crux of the 
policy debate on gentrifying areas or areas of concern with rental price increases spurred by 
new construction. Rent effects were measured based on buildings completed in 2015 and 
2016, to ensure the availability of a sufficient time period to study rental price impacts. The 
study impacts were analyzed for up to a three-year period. Zillow was the data source of rents 
in existing buildings. Migration effects were based on buildings completed in 2014 and 2015. 
Address data for migration analysis were obtained from Infutor Data Solutions.  
 
The study included many statistical measures to control for biases in the data, such as 
controlling for builders choosing to develop in areas with rising incomes or rising rents. These 
are included in full detail in the paper. The findings reported in the study, based upon three 
different approaches to the analysis, indicate that new construction of 50+ unit market-rate 
apartment buildings reduces rents in nearby buildings by 5% to 7%. Buildings are considered 
nearby if they are within one or two city blocks (<250 meters). The control group of buildings, 
where the impact of rent changes was not analyzed relative to individual buildings, was 
located further away, within an 8- to 10-minute walk from each subject building (250-600 
meters). This reduction, or negative effect was noted beginning in the same year as building 
completion, and noted to persist for at least the three years thereafter. Further, the authors 
conclude that “Contrary to common concerns, new buildings slow local rent increases rather 
than initiate or accelerate them.”63 
 
As a corollary to the rental impact, this study also examined migration impacts, and found that 
“new buildings increase low-income in-migration, implying that improved affordability can 
foster more integrated, economic diverse neighborhoods that may provide low-income 
residents with greater economic mobility.”64 The authors suggest that apart from their 
implications for rent, the in-migration results suggest that “construction allows more low-
income households to move to ore remain in the sample neighborhoods, most of which 
appear to be gentrifying.”65 
 
In conclusion, the authors state that they find that “the concerns that motivate opposition to 
new market-rate housing are mostly unfounded. While there is a strong observed correlation 
between new construction, rising rents, and demographic change, this is because new 
buildings are typically constructed in areas that are already changing. When these new 
buildings are completed, they actually slow rent increases and demographic change in the 
nearby area.”66 The authors further indicate that preventing the construction of new housing in 
a neighborhood attractive to higher-income households will not keep these households out of 
a neighborhood. Instead, such prevention will lead them to outbid lower-income households 
for whatever housing is already available in that neighborhood, thereby raising rents for 
everyone and lowering the ability of low-income households to stay in or move to the area. 
“By contrast, if new housing is built, many high-income households will choose this option 
instead of a nearby existing unit, reducing rent and out-migration pressures in the area.”67 
Thus, the overall conclusion of this study is that contrary to common concerns, new residential 
building construction slows local rent increases rather than initiates or accelerates them. 


 
63 Ibid, Abstract, page 0. 
64 Ibid, page 22. 
65 Ibid, page 20. 
66 Ibid, page 22. 
67 Ibid. 







 


 


 


 
Xiaodi Li, NYU Wagner and NYU Furman Center (Resource #11) 
 
This study, first published by Xiaodi Li, an NYU PhD student in October 2019, was sponsored 
by Fannie Mae’s Economic & Strategic Research Group.68 The study, titled “Do New Housing 
Units in Your Backyard Raise Your Rents?,” was designed to contribute to the debate on the 
topic addressing whether the production of new housing units helps or hurts nearby residents 
with respect to the impact of housing supply changes on housing cost burdens. Thus, this study 
was designed to answer the following questions:  
 


• does new development relieve unmet local housing demand and thus reduce local 
housing costs; or  


• does new housing supply attract high-income residents and new amenities, driving up 
prices and leading to gentrification and displacement? 


 
This study was designed using a combination of data across New York City from 2003-2013 
(from a 2000-2017 NYC Building Permit dataset), with the variables including new 
construction permits, certificates of occupancy, building rental income, housing sales, and new 
restaurants, among other variables. The study focused on examining the impact of new rental 
high-rise construction, defined as newly built market-rate residential properties with more than 
six floors, on surrounding area rents and unit sales prices of properties between 500 and 
1,000 feet away. There are over 10,000 residential properties included in the dataset.  
 
The results, based on econometric analysis, indicated that after building completion, rental 
income in nearby properties within 500 feet decreased 1.6% one year after the completion, 
“significantly and persistently.”69 This is in comparison to other areas lacking additions in new 
supply. Overall, the study found that “for every 10% increase in the housing stock, rents 
decrease 1% and sales prices also decrease within 500 feet.”70 This paper also explored the 
effect of new construction on the opening of new restaurants, cafes, and coffee shops within 
the 500 foot radius of the newly completed building. It found a positive amenity affect, with an 
increase in such openings, even while residential rents in existing buildings declined. 
 
These study results are highly localized, as they are statistically significant only within 500 feet 
of the newly developed properties. This distance is relevant in the New York City market 
because of the density of construction in New York City. While properties may not be as close 
in San Francisco, thus limiting the transferability of the findings to San Francisco or other 
markets, the findings advance the literature, and are suggestive of useful direction for 
comparable research in other communities. 


 
68 Later citations appeared on other dates in other resources, including December 2019 and June 
2020.  
69 Xiaodi Li, “Do New Housing Units in Your Backyard Rase Your Rents?”, page 15. 
70 Ibid, page 0.  







 


 


 


 
APPENDIX D: GENTRIFICATION AND DISPLACEMENT LITERATURE 


OVERVIEW  
 


IDENTIFIED REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE   
 


ALH Economics reviewed numerous papers, articles, or book chapters that address 
gentrification and residential displacement. While there are many papers or articles that are 
germane to the question of the relationship between the two phenomena, ALH Economics 
identified 12 that provide a solid overview and analysis of the subject by leading experts in 
the field as well as a representative sampling and discussion of other papers and associated 
commentaries. In some cases, the most relevant portion of the paper is the literature review, 
as this portion summarizes numerous other studies that also grapple with the question of the 
relationship between gentrification and displacement. In order of publication date, the 
specific papers reviewed herein for this purpose (and document links), include the following:  
 


1. Lance Freeman and Frank Braconi, “Gentrification and Displacement: New York City 
in the 1990s”, American Planning Association. Journal of the American Planning 
Association; Winter 2004; 70, 1; ProQuest Direct Complete, page 39. 
http://www.astudentoftherealestategame.com/wp-
content/uploads/2010/09/Freeman%2520and%2520Braconi%25202004%2520Gent
rification%2520in%2520NY.pdf 


 
2. Terra McKinnish, Randall Walsh, Kirk White. “Who Gentrifies Low-Income 


Neighborhoods?” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 1403 (May 
2008).   
http://www.nber.org/papers/w14036  


 
3. Ingrid Gould Ellen, Katherine M. O'Regan, “How Low Income Neighborhoods 


Change: Entry, Exit, and Enhancement,” Regional Science and Urban Economics, 
Volume 41, Issue 2 (March 2011).  
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166046211000044 (abstract) 


 
4. Silva Mathema, “Gentrification: An Updated Literature Review,” Poverty & Race 


Research Action Council (October 2013).   
http://prrac.org/pdf/Gentrification_literature_review_-_October_2013.pdf 


 
5. Harvard University, Kennedy School of Government, Shorenstein Center on Media 


Politics and Public Policy, “Gentrification, Urban Displacement and Affordable 
Housing: Overview and Research Roundup,” (August 2014). 
http://journalistsresource.org/studies/economics/real-estate/gentrification-urban-
displacement-affordable-housing-overview-research-roundup 


 
6. Joe Cortright, “How Governing got it wrong: The problem with confusing gentrification 


and displacement,” Cityobservatory.org Commentary (June 2, 2015). 
http://cityobservatory.org/how-governing-got-it-wrong-the-problem-with-confusing-
gentrification-and-displacement/ [comments on Governing Magazine, “The 'G' Word: 
A Special Series on Gentrification” (February 2015)  
http://www.governing.com/topics/urban/gov-gentrification-series.html] 
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7. Richard Florida, “The Complicated Link Between Gentrification and Displacement,” 
Citylab (Atlantic Magazine), September 8, 2015.   
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/09/the-complicated-link-between-
gentrification-and-displacement/404161/ 


 
8. University of California, Berkeley, “Urban Displacement Project,” (funded by the U.S. 


Department of Housing and Urban Development for the Bay Area Regional Prosperity 
Plan and the California Air Resources Board) (December 2015).  
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/urban_displacement_pr
oject_-_executive_summary.pdf 


 
9. Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:  


Untangling the Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of 
Governmental Studies Research Brief (May 2016).   
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316
.pdf 


 
10. Lei Ding, Jackelyn Hwang, Eileen Divringi, “Gentrification and Residential Mobility in 


Philadelphia,” Discussion Paper: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, (September 
2016).  
https://www.philadelphiafed.org//media/communitydevelopment/publications/discuss
ion-papers/discussion-paper_gentrification-and-residential-mobility.pdf?la=en  


 
11. Derek Hyra, “Commentary: Causes and Consequences of Gentrification and the 


Future of Equitable Development Policy,” Cityscape, Volume 18, Number 3, Office of 
Policy Development and Research, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, pp. 169-177 (November 2016).  
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol18num3/index.html  
 


12. Sue Easton, Loretta Lees, Phil Hubbard, and Nicholas Tate, “Measuring and mapping 
displacement: The problem of quantification in the battle against gentrification,” 
Urban Studies, 2020 Vol. 57(2) 286-306. 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0042098019851953 
 


As noted, there are many other studies and articles that analyze gentrification and 
displacement, and seek to find a relationship between the two phenomena. A number of these 
other studies were reviewed, including materials more recent than some of those citied, but 
they were not found to advance the thinking or the research findings of the resources reflected 
in this document. The cited articles, with summary reviews following, are considered a 
representative sampling of some of these papers and associated commentaries.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The 12 representative articles are summarized below, in order of their publication. In many 
cases, excerpts are provided directly from the studies, as this comprises the most succinct and 
direct method of presenting the study findings. It should be noted that much of the concern in 
the literature regarding gentrification pertains to impacts on lower-income or disadvantaged 
households and/or ethnic minorities, and thus the findings are often presented in this context. 
Accordingly, these findings may not be directly transferable residential districts such as South 
of Market or Downtown, lacking these characteristics. However, in the absence of studies 
conducted more specific to these types of neighborhoods, the following studies provide 
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general insight into what the academic community is finding regarding the relationship 
between gentrification and displacement.   
 
1. Lance Freeman, Columbia University, and Frank Braconi, then Executive Director of 
Citizen Housing and Planning Council, New York City, 2004.  
 
This article is one of the most oft-cited papers in the literature about gentrification and 
displacement. It was authored in 2004 by Lance Freeman, Ph.D., then Assistant Professor in 
the Urban Planning Department of the Graduate School of Architecture, Planning, and 
Preservation at Columbia University, and Frank Braconi, then Executive Director of the Citizen 
Housing and Planning Council in New York City, a nonpartisan policy research organization 
focusing on housing, planning, and economic development issues in city, state, and federal 
politics.  
 
This paper presents findings on a study of gentrification and displacement in New York City in 
the 1990s. Freeman and Braconi conducted the study to advance the research findings on the 
relationship between residential displacement and gentrification, citing various results from 
prior studies with disparate and inconclusive findings regarding the relationship between the 
two phenomena. Using New York City as their subject, Freeman and Braconi set out to study 
the following: 
 


“To discern how gentrification is related to displacement, we examined the 
relationship between residence in a gentrifying neighborhood and residential mobility 
among disadvantaged households. If gentrification increases displacement, all other 
things being equal, we should observe higher mobility rates among disadvantaged 
households residing in gentrifying neighborhoods than among those residing 
elsewhere in the city.”71 
 


The statistical analysis completed by Freeman and Braconi included many variables on 
housing and demographic characteristics, as well as neighborhood classifications. There are 
many findings from this study, with some particularly germane to San Francisco, given the 
market presence of rent control, in both New York City and San Francisco. Some of the 
verbatim findings of the study, are as follows: 
 


• “Rent stabilization is by far the more common form of rent regulation in New York 
City. Our results indicate that poor tenants in such units are insignificantly less likely to 
exit than those in unregulated units. Rent stabilization does appear, however, to 
substantially reduce the odds that a less-educated household will move from their 
dwelling unit during any given time period. ….. We also tested in our regressions a 
variable interacting residence in a rent-regulated unit and in a gentrifying area and 
found that it was not significant. This indicates that while rent regulation tends to 
decrease tenant mobility, it does not do so more in gentrifying areas than in others.”72 
 


 
71 Lance Freeman and Frank Braconi, “Gentrification and Displacement: New York City in the 
1990s”, American Planning Association. Journal of the American Planning Association, Winter 
2004, page 42. 
72 Ibid, page 45. 







 


 


 


• “We found that increases in rent are indeed related to the probability of a household 
moving. But as was the case with the seven gentrifying neighborhoods, these increases 
were associated with a lower probability of moving rather than a higher one.”73 
 


• “Gentrification has typically been depicted as a process of higher socioeconomic 
households displacing disadvantaged households. Indeed, some have defined 
gentrification as this type of displacement… The assumption behind this view is that 
displacement is the principal mechanism through which gentrification changes the 
socioeconomic character of a neighborhood. The results presented here, …., suggest 
that a rethinking of the gentrification process is in order. Insofar as many of the other 
reasons people change residence (marriage or divorce, change of job, want a bigger 
unit, want to own, etc.) would not be expected to diminish as their neighborhood 
gentrifies, the reduced mobility rates we find in gentrifying neighborhoods are 
inconsistent with a process dependent on the massive displacement of disadvantaged 
residents. Rather, demographic change appears to occur primarily through normal 
housing succession and may even be slowed by a below-normal rate of exit by existing 
residents.”74  
 


There are other findings of this and subsequent studies on gentrification by Freeman. Some of 
these findings are included in the summaries below of other studies, many of which include 
literature reviews. However, in their conclusion, Freeman and Braconi state the following: 
 


“Our analysis indicates that rather than speeding up the departure of low-income 
residents through displacement, neighborhood gentrification in New York City was 
actually associated with a lower propensity of disadvantaged households to move. 
These findings suggest that normal housing succession is the primary channel through 
which neighborhood change occurs. Indeed, housing turnover may actually be slowed 
by the reduced mobility rates of lower-income and less-educated households. The 
most plausible explanation for this surprising finding is that gentrification brings with it 
neighborhood improvements that are valued by disadvantaged households, and they 
consequently make greater efforts to remain in their dwelling units, even if the 
proportion of their income devoted to rent rises.”75 


 
2. Terra McKinnish, University of Colorado at Boulder: Randall Walsh, University 
of Colorado at Boulder; and Kirk White, Duke University, 2008 
 
In May 2008, three academics prepared a working paper for the National Bureau of 
Economic Research. These academics include Terra McKinnish, Ph.D., Professor of Economics 
at the University of Colorado at Boulder, Randall Walsh, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of 
Economics at the University of Colorado at Boulder (now Associate Professor of Economics at 
University of Pittsburgh, Department of Economics), and Kirk White, Ph.D., now Economist in 
the Business Economic Research Group, Center for Economic Studies (formerly of the USDA 
and US Census Bureau).  
 
This paper uses confidential Census data, specifically the 1990 and 2000 Census Long Form 
data, to study the demographic processes underlying the gentrification of low-income urban 
neighborhoods during the 1990's. In contrast to previous studies, the analysis is conducted at 


 
73 Ibid, page 48. 
74 Ibid. 
75 Ibid, page 51. 







 


 


 


the more refined census-tract level with a narrower definition of gentrification and more 
closely matched comparison neighborhoods. The analysis is also richly disaggregated by 
demographic characteristic, uncovering differential patterns by race, education, age, and 
family structure that would not have emerged in the more aggregate analysis in previous 
studies. The areas included in the study were the 72 Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas in the United States with populations of at least 500,000 in 1990, and thus includes a 
national sample.  
 
The results provide no evidence of disproportionate displacement of low-education or minority 
householders in gentrifying neighborhoods.76 But the study did find evidence that gentrifying 
neighborhoods disproportionately retain black householders with a high school degree. More 
specifically, “The bulk of the increase in average family income in gentrifying neighborhoods 
is attributed to black high school graduates and white college graduates. The disproportionate 
retention and income gains of the former and the disproportionate in-migration of the latter are 
distinguishing characteristics of gentrifying U.S. urban neighborhoods in the 1990's.”77  
 
This paper also included a literature review, with the authors citing that the literature most related 
to their study is that pertaining to the link between gentrification and out-migration in low-income 
neighborhoods. For this purpose, they review three specific studies, pertaining to 2002 analysis of 
Boston by Vigdor, a 2004 study by Freeman and Braconi in New York City, and a 2005 analysis 
by Freeman of a sample of U.S. neighborhoods. Of the Vigdor study, the authors state “He finds 
no evidence that low-income households are more likely to exist the current housing unit if they are 
located in a gentrifying zone.”78 Of the Freeman and Braconi study they cite that “Identifying seven 
neighborhoods in Manhattan and Brooklyn that gentrified during the 90’s, they find that low-
income households in the gentrifying neighborhoods were less likely to move than low-income 
households in non-gentrifying neighborhoods.”79 Finally, of the 2005 Freeman study, which 
extended the preceding work to a sample of U.S. neighborhoods, and thus required a broader 
definition of gentrification for study purposes, they state “He gain finds little evidence that 
gentrification is associated with displacement of low-income households.”80 Thus, in conclusion 
regarding this portion of their literature review, the authors cite the following: “This literature 
investigates whether there is empirical evidence to support the widely held belief that gentrification 
causes the displacement of low-income minorities from their neighborhoods. The most recent 
studies, although constrained by data limitations, find little evidence of displacement.”81  
 
3. Ingrid Gould Ellen and Katherine M. O’Regan, NYU, Wagner Graduate School 
and Furman Center, 2011 
 
In March 2011 Ingrid Gould Ellen, Ph.D., and Katherine M. O’Regan, Ph.D., published an 
article on gentrification and displacement in the journal Regional Science and Urban 
Economics. At the time, Ellen was the Paulette Goddard Professor of Urban Policy and 
Planning and Director of the Urban Planning Program, NYU and O’Regan was Professor of 
Public Policy and Planning at NYU’s Wagner Graduate School of Public Service (Regan is now 
Assistant Secretary for Policy Development and Research at the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development). The research in this paper was conducted while the authors were Special 


 
76 Terra McKinnish, Randall Walsh, Kirk White. “Who Gentrifies Low-Income Neighborhoods?” 
National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper 1403, May 2008, page 3. 
77 Ibid, page 2. 
78 Ibid, page 4. 
79 Ibid. 
80 Ibid, page 5. 
81 Ibid, page 4. 







 


 


 


Sworn Status researchers of the U.S. Census Bureau at the New York Census Research Data 
Center. 
 
The purpose of this paper was to examine whether the economic gains experienced by low-
income neighborhoods in the 1990s followed patterns of classic gentrification, i.e., through the 
in-migration of higher income white, households, and out migration (or displacement) of the 
original lower income, usually minority residents, spurring racial transition in the process.82 An 
abstract of this paper, published on-line, cites the following summary finding: 


 
“Using the internal Census version of the American Housing Survey, we find no 
evidence of heightened displacement, even among the most vulnerable, original 
residents. While the entrance of higher income homeowners was an important source 
of income gains, so too was the selective exit of lower income homeowners. Original 
residents also experienced differential gains in income and reported greater increases 
in their satisfaction with their neighborhood than found in other low-income 
neighborhoods. Finally, gaining neighborhoods were able to avoid the losses of white 
households that non-gaining low income tracts experienced, and were thereby more 
racially stable rather than less.”  


 
Further, as cited in the study findings, Ellen and O’Regan state: 


“The picture our analyses paint of neighborhood change is one in which original 
residents are much less harmed than is typically assumed. They do not appear to be 
displaced in the course of change, they experience modest gains in income during the 
process, and they are more satisfied with their neighborhoods in the wake of the 
change. To be sure, some individual residents are undoubtedly hurt by neighborhood 
change; but in aggregate, the consequences of neighborhood change — at least as it 
occurred in the 1990s — do not appear to be as dire as many assume.”83 


4. Silva Mathema, Poverty & Race Research Action Council, 2013 
 
In October 2013, while a Research Associate with the Poverty & Race Research Action Council 
in Washington, D.C., Silva Mathema, Ph.D., prepared an updated literature review on 
gentrification, with a focus on the theories and realities of gentrification. Upon reviewing close 
to 30 cited papers on many aspects of gentrification, Mathema provides the following 
summary of recent gentrification research: 
 


“Some studies have found little to no evidence of gentrification-induced displacement 
and laud gentrification for promoting urban revival and development (Betancur 
2011). Using American Housing Survey’s data on residential turnover, Ellen and 
O’Regan (2011) did not find increased displacement of vulnerable original residents 
in neighborhoods that experienced large economic gains during the 1990s. They also 
did not observe any drastic change in racial composition of the neighborhoods in the 
1990s. This finding is significant because gentrification is usually associated with 
exodus of low-income minority residents from transitioning neighborhoods. In fact, 
there was increase in level of neighborhood satisfaction among original residents in 
growing neighborhoods. Similarly, Freeman’s (2009) research suggests that 


 
82 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166046211000044. 
83 See paper excerpt cited in: https://journalistsresource.org/studies/economics/real-
estate/gentrification-urban-displacement-affordable-housing-overview-research-roundup 







 


 


 


gentrification does not impact neighborhood level diversity negatively. Likewise, 
McKinnish (2010), analyzing the census tract data, found no evidence of displacement 
among minority households in gentrifying neighborhoods. In fact, he suggested that 
these diverse neighborhoods were attractive to middle class black families who were 
likely to move into these areas.” 84 
 


Mathema concludes by recognizing that gentrification has received renewed attention 
from policymakers, and states that localities experiencing such transformations will “need 
to be cognizant of the main players, the state of gentrification, and historical and racial 
context of the neighborhood, to be able to design programs that aim to promote social 
justice and equitable development in the gentrifying neighborhoods.”85 
 
5. Harvard Shorenstein Center Project, 2014 
 
In 2014 the Harvard Shorenstein Center Project published an overview and research roundup 
on gentrification, urban displacement, and affordable housing. The roundup includes an 
overall summary of the literature prepared by the Center along with links and synopses of a 
selection of eight studies on gentrification and its effects, a few of which included analysis of 
displacement.   
 
The Center’s overall summary references that the first longitudinal studies quantifying trends in 
gentrification generally found that low-income resident displacement due to gentrification was 
limited. They state the following about Lance Freeman’s 2005 study:  
 


“In 2005, Lance Freeman of Columbia University published an influential nationwide 
study that found that low-income residents of gentrifying urban neighborhoods were 
only slightly more likely to leave than those in non-gentrifying neighborhoods — 1.4% 
versus a 0.9%.”86 
 


They further indicated, however, that in 2008 Freeman indicated that more research was 
needed, and that “The empirical evidence [on gentrification] is surprisingly thin on some 
questions and inconclusive on others.”87 
 
This roundup cites other study findings, such as the following:  
 


• “Recent studies of neighborhood change have examined other effects of gentrification 
on low-income residents. Research published in 2010 and 2011 found evidence that 
gentrification could boost income for low-income residents who remained and also 
raised their level of housing-related satisfaction. 


 
• Even if the proportion of low-income residents displaced by gentrification is low, 


research indicates that the aggregate number displaced can be high and the 
consequences of displacement particularly harmful. A 2006 study estimated that about 


 
84 Silva Mathema, “Gentrification: An updated Literature Review,” Poverty & Race Research Action 
Council, October 2013, page 3.  
85 Ibid, page 5. 
86 Harvard University, Kennedy School of Government, Shorenstein Center on Media Politics 
and Public Policy, “Gentrification, Urban Displacement and Affordable Housing: Overview 
and Research Roundup,” August 2014. 
87 Ibid. 







 


 


 


10,000 households were displaced by gentrification each year in New York City. 
Follow-up interviews found that among those displaced, many ended up living in 
overcrowded apartments, shelters or even became homeless.”88 


 
These somewhat contrary statements indicate the literature is at odds, with limited definitive 
results. Toward this end, the roundup states:  
 


“The major studies on gentrification share several important limitations: They have not 
consistently examined the fate of displaced low-income residents; they do not look at 
the effects of gentrification over multiple decades; and most use data from the 1980s 
and 1990s — preceding major increases in rental prices throughout the 2000s and 
before the Great Recession. There is also no consensus on how to measure 
gentrification, so existing studies may be missing important demographic transitions in 
U.S. neighborhoods.”89  


 
6. Joseph Cortwright, City Commentary, cityobservatory.org, 2015 
 
Economic Analyst Joseph Cortright, President and Principal Economist of Impressa, a 
Portland-based consulting firm specializing in metropolitan economies, knowledge-based 
industries, and education policy, recently authored an on-line commentary addressing the 
confusion between gentrification and displacement. This commentary was in response to a 
series on gentrification published by Governing  Magazine in February 2015.  
 
In his commentary, Cortright states that: 
 


“There’s precious little evidence that there has been, in the aggregate, any 
displacement of the poor from the neighborhoods Governing flags as “gentrifying.” If 
there were displacement, you’d expect the number of poor people in these 
neighborhoods to be declining. In fact, nationally, there are more poor people living 
in the neighborhoods that they identify as “gentrifying” in 2013 than there were in 
2000. Governing’s gentrifying neighborhoods have gained poor AND nonpoor 
residents according to Census data. And even after “gentrifying,” these 
neighborhoods still have higher poverty rates, on average, than the national average. 
 
Careful academic studies of gentrifying neighborhoods, by Columbia’s Lance 
Freeman and the University of Colorado’s Terra McKinnish, show that improving 
neighborhoods actually do a better job of hanging on to previous poor and minority 
residents than poor neighborhoods that don’t improve. The University of Washington’s 
Jacob Vigdor has estimated that even when rents go up, existing residents generally 
attach a value to neighborhood improvements that more than compensates for the 
higher costs.” 90 
 


Cortright further addresses other study findings, pertaining to poverty and gentrification, but 
these are separate from the discussion regarding the relationship between displacement and 
gentrification.  
 


 
88 Ibid. 
89 Ibid. 
90 Joe Cortright, “How Governing got it wrong: The problem with confusing gentrification and 
displacement,” Cityobservatory.org Commentary, June 2, 2015. 







 


 


 


7. Richard Florida, Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto, and 
Global Research Professor at New York University, 2015  
 
Richard Florida, Ph.D., Professor of Business and Creativity, Rotman School of Management, 
University of Toronto, authored a commentary on gentrification and displacement in 2015 in 
CityLab, an on-line publication of The Atlantic Magazine. This commentary pertains to an 
August 2015  review of gentrification, displacement, and the role of public investment, 
published by the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, and authored by academics from UC 
Berkeley and UCLA, but also includes summaries of other study findings regarding 
gentrification and displacement. Florida begins by citing some of the findings of Lance 
Freeman of Columbia University, including the first study cited in this section. Florida states the 
following about Freeman’s work: 
 


“Perhaps the foremost student of gentrification and displacement is Lance Freeman of 
Columbia University. His 2004 study with Frank Braconi found that poor households 
in gentrifying neighborhoods of New York City were less likely to move than poor 
households in non-gentrifying neighborhoods. This of course may have to do with the 
fact that there are less poor households in gentrifying neighborhoods to begin with. 
Still, the authors concluded that “a neighborhood could go from a 30% poverty 
population to 12% in as few as 10 years without any displacement whatsoever.” In a 
subsequent 2005 study, Freeman found that the probability that a household would 
be displaced in a gentrifying neighborhood was a mere 1.3 percent. A follow-up 
2007 study, again with Braconi, examined apartment turnover in New York City 
neighborhoods and found that the probability of displacement declined as the rate of 
rent inflation increased in a neighborhood. Disadvantaged households in gentrifying 
neighborhoods were actually 15 percent less likely to move than those in non-
gentrifying households. 
 
And, in a 2009 study, Freeman found that gentrifying neighborhoods are becoming 
more racially diverse by tracking neighborhood change from 1970-2000 (although he 
does note that cities overall are becoming more diverse as well). Freeman also 
discovered that changes in educational diversity were the same for both gentrifying 
and non-gentrifying areas. Ultimately, while some residents were displaced from 
1970-2000, gentrifying neighborhoods were generally more diverse when it came to 
income, race, and education as opposed to non-gentrifying neighborhoods.” 91  
 


Florida also references findings that suggest gentrification can reduce displacement. 
Specifically, he states: 
 


“Counterintuitively, several studies have even found that gentrification can in some 
cases reduce displacement. Neighborhood improvements like bars, restaurants, 
waterfronts, or extended transit can and sometimes do encourage less advantaged 
households to stay put in the face of gentrification. A 2006 study found that 
displacement accounted for only 6 to 10 percent of all moves in New York City due to 
housing expenses, landlord harassment, or displacement by private action (e.g. condo 
conversion) between 1989 and 2002. A 2011 study concluded that neighborhood 
income gains did not significantly predict household exit rates. What did predict 


 
91 Richard Florida, “The Complicated Link Between Gentrification and Displacement,” Citylab 
(Atlantic Magazine ), September 8, 2015.   







 


 


 


outmigration was age, minority status, selective entry and exit, and renting as opposed 
to buying.”92  


In further discussing study findings, Florida cites that “Indeed, displacement is becoming a 
larger issue in knowledge hubs and superstar cities, where the pressure for urban living is 
accelerating. These particular cities attract new businesses, highly skilled workers, major 
developers, and large corporations, all of which drive up both the demand for and cost of 
housing. As a result, local residents - and neighborhood renters in particular - may feel 
pressured to move to more affordable locations.” This Florida comment followed general 
reference to findings from the Urban Displacement Project at UC Berkeley, which has 
authored many articles about gentrification, and sought to develop indicators that would 
identify census tracts in the Bay Area that are at risk of displacement and/or gentrification. 
In particular, Florida provides a link to a paper written by one of his colleagues, which 
seeks to distill some of the Urban Displacement Project findings (see 
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/08/mapping-gentrification-and-displacement-in-
san-francisco/402559/). The author of this document, Tanvi Misra, who is a CityLab 
colleague of Florida’s, summarizes Karen Chapple of the Urban Displacement Project’s 
findings as follows, demonstrating the complex relationship between gentrification and 
displacement: 


“Displacement can be physical (as building conditions deteriorate) or economic (as 
costs rise). It might push households out, or it might prohibit them from moving in, 
called exclusionary displacement. It can result from reinvestment in the neighborhood 
— planned or actual, private or public — or disinvestment. 


Thus, displacement is often taking place with gentrification nowhere in plain sight. In 
fact, stable neighborhoods at both the upper and lower ends of the income spectrum 
are experiencing displacement.”93 


See a review below regarding some of the findings from the Urban Displacement Project.  


8. University of California, Berkeley, Urban Displacement Project, 2015 
 
The Urban Displacement Project at the University of California at Berkeley is research and 
action initiative of UC Berkeley in collaboration with researchers at UCLA, community based 
organizations, regional planning agencies and the State of California’s Air Resources Board. 
The project aims to understand the nature of gentrification and displacement in the Bay Area 
and Southern California. The studies prepared by this project have spawned a great many 
papers, both by the Urban Displacement Project and by others commenting on its findings 
and analyzing its datasets. This paper, in particular, is an Executive Summary including a 
succinct literature review, summary of case studies, brief comment on anti-displacement policy 
analysis, and summary methodology overview. This paper states that “As regions across 
California plan for and invest in transit oriented development, in part as a response to SB 375 
and the implementation of their Sustainable Communities Strategies, communities are 
increasingly concerned about how new transit investment and related new development will 
affect the lives of existing residents, particularly low-income communities of color.”94 Thus, the 


 
92 Ibid. 
93 See http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/08/mapping-gentrification-and-displacement-in-san-
francisco/402559/). 
94 University of California, Berkeley, “Urban Displacement Project,” December 2015, page 1. 
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Urban Displacement Project “analyzed the relationship between transit investment and 
neighborhood change, identifying factors that place neighborhoods at risk of displacement 
and mapping Bay Area neighborhoods according to levels of risk.”95 
 
The Urban Displacement Project defines gentrification as the influx of capital and higher-
income, higher-educated residents into working-class neighborhoods, and says it has already 
transformed about 10% of Bay Area neighborhoods, with displacement, which can be physical 
or economic, occurring in 48% of Bay Area neighborhoods.96 The Urban Displacement Project 
indicates that displacement, whether physical or economic, may result from disinvestment as 
well as investment, and thus is often taking place in the absence of visible gentrification.  
 
This paper cites several key study findings from the Urban Displacement Project.  
 


• Regionally, there has been a net gain in 94,408 low-income households between 
2000 and 2013. However, there has been a concurrent loss of almost 106,000 
naturally-occurring affordable housing units (where low-income people pay 30% 
or less of their income on rent). 


• More than half of low-income households, all over the nine-county region, live in 
neighborhoods at risk of or already experiencing displacement and gentrification 
pressures.  


• The crisis is not yet half over: More tracts are at risk of displacement in the future 
compared to those already experiencing it (in other words, the number of tracts at 
risk of displacement are 123% higher than the numbers already experiencing it). 


• Still, more than half of neighborhoods in the nine-county Bay Area are quite 
stable, or just becoming poorer. 


• In low-income areas, this is due to a combination of subsidized housing 
production, tenant protections, rent control and strong community organizing. 


• Displacement extends far beyond gentrifying neighborhoods: The Bay Area’s 
affluent neighborhoods have lost slightly more low-income households than have 
more inexpensive neighborhoods – a story of exclusion. 


• We are losing “naturally occurring” affordable housing in neighborhoods often 
more quickly than we can build new housing. 


• There is no clear relationship or correlation between building new housing and 
keeping housing affordable in a particular neighborhood.97 


 
Notably, this paper identifies “exclusionary displacement” as what occurs when households 
are prohibited from moving in.  
 
Beyond these key findings, this Executive Summary includes a summary literature review. This 
literature review does not shed much light on the question of displacement’s relationship to 
gentrification, other than citing that despite analytic challenges in measuring displacement, 
“most studies agree that gentrification at a minimum leads to exclusionary displacement and 
may push out some renters as well.”98 However, this paper provides a few comments on case 
studies performed for nine Bay Area neighborhoods, and presents these additional findings 
(among others): 
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98 Ibid, page 3. 







 


 


 


• Gentrification may not precede displacement. Gentrification is often assumed to 
be a precursor to residential displacement, yet in many of our cases we found that 
displacement precedes gentrification and that the two processes are often 
occurring simultaneously. 


 
• Gentrification and displacement are regional. Although gentrification and 


displacement are often seen as a neighborhood or local phenomenon, our cases 
show that they are inherently linked to shifts in the regional housing and job 
market. 


 
• Despite continued pressures and much anxiety, many neighborhoods that 


expected to be at risk of displacement — such as East Palo Alto, Marin City and 
San Francisco’s Chinatown — have been surprisingly stable, at least until 2013, 
the most recent year with available data. This is likely due to a combination of 
subsidized housing production, tenant protections, rent control and strong 
community organizing. 


 
• Policy, planning and organizing can stabilize neighborhoods. Many of the cases 


have shown remarkable stability, largely due to strengths of local housing policy, 
community organizing, tenant protections and planning techniques. 


 
This Executive Summary concludes with the following statement: “Even though many Bay Area 
neighborhoods are at risk of displacement or exclusion, such change is not inevitable. 
Subsidized housing and tenant protections such as rent control and just-cause eviction 
ordinances are effective tools for stabilizing communities, yet the regional nature of the 
housing and jobs markets has managed to render some local solutions ineffective.”99 
 
9. Miriam Zuk and Karen Chapple, University of California, Berkeley, Institute of 
Governmental Studies, 2016  
 
This research brief provides a summary of research into the relationship between housing 
production, filtering, and displacement based on analysis of an extensive dataset for the San 
Francisco Bay Area developed by the Urban Displacement Project at UC Berkeley. It was 
prepared by Zuk, Ph.D., Director and Senior Researcher, and Chapple, Ph.D., Professor of 
City and Regional Planning, both with the Center for Community Innovation at UC Berkeley’s 
Institute of Governmental Studies. The study’s findings regarding the impacts of market rate 
housing production on housing costs are discussed in a separate chapter in this report (see 
Chapter V. Housing Production Impacts on Housing Costs). However, the findings in this 
article also have relevancy to the question of the relationship between gentrification and 
displacement.  
 
To the extent that new housing development can be construed as gentrification, the summary 
findings of this study are as follows: 
 


• “At the regional level, both market-rate and subsidized housing reduce displacement 
pressures, but subsidized housing has over double the impact of market-rate units.  
 


• Market-rate production is associated with higher housing cost burden for low-income 
households, but lower median rents in subsequent decades.  


 
99 Ibid, page 4. 







 


 


 


 
• At the local, block group level in San Francisco, neither market-rate nor subsidized 


housing production has the protective power they do at the regional scale, likely due 
to the extreme mismatch between demand and supply. Although more detailed 
analysis is needed to clarify the complex relationship between development, 
affordability, and displacement at the local scale, this research implies the importance 
of not only increasing production of subsidized and market-rate housing in 
California’s coastal communities, but also investing in the preservation of housing 
affordability and stabilizing vulnerable communities.”100  


 
In brief, this study appears to conclude that at the local level in San Francisco, the relationship 
between gentrification and displacement is indeterminate, and deserving of additional 
analysis to best probe the relationship.  
 
10. Lei Ding, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, Jackelyn Hwang, Princeton 
University, and Eileen Divringi, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, 2016 
 
This academic paper was prepared for the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia in September 
2016 by the following authors: Lei Ding, Ph.D., Community Development Economic Advisor, 
Community Development Studies & Education Department of the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Philadelphia; Jackelyn Hwang, Ph.D., Postdoctoral Research Fellow at Princeton University 
(forthcoming Assistant Professor of Sociology at Stanford University, September 2017); and 
Eileen Divringi, Community Development Research Analyst in the CDS&E Department of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia.  
 
This paper also includes an extensive literature review section, with a topic specifically focused 
on gentrification and residential displacement, siting that residential displacement has been a 
central point of contention surrounding gentrification. In framing the review, the authors state:  
 


“As neighborhoods gentrify and new residents of a higher socioeconomic status 
relative to incumbent residents move in and housing values and rents rise, housing 
and living costs may lead less advantaged incumbent residents to move out of the 
neighborhood against their will. Most existing studies on the population composition 
of gentrifying neighborhoods find that demographic changes take place at the 
aggregate neighborhood level. This implies that long-term, less advantaged residents 
are indeed moving out of the neighborhood. Further, anecdotal accounts show that 
residents move out of gentrifying neighborhoods by choice or through eviction as 
landlords increase rents, property taxes increase as local home values and rents rise, 
or because developers offer existing residents relatively large cash sums and then 
renovate the properties for larger profits (Newman and Wyly, 2006; Freeman, 2005). 
Few studies, however, have examined the moves of individual residents in gentrifying 
neighborhoods to support this.”101  


 
The authors then proceed to review approximately ten studies exploring different aspects of 
the issue, many of which were cited by other authors reviewed above, as well as in this current 


 
100 Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:  Untangling the 
Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies Research Brief 
May 2016, page 1. 
101 Lei Ding, Jackelyn Hwang, Eileen Divringi, “Gentrification and Residential Mobility in 
Philadelphia,” Discussion Paper: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, September 2016, page 3. 







 


 


 


analysis. While each study has its strengths and weaknesses, and unique data constraints, the 
authors conclude this literature review by stating:  


 
“Overall, existing studies generally do not find evidence of elevated rates of mobility 
among less advantaged residents compared with similar residents in low-income 
neighborhoods that do not gentrify. The findings suggest that residential moves from 
gentrifying neighborhoods reflect normal rates of housing turnover among less 
advantaged residents and that the neighborhood-level demographic changes are 
largely due to the in-migration of high socioeconomic status residents.” 
 


Some of the perceived weaknesses in these studies, or alternate explanations for not detecting 
higher mobility rates, are among the reasons the authors conducted their study, examining 
residential mobility in Philadelphia from 2002 – 2014. As noted by the authors in the study 
conclusions: 


 
“This case study of Philadelphia leverages a unique data set to shed light on the 
heterogeneous consequences of gentrification on residential mobility patterns. Our 
findings contribute to debates on gentrification and displacement by uncovering 
important nuances of residential mobility associated with the destinations of movers, 
vulnerable subpopulations, the pace of gentrification, and economic cycles. Previous 
studies have not explored these important dimensions of gentrification nor have they 
examined these patterns as gentrification has grown and expanded relative to its past 
since the late 1990s. 


 
We find that gentrifying neighborhoods in Philadelphia, especially those in the more 
advanced stages of gentrification, have higher mobility rates on average compared 
with nongentrifying neighborhoods, but these movers are more likely to be financially 
healthier residents moving to higher-quality neighborhoods. Consistent with other 
recent studies of mobility and gentrification (Ellen and O’Regan, 2011; Freeman, 
2005; McKinnish et al., 2010), we generally do not find that more vulnerable 
residents in gentrifying neighborhoods have elevated rates of mobility. As discussed 
earlier, Philadelphia has a number of distinct features that may mitigate the pace of 
residential displacement, such as its high vacancy rates and property tax assessment 
practices. It is also possible that displacement among vulnerable residents has not yet 
occurred during the study period or could be better observed when more 
comprehensive data are available. The slightly higher mobility rates among low-score 
residents in neighborhoods already in the more advanced stages of gentrification lend 
support for this. It is also possible that we do not observe displacement occurring 
within census tracts, but, if this is the case, localized moves, though still costly, among 
vulnerable residents in gentrifying census tracts may have less negative consequences 
for these residents who would still be proximate to the increased amenities that come 
with gentrification (McKinnish et al., 2010).  
 
When more vulnerable residents move from gentrifying neighborhoods, however, they 
are more likely than their counterparts in nongentrifying neighborhoods to move to 
neighborhoods with lower incomes than the neighborhoods from where they move. 
These results suggest that gentrification redistributes less advantaged residents into 
less advantaged neighborhoods, contributing to the persistence of neighborhood 
disadvantage. Therefore, even though we do not observe higher mobility rates among 







 


 


 


these groups, the results still demonstrate that gentrification can have negative 
residential consequences for these subpopulations.” 102 


 
11. Derek Hyra, American University, 2016 
 
In this paper published in November 2016, Hyra, Ph.D., an Associate Professor in the 
Department of Public Administration and Policy at American University, cites that the causes 
and consequences of gentrification, e.g., an influx of upper-income people to low-income 
areas, are complex and multilayered.103 He further states that perhaps the most controversial 
gentrification topic is its residential displacement consequences.104 However, he cites that 
there is near empirical consensus that “mobility rates among low-income people are 
equivalent in gentrifying versus more stable low-income neighborhoods.”105 In supporting this 
statement he cites no less than six studies conducted between 2004 and 2015 (several of 
which are also cited herein). Hyra believes this should not be interpreted as evidence 
gentrification is not related to a shrinking supply of affordable housing units, but rather that 
low-income people tend to move at a high rate from all neighborhood types. While Hyra 
believes understanding the relationship between gentrification and residential displacement is 
critical, he believes other important gentrification consequences exist, and he spends the 
balance of his short paper on exploring other potential consequences, such as political and 
cultural displacement, and discussing potential future research questions. These research 
questions and investigations include exploring the role of race in supply and demand-side 
gentrification explanations, as well as future investigations and governmental policy reforms to 
increase the changes that low- and moderate-income people benefit from the process of 
gentrification, such as providing affordable housing opportunities and supporting community-
led organizations.106 
 
12. Sue East, Loretta Lees, Phil Hubbard, and Nicholas Tate, University of 
Leicester, UK and King’s College London, UK, 2020 
 
This paper published in the Journal Urban Studies serves as yet another study that surveys the 
literature on the effects of residential gentrification and displacement. As such, this paper does 
not add to the academic knowledge base regarding methods of measuring or defining 
displacement or identifying instances of or causes of gentrification. The article examines a 
range of the existing empirical research that has attempted to quantify displacement and 
seeks to review the quantitative methodologies used to measure the extent of gentrification-
induced displacement. In the course of the study, the paper also discusses how various 
researchers identify neighborhoods that have experienced gentrification, developed means to 
identify displacement, including gentrification-induced displacement, and discussed data 
limitations, especially given the limitations of governmental data sources and their lack of 
generation with a frequency suitable to support optimal research on displacement. One of the 
paper’s conclusions is that the question of quantifying displacement “has long vexed 


 
102 Ibid, pages 42 and 43.  
103 Derek Hyra, “Commentary: Causes and Consequences of Gentrification and the Future of 
Equitable Development Policy,” November 2016, page 170. 
104 Ibid, page 171. 
105 Ibid. 
106 Ibid, page 173. 







 


 


 


gentrification researchers.”107 The authors proceed to say that while gentrification-induced 
displacement has been recognized as a phenomenon for decades, progress in its 
quantification has been very slow, in part due to the difficulty in identifying neighborhoods 
undergoing gentrification as well as the difficulty in tracking individuals who have been 
displaced. Until such data are more readily available, through space and across time, the 
authors argue, the extent of residential gentrification-induced displacement will remain largely 
unrecorded and invisible. However, the authors conclude by stating that while the quantitative 
study of displacement remains difficult, if more novel data sources become available as well 
as emergent methods involving the processing of larger amounts of micro data and GIS data, 
“patterns and processes of displacement can be inferred through existing data sources, as well 
as data generated from those who themselves have experienced displacement.”108 In more 
simplistic words, this paper suggests that research to advance the literature on population 
displacement in the context of gentrification is confounded by limitations and complications in 
existing methods in measuring displacement. 


 
107 Sue Easton, Loretta Lees, Phil Hubbard, and Nicholas Tate, “Measuring and mapping 
displacement: The problem of quantification in the battle against gentrification,” Urban 
Studies, 2020 Vol. 57(2) 286-306, page 299. 
108 Ibid, page 286. 







 


 


 


APPENDIX E: NOTES ON SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING PRODUCTION TIME 
SERIES DATA  


 
 
A consistent and thorough source of a time series of housing production data includes the City 
of San Francisco Housing Inventory reports, prepared by the San Francisco Planning 
Department on an annual basis. These reports track net unit production by neighborhood, 
with the potential to create a time series of data extending back more than a decade. There 
are yet other sources of data regarding San Francisco’s residential inventory, including the 
American Community Survey, an annual publication of the U.S. Census Bureau, which 
samples annual trend data and presents estimated data points, such as the number of 
occupied rental units in San Francisco by census tract, which can then be aggregated into 
neighborhoods, or approximations thereof. The American Community Survey samples data 
and then presents information annually; however, the annual data most resemble a running 
average, with each year’s data presentation comprising an average of the cited year and 
several prior years. Thus, the data are more of an amalgamation than an annual accounting, 
and as referenced, are based on sampling rather than a more comprehensive census, which 
still only occurs every 10 years, with the last one with results reported occurring in 2010, as 
the 2020 census is currently in process. 
 
There are also several sources of information on apartment rents. In addition to estimating 
occupied rental units, the American Community Survey also presents information on median 
rent by census tract as well as the number of units available for rent within select rental price 
bands, such as $0 - $499, $500-$999, $1,000-$1,499, $1,500- $1,999, and $2,000+. The 
rent range band tops out at $2,000+, thus there is no way to generate an estimated average 
rent without developing an assumption regarding the average unit rent in the $2,000+ range. 
Another, less localized source includes the City of San Francisco annual Housing Inventory 
reports, which include a time series of data regarding average rents for two-bedroom 
apartments in San Francisco, with some Bay Area comparison. Similar data are included on 
average prices for 2-bedroom homes in San Francisco and the Bay Area. In addition, data 
information companies such as RealAnswers track apartment rents over time, with 
RealAnswers in particular providing a reliable time series of average rents by unit type and all 
units. However, this data source is not comprehensive, as it focuses on larger, investment 
grade properties, with a minimum 50-unit count, and this resource ceased operation after 
2016. Other sources also provide a time series of data, but do not track the same set of 
housing units over time, and thus provide informative, but potentially less reliable findings.  
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June 15, 2021 
 
 
 
Tyler Kepler 
Build, Inc. 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Tyler: 
 
In evaluating the financeability of the Proposed Project and the No Parking Alternative (Alternative C), it is JLL’s 
professional opinion that capitalizing a project in San Francisco becomes a much more difficult exercise when 
that project has no off-street parking.  Lenders and equity investors will generally choose to finance in a way that 
provides for a significant margin of safety and part of that margin of safety is created by appealing to the widest 
possible universe of potential tenants/residents.   
 
Even in such transit rich sites as 469 Stevenson, having the flexibility to provide parking to residents gives lenders 
and investors comfort that the project will be able to appeal to non-car owners as well as car owners (which still 
make up a significant proportion of San Francisco’s population).  In order to understand local markets and which 
developments to support, lenders in particular use a group of advisors and/or an appraisal firm which then makes 
a determination of a project’s financial viability, taking into account a number of factors, including the availability 
of off-street parking in the development.  
 
Because of this, most lenders and many equity investors will not finance a building in which parking is completely 
absent, and thus, the development is considered to have lost a competitive edge in the housing market.  These 
factors always lead us to recommend to project sponsors that a residential project have off-street parking in order 
to facilitate its capitalization.   
 
We have included a summary of JLL’s qualifications in Exhibit A. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
Jones Lang LaSalle Americas, Inc., a Maryland corporation 
 
 
 
 
 
By:                                           


Chris Gandy                                      
 Managing Director                                         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  







 
Exhibit A 


 
Jones Lang LaSalle Equity Placement Overview 


 
JLL is a leading professional services firm that specializes in real estate and investment management. We shape 
the future of real estate for a better world by using the most advanced technology to create rewarding 
opportunities, amazing spaces and sustainable real estate solutions for our clients, our people and our 
communities. JLL is a Fortune 500 company with annual revenue of $16.6 billion, operations in over 80 countries 
and a global workforce of approximately 91,000 as of December 31, 2020. We provide services for a broad range 
of clients who represent a wide variety of industries and are based in markets throughout the world. Our clients 
vary greatly in size and include for-profit and not-for-profit entities, public-private partnerships and governmental 
("public sector") entities looking to outsource real estate services. Through LaSalle Investment Management, we 
invest for clients on a global basis in both private assets and publicly traded real estate securities. 
 
Specific Joint Venture Equity Qualifications: 


• JLL is a proxy for the market pricing approximately 200 joint ventures at any one time 
• In 2020, JLL completed over 140 equity transactions totaling approximately $5.7 billion in equity volume 
• Since 2011, JLL has closed over 1,200 equity transactions and raised approximately $46 billion of equity 
• The equity placement market is highly fragmented 
• Since 2011, JLL has arranged equity transactions with over 350 capital sources in over 850 joint ventures 
• Since 2011, JLL has arranged transactions with over 130 capital sources in over 300 structured finance 


transactions 
• JLL has recently completed multiple joint ventures for the development of and third-party sales of Class 


A multifamily buildings in San Francisco and the greater Bay Area 
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**We have moved.  Our new address is 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor San Francisco, CA 94108 
 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged and/or confidential information only for use by the
intended recipients.  Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you may not use, copy, disclose,
or distribute this message (or any information contained in or attached to it) to anyone.  You may be subject to civil action and/or criminal
penalties for violation of this restriction.  If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the
transmission.  Thank you.

 
 
Smokeball Reference: a2361f01-b4ef-5bae-b35a-70e38c9f6712/6670c503-5f71-40ef-834b-1fb9a82fa3bf.



 
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: 2525 Van Ness (2016-002728CUA-02) July 29, 2021 Hearing Item No. 14
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:52:13 AM
Attachments: Draft Motion - 2525 Van Ness Ave REDLINE.docx

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Peter Ziblatt <peter@pelosilawgroup.com>
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 at 5:01 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "May, Christopher (CPC)"
<christopher.may@sfgov.org>, Alexis Pelosi <alexis@pelosilawgroup.com>,
"eduardo@marchcapitalfund.com" <eduardo@marchcapitalfund.com>
Subject: 2525 Van Ness (2016-002728CUA-02) July 29, 2021 Hearing Item No. 14
 

 

Commissioners,
 
Please find attached an alternative Draft Motion and Findings for your review should the
Commission decide to approve the requested Conditional Use Authorization at the July 29, 2021
hearing on the above referenced matter for 2525 Van Ness Avenue.   We wanted to provide this
Draft Motion and Findings for your convenience.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Peter F. Ziblatt
Of Counsel
(415) 273-9670 ex. 2  (o)
(415) 465-9196 (c)
peter@pelosilawgroup.com
www.pelosilawgroup.com
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Draft Motion 		RECORD NO. 2016-002728CUA-02

July 29, 2021		2525 Van Ness Avenue



Planning Commission Draft Motion

HEARING DATE: JULY 29, 2021



Record No.:	2016-002728CUA-02

Project Address:	2525 VAN NESS AVENUE

Zoning:	RC-3 (Residential-Commercial, Medium Density) Zoning District

	65-A Height and Bulk District

	Van Ness Avenue Area Plan

Block/Lot:	0527/004

Project Sponsor:	Eduardo Sagues

	3456 Sacramento Street

	San Francisco, CA 94118

Property Owner:	Boubouffe, LLC

	San Francisco, CA 94118

Staff Contact:	Christopher May – (628) 562-7359

	christopher.may@sfgov.org 





ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE DISAPPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 151.1, 209.3 AND 303 TO INCREASE THE RESIDENTIAL PARKING RATIO FROM 0.5 OR 14 SPACES AS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION (MOTION NO. 20176) TO 0.75 OR 21 RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPACES OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES, LOCATED AT 2525 VAN NESS AVENUE, LOT 004 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 0527, WITHIN THE RC-3 (RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, MEDIUM DENSITY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 65-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.






PREAMBLE

On May 3, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) approved Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2016-002728CUA proposing to construct a new seven-story, 65-ft tall residential building with 28 dwelling units, up to 2,000 square feet of ground floor retail space and 14 off-street parking spaces at 2525 Van Ness Avenue, Block 0527, Lot 004 (hereinafter “Project Site”).



On March 6, 2020, Eduardo Sagues of Boubouffe, LLC (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") submitted a building permit application (BPA No. 2020.0306.6413) to revise the previously approved permit (BPA No. 2017.1227.7456) proposing additional excavation within the rear yard to accommodate “tenant storage”. This permit was approved and issued on March 1, 2021. 



Four weeks later, on March 29, 2021, the Project Sponsor filed Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2016-002728CUA-02 (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) proposing the conversion of this space into seven (7) additional residential off-street parking spaces which would increase the residential parking ratio from 0.5 or 14 spaces as previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) to 0.75 or 21 residential parking spaces (hereinafter “Project”) at the Project Site.



On July 29, 2021, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2016-002728CUA-02.



The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2014-000601ENX is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California.



The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other interested parties.



MOVED, that the Commission hereby disapproves the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 2016-002728CUA-02, based on the following findings:






FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:



1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Project Description. The Project seeks to increase the residential parking ratio from 0.5 or 14 spaces as previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) to 0.75 or 21 residential parking spaces off-street parking spaces. The approved project included the demolition of the existing 24-foot tall, two-story, 9,980 square-foot commercial building and new construction of a 65-foot tall, seven-story, 70,080 square foot building containing 28 dwelling units (24 two-bedroom units and 4 one-bedroom units), up to 2,000 square feet of ground floor retail space, 28 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 14 off-street below grade parking spaces. The unit mix was subsequently revised after the Planning Commission approval to include 6 three-bedroom units, 20 two-bedroom units and 2 one-bedroom units.

On March 6, 2020, the project sponsor submitted a building permit application to revise the previously-approved permit proposing additional excavation within the rear yard to accommodate “tenant storage”. This permit was approved and issued on March 1, 2021.  Four weeks later, the project sponsor submitted Application No. 2016-002728CUA-02 proposing the conversion of this space into seven (7) additional residential off-street parking spaces.  

3. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located at the west side of Van Ness Avenue, between Filbert and Union Streets. The 11,025 square-foot property has 85 feet of frontage on Van Ness Avenue and a lot depth that ranges from 125.17 to 129.9 feet. The site is currently vacant.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located at the center of a seven-block long RC-3 Zoning District that extends north from Broadway to Chestnut Street, and applies only to properties that front onto Van Ness Avenue. Beyond the RC-3 zoned properties fronting on Van Ness Avenue, the surrounding zoning includes lower density RH-3, RM-2 and RM-3 districts, neighborhood commercial districts along Polk, Lombard and Union Streets, and a public use district that captures Fort Mason and Aquatic Park. The surrounding neighborhood character reflects this assemblage of zoning districts and consists of two- to eleven-story buildings that contain a mixture of residential, commercial and institutional uses. More specifically, to the north of the subject property is a six story 27-unit residential building. To the east of the subject property, across Van Ness Avenue is a five-story hotel (d.b.a. da Vinci Villa), and three four-story multi-family residential buildings. South of the subject property are three three-story multi-family buildings, two of which contain ground floor commercial uses. The project site is also located along the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit corridor and is within a quarter mile of nine Muni bus routes, including the 19 - Polk, 28 – 19th Avenue, 30 - Stockton, 30X – Marina Express, 41 - Union, 45 – Union/Stockton, 47 – Van Ness, 49 – Van Ness/Mission and 76X – Marin Headlands Express.

5. Public Outreach and Comments. The Department has received no public comment regarding the proposed project. 

6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151.1 permits a maximum of one off-street parking space for each two dwelling units as of right in the RC-3 Zoning District. Any request for accessory residential parking in excess of what is principally permitted, up to 0.75 spaces per dwelling unit, shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission as a Conditional Use.

The project proposes to add seven (7) accessory off-street parking spaces to the previously approved 14 parking spaces within the development. The Planning Code allows up to 14 accessory off-street parking spaces for residential uses as-of-right, and allows up to seven (7) additional spaces as a Conditional Use. The additional required findings have been summarized in Subsections 7 and 8 below. 



B. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169 and the TDM Program Standards, the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior Planning Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. 



The Project submitted a completed Environmental Evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016. Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program Standards. The previously approved Project was required to achieve a target of 6 points. As currently proposed, the Project is required to achieve 7 points. An updatedThe TDM Plan has been submitted to the Planning Department that proposes to achieve 10 points only 5 points through the following TDM measures:



· Unbundled Parking (Location D)	Comment by edu sagues: Check the TDM Table explained I sent for better understanding on TDM

· Parking Supply (Option B)

· Bicycle Parking (Option BA)

· Bicycle Repair Station

· Fleet of Bicycles

· Delivery Supportive Amenities

· Family TDM – Amenities -1



7. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303(c) establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use Authorization. On balance, the project does not complies y with said criteria in that:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.

The massing and mix of residential and commercial uses of the previously approved building is in keeping with other buildings within the neighborhood. The proposed increase of seven (7) parking spaces is compatible with the neighborhood which has limited street parking and where several adjacent residential buildings have parking at ratios of .75 parking spaces per unit or greater. The addition of parking spaces will reduce competition within the neighborhood for on-street parking which is desirable. in the number of off-street parking spaces, however, is not necessary or desirable in that it encourages private automobile use in an area rich with public transit options and ample opportunities for non-motorized transportation.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, in that: 

(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement of structures;

The height and bulk of the previously approved building will remain the same and will not alter the existing appearance or character of the project vicinity. The proposed additional off-street parking spaces would be accommodated in an area previously designated as tenant storage within the garage space and will not affect the building envelope nor require additional excavation.

(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The additional parking will be provided in horizontal mechanical parking storage spaces within the area to be excavated for the garage and will not changes accessibility or traffic patterns as these spaces will use the same planned curb cut. The additional parking will improve the neighborhood by reducing the number of vehicles circling the block searching for street parking, which reduces vehicle exhaust and noise and minimizes the number of double parked vehicles waiting for street parking. Planning Code does not require any parking for the mix of residential and commercial uses proposed for the site. The proposed increase in the number of off-street parking spaces could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, in that there will be more opportunities for vehicle-pedestrian conflicts where the sidewalk and garage entrance intersect. Further, an increase in automobiles entering and leaving the subject property may interfere with the efficient flow of transit vehicles along the soon-to-be completed Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit route.

(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor;

The proposed increase in the number of off-street parking spaces is not expected to result in any noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor.

(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

Access to the previously approved parking garage is not proposed to be altered.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is consistent , but is inconsistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed in Subsection 9 below.

D. That use or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the stated purpose of the applicable Use District.

The proposed minor increase in the amount of off-street parking is inconsistent  consistent with the stated purposed of the compact, walkable, transit-oriented and mixed-use nature of Residential-Commercial Districts as the parking ratio will increase from .5 parking spaces per unit to .75 parking spaces per unit.that is recognized by having no off-street parking requirements.



8. Accessory Parking Above That Principally Permitted. Planning Code Section 303(u) requires that in granting approval for parking accessory to Residential Uses above that which is principally permitted, the Planning Commission shall make the following affirmative findings. On balance, the project does not comply with said criteria in that:

A. For projects with 50 units or more, all residential accessory parking in excess of 0.5 parking spaces for each Dwelling Unit shall be stored and accessed by mechanical stackers or lifts, valet, or other space-efficient means that allow more space above-ground for housing, maximizes space efficiency, and discourages use of vehicles for commuting or daily errands. The Planning Commission may authorize the request for additional parking notwithstanding that the project sponsor cannot fully satisfy this requirement provided that the project sponsor demonstrates hardship or practical infeasibility (such as for retrofit of existing buildings) in the use of space-efficient parking given the configuration of the parking floors within the building and the number of independently accessible spaces above 0.5 spaces per unit is de minimus and subsequent valet operation or other form of parking space management could not significantly increase the capacity of the parking space above the maximums in Table 151.1.

The previously approved project does not contain 50 units or more.

B. All parking meets the active use and architectural screening requirements in Section 145.1 and the project sponsor is not requesting any exceptions or variances requiring such treatments elsewhere in this Code.

The proposed additional off-street parking spaces meet the active use and architectural screening requirements in Section 145.1 and do not require any exceptions or variances.

C. Demonstration that trips to the use or uses to be served, and the apparent demand for additional parking, cannot be satisfied by the amount of parking classified by this Code as accessory, by transit service which exists or is likely to be provided in the foreseeable future, by carpool arrangements, by more efficient use of existing on-street and off-street parking available in the area, and by other means.

The Project proposes family-sized unit ranging from 1,193 square feet for a 1-bedroom unit to over 1,931 square feet for a 3-bedroom unit.  The units are almost double the size of an average San Francisco unit and 92% of the units are 2-bedroom or 3-bedroom units.  All units are on one level, have a minimum of two (2) bathrooms, including a bathtub, and include large storage spaces in the basement to accommodate typical family items such as strollers and other equipment.  In contrast, the average size of a 1-bedroom unit in San Francisco is 700 square feet and average size of a 2-bedroom unit is 1,000 square feet.  The Project consists of six 3-bedroom, 3.5 bath units, twelve 2-bedroom, 2.5 bath units and eight 2-bedroom, 2 bath units, along with two 1-bedroom, 2.5 bath units.  The larger unit size greater percentage of 2-bedroom+ units mean the units to be served by the additional parking are significantly more likely to be occupied by families. Surrounding new developments are not comparable in terms of unit sizes or mixes making the Project a unique product type in the market and one targeted toward families. Families have an increased demand for parking given the need to drive to and from school, sports, appointments, and other activities which cannot be met through transit because those with non-school age children have schedules that fall outside the traditional peak transit hours and visit areas of the City not traditionally accessed by high volume transit lines making utilization of transit more challenging.  As a result, families look for residential units with parking spaces to provide them with the flexibility that they need to meet their transportation demands. Carpool or other alternate means of transportation are also an option for families that could reduce parking demand, but the ability to utilize carpools varies over time and depends extensively on the age of the children in the family and the ability to identify other families in the area heading to the same location.  On-street parking is not a viable option for families as along the Van Ness corridor street parking is challenging and will not allow the flexibility that families require for pick up and drop-off. 

The subject property is well served by a robust public transit network including the soon-to-be-completed Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit line and nine (9) MUNI bus routes. Further, the previously approved project will provide 28 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for building residents. The project sponsor has not adequately demonstrated that there is additional demand to justify the requested increase in off-street parking that cannot be satisfied by the 14 principally permitted off-street parking spaces, the multiple public transit options, carpool arrangements or by nearby on-street parking.

D. Demonstration that the apparent demand for additional parking cannot be satisfied by the provision by the applicant of one or more car-share parking spaces in addition to those that may already be required by Section 166 of this Code.

Section 166 of the Planning Code requires the provision of car-share parking spaces only in projects with 50 units or more. The previously-approved project contains 28 units; therefore, no car-share parking spaces are required, and none are being provided. 

E. The absence of potential detrimental effects of the proposed parking upon the surrounding area, especially through unnecessary demolition of sound structures, contribution to traffic congestion, or disruption of or conflict with transit services, walking, and cycling.

The proposed additional off-street parking would not require the unnecessary demolition of any sound structures as , but they would occupy an area of the below-grade garage already planned for requiring additional excavation.  A circulation memorandum prepared by CHS in 2017 for the adjacent project at 1501 Union Street, which is 100 feet away from the Project, concluded the minor additional parking for that project’s 31 parking spaces would not contribute to traffic congestion and would not result in significant cumulative effects related to transit, pedestrian and bicycle safety and circulation. Similarly, the Project’s seven (7) additional parking spaces would not contribute to traffic congestion, or disrupt or conflict with transit, walking and cycling.  . The additional cars entering and exiting the garage may contribute to increased traffic congestion and may result in the disruption or conflict with the transit routes on Van Ness Avenue, as well as cyclists and pedestrians passing by the site.



F. Accommodating excess accessory parking does not degrade the overall urban design quality of the project proposal nor diminish the quality and viability of existing or planned streetscape enhancements.

The additional proposed off-street parking would not degrade the overall urban design quality of the project proposal nor diminish the quality and viability of existing or planned streetscape enhancements, as it would be located within the previously approved building envelope. The additional seven (7) parking spaces can be accommodated in below grade parking already planned for the Project 2525 Van Ness Avenue through the addition of horizontal mechanical parking storage 



Access to the additional seven (7) parking space would be through the same curb cut as planned for the Project and would not degrade the urban design quality of the project or diminish the quality or viability of planned streetscape enhancements.











9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent inconsistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Van ness avenue area plan

Objectives and Policies



Objective 9

PROVIDE SAFE AND EFFICIENT MOVEMENT AMONG ALL USERS ON VAN NESS AVENUE.



Policy 9.1

Reduce conflicts between transit vehicles and other moving and parked vehicles. Aggressively enforce no parking regulations in bus zones.



Policy 9.7

Require residential parking at a ratio of one parking space per dwelling unit. 



HOUSING element

Objectives and Policies



OBJECTIVE 1

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTIS ACROSS LIFECYCLES





transportation element

Objectives and Policies



OBJECTIVE 1

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH-QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.



Policy 1.2

Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.



Policy 1.3
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of meeting San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.



OBJECTIVE 14

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A PLAN FOR OPERATIONAL CHANGES AND LAND USE POLICIES THAT WILL MAINTAIN MOBILITY AND SAFETY DESPITE A RISE IN TRAVEL DEMAND THAT COULD OTHERWISE RESULT IN SYSTEM CAPACITY DEFICIENCIES.



Policy 14.4
Reduce congestion by encouraging alternatives to the single occupant auto through the reservation of right-of-way and enhancement of other facilities dedicated to multiple modes of transportation.



OBJECTIVE 16

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT WILL EFFICIENTLY MANAGE THE SUPPLY OF PARKING AT EMPLOYMENT CENTERS THROUGHOUT THE CITY SO AS TO DISCOURAGE SINGLE-OCCUPANT RIDERSHIP AND ENCOURAGE RIDESHARING, TRANSIT AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO THE SINGLE-OCCUPANT AUTOMOBILE.



Policy 16.1
Reduce parking demand through the provision of comprehensive information that encourages the use of alternative modes of transportation.



Policy 16.5
Reduce parking demand through limiting the absolute amount of spaces and prioritizing the spaces for short-term and ride-share uses.



The previously approved Pproject includes family-sized units that are parked at a ratio of .5 parking spaces per unit and while included the maximum number of off-street parking spaces permitted as-of-right. Tthe Project is located directly on the soon-to-be-completed Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit line, the requested increase in parking to .75 parking spaces per unit is, on balance, consistent is well served by nine (9) MUNI bus routes, and will provide 28 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. On balance, the proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces is inconsistent  with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan in that it will reduce conflict between moving and parking vehicles by minimizing on-street parking demand, would provide less than one parking space per dwelling unit, would ensure that sufficient housing stock to meet the need for family housing is met and will ultimately reduce not reduce the demand for off-street parking, will not reduce ttraffic congestion by ensuring less competition for scarce on-street parking. , does not encourage alternatives to the private automobile, and may compromise the safety and comfort of nearby pedestrians and cyclists.



10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in that: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces will not affect existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces will not adversely affect existing units in the surrounding neighborhood. 



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

The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces will not impact the City’s supply of affordable housing.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking. 

The subject property is well served by nearby public transportation options including the soon-to-be-completed Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit line and nine (9) MUNI bus routes including the 19 - Polk, 28 – 19th Avenue, 30 - Stockton, 30X – Marina Express, 41 - Union, 45 – Union/Stockton, 47 – Van Ness, 49 – Van Ness/Mission and 76X – Marin Headlands Express. The previously approved project also provides sufficient bicycle parking for residents and their guests and is in a dense urban environment ideal for walking. The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces in excess of the principally permitted amount will not may impede MUNI transit service along this transit-rich corridor.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces will not affect any existing industrial or service sectors. 

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake.

The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces will not affect the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The Project Site is not occupied by any City Landmarks or historic buildings.

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

The proposal to increase the number of off-street parking spaces will not affect the envelope of the previously approved building, which would not cast shadow on any public parks. 

11. The Project is not consistent with and would not promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would not contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would not constitute a beneficial development. 

12. The Commission hereby finds that disapproval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.



DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby DISAPPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2016-002728CUA-02.



APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.



Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development. 



If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the disapproval of the development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.



I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on July 29, 2021.





Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary





AYES:	 

NAYS:		

ABSENT:	 

RECUSE:	

ADOPTED:	July 29, 2021
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**We have moved.  Our new address is 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor San Francisco, CA 94108 
 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged and/or confidential information only for use by the
intended recipients.  Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you may not use, copy, disclose,
or distribute this message (or any information contained in or attached to it) to anyone.  You may be subject to civil action and/or criminal
penalties for violation of this restriction.  If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the
transmission.  Thank you.

 
 
Smokeball Reference: ccf14493-23b0-4f7c-bb2e-b7c53e951503/65151898-ebfb-4429-9256-56d978cfa41c.



 
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 Street Project on 7/28 Commission agenda
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:35:37 AM
Attachments: DCP 469 letter 7-22.docx

 
 
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: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 at 5:41 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson Street Project on 7/28 Commission agenda
 

 

Please transmit the attached letter further objecting to CEQA certification of this ill-advised
project to all Commissioners.

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

The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium

c/o 230 Fourth St. San Francisco, CA 94103



San Francisco Planning Commission

City Hall

San Francisco CA 94102				July 27, 2021



RE 469 Stevenson DEIR



Commissioners:



We further object to certification of this DEIR due to its failure to fully evaluate potential seismic issues for this project. The Initial Study concluded incorrectly that there was no potential significant impact, and thus the DEIR did not address the issue at all.



This is absurd. The South of Market is indisputably one of the most seismically vulnerable areas in the City. The project site is located on the edges of the former Mission Bay marshes that covered much of SOMA before post-Gold Rush landfills. The Initial Study concluded that firm clay soils are at least 50 feet below the surface here. That alone merits full evaluation in the project EIR.



But much worse, according to the Initial Study, the developer intends to construct a 25 story high-rise residence at this questionable location with no foundation piles at all!! That is insane. San Francisco does not need another Millennium Tower sinking-tower fiasco!



Do not proceed to certify the project DEIR.



John Elberling

Manager



Cc: Susan Brandt-Hawley



 
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: 530 Sansome Street Project - Contribution to Maritime Plaza
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:34:58 AM
Attachments: 20210728_EQX JACKSON SQ HOLDCO LLC 44 Montgomery Street, Suite 1[2].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: James Abrams <jabrams@jabramslaw.com>
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 at 6:32 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Summers, Ashley (REC)" <ashley.summers@sfgov.org>, Nicholas
Foster <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Matthew Witte <matthew.witte@related.com>
Subject: 530 Sansome Street Project - Contribution to Maritime Plaza
 

 

Dear President Koppel, Jonas. Ashley, and Nick, 
 
We represent the sponsor of the proposed 530 Sansome project, which will be considered
tomorrow by the Planning Commission and the RPD Commission.  Please find attached a letter from
the sponsor committing to funding future improvements to Maritime Plaza.
 
Thank you,
Jim
 
 
Jim Abrams

J. Abrams Law, P.C.
jabrams@jabramslaw.com
415 999 4402
________________________________
This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of

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







the original message. 

 



 
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: San Francisco Travel Letter of Support for 530 Sansome St.
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:23:03 AM
Attachments: San Francisco Travel Letter of Support for 530 Sansome.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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: San Francisco Travel - President & CEO <president@sftravel.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 7:43 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>;
rachel.tanner@sfgov.org; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: San Francisco Travel Letter of Support for 530 Sansome St.
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Commissioners,
 
On behalf of the San Francisco Travel Association, which represents over 1,300 Bay Area business
partners, I am writing to express support of the 530 Sansome Street development.
 
530 Sansome Street is a public-private partnership between the City and County of San Francisco
and Related California to create a 19-story mixed-use building atop a new four-story fire station. The
construction of a new fire station is long overdue due to the age and structural condition of the
existing fire station and will only come to fruition as a result of this unique partnership.
 
San Francisco Travel is excited for 530 Sansome's proposal for a new building that will offer many
uses for tourists and residents, including hotel, office, fitness, and ground-floor retail. As San
Francisco recovers from the pandemic, it is critical that our city continues to offer new and exciting
accommodations for the variety of visitors who come to enjoy our city. The reimagining of an
underutilized site with a new hotel, firehouse, active ground-floor uses, and a vastly improved public
realm is needed as we prepare to welcome visitors back to San Francisco.
 
San Francisco Travel encourages your support of 530 Sansome Street's proposed development.

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







 
Sincerely,
 
Joe D’Alessandro

________________________________________________________________________

San Francisco Travel - President & CEO  |  
E president@sftravel.com  | T 415.227.2606 

San Francisco Travel  |  One Front Street, Suite 2900 |  San Francisco, CA 94111
sftravel.com  |  Follow us on Facebook + Twitter

San Francisco Named "Sports City of the Decade"

Take Our Safe Travel Pledge

mailto:president@sftravel.com
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//sftravel.com&g=NDc2YWM2MTlmMzNjODY5MA==&h=ZGFmOTQ4NzNmYmJmMmFkYjgzNzg4ZjA2NmQzOTYzZTdlOTI2YTA0NzFjNmYyMWJkNWM3NjEzNzUxMjg2YTg1OQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU1ZjNkNGEzY2RlYjYyY2MxYmQ4NDE5MThiMmYwZjQyOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.facebook.com/onlyinsf&g=ZDE2Y2I3MTU4MGZjOGQyMg==&h=NzdmZTRiMzdiZGFmMGQ2MTZiZWVjNTIzNDdmMTBlYzk1M2MzNGNjMDIzZTMzZDgzZjAzZTRmNjBkZGEwYWE1NA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU1ZjNkNGEzY2RlYjYyY2MxYmQ4NDE5MThiMmYwZjQyOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//twitter.com/%23%21/onlyinsf&g=OTJhMmRkZTA0ZjQ1ODNjNw==&h=YmRlZmIwOTc5ZTY0MTMzZDM0YzMyN2I2MTI2MDkyODYyMWJlZTBkYTRjMDgzYmU1M2YyOWFjMzBjNjBjZTQzMw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU1ZjNkNGEzY2RlYjYyY2MxYmQ4NDE5MThiMmYwZjQyOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.sftravel.com/article/san-francisco-named-sports-city-decade&g=ZWVlYTcwOWZkNmI4ODdmMQ==&h=ZjRkOTlmMmZhNDM3YTBjYmI1ZWZmYWEzNzZiOGI4YTk4MDdjYjI4N2NhYjQzMjIxMmYxMzRlZjMxMWEzYTlkZA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU1ZjNkNGEzY2RlYjYyY2MxYmQ4NDE5MThiMmYwZjQyOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.sftravel.com/article/take-san-francisco-safe-travel-pledge&g=NTA0MTAzZTBjZjcyZjNkMQ==&h=Y2YzNTZlYjFkMmI0YTkxM2U1N2Y4MTQ5NjNmNDgzYjdiMWRlMTc4Y2QyMmNmNGNhMzRhNzRhYmM1ZjQ5YzJhMQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU1ZjNkNGEzY2RlYjYyY2MxYmQ4NDE5MThiMmYwZjQyOnYx
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 530 Sansome Appeal Brief and Entitlement Hearing Comments
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:22:47 AM
Attachments: 530 Sansome - Eddy Lau Geotechnical Response.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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Brian O'Neill <brian@zfplaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 6:37 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: Callagy, Alana (CPC) <alana.callagy@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry
<chandni@zfplaw.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 530 Sansome Appeal Brief and Entitlement Hearing Comments
 

 

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
 
Apologies, please also see the attached expert report from Geotechnical Engineer Eddy Lau
regarding the impacts of the 530 Sansome project.
 
Thank you,
Brian
 

From: Brian O'Neill 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:35 PM
To: joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; deland.chan@sfgov.org;
sue.diamond@sfgov.org; frank.fung@sfgov.org; theresa.imperial@sfgov.org;
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Rachael.Tanner@sfgov.org
Cc: Callagy, Alana (CPC) <alana.callagy@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry
<chandni@zfplaw.com>; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
Subject: 530 Sansome Appeal Brief and Entitlement Hearing Comments
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
 
Please see the attached appellant’s brief in support of the appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated
Negative Declaration for 530 Sansome Street (Case No. 2019-017481ENV) and declaration of Robert
Canepa, Senior Vice President of 447 Partners, LLC.
 
Please also see the attached comments on the entitlement hearings for the 530 Sansome project.
(Case No. 2019-017481DNX; 2019-017481CUA; 2019-017481OFA; 2019-017481VAR).
 
Thank you,
Brian
 
Brian O’Neill
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
Please note our new address:
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
Email: brian@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
 
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole use
of the 
intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated, nothing in 
this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC);

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Subject: 469 Stevenson Street: Updated Findings
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:55:37 PM
Attachments: 2017-014833PRJ_CPC Memo_072821.pdf

Hello Commissioners:
 
Please see the attached memo with proposed amendments to the findings of the Downtown Project
Authorization draft motion.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Senior Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:rachael.tanner@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:rich.hillis@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19



 


 


Memo to the planning commission 
HEARING DATE: JULY 29, 2021 


 
Record No.: 2017-014833PRJ 
Project Address: 469 STEVNESON STREET 
Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District 
 160-F Height and Bulk District 
 Downtown Plan Area 
Block/Lot: 3704/045 
Project Sponsor: 469 Stevenson Investment, LLC 
 c/o: Tyler Kepler, Build, Inc. 
 315 Linden Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Property Owner: Nordstrom, Inc.  
 1700 7th Avenue, Suite 1000 
 Seattle, WA 98101 
Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA – (628) 652-7330 
 nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 
 
Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions 
 
Update to Findings:  Downtown Project Authorization 
 
Additional language has been added to Section 6 (Planning Code Compliance) for Finding K (Shadows on 
Public Open Spaces) of the draft Downtown Project Authorization motion (page 12). This language reflects 
voluntary in-kind contributions by the Project Sponsor to help activate Mint Plaza. 
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Impact C-SD-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects, could 
create new shadow in a manner that could substantially and adversely affect the use and enjoyment 
of publicly accessible open spaces. (Significant and Unavoidable) 


 
No feasible mitigation measures to reduce shadow impacts on Mint Plaza have been identified.  Therefore, 
the Project requires the Planning Commission adopt findings under CEQA, including findings rejecting 
alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation 


Monitoring and Reporting Program. 


 
In-Kind Contribution: The Project Sponsor has agreed to provide in-kind contributions to help with 
landscaping and general maintenance of Mint Plaza intended to activate the use of the Plaza, and shall 


work with Department Staff to identify, design, and implement voluntary program and/or design 


improvements to Mint Plaza associated with its in-kind contributions.   
 


L. Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148).  Within the C-3 zoning 
districts, new buildings are required to be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures adopted, so that the 


building will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed the comfort level of 11 m.p.h equivalent wind 
speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use or 7 m.p.h. equivalent wind speed in public seating areas, for 


more than 10 percent of the time year-round, between 7 am and 6 pm. If pre-existing wind speeds exceed 
the comfort level, or if the building would cause speeds to exceed the comfort level, the building should 
be designed to reduce wind speeds to the comfort level. 


 
Background 


A wind study was performed by a qualified consultant (ARUP) that analyzed ground-level wind currents in 


the vicinity of the Site. The study included a wind tunnel test that analyzed wind speeds under four scenarios: 


existing, existing-plus-project, cumulative, and cumulative-plus-project. Pedestrian-level wind speeds were 


measured at 63 locations for each of the four scenarios. Locations for wind speed sensors, or study test 
points, were selected to indicate how the general flow of winds would be directed around the project 
buildings. Consistent with Section 148, the locations of test points are placed adjacent to the Site, in 


frequently used areas (e.g., public seating areas, entrances, retail frontages, walking zones), and in 
areas expected to experience higher wind speeds. The wind testing included multiple iterations of design 


scenarios to develop a design that would comply with the wind hazard criterion of Section 148.  
 
Analysis 


Under the existing-plus-project scenario, while the average wind speed would increase from approximately 
22 mph to 24 mph, none of the 63 locations tested would exceed the wind hazard criterion of 36 mph. 


Therefore, the Project would not create wind hazards that affect publicly accessible areas of substantial 
pedestrian use and this impact would be less than significant.  


 
Under existing conditions, wind speeds in the vicinity of the project site average 11.6 mph for all 
measurement locations. Winds at 34 of the 63 locations currently exceed the 11-mph pedestrian comfort 


criterion established by Section 148. Winds at 61 of the 63 locations currently exceed the 7-mph seating 
comfort criterion established by Section 148.  Under the existing-plus-project conditions, average wind 


speeds for all measurement locations would increase by 0.8 mph, to 12.4 mph, and the seating comfort 


criteria would be exceeded at all 63 locations. The pedestrian comfort criteria would be exceeded at 39 of 
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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Diamond, Susan (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Subject: 530 Sansome Street: Updated Findings
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:52:52 PM
Attachments: 2019-017481PRJ_CPC Memo_072821.pdf

Hello Commissioners:
 
Please see the attached memo with proposed amendments to the findings of the: 1) Downtown
Project Authorization; 2) Conditional Use Authorization; and 3) Shadow Findings draft motions.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Senior Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
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Memo to the planning commission 
HEARING DATE: JULY 29, 2021 


 
Record No.: 2019-017481PRJ 
Project Address: 530 SANSOME STREET 
Zoning: C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District 
 200-S Height and Bulk District 
 Downtown Plan Area 
Block/Lot: 0206 / 013, 014, & 017 
Project Sponsor(s): Jim Abrams, J. Abrams Law, P.C. 
 on behalf of EQX Jackson SQ Holdco LLC 
 One Maritime Plaza, Suite 1900 
 San Francisco, CA 94111 


415.999.4402, jabrams@jabramslaw.com  
   


 Josh Keene, San Francisco Bureau of Real Estate 
 415.554.9859, joshua.keene@sfgov.org 
 


Assistant Deputy Chief Dawn DeWitt, San Francisco Fire Department 
 415.674.5066, dawn.dewitt@sfgov.org    
 
Property Owner(s): City and County of San Francisco Real Estate Division  
 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 
 San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 EQX Jackson SQ Holdco LLC  
 44 Montgomery Street, Suite 1300 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA  
 628.652.7330, nicholas.foster@sfgov.org  
 
Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions 
 
Update to Findings:  Downtown Project Authorization Motion 
 
Additional language has been added to Section 2 (Project Description) (page 4) and Section 9 (Priority General 
Plan Finding Number 8) (page 32) of the draft Downtown Project Authorization motion. This language reflects 
a voluntary, in-kind contribution by the Project Sponsor towards the maintenance, repair, and potential 
improvements to Maritime Plaza. 
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Update to Findings:  Shadow Findings Motion 
 
Additional language has been added to the draft findings (Finding Number 3) (page 8) of the draft Shadow 
Findings motion. This language reflects a voluntary, in-kind contribution by the Project Sponsor towards the 
maintenance, repair, and potential improvements to Maritime Plaza. 
 
Update to Findings:  Conditional Use Authorization Motion 
 
Additional language has been added to Section 9 (Planning Code Compliance: Section 303(t)) (page 10) for 
Findings F-O of the draft Conditional Use Authorization motion. This language reflects additional Conditional 
Use Authorization findings, pursuant to Section 303(t)(3). These additional findings are in addition to the 
published findings, pursuant to Section 303(t)(1) (Findings A-E). 
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Downtown project authorization 


  







Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2019-017481DNX 


June 24July 29, 2021  530 Sansome Street 


 


  4  


FINDINGS 


Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 


 
1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 


 
2. Project Description.  The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, 


including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the 
construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop 
screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could 


be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below 


(“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below 
(“Residential Variant”).  Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction 


of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with 


minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a 


below-grade non-accessory parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 
square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant 
and Residential Variant).  The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 248,000 square 


feet of gross floor area, including the SFFD uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-


story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,000 


square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square 
feet of restaurant uses.  The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, 


three (3) off-street freight loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade 


parking space for the non-SFFD uses.  The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 


283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the SFFD uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square 
feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower.  The additional two building stories in the 


Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors.  
The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street 


freight loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for 
the residential uses.  The Residential Variant would contain a mix 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 
two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units.  For both the Commercial Variant and Residential 


Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, 


such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington 
Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls.  For both the Commercial Variant 


and Residential Variant, EQX Jackson SQ Holdco LLC has offered, pursuant to a letter dated July 28, 2021, 
to make a $100,000 contribution to the Recreation and Park Department (RPD) for maintenance, repair 


and potential improvements to Maritime Plaza, which requires acceptance by the Board of Supervisors 
(Admin Code Article XIII).  
 


3. Site Description and Present Use.  The project site (“Site”) is property at 530 Sansome Street, 425 
Washington Street and 439 Washington Street, located on the block bounded by Sansome Street, 


Washington Street, Battery Street and Merchant; Lots 013, 014 & 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206.  The Site, 
totaling 17,733 square feet (0.41 acres) in area, is located within the C-3-O Zoning District and the 200-S 
Height and Bulk District.  The Site is developed with two vacant commercial buildings and SFFD Station 


13.  The existing vacant commercial buildings on the Site are not considered historical resources pursuant 
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Policy 13.1 
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of 


existing and proposed development. 
 
The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would 
construct various commercial uses (Commercial Variant) and one that would construct residential uses 


(Residential Variant).  The Commercial Variant includes a mix of commercial uses (200-room hotel, 32,000-


square-foot gym, 37,000 square feet of office floor area, and 7,900 square feet of ground floor retail 
(restaurant)) that would reinforce one of the primary roles of downtown San Francisco’s C-3 districts as 
representing the largest concentration of commercial activity and employment in the Bay Area Region.  
Future commercial tenants and patrons alike can walk, bike, or access BART, MUNI, or regional bus service 


from the Site.  The Residential Variant includes 256 dwelling units in lieu of the commercial uses, adding a 
significant amount of housing to a Site that is currently well-served by existing transit, and is within walking 


distance of substantial goods and services.  Similarly, future residents can walk, bike, or access BART, MUNI, 
or regional bus service from the Site.  Further, both Commercial Variant or Residential Variant includes 


community-serving uses in the form of a new, state-of-the-art fire station (SFFD Station 13), and shared-street 
improvements along Merchant Street, including new street trees and landscaping.  On balance, the Project 


is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the City’s General Plan and the Downtown Area Plan. 
 


9. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 


permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in that:  
 


A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 


opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  


 


The Commercial Variant would have a positive effect on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses 
because it would bring additional visitors and workers to the neighborhood, thus increasing the 
customer base of existing neighborhood-serving retail.  The Commercial Variant will provide 


significant employment opportunities with the addition of restaurant, gym, office and hotel uses. 
 


The Residential Variant would have a positive effect on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses 
because it would bring new residents to the neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of 
existing neighborhood-serving retail.  


 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 


preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 


 


Neither the Commercial Variant nor Residential Variant would negatively affect the existing housing 
and neighborhood character.  The Site contains non-historic commercial and institutional buildings 
containing non-residential uses. Each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would 


replace the existing fire station on the Site with a state-of-the-art fire station, contributing 
significantly to the quality of life in the neighborhood. The Commercial Variant’s unique mixed-use 


program would provide outstanding amenities to visitors and residents, and contributes 
significantly to the neighborhood, while the Residential Variant would provide needed housing in 
immediate proximity to the city’s job center. 
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C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced, 


 


Neither the Commercial Variant nor the Residential Variant would displace housing given the Site 
contains only non-residential uses. Each of the Commercial Variant and Residential would generate 
impact fees to support the development of new affordable housing. 
 


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 


neighborhood parking.  
 
Neither the Commercial Variant nor Residential Variant would impede MUNI transit service or 
overburden local streets or parking.  Each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would 


implement shared-street improvements to a portion of Merchant Street, enhancing the pedestrian 
experience in the Financial District. 


 
E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 


displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 


 
Neither the Commercial Variant nor Residential Variant would negatively affect the industrial and 
service sectors, nor would either displace any existing industrial uses.  Each of the Commercial 


Variant and Residential Variant includes uses that are consistent with the character of existing 
development in the Financial District.  


 


 


F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 


in an earthquake. 
 
Each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant will be designed and will be constructed to  


conform to the structural and seismic safety requirements of the Building Code.  As such, this Project 
will improve the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake. 


 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 


 


Currently, the Site does not contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings. A historic sculpture 
located on the Washington Street façade of the existing fire station will be relocated in accordance 
with the MMRP applicable to each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant. The MMRP 


also includes measures to ensure that construction of the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant 


will not adversely impact the adjacent historic structure at 447 Battery Street. 
 


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 


development.  
 


A Shadow Study indicated that each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant may cast a 
shadow on Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park.  However, based upon the amount and duration 
of new shadow and the importance of sunlight to each of the open spaces analyzed, neither the 



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





Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2019-017481DNX 


June 24July 29, 2021  530 Sansome Street 


 


  34  


Commercial Variant nor Residential Variant would substantially affect, in an adverse manner, the 
use or enjoyment of these open spaces.  Shadow from the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant 
on public plazas, and other publicly-accessible spaces other than those protected under Section 295 


would be generally be limited to certain days of the year and would be limited in duration and 
noticeability on those days.  If accepted by the Board of Supervisors, the $100,000 contribution from 
EQX Jackson SQ Holdco LLC to RPD for the maintenance, repair and potential improvement of 
Maritime Plaza will help ensure that that important public open space remains a key component of 


the unique character of the Financial District and surrounding area. 


 
10. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program as they 


apply to permits for residential development (Administrative Code Section 83.11), and the Project 
Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all construction work and on-going 


employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any building permit to construct or a First 
Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall have a First Source Hiring Construction and 


Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the 
event that both the Director of Planning and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of 


the Employment Program may be delayed as needed. 
 


The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit for each of the Commercial Variant and 
Residential Variant and prior to issuance of a building permit will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum 
of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement with the City’s First Source Hiring Administration.   


 


11. Each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant is consistent with and would promote the general 


and specific purposes of the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, either the 


Commercial Variant or Residential Variant would contribute to the character and stability of the 


neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  
 


12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Downtown Project Authorization for each of the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered reports, studies, plans and other documents pertaining 
to the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant. 


 
The Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented at the public hearing and has 
further considered the written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the Project Sponsor, 
Department staff, and other interested parties. 


 


FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 


this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 


1. The foregoing recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
 


2. The additional shadow cast by either the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant would not be adverse 
and is not expected to interfere with the use of the two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the 


Recreation & Parks Department (Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park) for the following reasons: 
 


a. The magnitude of the additional shadow on each open space is well below one percent of TAAS on 


an annual basis, and amounts to a reasonable and small loss of sunlight for a park in an area intended 


for increased building heights and density. 
 


b. Either of the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant would result in net new shadow cast on 


Maritime Plaza, with the Commercial Variant adding 2,275,914 sfh of net new annual shadow, an 


increase from current levels by 0.71% (from 67.88% to 68.59% of the plaza’s TAAS) or the Residential 
Variant adding 2,219,243 sfh of net new annual shadow, an increase from current levels by 0.69% (from 
67.88%to 68.57% of the plaza’s TAAS). The portions of Maritime Plaza that would receive net new 


shadow from either the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant would be the western portion of 


Maritime Plaza, with only a small band along the northern edge of the eastern portion of the plaza. Of 


the areas affected, the seating areas and lawn on the western portion of Maritime Plaza would likely 
be considered most sensitive to the addition of net new shadow. Other features receiving new shading 
could be characterized as being of lower sensitivity due to the fact that their use is typically transitory 


in nature (walkways). The seating areas and portion of the western law shaded by either the 
Commercial Variant or Residential Variant are similar to other nearby areas in the plaza that would be 
unshaded at the times affected by net new shadow from either the Commercial Variant or Residential 
Variant 


 


c. Either of the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant would result in net new shadow cast on a small 
area of the western portion of Sue Bierman Park, with the Commercial Variant adding 976 sfh of net 


new annual shadow, an increase from current levels by 0.0001% (no material percentage change in 
the park’s TAAS) and the Residential Variant adding 892 sfh of net new annual shadow, an increase 


from current levels by 0.0001% (no material percentage change in the park’s TAAS).  The portion of 
Sue Bierman Park that would receive net new shadow from either the Commercial Variant or 
Residential Variant is a narrow area in the northwest corner of the park adjacent to the Washington 
Street sidewalk. The net new shadow would be for a short temporal duration on a limited number of 
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days in the spring and late summer and would not likely be perceptible to most users or otherwise 
affect the enjoyment of the park.  
 


3. Either the Commercial Variant or Residential Variant would result in the construction of a new Fire 
Department Station 13, providing an important public benefit to the City. The Commercial Variant’s uses 
will provide new employment opportunities within a walkable urban context. The Residential Variant 
would create new housing, including required compliance with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing 


Ordinance. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, EQX Jackson SQ Holdco LLC has 


offered, pursuant to a letter dated July 28, 2021, to make a $100,000 contribution to the Recreation and 
Park Department (RPD) for maintenance, repair and potential improvements to Maritime Plaza, which 
requires acceptance by the Board of Supervisors (Admin Code Article XIII). 


3.  


 
4. A determination by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to allocate new 


shadow to the Project does not constitute an approval of either the Commercial Variant or the Residential 
Variant.      
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The Project’s participation in the childcare program, pursuant to Section 414 of the Planning Code, will 


enhance the availability of affordable childcare services in the city.  


The Commercial Variant’s proposed hotel use is not anticipated to have an appreciable impact on other 


social services and could provide new employment for currently unemployed service sector workers.  The 


Project Sponsor will participate in the City’s First Source Hiring Program, providing additional job 


opportunities to San Francisco residents and thereby lessening the need for some social services. 


The Site’s location in downtown San Francisco will ensure business visitors and leisure travelers 


throughout the year, resulting in a steady number of employees that is unlikely to vary significantly on a 


seasonal basis.  The Commercial Variant’s proposed hotel only has small-scale in-house banqueting and 


meeting spaces that can be serviced primarily with in-house staff and is unlikely to require the hiring of 


significant part-time or temporary labor. 


B. The measures that will be taken by the project sponsor to employ residents of San Francisco in order 


to minimize increased demand for regional transportation; and 


The Project Sponsor will participate in the City’s First Source Hiring Program, which aims to increase 


employment of San Francisco residents.  The Project will benefit from steady occupancy due to its 


proximity to the City’s major lodging demand generators, including the Financial District, cultural 


institutions, and tourism destinations.  There are also high concentrations of large office tenants in the 


immediate vicinity of the Project, which also drives hotel occupancy.  A steady occupancy will induce the 


hotel operator to hire permanent positions rather than those that are seasonal.  The stable, full-time 


nature of employment will lead to the hiring of more local employees.  


C. The market demand for a hotel or motel of the type proposed. 


An April 2021 market analysis conducted by a qualified consultant (“Newmark Knight Frank”) for the 


Project shows that the San Francisco lodging market and this location can support demand anticipated 


to rebound in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic.  The analysis notes the Site’s access to the city’s 


primary commercial and leisure hotel demand generators and ancillary amenities.  Prior to the 


commencement of the COVID-19 pandemic, the San Francisco hotel market benefited from an extremely 


diverse customer base creating a good balance of year-round bookings.  Though the pandemic has 


created uncertainty in the hotel market, the analysis includes data reflecting a recovery is underway, 


with reason to believe that substantial recovery will occur by 2023, which is the very earliest year in which 


construction of the Commercial Variant could possibly be completed, meaning the proposed hotel is not 


likely to open until market instability created by the pandemic has settled.  Despite uncertainties 


presented by the pandemic, the city remains a desirable destination for business and leisure travel and 


conventions, supporting that there is market demand for the hotel proposed. 


9. Planning Code Section 303(t).  The Planning Code establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 


consider with respect to applications for the development of non-accessory parking uses. In addition to 


criteria set forth in Section 303(c), the Planning Commission shall also consider: 


A. Demonstration that trips to the use or uses to be served, and the apparent demand for additional 


parking, cannot be satisfied by the amount of parking classified by this Code as accessory, by transit 
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service which exists or is likely to be provided in the foreseeable future, by car pool arrangements, by 


more efficient use of existing on-street and off-street parking available in the area, and by other 


means; 


The San Francisco Fire Department carefully considered its parking needs at the Site when setting forth 


the requirement that any redevelopment of Station 13 included 18 spaces to be available for San 


Francisco Fire Department uses (a reduction of three spaces from what currently exists at Station 13). 


This amount represents more than what could otherwise be permitted as accessory parking in the C-3 


zoning district (7% of Occupied Floor area).  In addition, the spaces are anticipated to be used around 


the clock to accommodate not only parking for on-call fire fighters based out of Station 13, but also 


parking for San Francisco Fire Department officials visiting the Financial District for various business 


purposes making the nature of the Fire Department’s use of the spaces not wholly accessory to the uses 


on Site.  The emergency response nature of the operations at Station 13 requires that SFFD personnel 


traveling to and from the site be dependable.  Many shift changes for fire fighters at Station 13 occur 


during hours (including mid-night hours) when transit service, carpools, bicycling and walking are less 


feasible transportation alternatives.  On-street parking is generally not on option for fire fighters working 


at Station 13 given fire fighter’s inability to ensure their vehicles are parked and moved as required by 


metering and other on-street space regulations. 


B. Demonstration that the apparent demand for additional parking cannot be satisfied by the provision 


by the applicant of one or more car-share parking spaces in addition to those that may already be 


required by Section 166 of this Code; 


The nature of the San Francisco Fire Department’s operations is such that parking demand for the 18 


spaces in the non-accessory garage cannot be satisfied by the provision of additional car-share parking 


spaces. 


C. The absence of potential detrimental effects of the proposed parking upon the surrounding area, 


especially through unnecessary demolition of sound structures, contribution to traffic congestion, or 


disruption of or conflict with transit services, walking, and cycling; 


The non-accessory parking garage will not be detrimental to the surrounding area, particularly given 


that the Project will result in a net decrease of three spaces dedicated to San Francisco Fire Department 


use.  The FMND supports that the non-accessory parking garage will not unreasonably contribute to 


traffic congestion, or disrupt or conflict with transit services, walking and cycling. 


D. In the case of uses other than housing, limitation of the proposed parking to short-term occupancy 


by visitors rather than long-term occupancy by employees; and 


The non-accessory parking spaces will be available to fire fighters parking during their on-call shifts at 


Station 13, as well as SFFD personnel who use the spaces on a short-term basis when visiting the 


Financial District for various business purposes. 


E. Availability of the proposed parking to the general public at times when such parking is not needed 


to serve the use or uses for which it is primarily intended. 
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Given the nature of the San Francisco Fire Department’s 24-hour per day operations, allowing public 


access to the Project’s non-accessory parking spaces would not be appropriate. 


F. The rate structure of Section 155(g) shall apply; 


This Code provision regulates parking pricing for downtown commuters and does not regulate the 


proposed private parking garage use for exclusive use by the San Francisco Fire Department. 


G. The project sponsor has produced a survey of the supply and utilization of all existing publicly-


accessible parking facilities, both publicly and privately owned, within one-half mile of the subject 


site, and has demonstrated that such facilities do not contain excess capacity, including via more 


efficient space management or extended operations; 


The intent of this finding is to appropriately regulate the availability of public parking and is not 


applicable to the proposed private parking garage for exclusive use by the San Francisco Fire 


Department. 


H. In the case of expansion of existing facilities, the facility to be expanded has already maximized 


capacity through use of all feasible space efficient techniques, including valet operation or 


mechanical stackers; 


This required finding is not applicable to the proposed private parking garage use. 


I. The proposed facility meets or exceeds all relevant urban design requirements and policies of this 


Code and the General Plan regarding wrapping with active uses and architectural screening, and such 


parking is not accessed from any frontages protected in Section 155(r); 


The below-grade, private parking garage use meets or exceeds all relevant urban design requirement 


and policies of the Code and the General Plan, including providing a desirable ground level use active 


program for each of the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant. The private parking garage 


entrance on Merchant Street complies with Section 155(r). 


J. Non-accessory parking facilities shall be permitted in new construction only if the ratio between the 


amount of Occupied Floor Area of principally or conditionally-permitted non- parking uses to the 


amount of Occupied Floor Area of parking is at least two to one; 


Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant propose non-parking Occupied Floor Area in 


amounts that significantly exceed a 2:1 non-parking to private parking garage Occupied Floor Area ratio. 


K. The proposed facility shall dedicate no less than 5% of its spaces for short-term, transient use by car 


share vehicles as defined in Section 166, vanpool, rideshare, or other co-operative auto programs, and 


shall locate these vehicles in a convenient and priority location. These spaces shall not be used for 


long-term storage or to satisfy the requirement of Section 166, but rather are intended for use by short-


term visitors and customers. Parking facilities intended for sole and dedicated use as long-term 


storage for company or government fleet vehicles, and not to be available to the public nor to any 


employees for commute purposes, are not subject to this requirement; 
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The Fire Department parking garage uses are being entitled as non-accessory to reflect the unique 


nature of Fire Department operations and use of the garage, which is not for commuting as that term is 


typically employed in the Planning Code, but instead is available for exclusive use by the Fire 


Department for a variety of Fire Department uses and operations. The requirement is therefore not 


applicable to the Fire Department’s private parking garage use. 


L. Expansion or implementation of techniques to increase utilization of existing public parking facilities 


in the vicinity has been explored in preference to creation of new facilities, and has been 


demonstrated to be infeasible; 


This finding is not applicable to the proposed San Francisco Fire Department private parking garage 


use. 


M. The City has demonstrated that all major institutions (cultural, educational, government) and 


employers in the area intended to be served by the proposed facility have Transportation Demand 


Management programs in place to encourage and facilitate use of public transit, carpooling, car 


sharing, bicycling, walking, and taxis; 


This finding is not applicable to the proposed San Francisco Fire Department private parking garage 


use. 


N. The City has demonstrated that conflicts with pedestrian, cycling, and transit movement resulting 


from the placement of driveways and ramps, the breaking of continuity of shopping facilities along 


sidewalks, and the drawing of traffic through areas of heavy pedestrian concentration, have been 


minimized, and such impacts have been mitigated to the fullest extent possible. 


The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project adequately establishes that the Project, including 


use of the San Francisco Fire Department’s private parking garage will not result in conflicts with 


pedestrian, cyclists or transit movements. 


O. The proposed parking conforms to the objectives and policies of the General Plan and any applicable 


area plans, and is consistent with the City’s transportation management, sustainability, and climate 


protection goals. 


The San Francisco Fire Department’s private parking garage use is consistent with the objectives and 


policies of the General Plan and Downtown Area Plan for the reasons set forth in the findings in the 


Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No. XXXXX, which are incorporated by reference as though fully 


set forth herein. 


 


10. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the 
Downtown Area Plan and the General Plan for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown 
Project Authorization, Motion No. XXXXX, which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth 
herein. 


 


11. Planning Code Compliance 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 



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



		Memo to the planning commission

		HEARING DATE: JULY 29, 2021

		Update to Findings:  Downtown Project Authorization Motion

		Update to Findings:  Shadow Findings Motion

		Update to Findings:  Conditional Use Authorization Motion











 
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: 530 Sansome Entitlements Hearing Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:41:10 PM
Attachments: 530 Sansome Entitlements Comments - Executed 7.28.21.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
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staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
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From: Brian O'Neill <brian@zfplaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:13 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>;
Chandni Mistry <chandni@zfplaw.com>
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Dear Commission Secretary,
 
Please see the attached comments for the Planning Commission’s hearing on the entitlements for
the 530 Sansome project scheduled for tomorrow (Case No. 2019-017481DNX; 2019-017481CUA;
2019-017481OFA; 2019-017481VAR). Please distribute these comments to the Planning
Commission.
 
Thank you,
Brian
 
Brian O’Neill
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
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July 28, 2021 


VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 


President Joel Koppel and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
  


Re:  530 Sansome Street  
Downtown Project Authorization; Conditional Use Authorization; Office Allocation; 
Shadow Findings; and Variance 
Case No. 2019-017481DNX; 2019-017481CUA; 2019-017481OFA; 2019-017481VAR 
 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


 Our office represents 447 Partners, LLC, owner of the property located at 447 Battery 


Street that is adjacent to the 530 Sansome project. The proposed 530 Sansome project requires 


the Planning Commission to approve numerous authorizations as referenced above. The project 


does not meet the criteria for the proposed code exceptions requested under the Downtown 


Project Authorization, nor does the proposed project meet standards for the development of new 


office space under the Office Allocation requirements. We respectfully request the Planning 


Commission deny both the Downtown Project Authorization and the Office Allocation. 


Moreover, the project proposes two distinct uses, a Commercial Variant and a Residential 


Variant. Because the project description is unclear, the Planning Commission cannot determine 


whether the project meets the criteria for Conditional Use Authorization and therefore the 


application cannot be approved until such time as the Project Sponsor identifies which project 


will be built. Finally, the Variance authorization is not supported by substantial evidence to 


establish the findings that are required by the Planning Code.  


1.  Downtown Project Authorization 


Planning Code Section 309 requires Downtown Project Authorization for any project 


greater than 50,000 square feet in floor area. The proposed 530 Sansome Street project proposes 


more than 200,000 square-feet of floor area. Planning Code Section 309 allows for exceptions to 


certain Planning Code requirements under the Downtown Project Authorization. However, these 
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exceptions are limited and may only be granted when specific code requirements are met. The 


project is requesting exceptions for rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, off-street freight loading, 


and more. Many of the requested exceptions are not permitted by Planning Code Section 309, as 


explained below.  


A. Rear-Yard Exception 


 Planning Code Section 309 allows exceptions to the rear yard requirements, but only as 


permitted in Planning Section 134(d). Section 134(d) allows for certain projections into the 


required rear yard, but does not allow for the rear yard to be reduced. Here, the project does not 


propose a minor projection into the rear yard as allowed by Section 134(d); it seeks to completely 


eliminate the rear yard.   


Even if Planning Code Section 309 allowed the rear yard to be reduced pursuant to other 


code sections, such as Section 134(g), the project would still not meet the requirements for an 


exception. Section 134(d) allows for a reduction of a rear yard, not the elimination of a rear yard. 


Moreover, Section 134(g) requires the building configuration to “assure adequate light and air to 


windows within the residential units.” The project obviously does not meet this requirement, as 


the project also seeks an exception to the dwelling unit exposure requirements due to the lack of 


light and air reaching some of the units.  


The proposed elimination of a rear yard cannot be approved under Section 134 and 


therefore cannot be approved in the Downtown Project Authorization.   


B. Dwelling-Unit Exposure Exception 


Planning Code Section 309 allows exceptions to the dwelling-unit exposure 


requirements, but only as permitted in Planning Section 140. Section 140(c) allows for 


exceptions to dwelling unit exposure requirements for historic buildings, the conversion of a 


nonconforming uses in existing buildings, and for Accessory Dwelling Units. Here, the proposed 


project does not meet any of the prerequisites to allow for an exception to the dwelling unit 


exposure requirements because the project involves construction of a new building, not 


conversion of a historic or existing building, and does not involve an Accessory Dwelling Unit. 


The proposed dwelling unit exception cannot be approved under Planning Section 140 and 


therefore cannot be approved in the Downtown Project Authorization.  
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C. Off-Street Freight Exception 


Planning Code Section 309 allows exceptions to off-street freight requirements, but only 


where allowed by Planning Code Section 161. Section 161 allows for a reduction in freight 


loading if the project meets specific requirements, including that “off-street space permanently 


reserved for service vehicles is provided either on-site or in the immediate vicinity of the 


building.” Not only does the project not provide the required freight loading spaces, the project 


would also eliminate half of all existing off-street loading spaces around the project site, further 


exacerbating the lack of loading space provided off-street. The proposed project does not meet 


the requirements for a freight loading exception under Section 161, and therefore the exception 


cannot be approved int the Downtown Project Authorization.  


2.  Office Allocation 


Planning Code Section 321 establishes standards for the development of new office 


space, which has been found to adversely impact housing and transportation. As such, the City 


has developed annual limits and standards for the development of new office space. Specifically, 


Section 321 states that the Planning Commission should consider, among other things, the 


suitability of the proposed office development for its location and whether the project provides 


New Affordable Housing units in an amount no less than 100% of the New Affordable Housing 


Units required to house the future employees of the proposed project.   


Here, the development of new office space is not suitable for the financial district. Recent 


studies show that the vacancy rate of office space in the Financial District is almost 20%, and 


there is over 10 million square feet of vacant office space in the Financial District alone. (See 


Cushman and Wakefield Q2 2021 San Francisco Office Report, July 15, 2021.) Additional office 


space is therefore not suitable in a location that already has an oversupply and widespread 


vacancies.  


However, the lack of affordable housing is a widespread problem. According to the June 


28, 2021 Affordable Housing Development and Preservation Performance Audit by the Mayor’s 


Office of Housing and Community Development, only 177 new or rehabilitated affordable units 


were created in the financial district between 2009 and 2019. During that same timeframe, 


affordability protections for 306 existing units were lost. Despite this, the project does not 


include any New Affordable Housing Units required to house the future employees of the 
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proposed project. The project only proposed to pay the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee, which is 


required of every large commercial development, but does not require a fee commensurate with 


providing an amount no less than 100% of the New Affordable Housing Units required to house 


the future employees of the proposed project 100% as required by the Office Allocation 


standards.  


Moreover, the Affordable Housing Development and Preservation Performance Audit 


recognizes that surplus public lands and public land dedication is one of the most effective ways 


to finance affordable housing projects. The existing fire station at 530 Sansome has long been 


identified as an ideal site to provide new affordable housing units. (See Board of Supervisors 


Resolution Nos. 244-17 and 143-18, which state that the “public site is a prime candidate for the 


development of affordable housing above the fire station, which is in alignment with the City’s 


policy to prioritize public property for the development of affordable housing” and “the Mayor’s 


Office of Housing and Community Development confirm the ideal nature of Assessor’s Parcel 


Block No. 0206 for a mixed-income affordable housing development project”.) The project site 


is therefore not suitable for the development of new office space, as the site has previously been 


identified as prime location for new affordable housing units on surplus public property.  


3.  Conditional Use Authorization  


Planning Code Section 303(c) establishes the facts that that the Planning Commission 


must determine exist when reviewing applications for Conditional Use Authorization. These 


criteria include: (1) whether the proposed use, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 


proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible 


with, the neighborhood or the community; (2) whether the use as proposed will not be 


detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working 


in the vicinity; and (3) whether the use will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code 


and will not adversely affect the General Plan.  


The application of the Conditional Use Authorization criteria requires that the project be 


clearly identified in order for the Planning Commission to determine whether the proposed use is 


appropriate for the particular site. In this case, the required findings of Section 303(c) cannot be 


made because there are two distinct uses proposed by the project, a Commercial Variant and a 


Residential Variant. Without understanding which project will be built, the findings necessary 
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for the Planning Commission to approve a Conditional Use Authorization cannot be made. For 


example, the Planning Commission must determine whether the use will comply with the 


applicable provisions of the General Plan. The staff report identifies several policies applicable 


to the project, including Housing Policy 1.3, which states the City will “Work proactively to 


identify and secure opportunity sites for permanently affordable housing,” and Housing Policy 


7.4, which requires the City to “Facilitate affordable housing development through land subsidy 


programs, such as land trusts and land dedication.” The Downtown Area Plan also includes 


Policy 7.1, which requires the City to “Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown 


commercial developments,” and Downtown Area Plan Policy 7.2, which requires the City to 


“Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use.” Although 


the Residential Variant may potentially be consistent with these objectives, the Commercial 


Variant would not. The Planning Commission cannot make findings on a proposed use when it 


does not know what the use will be. The project sponsor should first identify which project will 


be constructed so the public can fully understand how this City-owned property will be utilized 


and whether the project is consistent with the General Plan. 


4.  Variance 


Planning Code Section 305 requires substantial evidence to establish each of the 


following five required findings: (1) that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances 


applying to the property involved or to the intended use of the property that do not apply 


generally to other property or uses in the same class of district; (2) that owing to such 


exceptional or extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified provisions of this 


Code would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributable to 


the applicant or the owner of the property; (3) that such variance is necessary for the preservation 


and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the subject property, possessed by other property 


in the same class of district; (4) that the granting of such variance will not be materially 


detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the property or improvements in the 


vicinity; and (5) that the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose 


and intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.   


The project seeks a variance for the width of openings for off-street parking and loading 


(Section 155(s)(4)(A)); and active use, ground floor ceiling height, and transparency 
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requirements for street frontages in commercial districts (Sections 145.1(c)(3), (4) and (6)) to 


accommodate a change in the location of the existing fire station access from a two-way street to 


a one-way street. No evidence has been provided to establish any of the findings required to 


authorize the requested variances, including whether approval of fire station access along a one-


way street would be detrimental to public welfare or whether the change in access is proposed 


due to extraordinary circumstances resulting in an unnecessary hardship that has not been created 


by the applicant’s own design. Without substantial evidence to support the necessary findings 


required by Section 305, the variances cannot be approved.  


CONCLUSION 


 The Downtown Project Authorization allows for exceptions to certain Planning Code 


requirements, but only as permitted by the specific code section for which the exception is 


sought. The project is requesting exceptions that are inconsistent with the code sections for rear 


yard, dwelling-unit exposure, and off-street freight loading. Therefore, the requested exceptions 


are not permitted by the Downtown Project Authorization. Moreover, the proposed project is not 


suitable for the development of new office space because the financial district already has an 


abundance of vacant office space, the project does not provide New Affordable Units, and the 


site has previously been identified as prime City-owned property for the development of new 


affordable housing units. Finally, the findings necessary to approve a Conditional Use 


Authorization cannot be made until a proposed use is actually identified – which has not been 


done. Finally, the Variance authorization is not supported by substantial evidence to establish the 


required findings.  


We respectfully request that the Planning Commission deny the proposed Downtown 


Project Authorization, Office Allocation, Conditional Use Authorization, and Variance. 


Very truly yours,  


ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 


 
 


_____________________ 
Ryan J. Patterson 
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Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 3:49:44 PM

FYI
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Nicholson, Jeanine (FIR)" <jeanine.nicholson@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 at 2:22 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Message for the Planning Commission
 
Greetings,
 
In advance of tomorrow’s (7/29) Planning Commission meeting, would you please provide the
Commissioners with the following message:
 
 
The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) is 100% behind the new Fire Station 13 at 530 Sansome
St.
 
The current Station 13 is over 50 years old.  It is outdated, crowded, and is in need of major capital
improvements, including kitchen repairs and upgrades, complete replacement of its HVAC system,
electrical upgrades and improvements, and window replacement, which, in total, have been
estimated by DPW Bureau of Architecture and Engineering at over $2.5M.  Funding for capital
improvements and replacement fire stations comes from ESER Bonds.  At this time, there is no ESER
Bond funding to improve Station 13, as all current Bond funds have been earmarked for critical
focused scope work at other facilities as well as demolishing and rebuilding Fire Station 7 and
building the new Fire Training Facility to replace the Training Facility on Treasure which is slated for
teardown and redevelopment.  The next ESER Bond is not scheduled until 2027. 
 
This project provides the Department, the City and its citizens with a brand new, state-of-the-art fire
station that includes built-in training props, ADA compliant upgrades, all-gender facilities and a
lactation room as well as decontamination areas where members can change out of and stow their
gear.  This is a very rare opportunity.  SFFD and Related Development have been working together
since this project was first conceived to ensure that the new fire house meets the design standards
criteria established during recent fire station new builds.  Its proposed location on Washington
Street meets the operational needs of the SFFD.  SFFD is very much looking forward to this project
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moving forward.
 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Best,
 
Jeanine R. Nicholson (she/her/hers)
Chief of Department
San Francisco Fire Department
698 Second Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
(415) 558-3401
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 1:00:46 PM

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Patrick Carroll <pchas@comcast.net>
Reply-To: "pchas@comcast.net" <pchas@comcast.net>
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 at 7:20 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the
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$2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

Patrick Carroll 
pchas@comcast.net 
60 Ora Way #104 
San Francisco, California 94131

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES COMPLETION OF HAIGHT STREET TRANSIT

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 12:56:41 PM
Attachments: 07.28.2021 Haight Street Improvement.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 at 12:24 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES COMPLETION OF
HAIGHT STREET TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, July 28, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES COMPLETION OF

HAIGHT STREET TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
New streetscape design enhances pedestrian safety, activates public spaces, and creates a

more vibrant Haight Street corridor
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed joined City leaders, merchants, and
community members at a ribbon-cutting ceremony today to celebrate the completion of the
Upper Haight Transit Improvement and Pedestrian Realm Project. The transformative project
improves pedestrian safety, enhances transit efficiency, and builds on the neighborhood’s
vibrant character.
 
The two-year, $22.3 million project was based on a community-supported vision to revitalize
and improve street safety and public spaces in the historic Haight-Ashbury neighborhood. The
redesign of Haight Street enables the most significant possible degree of flexibility by
reimagining urban spaces that can evolve with the changing demands of the community.
 
“The Haight has a rich history that attracts tourists and locals alike, and with the completion of
this streetscape project, we are making this historic neighborhood more inviting for all,” said
Mayor Breed. “As we emerge from this pandemic and begin to see our city come alive again,
it’s critical that we invest in the cultural vibrancy of our neighborhoods and provide our small
businesses with the support they need to help drive our economic recovery.”
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, July 28, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES COMPLETION OF 


HAIGHT STREET TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT  
New streetscape design enhances pedestrian safety, activates public spaces, and creates a more 


vibrant Haight Street corridor 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed joined City leaders, merchants, and community 


members at a ribbon-cutting ceremony today to celebrate the completion of the Upper Haight 


Transit Improvement and Pedestrian Realm Project. The transformative project improves 


pedestrian safety, enhances transit efficiency, and builds on the neighborhood’s vibrant 


character. 


 


The two-year, $22.3 million project was based on a community-supported vision to revitalize 


and improve street safety and public spaces in the historic Haight-Ashbury neighborhood. The 


redesign of Haight Street enables the most significant possible degree of flexibility by 


reimagining urban spaces that can evolve with the changing demands of the community. 


 


“The Haight has a rich history that attracts tourists and locals alike, and with the completion of 


this streetscape project, we are making this historic neighborhood more inviting for all,” said 


Mayor Breed. “As we emerge from this pandemic and begin to see our city come alive again, it’s 


critical that we invest in the cultural vibrancy of our neighborhoods and provide our small 


businesses with the support they need to help drive our economic recovery.” 


 


The project was designed to incorporate numerous safety features, including new pedestrian-


scale lighting, ADA-compliant curb ramps, and expanded bus-boarding areas. The project also 


replaced the aging sewer system to bolster resiliency, repaved seven blocks of Haight Street 


between Stanyan Street and Central Avenue, and added new street trees and sidewalks to 


beautify the neighborhood. Crews performed additional sewer and repaving work on Masonic 


Avenue between Haight and Waller streets. 


 


“The improvements are a welcome addition to the well-known neighborhood with its trove of 


independent retail establishments, cafes, and restaurants,” said Sunshine Powers, president of the 


Haight Street Merchants Association. “This project provides many wonderful enhancements that 


retain the character of this magnificent, sparkly corridor and will keep us thriving.” 


 


Construction began in September 2018 and continued uninterrupted during San Francisco’s Stay-


at-Home Order, which allowed work to continue on essential infrastructure. This project 


supported more than 130 construction and electrical trade jobs at a time when putting people to 


work was crucial. San Francisco Public Works oversaw the design and construction management 
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


for the project. Key partners included the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, San 


Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, and 


the Department of Technology. 


 


Through the Office of Economic and Workforce Development’s (OEWD) Construction 


Mitigation Program, OEWD staff partnered with Public Works to provide small businesses with 


the necessary support to help minimize construction impacts.   


 


“The redesign and safety enhancements bring much-needed improvements to this historic part of 


the City. The project serves as a great example of successful collaboration among City agencies 


in partnership with the community and our elected representatives to enhance neighborhood 


safety and livability,” said Acting Public Works Director Alaric Degrafinried. 


 


“The changes we see on Haight Street today include a faster travel time for Muni passengers, 


bringing meaningful improvements to the community as we emerge from the pandemic.” said 


San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Director of Transportation, Jeffrey Tumlin. 


“The signals are designed to prioritize the 7-Haight-- one of our highest ridership lines. Muni is 


delivering similar projects on most of our lines and we are proud to offer these improvements on 


Haight Street.” 


 


“This project is another great example of City agencies working together to bring much needed 


improvements to our communities,” said SFPUC Acting General Manager Michael Carlin. “By 


upgrading and replacing our aging infrastructure, we are ensuring the safe and reliable delivery 


of critical sewer services to our customers.” 


 


Funding for the improvements came from various voter-approved sources, including Proposition 


K sales tax revenue, the 2011 Roadway Improvement and Street Safety Bond, and the 2014 San 


Francisco Transportation and Road Improvement Bond. Additional funding sources included the 


City’s General Fund, Prop AA Grant, and Wastewater Enterprise Renewal and Replacement 


Funds. 


 


“The Transportation Authority is proud to provide transportation sales tax and other funds for 


this project, which began with the community's advocacy for safety and streetscape 


improvements along Haight Street,” said Transportation Authority Executive Director Tilly 


Chang. "The new traffic signals, pedestrian scale lighting, bulb-outs and curb ramps will enhance 


community access for the neighborhood and help achieve San Francisco's citywide Vision Zero 


goal as well." 


 


Additional project information is available at www.sfpublicworks.org/upper-haight. 


 


### 
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The project was designed to incorporate numerous safety features, including new pedestrian-
scale lighting, ADA-compliant curb ramps, and expanded bus-boarding areas. The project also
replaced the aging sewer system to bolster resiliency, repaved seven blocks of Haight Street
between Stanyan Street and Central Avenue, and added new street trees and sidewalks to
beautify the neighborhood. Crews performed additional sewer and repaving work on Masonic
Avenue between Haight and Waller streets.
 
“The improvements are a welcome addition to the well-known neighborhood with its trove of
independent retail establishments, cafes, and restaurants,” said Sunshine Powers, president of
the Haight Street Merchants Association. “This project provides many wonderful
enhancements that retain the character of this magnificent, sparkly corridor and will keep us
thriving.”
 
Construction began in September 2018 and continued uninterrupted during San Francisco’s
Stay-at-Home Order, which allowed work to continue on essential infrastructure. This project
supported more than 130 construction and electrical trade jobs at a time when putting people
to work was crucial. San Francisco Public Works oversaw the design and construction
management for the project. Key partners included the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Office of Economic and
Workforce Development, and the Department of Technology.
 
Through the Office of Economic and Workforce Development’s (OEWD) Construction
Mitigation Program, OEWD staff partnered with Public Works to provide small businesses
with the necessary support to help minimize construction impacts. 
 
“The redesign and safety enhancements bring much-needed improvements to this historic part
of the City. The project serves as a great example of successful collaboration among City
agencies in partnership with the community and our elected representatives to enhance
neighborhood safety and livability,” said Acting Public Works Director Alaric Degrafinried.
 
“The changes we see on Haight Street today include a faster travel time for Muni passengers,
bringing meaningful improvements to the community as we emerge from the pandemic.” said
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Director of Transportation, Jeffrey Tumlin.
“The signals are designed to prioritize the 7-Haight-- one of our highest ridership lines. Muni
is delivering similar projects on most of our lines and we are proud to offer these
improvements on Haight Street.”
 
“This project is another great example of City agencies working together to bring much
needed improvements to our communities,” said SFPUC Acting General Manager Michael
Carlin. “By upgrading and replacing our aging infrastructure, we are ensuring the safe and
reliable delivery of critical sewer services to our customers.”
 
Funding for the improvements came from various voter-approved sources, including
Proposition K sales tax revenue, the 2011 Roadway Improvement and Street Safety Bond, and
the 2014 San Francisco Transportation and Road Improvement Bond. Additional funding
sources included the City’s General Fund, Prop AA Grant, and Wastewater Enterprise
Renewal and Replacement Funds.
 
“The Transportation Authority is proud to provide transportation sales tax and other funds for
this project, which began with the community's advocacy for safety and streetscape



improvements along Haight Street,” said Transportation Authority Executive Director Tilly
Chang. "The new traffic signals, pedestrian scale lighting, bulb-outs and curb ramps will
enhance community access for the neighborhood and help achieve San Francisco's citywide
Vision Zero goal as well."
 
Additional project information is available at www.sfpublicworks.org/upper-haight.
 

###
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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)
Subject: FW: 35 Ventura - DR Requestor"s Submittal
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 12:56:21 PM
Attachments: Letter to Commission.pdf

35 Ventura Remodel Ltr to Planning Commission (00542729x9CEC8).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: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 at 12:30 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 35 Ventura - DR Requestor's Submittal
 
please forward to the commissioners
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (628) 652-7335
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
 
 

From: Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 11:36 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: Brian O'Neill <brian@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry <chandni@zfplaw.com>
Subject: RE: 35 Ventura - DR Requestor's Submittal
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President Joel Koppel                                                          July 26, 2021 
Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave. Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: 35 Ventura Avenue 
Case No. 2016-013505DRP 
Discretionary Review Date: July 29, 2021 
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 
 
We are neighbors of the proposed project at 35 Ventura Avenue (across the street, #20). The 
developers of the project have applied for permits to substantially increase the size of the 
existing home. The homes in this area of Forest Hills were all designed to respect the area of 
the hilly topography. The new increased height and over- all size of the project will have a 
marked environmental effect on the neighborhood. 
 
My concern also centers around the fact that this neighbor conducts what I believe to be a 
“light industrial” business out of this home (metal work/fabrication). While during the 
pandemic I realize many of us have worked from home, I am worried that with the substantial 
increase in size of this home the owner will thus be able to increase the capacity of the business 
he runs. Besides the noise – grinding of metal – I am also concerned by the trailer/dumpster 
that is permanently parked on the street in front of this home. It is filled regularly with 
industrial debris.   
 
We would recommend a Discretionary review be granted with a redesigned modification.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janis Mysona & Family 
20 Ventura Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94116 












Hi David,
 
Here are two additional neighbor letters supporting the DR (bringing the total to three).
 
Thanks,
 
Ryan
 
Ryan J. Patterson
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
Please note our new address:
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
Email: ryan@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
 
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole use
of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated, nothing in
this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
 

From: Ryan Patterson 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 5:03 PM
To: David Winslow david.winslow@sfgov.org
Cc: Brian O'Neill brian@zfplaw.com; Chandni Mistry chandni@zfplaw.com
Subject: RE: 35 Ventura - DR Requestor's Submittal
 
Also, making sure you received this attached neighbor letter. There may be some additional letters
later, too.
 
Thanks,
 
Ryan
 
Ryan J. Patterson
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
Please note our new address:
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
Email: ryan@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
 
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole use
of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated, nothing in
this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
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From: Ryan Patterson 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 4:38 PM
To: David Winslow <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Cc: Brian O'Neill <brian@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry <chandni@zfplaw.com>
Subject: 35 Ventura - DR Requestor's Submittal
 
Dear David,
 
Please find the DR Requestor’s brief and compromise proposal attached.
 
Thank you,
 
Ryan
 
Ryan J. Patterson
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
Please note our new address:
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
Email: ryan@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
 
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole use
of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated, nothing in
this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 9:15:58 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: Cristina Cordova <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "cristinajcordova@gmail.com" <cristinajcordova@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 at 9:14 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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$2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

Cristina Cordova 
cristinajcordova@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94114

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO ANNOUNCES NEW MAJOR STEP IN CITY’S EFFORT TO

TRANSITION TO PUBLIC POWER
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 1:27:49 PM
Attachments: 07.27.2021 CPUC Valuation Request.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, July 27, 2021 at 12:30 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO ANNOUNCES NEW MAJOR STEP IN CITY’S
EFFORT TO TRANSITION TO PUBLIC POWER
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, July 27, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO ANNOUNCES NEW MAJOR STEP IN
CITY’S EFFORT TO TRANSITION TO PUBLIC POWER

San Francisco requests the State determine the value of PG&E’s local electric assets as the
next step in acquiring them in order to provide clean, affordable and reliable public power

 
San Francisco, CA —The City and County of San Francisco submitted a petition today with
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requesting a formal determination of the
value of PG&E’s local electric infrastructure, the next step in San Francisco’s efforts to
acquire the utility’s city-based electric facilities and complete the City’s transition to public
power. 
 
Owning the grid would allow San Francisco to provide clean, reliable and affordable
electricity throughout the City while also taking meaningful climate action, like reaching its
set target of
using 100% renewable electricity by 2025. Controlling energy use and delivery would also
allow San Francisco to ensure equity in electric service and workforce development while
providing transparency and public accountability in rates, service and safety.
 
The move comes after the City made a $2.5 billion offer in 2019 to purchase PG&E’s local
electric assets following years of the investor-owned utility’s failure to provide reasonable,
safe, and cost-effective service to its ratepayers. The City resubmitted its offer when PG&E
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, July 27, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


SAN FRANCISCO ANNOUNCES NEW MAJOR STEP IN CITY’S 


EFFORT TO TRANSITION TO PUBLIC POWER 
San Francisco requests the State determine the value of PG&E’s local electric assets as the next 


step in acquiring them in order to provide clean, affordable and reliable public power 


 


San Francisco, CA —The City and County of San Francisco submitted a petition today with the 


California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requesting a formal determination of the value 


of PG&E’s local electric infrastructure, the next step in San Francisco’s efforts to acquire the 


utility’s city-based electric facilities and complete the City’s transition to public power.  


  


Owning the grid would allow San Francisco to provide clean, reliable and affordable electricity 


throughout the City while also taking meaningful climate action, like reaching its set target of  


using 100% renewable electricity by 2025. Controlling energy use and delivery would also allow 


San Francisco to ensure equity in electric service and workforce development while providing 


transparency and public accountability in rates, service and safety. 


 


The move comes after the City made a $2.5 billion offer in 2019 to purchase PG&E’s local 


electric assets following years of the investor-owned utility’s failure to provide reasonable, safe, 


and cost-effective service to its ratepayers. The City resubmitted its offer when PG&E emerged 


from bankruptcy in 2020. PG&E rejected both San Francisco purchase offers, and in the last year 


has begun seeking to impose more than $1 billion in unnecessary charges on City customers 


while delaying basic power hookups on a range of public buildings from schools to new transit 


projects. 


 


“San Francisco is ready to transition to full public power, and today we are asking the CPUC to 


determine a fair price that will allow us to move forward with the acquisition of our local power 


grid,” said Mayor London Breed. “It’s been clear for a long time that full public power is the 


right choice for our City and our residents, and we know we can do this job more safely, more 


reliably, and more cost effectively than PG&E. It’s time for everyone in the City to have access 


to clean, reliable, affordable public power.” 


 


Mayor London Breed announced the City’s valuation request at an event at Zuckerberg San 


Francisco General Hospital, which for decades has relied on the San Francisco Public Utilities 


Commission (SFPUC) to provide clean, safe, reliable, and affordable power for its critical 


facilities and has been instrumental in the City’s widely lauded COVID-19 pandemic response. 


The hospital is also the site of a major joint research and academic facility with the University of 


California San Francisco, whose construction was delayed by PG&E’s intransigence, driving up 


costs by an estimated $30,000. 
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San Francisco’s local elected leaders remain united behind the transition to public power, all of 


whom have urged PG&E to reconsider the City’s acquisition offer. Mayor Breed was joined by 


State Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco), City Attorney Dennis Herrera, Board of 


Supervisors President Shamann Walton, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission President 


Sophie Maxwell and community advocates. In addition to having the support of City and local 


officials, transitioning to public power has public support; a 2019 poll found that nearly 70% of 


San Franciscans support switching to public power. 


 


In the valuation petition filed today by City Attorney Dennis Herrera, the City asks the CPUC to 


determine the just compensation to be paid for PG&E’s electricity distribution assets that serve 


San Francisco. State law gives the CPUC the authority to set definitive valuations for utility 


assets. San Francisco’s petition also proposes a process for the Commission to assess the value of 


PG&E’s electric facilities.  


  


“San Francisco has been a reliable public power provider for more than a century. PG&E is the 


poster child for a utility that puts profit ahead of people. San Franciscans have had enough,” said 


City Attorney Dennis Herrera. “This proposed acquisition makes sense for San Francisco, it 


makes sense for PG&E’s other customers, and, quite frankly, it makes sense for PG&E. San 


Francisco is offering billions of dollars that could be used to pay fire victims and keep PG&E 


from sticking customers with rate hikes. San Francisco made a very fair offer to buy PG&E’s 


local assets. PG&E refused. Now we’ll use an impartial process to set the definitive value of this 


infrastructure so we can move forward.”  


 


“The current relationship between San Francisco and PG&E is untenable. For years, San 


Franciscans have paid the price for PG&E’s service delays and cost overruns, with terrible 


impacts on public facilities across the City, from schools and homeless shelters to affordable 


housing and recreational facilities,” said Senate Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “This has never 


been acceptable, and it’s getting worse. It’s time for the City to reconsider its options for getting 


out from under PG&E’s corporate monopoly, and I urge the CPUC to act quickly to provide a 


fair valuation of PG&E’s assets so this acquisition can move forward.” 


  


San Francisco has demonstrated its effectiveness as a local power provider for more than 100 


years, delivering clean, reliable hydropower from Hetch Hetchy Power to customers like the San 


Francisco International Airport, the San Francisco Zoo, and Zuckerberg San Francisco General 


Hospital. Hetch Hetchy Power employs hundreds of highly skilled, locally-based union workers 


throughout the SFPUC operations area, which stretches from the Sierra Nevada mountains to the 


Pacific Ocean. The SFPUC’s CleanPowerSF program also purchases renewable power for over 


370,000 homes and businesses. Collectively, the two programs provide more than 70% of the 


electricity consumed in San Francisco.  


 


San Francisco has also set a goal of shifting to 100% renewable electricity by 2025 and 100% 


renewable energy by 2040—a target that will be easier to achieve if San Francisco had local 


control of its power grid. San Francisco would use bonds secured by future revenues from 


electricity generation to acquire PG&E’s infrastructure, so no funds for existing City services, 


like affordable housing, libraries or addressing homelessness, would be affected. 



https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1241
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“Our public power and utility system has proven itself over more than a century, and the City is 


prepared to begin managing the rest of our local grid. The Board of Supervisors unanimously 


supported our original offer in 2019, and city leaders continue to believe public power is in the 


best interest of San Francisco,” said Board of Supervisors President Shamann Walton. “San 


Francisco has always had the right to full public power, and we are committed to make it a 


reality.” 


  


In today’s valuation request, the City outlines a long list of reasons for pursuing today’s petition, 


noting PG&E’s ongoing failure to provide adequate service to both the City’s utility and 


individual ratepayers, resulting in years of disrupted services and millions of dollars in 


unnecessary costs. In one recent case outlined in a new white paper produced by the SFPUC, 


PG&E has pushed for the City to pay as much as $1 million per streetlight connection for a series 


of unneeded upgrades. 


 


More information on projects facing delays can be found at OurCityOurPower.org. The petition 


also notes that the CPUC itself has described PG&E’s recent safety history as ranging “from 


dismal to abysmal,” including multiple local incidents resulting in injuries and property 


damage.   


  


“PG&E has not been a good partner to San Francisco—undermining the City’s ability to provide 


core services, imposing unnecessary costs on our ratepayers, and making it harder for public 


power providers to do our jobs,” said San Francisco Public Utilities Commission President 


Sophie Maxwell. “The City has sought unsuccessfully to resolve these issues for years, through 


litigation and direct negotiation. It has become clear that acquiring and assuming responsibility 


for the distribution system is the only way for San Francisco to operate its electric utility in a 


way that meets the City’s objectives.” 


 


San Francisco’s acquisition of PG&E’s assets would not burden PG&E’s remaining ratepayers, 


and very well could benefit them. San Francisco is a small part of PG&E’s large service territory, 


representing less than 8% of PG&E’s total electric retail accounts in 2019. PG&E’s revenues per 


San Francisco customer are smaller than its revenues per PG&E customer outside the City. San 


Francisco’s acquisition would reduce the size of PG&E’s remaining service territory and its 


service obligations. This alone could benefit remaining ratepayers as PG&E would no longer 


have any expenses or obligations related to the upkeep – and future capital needs – of the assets 


purchased by San Francisco. Relieving PG&E of this obligation can help it focus on critical 


needs elsewhere. 
  


The full valuation request is available here:  


https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/CCSFs-CPUC-Valuation-Petition-7-


27-21.pdf. 


  


More information on the City’s transition to public power is available here:  


OurCityOurPower.org. 


 



https://www.publicpowersf.org/
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emerged from bankruptcy in 2020. PG&E rejected both San Francisco purchase offers, and in
the last year has begun seeking to impose more than $1 billion in unnecessary charges on City
customers while delaying basic power hookups on a range of public buildings from schools to
new transit projects.
 
“San Francisco is ready to transition to full public power, and today we are asking the CPUC
to determine a fair price that will allow us to move forward with the acquisition of our local
power grid,” said Mayor London Breed. “It’s been clear for a long time that full public power
is the right choice for our City and our residents, and we know we can do this job more safely,
more reliably, and more cost effectively than PG&E. It’s time for everyone in the City to have
access to clean, reliable, affordable public power.”
 
Mayor London Breed announced the City’s valuation request at an event at Zuckerberg San
Francisco General Hospital, which for decades has relied on the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) to provide clean, safe, reliable, and affordable power for its critical
facilities and has been instrumental in the City’s widely lauded COVID-19 pandemic
response. The hospital is also the site of a major joint research and academic facility with the
University of California San Francisco, whose construction was delayed by PG&E’s
intransigence, driving up costs by an estimated $30,000.
 

San Francisco’s local elected leaders remain united behind the transition to public power, all
of whom have urged PG&E to reconsider the City’s acquisition offer. Mayor Breed was joined
by State Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco), City Attorney Dennis Herrera, Board of
Supervisors President Shamann Walton, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission President
Sophie Maxwell and community advocates. In addition to having the support of City and local
officials, transitioning to public power has public support; a 2019 poll found that nearly 70%
of San Franciscans support switching to public power.
 
In the valuation petition filed today by City Attorney Dennis Herrera, the City asks the CPUC
to determine the just compensation to be paid for PG&E’s electricity distribution assets that
serve San Francisco. State law gives the CPUC the authority to set definitive valuations for
utility assets. San Francisco’s petition also proposes a process for the Commission to assess
the value of PG&E’s electric facilities.
 
“San Francisco has been a reliable public power provider for more than a century. PG&E is
the poster child for a utility that puts profit ahead of people. San Franciscans have had
enough,” said City Attorney Dennis Herrera. “This proposed acquisition makes sense for San
Francisco, it makes sense for PG&E’s other customers, and, quite frankly, it makes sense for
PG&E. San Francisco is offering billions of dollars that could be used to pay fire victims and
keep PG&E from sticking customers with rate hikes. San Francisco made a very fair offer to
buy PG&E’s local assets. PG&E refused. Now we’ll use an impartial process to set the
definitive value of this infrastructure so we can move forward.”
 
“The current relationship between San Francisco and PG&E is untenable. For years, San
Franciscans have paid the price for PG&E’s service delays and cost overruns, with terrible
impacts on public facilities across the City, from schools and homeless shelters to affordable
housing and recreational facilities,” said Senate Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “This has
never been acceptable, and it’s getting worse. It’s time for the City to reconsider its options for
getting out from under PG&E’s corporate monopoly, and I urge the CPUC to act quickly to
provide a fair valuation of PG&E’s assets so this acquisition can move forward.”
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San Francisco has demonstrated its effectiveness as a local power provider for more than 100
years, delivering clean, reliable hydropower from Hetch Hetchy Power to customers like the
San Francisco International Airport, the San Francisco Zoo, and Zuckerberg San Francisco
General Hospital. Hetch Hetchy Power employs hundreds of highly skilled, locally-based
union workers throughout the SFPUC operations area, which stretches from the Sierra Nevada
mountains to the Pacific Ocean. The SFPUC’s CleanPowerSF program also purchases
renewable power for over 370,000 homes and businesses. Collectively, the two programs
provide more than 70% of the electricity consumed in San Francisco.
 
San Francisco has also set a goal of shifting to 100% renewable electricity by 2025 and 100%
renewable energy by 2040—a target that will be easier to achieve if San Francisco had local
control of its power grid. San Francisco would use bonds secured by future revenues from
electricity generation to acquire PG&E’s infrastructure, so no funds for existing City services,
like affordable housing, libraries or addressing homelessness, would be affected.
 
“Our public power and utility system has proven itself over more than a century, and the City
is prepared to begin managing the rest of our local grid. The Board of Supervisors
unanimously supported our original offer in 2019, and city leaders continue to believe public
power is in the best interest of San Francisco,” said Board of Supervisors President Shamann
Walton. “San Francisco has always had the right to full public power, and we are committed to
make it a reality.”
 
In today’s valuation request, the City outlines a long list of reasons for pursuing today’s
petition, noting PG&E’s ongoing failure to provide adequate service to both the City’s utility
and individual ratepayers, resulting in years of disrupted services and millions of dollars in
unnecessary costs. In one recent case outlined in a new white paper produced by the SFPUC,
PG&E has pushed for the City to pay as much as $1 million per streetlight connection for a
series of unneeded upgrades.
 
More information on projects facing delays can be found at OurCityOurPower.org. The
petition also notes that the CPUC itself has described PG&E’s recent safety history as ranging
“from dismal to abysmal,” including multiple local incidents resulting in injuries and property
damage.  
 
“PG&E has not been a good partner to San Francisco—undermining the City’s ability to
provide core services, imposing unnecessary costs on our ratepayers, and making it harder for
public power providers to do our jobs,” said San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
President Sophie Maxwell. “The City has sought unsuccessfully to resolve these issues for
years, through litigation and direct negotiation. It has become clear that acquiring and
assuming responsibility for the distribution system is the only way for San Francisco to
operate its electric utility in a way that meets the City’s objectives.”
 
San Francisco’s acquisition of PG&E’s assets would not burden PG&E’s remaining
ratepayers, and very well could benefit them. San Francisco is a small part of PG&E’s large
service territory, representing less than 8% of PG&E’s total electric retail accounts in 2019.
PG&E’s revenues per San Francisco customer are smaller than its revenues per PG&E
customer outside the City. San Francisco’s acquisition would reduce the size of PG&E’s
remaining service territory and its service obligations. This alone could benefit remaining
ratepayers as PG&E would no longer have any expenses or obligations related to the upkeep –
and future capital needs – of the assets purchased by San Francisco. Relieving PG&E of this
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obligation can help it focus on critical needs elsewhere.
 
The full valuation request is available here: 
https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/CCSFs-CPUC-Valuation-
Petition-7-27-21.pdf.
 
More information on the City’s transition to public power is available here: 
OurCityOurPower.org.

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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Delumo, Jenny (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission July 29
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 12:42:41 PM
Attachments: FO770 Letter.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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Eric Tao <eric@L37partners.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 12:36 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org>
Subject: Planning Commission July 29
 

 

With respect to item 10. 2017-012086ENV (J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568) 770 WOOLSEY STREET
 
I’m attaching a support letter from the community to be shared with the commissioners.
 
Thank you
 
Eric Tao
Project Sponsor
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Supervisor Hillary Ronen
District 9 Supervisor
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689


Dear Supervisor Ronen,


The Friends of 770 Woolsey (FO770) is a California unincorporated nonprofit association
comprised of Portola residents committed to engaging our neighbors and the larger San
Francisco community to develop a community asset at the Portola’s last historic nursery site at
770 Woolsey.


As you know, for the past several years, we have worked hard to advance a community-driven
vision for 770 Woolsey. That vision is to develop the full 2.2 acre site at 770 Woolsey as a
community asset which preserves the Portola’s unique urban agricultural history and creates a
thriving and sustainable community hub grounded in urban agriculture, education and
community. We envision this as a place where the community comes together and that
strengthens our bonds, where young and older people are invited to learn and to get their hands
dirty, and a working agricultural operation rooted in values of financial and environmental
sustainability.


We are pleased to report that we have reached an agreement with the current owners of the
770 Woolsey site (“the Owners”). In keeping with said agreement, we are writing to you now to
express our general support for the Modified Project detailed in the attached Exhibit C, and the
Owner’s associated Modified Planning Application.


We believe that by creating a community owned, publicly accessible parcel of greater than one
third of an acre, and by restoring several historic structures including the Boiler House and
Greenhouses 1 and 2 to Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties, and by including the addition of a new ADA bathroom in the Boiler Room and other
ancillary benefits, the Modified Project achieves several important community goals in its own
right. Even more importantly, the Modified Project is part of and supports the larger agreement
by and between FO770 and the Owners, wherein FO770, and through them the wider Portola
community, has secured from the Owners two options to purchase the 770 Woolsey site. It is
these options to purchase that form the bedrock for our general support for the Modified Project.


Sincerely,
Friends of 770 Woolsey Street







  Exhibit C


Modified Project


The 62-Unit Project under review by the San Francisco Planning Department for the Property as
of the date of this Agreement and including the following specific agreements pertaining to
Owner’s duties to perform Site Delivery Work for the Community Parcel and to construct vertical
improvements for the Modified Project:


Subsequent to performance of Site Delivery Work for the Community Parcel, Owner shall
restore the Boiler Room, Greenhouse #1 and Greenhouse #2 according to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and this work shall be done by a
firm or team of persons who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for Historic Architecture and will include appropriate conservation specialists. This
restoration work will include the addition of a new ADA bathroom in the Boiler House.


Owner shall further construct a mid-block passage that extends north-south at least between the
north building edge of Greenhouse #2 (the more northern greenhouse) to the Woolsey Street
property line and said passage will be 12' minimum clear width. Owner will provide FOW an
easement along this midblock passage from Woolsey Street to the north building edge of
Greenhouse #2.


Finally, Owner shall construct the streetscape improvements within the public right of way
extending all the way to the corner of Woolsey and Hamilton, including a curb cut at the
mid-block passage on Woolsey street approximately halfway between Hamilton and Bowdoin,
and on Hamilton between the south edge of the Boiler House and the corner of Woolsey, wide
enough that FOW will have a ready means of entering the site with a vehicle to support future
programmatic uses at the Community Parcel.


The “Community Parcel” as depicted above and referenced as “Community Space Provided” is
the rectilinear area running 120’ 6” along Woolsey Street and 136’ along Hamilton Street
consisting of approximately 16,388 square feet.







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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 10:23:41 AM

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Jim Greer <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "jimgreer@gmail.com" <jimgreer@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 at 8:30 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the

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


$2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

Jim Greer 
jimgreer@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94114

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 10:23:28 AM

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Matt Havens <mhavens14@gmail.con>
Reply-To: "mhavens14@gmail.con" <mhavens14@gmail.con>
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 at 8:14 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the

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


$2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

Matt Havens 
mhavens14@gmail.con

San Francisco, California 94114

 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 10:23:08 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: Andrew McSherry <andy@andymcsherry.com>
Reply-To: "andy@andymcsherry.com" <andy@andymcsherry.com>
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 at 2:47 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the

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


$2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

Andrew McSherry 
andy@andymcsherry.com

San Francisco, California 94114

 



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

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: 2525 Van Ness Ave
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 9:29:33 AM
Attachments: Redlined Executive Summary & Draft Motion - 2525 Van Ness Ave.pdf

Good morning, Commissioners.

It was brought to my attention that the Executive Summary and Draft Motion for the project at 2525 Van Ness
Avenue described the dwelling unit mix as it was approved by the Commission in May, 2018 (24 two-bedroom units
and 4 one-bedroom units), and did not reference the fact that this dwelling unit mix was subsequently revised when
the project sponsor submitted their building permit application. The total number of dwelling units did not change,
but the floor plans were revised such that the project now has 6 three-bedroom units, 20 two-bedroom units and 2
one-bedroom units. The Land Use Table (Exhibit C) accurately lists this dwelling unit mix, but I've attached redlined
pages from the Executive Summary and Draft Motion that reflect this revision. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards,

Christopher May, Senior Planner
Northwest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7359 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 

mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
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mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19



 


 


Executive Summary 
Conditional Use 


HEARING DATE: JULY 29, 2021 


 


Record No.: 2016-002728CUA-02 
Project Address: 2525 Van Ness Avenue 
Zoning: RC-3 (Residential-Commercial, Medium Density) Zoning District 
 65-A Height and Bulk District 
 Van Ness Avenue Area Plan 
Block/Lot: 0527/004 
Project Sponsor:  Eduardo Sagues 
  3456 Sacramento Street 
  San Francisco, CA 94118 
Property Owner:  Boubouffe, LLC 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
Staff Contact: Christopher May – (628) 652-7359 
 christopher.may@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: Disapproval 


 
 


Project Description 


The Project seeks to increase the residential off-street parking ratio from 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit (for a total of 
14 spaces) as previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) to 0.75 spaces per dwelling 
unit (for a total of 21 spaces). The approved project included the demolition of the existing 24-foot tall, two-story, 
9,980 square-foot commercial building and new construction of a 65-foot tall, seven-story, 70,080 square foot 
building containing 28 dwelling units (24 two-bedroom units and 4 one-bedroom units), up to 2,000 square feet 
of ground floor retail space, 28 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 14 off-street below grade parking spaces. The 
unit mix was subsequently revised after the Planning Commission approval to include 6 three-bedroom units, 20 
two-bedroom units and 2 one-bedroom units. 
 







Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2016-002728CUA-02 
July 29, 2021  2525 Van Ness Avenue 
 


  3  


FINDINGS 


Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 


1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 


2. Project Description. The Project seeks to increase the residential parking ratio from 0.5 or 14 spaces as 
previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) to 0.75 or 21 residential parking 
spaces off-street parking spaces. The approved project included the demolition of the existing 24-foot tall, 
two-story, 9,980 square-foot commercial building and new construction of a 65-foot tall, seven-story, 
70,080 square foot building containing 28 dwelling units (24 two-bedroom units and 4 one-bedroom 
units), up to 2,000 square feet of ground floor retail space, 28 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 14 off-
street below grade parking spaces. The unit mix was subsequently revised after the Planning Commission 
approval to include 6 three-bedroom units, 20 two-bedroom units and 2 one-bedroom units. 


On March 6, 2020, the project sponsor submitted a building permit application to revise the previously-
approved permit proposing additional excavation within the rear yard to accommodate “tenant storage”. 
This permit was approved and issued on March 1, 2021. Four weeks later, the project sponsor submitted 
Application No. 2016-002728CUA-02 proposing the conversion of this space into seven (7) additional 
residential off-street parking spaces.   


3. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located at the west side of Van Ness Avenue, between 
Filbert and Union Streets. The 11,025 square-foot property has 85 feet of frontage on Van Ness Avenue and 
a lot depth that ranges from 125.17 to 129.9 feet. The site is currently vacant. 


4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located at the center of a seven-
block long RC-3 Zoning District that extends north from Broadway to Chestnut Street, and applies only to 
properties that front onto Van Ness Avenue. Beyond the RC-3 zoned properties fronting on Van Ness 
Avenue, the surrounding zoning includes lower density RH-3, RM-2 and RM-3 districts, neighborhood 
commercial districts along Polk, Lombard and Union Streets, and a public use district that captures Fort 
Mason and Aquatic Park. The surrounding neighborhood character reflects this assemblage of zoning 
districts and consists of two- to eleven-story buildings that contain a mixture of residential, commercial 
and institutional uses. More specifically, to the north of the subject property is a six story 27-unit 
residential building. To the east of the subject property, across Van Ness Avenue is a five-story hotel (d.b.a. 
da Vinci Villa), and three four-story multi-family residential buildings. South of the subject property are 
three three-story multi-family buildings, two of which contain ground floor commercial uses. The project 
site is also located along the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit corridor and is within a quarter mile of nine Muni 
bus routes, including the 19 - Polk, 28 – 19th Avenue, 30 - Stockton, 30X – Marina Express, 41 - Union, 45 – 
Union/Stockton, 47 – Van Ness, 49 – Van Ness/Mission and 76X – Marin Headlands Express. 


5. Public Outreach and Comments. The Department has received no public comment regarding the 
proposed project.  


6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is inconsistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 











From: Lynch, Laura (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: letter re: 35 Ventura Ave
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 8:57:47 AM
Attachments: Letter for Commissioner Koppel - 35 Ventura Ave.pdf

 
 

From: DCP, Reception (CPC) <reception.dcp@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 3:25 PM
To: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Subject: Mail for Commissioner Koppel - letter re: 35 Ventura Ave
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President Joel Koppel July 19, 2021


Planning Commission


49 South Van Ness Ave. Suite 1400


San Francisco, CA 94103


Re: 35 Ventura Avenue


Case No. 2016-013505DRP


Discretionary Review Date: July 29, 2021


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:


We are back-yard neighbors of the proposed project at 35 Ventura Avenue. The developers of


the project have applied for permits to substantially increase the size of the existing home. The


homes in this area of Forest HiNs were all designed to respect the area of the hilly topography.


The new increased height and over- all size of the project will have a marked environmental


effect on my home as well as neighboring homes.
The added height (15 feet) on top of a house presently at the top of the hill will increase shade


and will look straight down on to our patio, back and side of our house and severely limit our


privacy. We would recommend a Discretionary review be granted with a redesigned


modification.


Attached is a photo from our backward of 35 Ventura with an approximate 15 additional feet


added to top of residence.


Sincerel


George H cG~~


Ingebo McGlyni
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 770 Woolsey St: Historic Preservation Commission Draft EIR Comment Letter (Planning Department File No.

2017-012086ENV)
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 8:12:09 AM
Attachments: 770WoolseyDEIRComments_HPC.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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 3:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Greving, Justin (CPC) <justin.greving@sfgov.org>; Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)
<allison.vanderslice@sfgov.org>; Fordham, Chelsea (CPC) <chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org>
Subject: 770 Woolsey St: Historic Preservation Commission Draft EIR Comment Letter (Planning
Department File No. 2017-012086ENV)
 
Dear Mr. Ionin,
 
Attached is a comment letter from the Historic Preservation Commission on the draft environmental
impact report (EIR) for the 770 Woolsey Street Project. Can you please distribute the letter to the
Planning Commission? The draft EIR for this project will be before the Planning Commission at the
July 29 meeting.
 
Kind regards,
 
Jenny Delumo, AICP (she/hers)
Senior Planner and Transportation Review Team Lead
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7568 | 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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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC);

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Subject: 530 Sansome Street: Shadow Analysis
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 3:59:41 PM
Attachments: 530 Sansome_CEQA-S295_Analysis_FINAL_reduced.pdf

Hello Commissioners:
 
I had omitted the consultant-prepared shadow analysis from the published staff report due to the
size of the technical study (192 pages and nearly 68mb in file size). The comprehensive analysis
covers the proposed 530 Sansome Street project’s shadow impacts on two RPD properties (Maritime
Plaza and Sue Bierman Park).
 
Here is a link to the full report. For your benefit, I’ve attached a reduced file size version.
 
Please let me know if I can answer any questions or provide an overview of the findings.
 
Best,
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Senior Planner
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
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530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)


DECEMBER 2019


37


Project Renderings
SCALE: NTS


PReviSION
DESIGN


February 5, 2021
FINaL


TO: 
aLaNa CaLLaGy, SaN FraNCISCO PLaNNING DePT.
49 SOuTH VaN NeSS aVeNue, SuITe 1400
SaN FraNCISCO, Ca 94103


FrOM: 
aDaM PHILLIPS


PrINCIPaL
PreVISION DeSIGN


shadow analysis report for the Proposed
530 SanSOME Street project Per CEQA and  
San FRANCISCO Planning CODE section 295 standards
Planning Case Number 2019-017481







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 1
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I. Introduction and Overview


This report details the results of an analysis conducted by Prevision Design to 


identify the shadow effects that would be caused by the proposed construction of an 


approximately 217’-7” tall (236’ total height with parapet), mixed-use project located at 


530 Sansome Street (“the proposed project”) and a residential variant (similar design 


with altered massing on the top two floors referred to as the “residential variant”) on 


Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park, publicly-accessible open spaces under the 


jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) and subject 


to review under San Francisco Planning Code section 295, and Transamerica Redwood 


Park, a privately owned public open space (POPOS) subject to review for shadow 


impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).


The analysis was conducted according to criteria and methodology as described in (1) 


the February 3, 1989 memorandum titled “Proposition K – The Sunlight Ordinance” 


(“the 1989 memorandum”) prepared by RPD and the San Francisco Planning 


Department (“Planning”), (2) the July 2014 memorandum titled “Shadow Analysis 


Procedures and Scope Requirements” (“the 2014 memorandum”) prepared by Planning, 


and (3) direction from Planning and RPD staff regarding the appropriate approach, 


deliverables, and scope of analysis appropriate in consideration of the open spaces 


affected.  


This report includes the results and discussion of all criteria factored into the analysis, 


including discussion of the analysis approach and methodology, a description and 


depictions of the project as proposed, description of the affected publicly accessible 


open space, and the results of the study, including: quantitative and qualitative reporting 


of net new shadow generated by the project, graphical simulations of the location and 


extent of the project’s net new shadow.


This report does not present opinions nor conclusions on the part of Prevision Design 


about whether the shadows cast by the proposed project could or should be considered 


significant/less than significant under CEQA. That determination would be made 


by the San Francisco Planning Department. This report does not present opinions 


or conclusions about whether the proposed project or residential variant would have 


an adverse impact on the use or enjoyment of the property under the jurisdiction 


of the Recreation and Park Commission under Planning Code Section 295. These 


determinations shall be made by the San Francisco Planning Commission with input 


from RPD. 
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II. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK and SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 


While there are no specific federal nor state regulations which deal with solar access 


or shadow effects on publicly accessible open spaces, San Francisco has established 


several provisions, policies, and procedures that provide the framework by which 


shadow cast by proposed projects is evaluated.


San Francisco General Plan


The Recreation and Open Space Element of the City of San Francisco General Plan 


(2014) includes Policy 1.9 applicable to potential solar access or shading impacts of new 


development on public open spaces, excerpted below:


Solar access to public open space should be protected. In San Francisco, 


presence of the sun’s warming rays is essential to enjoying open space. Climatic 


factors, including ambient temperature, humidity, and wind, generally combine 


to create a comfortable climate only when direct sunlight is present. Therefore, 


the shadows created by new development nearby can critically diminish the 


utility and comfort of the open space.


Shadows are particularly a problem in downtown districts and in neighborhoods 


immediately adjacent to the downtown core, where there is a limited amount 


of open space, where there is pressure for new development, and where zoning 


controls allow tall buildings. But the problem potentially exists wherever tall 


buildings near open space are permitted.


The City should support more specific protections elsewhere to maintain sunlight 


in these spaces during the hours of their most intensive use while balancing this 


with the need for new development to accommodate a growing population in the 


City.


The project would be subject to evaluation of potential shadow effects on public spaces 


under the general plan.


San Francisco Planning Code


San Francisco Planning Code section 295, adopted in 1984 pursuant to voter approval 


of Proposition K (The Sunlight Ordinance), prohibits the issuance of building permits 
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for structures over 40 feet in height that would cast net new shadow on property 


under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation and Park 


Commission between one hour after sunrise to one hour before sunset at any time of 


year, unless the Planning Commission determines that the net new shadow (1) would 


not have an adverse impact on the use of the property or (2) the impact would not be 


significant. Code section 295 provides that:


The City Planning Commission shall conduct a hearing and shall disapprove 


the issuance of any building permit governed by the provisions of this Section 


if it finds that the proposed project will have any adverse impact on the use 


of the property under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the 


Recreation and Park Commission because of the shading or shadowing that it 


will cause, unless it is determined that the impact would be insignificant. The 


City Planning Commission shall not make the determination required by the 


provisions of this Subsection until the general manager of the Recreation and 


Park Department in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission has 


had an opportunity to review and comment to the City Planning Commission 


upon the proposed project.


Net new shadow cast by the proposed project and residential variant would affect two 


open spaces under the jurisdiction of the RPD; therefore provisions of section 295 apply. 


Other Local Regulations


Planning Code Section 146: 


Added in 1985, this section establishes additional design guidelines for buildings along 


certain streets in C-3 Downtown Commercial Districts for the purpose of maintaining 


direct sunlight on public sidewalks during critical periods of use.  


The project site is located within the C-3 Downtown Commercial District, however it is 


not located along a street frontage that is regulated by section 146. Section 146 would 


not apply to the proposed project or residential variant.


Planning Code Section 147: 


Added in 1985, this section establishes additional design guidelines for buildings in 


C-3 Downtown Commercial, South of Market Mixed Use, and Eastern Neighborhoods 


Mixed Use districts such that buildings taller than 50 feet be shaped, consistent with 


the dictates of good design and without unduly restricting the development potential of 


the site in question, to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other 


publicly accessible spaces other than those protected under section 295.  
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The project site is located with the C-3 Downtown Commercial District and is taller 


than 50 feet, so the provisions of Section 147 would apply. However, net new shadow 


from this project would not reach any public plazas or other publicly accessible spaces 


other than those reviewed by this report, so additional separate review pursuant to this 


section is not necessary.


Environmental Impacts under CEQA


A project that adds new shadow to sidewalks or a public open space (whether subject to 


section 295 or not) does not necessarily result in a significant impact under CEQA. The 


shadow impact analysis described in the city’s Initial Study CEQA Checklist examines 


whether a project would “create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the 


use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces The significance determination 


involves both quantitative and qualitative assessment of a project’s net new shadow 


effects (i.e., not only if the project would result in net new shadow and how much, but 


also what the actual effect of that shadowing is on the use and enjoyment of the area in 


question).  As stated previously, this report does not present opinions nor conclusions 


as to whether shadow impacts from the proposed project or residential variant could or 


should be considered significant/less than significant under CEQA. 
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III. Analysis Methodology


Technical Standards 


The technical standards for evaluation of shadow effects follow the criteria adopted in 


1987 and 1989 by the Recreation and Parks Commission and the Planning Commission, 


as stated below:


Shadow is quantitatively measured by multiplying the area of the shadow by the 


amount of time the shadow is present on the open space, in units called square 


foot-hours (sfh).  Determining the annual net new shadow load generated by a 


project begins with a calculation of the number of square foot-hours that would 


theoretically fall on a qualifying publicly accessible open space each day from 


an hour after sunrise to an hour before sunset summed over the course of a year, 


ignoring all shadow from any source. This total is referred to as the Theoretical 
Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) for that park. The second step is the calculation 


of the baseline (or current) shading conditions, which factors in the square foot-


hours of shadow cast by existing buildings and other structures on the open 


space. Lastly, the shadow effects of the project are calculated, with the difference 


between the baseline shadow condition and project shadow condition considered 


being net new project shadow.  The amount of shadow is defined as the shadow 


in square foot-hours cast by the project divided by the TAAS, expressed as a 


percentage. 


Further, in addition to quantitative criteria, the adopted criteria set forth 


qualitative criteria for evaluation of shadow. Those criteria for assessing net new 


shadow are based on existing shadow profiles [graphics], important times of day, 


important seasons in the year, location of the net new shadow, size, and duration 


of net new shadows and the public good served by buildings casting net new 


shadow.


There are no broadly established or accepted methodologies for technical evaluation 


of shadow effects under CEQA, so for review of shadow impacts on open spaces not 


subject to section 295, Planning typically adapts these technical standards for use in 


evaluation of potential CEQA impacts.  For this analysis, the San Francisco Planning 


Department directed Prevision Design to use many of the standards for review of 


shadow under section 295, as described in Section IV below.
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3D Modeling Assumptions


For the purposes of this analysis, Prevision Design built a 3D computer model reflecting 


representation of the local San Francisco urban context and landform surrounding the 


project generated by Light Intensity Distance and Ranging [or Laser Imaging Detection 


and Ranging] (LIDAR).  This model reflects actual building massing and articulation 


from circa 2010, therefore, to show buildings built1 after that date, Prevision Design 


generated individual building models using available architectural plans and records. 


Prevision Design also obtained or generated 3D models of reasonably foreseeable future 


projects2 that would have the potential to generate additional net new shadow on the 


same publicly accessible open spaces that were shown to be affected by the project 


(cumulative condition projects). 


Precise locations, boundaries, and sizes of the affected open spaces were generated 


using GIS data provided by Planning with input and boundary verification by RPD.  


The model for the proposed project was provided to Prevision Design by the project 


architect on 12/19/2019 and reflects the project design as shown in the drawing set dated 


December 2019, which has been confirmed by the project sponsor as the most up-to-


date project massing. The model for the residential variant was provided to Prevision 


Design by the project architect on 9/25/2020. 


1  The final form of buildings currently under construction are included as if they are complete for the 
purposes of this study.


2  Qualifying cumulative projects are those that are currently in some stage of the planning or 
permitting process or have been approved but are not yet under construction.
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IV. Scope of work and studies performed


Initial Scoping Study


To establish the scope of review and approach to analysis and deliverables, Prevision 


Design followed the guidelines as encoded in the 1989 and 2014 memoranda and 


modified for project-specific considerations via input and direction from Planning and 


RPD staff.


To determine the area and features that would be affected by net new project or 


residential variant shadow, Prevision Design used the 3D context model to generate 


a full-year shadow fan diagram, which depicts all areas that would receive net new 


shadow (factoring in the presence of current, intervening shadow from existing 


buildings) between one hour after sunrise through one hour before sunset (“the daily 


analysis period”) throughout the year. These graphics appear as Exhibit A and show the 


net new shadow for the proposed project and the residential variant. 


Prevision Design additionally received and verified a list of qualifying cumulative 


projects in the vicinity of this project that have the potential to generate net new shadow 


on one or more of the open spaces affected by the proposed project and residential 


variant, as listed below in Table 1.


CUMULATIVE PROJECT ADDRESS PROJECT HEIGHT
DATE OF 
DESIGN DATA


PROJECT DESCRIPTION


220 Battery Street Approx. 78’ 08/23/2019 Four-story vertical addition to existing building


447 Battery Street Approx. 220’ 03/01/2019 18-story hotel/residential building


545 Sansome Street Approx. 125’ 01/30/2020 Horizontal/penthouse addition to existing 9-story building


425 Broadway Approx. 86’ 08/25/2020 New 6-story mixed-use building with 34 dwelling units 


 TABLE 1: Cumulative Projects List 


Prevision Design generated a draft the scope of work and analysis methodology, which 


was approved by Planning on 9/22/2020.  The approved scope of work for this analysis 


is discussed below:


Quantitative Calculations 


Using the 3D project, residential variant, and urban context model developed as part 


of the scoping study, Prevision Design performed snapshot shadow measurements for 


Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park at 15-minute intervals within the daily analysis 


period, repeating these daily measurements every seven days between the Summer 


Solstice (June 21st) and Winter Solstice (December 20th), with interim times and dates 


extrapolated to approximate shadow conditions on other days and times.  This half-year 
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period (between the Summer and Winter solstices) is referred to as a “solar year.” As 


the path of the sun is roughly mirrored over the second half of the year (December 21st 


through June 20th), analysis of this half-year period allows for a reasonable extrapolation 


to arrive at a full year estimated calculation of the areas and durations of existing 


(baseline) shadow that currently falls on the affected open spaces.


In addition to the quantitative analysis of existing shadow conditions, calculations were 


generated to reflect the addition of the proposed project and the residential variant, with 


the difference between the baseline conditions and those with the project and residential 


variant representing the net new shadow effect.


Lastly, 3D models of the approved cumulative projects were added to the model to 


generate the baseline + project and residential variant + cumulative scenario, depicting 


the reasonably foreseeable combined shadow effect of all projects in the current 


development pipeline.


Shadow Profile Graphics 


To provide a spatial and contextual understanding of the location, size, and features 


affected by net new shadow, Prevision Design prepared graphics showing “snapshot” 


shadow profiles at hourly intervals over the entire area affected by the proposed project 


and residential variant.  Graphics differentiate between existing shadow, net new project 


and residential variant shadow, and cumulative condition shadow (for both the project 


and residential variant scenarios) within the daily analysis period on the Summer 


Solstice (June 21st), the approximate equinoxes (March 22nd / September 20th), and the 


Winter Solstice (December 20th) and the dates with the greatest quantitative net new 


shadow for each affected open space and dates with the largest shadow areas (when 


different from above).  These graphics appear as Exhibits B-F.


NOTE: The overall size and location of shadow cast by the project vs. the residential 


variant are similar. While both shadow profiles have been overlayed on the same 


graphics using different colors in order to indicate areas where minor shadow profile 


differences occur, the very subtle shift in shadow profiles may be nearly imperceptible 


in most cases. 


Qualitative Analysis 


To gain an understanding of how net new shadow may affect existing patterns of 


use, Prevision Design conducted six 30-minute site visits to Maritime Plaza and Sue 


Bierman Park (western portion only) to observe the nature and intensity of uses.  Two 







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 12


site visits (one on a weekday and one on a weekend) were performed in the morning, 


two at midday, and two late in the day.


The qualitative effects of net new shadow on the affected open spaces are discussed 


based on the size, location, timing, and duration of net new shadow and how such 


shadow might potentially affect observed existing patterns of use in Maritime Plaza and 


Sue Bierman Park. 
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V. Proposed Project AND RESIDENTIAL VARIANT


This analysis evaluates both a project as well as a residential variant.  The description 


below details both and identifies, where applicable, the differences between these two 


proposals.  Both the project and the residential variant are substantially similar with 


respect to height and massing, save for slightly different configurations in the penthouse 


design.


The proposed project (Figure 1) and residential variant would be located on a 17,773-sf 


site in the Financial District neighborhood of San Francisco on Assessor’s Block 0206, 


Lots 13, 14, and 17.  The site is located within the Downtown Area Plan, C-3-O zoning 


and a 200-S Height and Bulk District. Figure 2 shows a vicinity map.


FIGURE 1: Proposed project rendering


530 SANSOME STREET
San Francisco, CA


Project Application (PRJ)
20 December 2019







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 14


530 Sansome Street (Project)


Open Spaces (Jur isdict ion)


11  Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


22  Marit ime Plaza (RPD)


33  Sue Bierman Park (RPD)


44  Sydney G . Walton Square (RPD)


55  Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulat ive Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street
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FIGURE 2: Vicinity Map


map data ©2020 Googlemap data ©2020 Google


map data ©2019 Googlemap data ©2019 Google
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FIGURE 3: Project Site Plan (Residential Variant similar)


1


2


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)


DECEMBER 2019


10


Site Plan
SCALE: 1/32”= 1’-0


POSSIBLE LOCATIONS TO 
INTEGRATE PUBLIC ART


SIDEWALK EXTENSION ON 
MERCHANT STREET


RELOCATED SFFD SCULPTURE 
ON FIRE STATION FACADE


The proposed project and residential variant would be located at the intersection of Sansome Street with both Washington 


and Merchant streets. One lot on the site contains the existing San Francisco Fire Department Station 13, owned by the 


City and County of San Francisco. The two remaining lots east of the Station 13 are owned by the project co-sponsor, 


EQX Jackson SQ Holdco LLC (together with San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) and the City and the County of San 


Francisco acting in its proprietary capacity through the San Francisco Bureau of Real Estate, the “project sponsors”).  
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530 SANSOME
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


NORTH AND WEST ELEVATION


530 SANSOME
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


NORTH AND WEST ELEVATION
8


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)


DECEMBER 2019
North Elevation  West Elevation


SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTS


T.O.P.T.O.P.


T.O. ROOFT.O. ROOF


T.O. CANOPYT.O. CANOPY


T.O.F.S. ROOF
52’ - 10 1/2”


9


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


RESIDENTIAL PROJECT VARIANT


AUGUST 2020
North Elevation  West Elevation


SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTSAUGUST 2020SEPTEMBER 2020


9


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


RESIDENTIAL PROJECT VARIANT


AUGUST 2020
North Elevation  West Elevation


SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTSAUGUST 2020SEPTEMBER 2020


530 SANSOME
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


NORTH AND WEST ELEVATION


530 SANSOME
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


NORTH AND WEST ELEVATION
8


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)


DECEMBER 2019
North Elevation  West Elevation


SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTS


T.O.P.T.O.P.


T.O. ROOFT.O. ROOF


T.O. CANOPYT.O. CANOPY


T.O.F.S. ROOF
52’ - 10 1/2”


9


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


RESIDENTIAL PROJECT VARIANT


AUGUST 2020
North Elevation  West Elevation


SCALE: NTS SCALE: NTSAUGUST 2020SEPTEMBER 2020


530 SANSOME
SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


SOUTH ELEVATION
9


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)


DECEMBER 2019
South Elevation


SCALE: NTS


T.O.F.S. ROOF
52’ - 10 1/2”


T.O.P.


T.O. ROOF


T.O. CANOPY


530 SANSOME STREET


SKIDMORE, OWINGS & MERRILL LLP


RESIDENTIAL PROJECT VARIANT


AUGUST 2020
South Elevation


SCALE: NTS
East Elevation


SCALE: NTSAUGUST 2020SEPTEMBER 2020


FIGURE 5: Project South Elevation


FIGURE 8: Residential Variant South Elevation


FIGURE 4: Project West Elevation


FIGURE 7: Residential Variant West Elevation


FIGURE 6: Project North Elevation


FIGURE 9: Residential Variant North Elevation
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In addition to Station 13, the existing site contains two existing 2 to 3 story office 


buildings.


Development of both the proposed project and residential variant would involve 


demolishing all existing structures on the site and developing a new four-story Station 


13 and approximately 218-foot tower (236 feet with parapet). In the approximately 


218-foot-tower, the proposed project would contain ground-floor retail uses, an 


approximately 36,350 square foot gym, an approximately 39,830 square foot of office 


space, a 200-key hotel, and approximately 4,830 square feet of POPOS space along 


Merchant Street.  The residential variant would substitute the proposed project’s 


commercial uses (retail, gym, office, and hotel) with residential uses (256 units).


For both the proposed project and residential variant, parking, various back of house 


operations for the uses in the tower and building utility and service space (including 


Class 1 bicycle parking, showers and lockers, and various maintenance and mechanical 


areas) would be provided in three below-grade basement levels. To meet the operational 


needs of Station 13, the proposed project and residential variant would include a 


parking garage, with non-accessory SFFD private parking uses located on the third 


basement level and accessory parking for the other uses in the building provided on the 


first and second basement levels.


Figure 3 shows the location of the proposed project / residential variant site and Figures 


4 through 6 show proposed project elevations, and Figures 7 through 9 show residential 


variant elevations. 
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VI. Affected Parks and Open Spaces


Maritime Plaza 


Maritime Plaza is a 1.99 acre (86,676 sf) urban plaza located in the Financial District 


of San Francisco on Assessor’s Block 0204 / Lots 020 and 022 and is under the 


jurisdiction of RPD.   The plaza is elevated above street level above a parking structure 


and consists of two separated sections of the double-block between Washington and 


Clay, the west section bordering Battery Street and east section bordering Davis Street.  


Public access to Maritime Plaza is via public stairwells located at Washington and Clay 


streets as well as elevated walkways that connect to across Washington and Clay streets 


to adjacent properties to the north and south.  Connection between the two portions 


of the plaza is via breezeway through the Alcoa building (One Maritime Plaza). The 


official hours of operation are from 5 a.m. to 12 a.m. (midnight).  The official park 


website is https://sfrecpark.org/facilities/facility/details/maritimeplaza-350.


FIGURE 10: Maritime Plaza (East Courtyard)


FIGURE 11: West Courtyard
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FIGURE 12: Maritime Plaza Map


map data ©2020 Googlemap data ©2020 Google
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As shown in Figures 10 and 11, the park contains a large fountain on the eastern side and a wide plaza area with a 


square lawn on the western portion.  Flanking these plaza areas are fenced rectangular sculpture areas with seating 


which are ringed by small trees.  Each side of the plaza includes a one-story building, with the Punchline Comedy 


club on the western side and private offices in the building on the eastern side.  Behind each of these buildings, 


connected to the main plaza area by walkways are two other landscaped seating areas.  Figure 12 shows a diagram of 


Maritime Plaza.
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Sue Bierman Park (West)


Sue Bierman Park is a 4.09 acre (178,200 sf) urban park located in the Financial 


District of San Francisco on Assessor’s Block 0203 / Lot 014 and Block 0202 / Lots 


006, 015, 018, and 020, and is under RPD jurisdiction.  The park is physically divided 


by Drumm Street into two parts, the western portion is bounded by Washington Street 


to the north, Clay Street to the south, Drumm Street to the east, and Davis Street to 


the west, while the eastern portion is bounded by Washington Street to the north, 


Clay Street to the south, the Embarcadero to the east, and Drumm Street to the west.  


The park is not fenced, and the official hours of operation are from 5 am to 12 am 


(midnight).  The official park website is https://sfrecpark.org/facilities/facility/details/


suebiermanpark-378.


As shadow from project and residential variant only affect the 1.5 acre (65,131 


sf) western portion (Block 0203 / Lot 014) of Sue Bierman Park, therefore project 


description below (and ensuing analysis) only discuss this portion of the park.


As shown by Figure 13, Sue Bierman Park (West) contains grassy and heavily vegetated 


landscaped areas, divided by three paved walkways connecting the northwest, 


FIGURE 13: Sue Bierman Park (West)
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FIGURE 14: Sue Bierman Park Map11  Park Entr ies


22  Lawn/Grassy Areas


33  Natural Area


44  Landscape/Grassy Areas


55  Sculpture


66  Pedestr ian Pathway


77  SFPUC Proper ty (not par t of park)


88  Children’s Play Area
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southwest, and southeast corners of the park.  A large sculpture is located in the center 


of the larger grass area on the eastern side of the park.  The southwestern half of the 


park area is heavily wooded with unpaved trails through this natural area.  To the 


northeast, the park’s border features a stand of tall trees surrounding a small utility 


building complex owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).  


Figure 14 above shows a diagram of Sue Bierman Park (including both Sue Bierman 


Park West as well as Sue Bierman Park East for visual reference and orientation).


Transamerica Redwood Park 


The Transamerica Redwood Park (Figure 15) is an approximately 1.25 acre (55,880 sf) 


mid-block privately owned public open space located on Assessor’s Block 0207 / Lot 


033 between the Transamerica Building (600 Montgomery) to the west, Washington 


Street to the North, the 500-block of Sansome Street to the east and Clay Street to the 


south.  Public entrances are located on the north and south street frontages along with 


an east-west pedestrian walkway between buildings connecting to Sansome street.  The 


park is comprised of several dozen mature redwood and other trees along with other 


landscape plantings, a fountain, numerous fixed benches and points of access to the 


surrounding buildings.


Other Nearby Parks and Open Spaces


The proposed project would not affect any other public parks or privately owned open 


spaces in the project vicinity. 


FIGURE 15: Transamerica Redwood Park
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VII. Maritime plaza Analysis Findings


Table 2 summarizes the existing condition data and quantitative shadow effects of 


the proposed project on Maritime Plaza. The full quantitative calculations for shadow 


conditions on all 27 analysis dates are included as Exhibit F.


Existing Conditions


The plaza area is 86,676 square feet and currently experiences 218,954,785 annual 


square-foot-hours (sfh) of shadow.  Based on a theoretical annual available sunlight 


(TAAS) of 322,556,066 sfh, the plaza’s current annual shadow load is 67.88%.  Under 


existing conditions, the plaza is substantially shaded in the mornings and afternoons 


with some increased areas of sun around midday during the spring, summer, and early 


fall.  The plaza is almost entirely shaded throughout the day during late fall and winter 


months.


Increase in Annual Shadow from Proposed Project and Residential 
Variant


The proposed project would result in net new shadow falling on the plaza, adding 


approximately 2,275,914 net new annual sfh of shadow and increasing the annual 


shadow load by 0.71% above current levels, which would result in a new annual total 


shadow load of 68.59%.


The residential variant would result in a similar but slightly lesser amount of net new 


shadow falling on the plaza, adding approximately 2,219,243 net new annual sfh of 


shadow and increasing the annual shadow load by 0.69% above current levels, which 


would result in a new annual total shadow load of 68.57%.


Timing and Location of Shadow from Proposed Project and 
Residential Variant


Net new shadow from both the proposed project and residential variant would occur for 


approximately 223 days a year between approximately March 2nd and October 10th.  


Shadow would fall primarily on the western portion of Maritime Plaza, with only a 


small band along the northern edge of the eastern portion of the plaza receiving any 
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TABLE 2: Quantitative project shadow summary for Maritime Plaza


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT (TAAS) CALCULATION MARITIME PLAZA


Total plan area of Maritime Plaza 1.99 acres (86,676 sf)


Total hours of annual sunlight from 1-hr after sunrise through 1-hr before sunset 3721.4 hrs


Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (plan area x hours of annual sunlight) 322,556,066 sfh


EXISTING SHADOW CONDITIONS SUMMARY MARITIME PLAZA


Total annual existing shadow load (existing shadow sfh ÷ TAAS sfh) 67.88%


Total annual existing shadow in square-foot-hours (sfh) 218,954,785 sfh


Range in existing shadow area coverage throughout the year Between 6% - 100%


Time of year / time of day most affected by existing shadow Fall / Early Morning (before 8:00 AM)


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW SCENARIO SUMMARY MARITIME PLAZA


Annual net new project-only shadow load / total existing + project shadow load 0.71% / 68.59%


Annual net new sfh project shadow / total existing + project sfh 2,275,914 sfh / 221,230,699 sfh


Number of days annually when new shading from project would occur Up to 223 days a year


Dates when net new shadow from project would be cast annually March 2 - October 10


Date(s) with most annual sfh net new project shadow (shadow load / net new sfh) August 16 & April 26


Time of year / time of day most affected by project net new shadow overall Spring / Late Afternoon (after 4:00 PM)


Date(s) with largest shadow area from the project (area and time shadow occurs) Aug 23/Apr 19 (11,524 sf @ 6:00 PM)


Range in project net new shadow percentage coverage (area range) Between 0% - 10% (0 - 11,524 sf )


Average project net new shadow coverage on affected dates (shadow area) 4.88% (4,229 sf)


Date(s) with the longest duration of net new shadow (duration) Aug 2/May 10 (2 hr 56 min +/- 7 min)


Range in daily project net new shadow duration (margin of error) Between zero minutes up to 2 hr 56 min (+/- 7 min)


Average daily project net new shadow duration on affected dates 2 hr 31 min


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW SCENARIO SUMMARY MARITIME PLAZA


Annual net new variant-only shadow load / total existing + variant shadow load 0.69% / 68.57%


Annual net new sfh variant shadow / total existing + variant sfh 2,219,243 sfh / 221,174,027 sfh


Number of days annually when new shading from variant would occur Up to 223 days a year


Dates when net new shadow from variant would be cast annually March 2 - October 10


Date(s) with most annual sfh net new variant shadow (shadow load / net new sfh) August 16 & April 26


Time of year / time of day most affected by variant net new shadow overall Spring / Late Afternoon (after 4:00 PM)


Date(s) with largest shadow area from the variant (area and time shadow occurs) Aug 23/Apr 19 (11,489 sf @ 6:00 PM)


Range in variant net new shadow percentage coverage (area range) Between 0% - 10% (0 - 11,489 sf )


Average variant net new shadow coverage on affected dates (shadow area) 4.76% (4,124 sf)


Date(s) with the longest duration of net new shadow (duration) Aug 2/May 10 (2 hr 56 min +/- 7 min)


Range in daily variant net new shadow duration (margin of error) Between zero minutes up to 2 hr 56 min (+/- 7 min)


Average daily variant net new shadow duration on affected dates 2 hr 31 min







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 24


TO


0


5000000


10000000


15000000


20000000


25000000


30000000


EA
R


LY M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
ID


D
A


Y


A
FTER


N
O


O
N


LA
TE A


FTER
N


O
O


N


EA
R


LY M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
ID


D
A


Y


A
FTER


N
O


O
N


LA
TE A


FTER
N


O
O


N


EA
R


LY M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
ID


D
A


Y


A
FTER


N
O


O
N


LA
TE A


FTER
N


O
O


N


EA
R


LY M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
O


R
N


IN
G


M
ID


D
A


Y


A
FTER


N
O


O
N


LA
TE A


FTER
N


O
O


N


S U M M E R F A L L W I N T E R S P R I N G


TO
TA


L 
SQ


UA
RE


 F
OO


T 
HO


UR
S


EXISTING/PROJECT SHADOW VS SUN CHART
EXISTING SHADOW PROJECT SHADOW SUNLIGHT


net new shadow.  Net new shadow would 


be cast only during afternoon hours, 


no earlier than 3:30 p.m.  As shown in 


Figure 16, spring and summer after 4 pm 


would be the times that would experience 


most net new shadow from the project or 


residential variant. 


The days of maximum net new sfh on 


the plaza due to the proposed project 


or variant would occur on or around 


April 26th and August 16th. During 


those two dates, the proposed project 


would shade the northwestern corner 


of Maritime Plaza starting just after 4 


p.m. and expand across the western side 


affecting landscaped and grassy areas 


as well as walkways over the course of 


approximately 3 hours until the end of 


the daily analysis period at 7:02 p.m.  


The dates with the single largest net 


new project shadow area would occur 


on April 19th and August 23rd, when a 


11,524-sf new shadow would be cast at 6 


p.m. (see Figure 173), covering 10% of the 


total plaza area. The largest shadow from 


the residential variant would also occur 


at that date and time and cover nearly the 


same area as the project (11,489 sf.).


The duration of proposed project/variant-


generated net new shadow would also 


vary throughout the year, with net new 


shadow lasting between zero minutes up 


to approximately 2 hours and 31 minutes 


(occurring on May 10th and August 2nd).


3  Due to similarity of shadow profiles between 
the project and residential variant, the small 
differences in shadow profiles may not visible at 
the scale of this graphic.


FIGURE 16: Maritime Plaza Sun/Shadow Levels by Time of Day/Season


EARLY MORNING: Before 8 a.m.


MORNING: 8 a.m. to 10:30 a.m.


MIDDAY: 10:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.


AFTERNOON: 1:30 p.m. to 4 p.m.


LATE AFTERNOON: After 4 p.m.


SUMMER: Jun 21-Sep 20


FALL: Sep 21-Dec 20


WINTER: Dec 21-Mar 20


SPRING: Mar 21-Jun 20
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FIGURE 17: Max net new shadow on Maritime Plaza (4/19 and 8/23 at 6:00 pm) 


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.18
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Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project
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Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects
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33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.18
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Increase in Shadow under Cumulative Scenarios


The cumulative scenario net new shadow with the project would result in an increase of 


3,786,977 sfh of shadow on Maritime Plaza, or an additional 1,559,662 sfh of shadow as 


compared to the annual shadow increase from the proposed project alone. This increase 


in sfh would result in total net new cumulative shadow load of 69.05%, an increase of 


0.48% more than the project-only shadow. 


The cumulative scenario net new shadow with the residential variant would result in 


an increase of 3,778,905 sfh of shadow on Maritime Plaza, or an additional 1,559,662 


sfh of shadow as compared to the annual shadow increase from the residential variant 


alone. This increase in sfh would result in total net new cumulative shadow load of 


69.05%, an increase of 0.48% more than the residential variant-only shadow load. 


Table 3 includes a breakdown of net new shadow for the cumulative shadow scenario 


for both the project and the residential variant.


Timing and Location of New Shadow Under Cumulative Scenarios


Net new shadow under both proposed project and residential variant plus cumulative 


conditions would occur for approximately 307 days a year between approximately 


January 19th and November 21st, an increase of 84 days a year than under the project 


or residential variant-only scenarios. Net new cumulative shadow would be cast only 


during afternoon hours, no earlier than 2:15 p.m.  Spring and summer after 4 p.m. 


would be the times that would experience most net new shadow under the project/


variant plus cumulative scenario.
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The days of maximum net new square foot hours of shadow on the plaza due to the 


proposed project would occur on May 10th and August 2nd, when the cumulative shadow 


reach the western portion of Maritime Plaza starting just prior to 3:15 p.m., expanding 


eastward across that portion of the park, affecting landscaped and grassy areas as well 


as walkways over the course of approximately four hours until the end of the daily 


analysis period at 7:18 p.m. 


The dates with the single largest net new shadow area in the cumulative scenarios 


would occur on or around May 31st and July 12th, when, at 6:15 p.m., a 14,285-sf new 


shadow would be cast under the project cumulative scenario and a 14,310-sf shadow 


would be cast under the residential variant cumulative scenario. 


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW SCENARIO SUMMARY MARITIME PLAZA


Annual net new project cumulative condition shadow load / total existing + project cumulative shadow load 1.17% / 69.05%


Annual net new sfh project cumulative shadow / total existing + project cumulative sfh 3,786,977 sfh / 222,741,761 sfh


Number of days annually when new shading from project cumulative would occur Up to 307 days a year


Dates when net new shadow from project cumulative would be cast annually January 19 - November 21


Date(s) with most annual sfh net new project cumulative shadow (shadow load / net new sfh) August 2 & May 10


Time of year / time of day most affected by project cumulative net new shadow overall Spring / Late Afternoon (after 4:00 PM)


Date(s) with largest shadow area from the project cumulative (area and time shadow occurs) Jul 12/May 31 (14,285 sf @ 6:15 PM)


Range in project cumulative net new shadow percentage coverage (area range) Between 0% - 16% (0 - 14,285 sf )


Average project cumulative net new shadow coverage on affected dates (shadow area) 4.61% (3,992 sf)


Date(s) with the longest duration of net new shadow (duration) Jul 26/May 17 (4 hr 17 min +/- 7 min)


Range in daily project cumulative net new shadow duration (margin of error) Between zero minutes up to 4 hr 17 min (+/- 7 min)


Average daily project cumulative net new shadow duration on affected dates 3 hr 12 min


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW SCENARIO SUMMARY MARITIME PLAZA


Annual net new variant cumulative shadow load / total existing + variant cumulative shadow load 1.17% / 69.05%


Annual net new sfh variant cumulative shadow / total existing + variant cumulative sfh 3,778,905 sfh / 222,733,690 sfh


Number of days annually when new shading from variant cumulative would occur Up to 307 days a year


Dates when net new shadow from variant cumulative would be cast annually January 19 - November 21


Date(s) with most annual sfh net new variant cumulative shadow (shadow load / net new sfh) August 2 & May 10


Time of year / time of day most affected by variant cumulative net new shadow overall Spring / Late Afternoon (after 4:00 PM)


Date(s) with largest shadow area from the variant cumulative (area and time shadow occurs) Jul 12/May 31 (14,310 sf @ 6:15 PM)


Range in variant cumulative net new shadow percentage coverage (area range) Between 0% - 17% (0 - 14,310 sf )


Average variant cumulative net new shadow coverage on affected dates (shadow area) 4.60% (3,983 sf)


Date(s) with the longest duration of net new shadow (duration) Jul 26/May 17 (4 hr 17 min +/- 7 min)


Range in daily variant cumulative net new shadow duration (margin of error) Between zero minutes up to 4 hr 17 min (+/- 7 min)


Average daily variant cumulative net new shadow duration on affected dates 3 hr 12 min


TABLE 3: Cumulative quantitative project shadow summary for Maritime Plaza







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 27


The duration of cumulative net new shadow under either the project or residential 


variant would vary throughout the year, with net new shadow lasting between zero and 


up to approximately 4 hours and 17 minutes (occurring on May 17th and July 26th).


Observed Uses 


Within the six 30-minute observation periods conducted by Prevision Design on 


October 21st and 24th, 2020, the number of users present in the plaza over the course 


of half an hour ranged from 14 to 35 people.  Many of the observed users of the plaza 


passed through without stopping, and of those who remained many were observed dog 


walking (a majority of midday visitors) while other users occupied the seating or grassy 


areas for eating or socializing.  See Table 4 for an observation summary.


Observation Time Date of Visit Pl aza Users TEMP - weather


Weekday Morning 10/21/2020 26 65° F – Sunny


Weekday Midday 10/21/2020 32 72° F – Sunny


Weekday Afternoon 10/21/2020 35 78° F – Sunny


Weekend Morning 10/24/2020 14 58° F – Mostly Cloudy


Weekend Midday 10/24/2020 28 66° F – Partly Cloudy


Weekend Afternoon 10/24/2020 12 67° F – Sunny


Overall, observed peak use at Maritime Plaza occurred during weekday midday and 


afternoon hours.  The observed intensity of use varied between the observation times 


but could be characterized as low to moderate.  Observed peak use on October 21st 


corresponded to a ratio of 3,353 sf of plaza area per user. 


It should be noted that due to the global Covid-19 pandemic, patterns of use observed by 


Prevision Design during this period may not be representative of typical use conditions 


at Maritime Plaza.  A prior field analysis conducted in 2019 suggested that the weekday 


midday and afternoon observations done by Prevision Design in 2020 reflect an 


approximate 50% reduction in levels of activity relative to observations performed prior 


to the pandemic.4  The 2019 use observation data is included as Exhibit J.


4  The observations performed by Fastcast for the 447 Battery Street shadow study in 2019 (Exhibit J) 
recorded weekday usage only after midday and additionally looked at use patterns over the course of 
several hours instead of 30 minutes.  The characterization comparing the relative change in use levels 
represents factoring in and interpolating between these different observation methodologies.


TABLE 4: Maritime Plaza Use Observations 
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The Value of Sunlight


The portions of Maritime Plaza that would likely be the most sensitive to the addition 


of new shadow would be those elements that are fixed in location, conducive to more 


stationary activities (i.e., users remain in one area rather than pass through) and are 


observed to be well used by the public.  Based on the use observations performed 


landscape/seating areas would likely qualify as the most sensitive areas per the criteria 


established above.  These features would receive additional new shadow from the 


project as further discussed below.


Project Shadow Characteristics


Throughout the year, net new shadow due to the proposed project or residential variant 


would occur primarily on the western portion of Maritime Plaza (see Exhibit A), with 


net new shadow (when occurring) present for approximately 2 hours and 32 minutes 


on average, up to a maximum duration of 2 hours and 56 minutes.  The largest net new 


shadow profile would cover approximately 10% of the total Maritime Plaza area.


The landscape/seating areas would receive shadow from the project or residential 


variant only within the last three hours of the daily analysis period5 (i.e., one to four 


hours before sunset).  While many of the observed uses of Maritime Plaza were 


transitory in nature for those whom Maritime Plaza is a destination would find fewer 


unshaded areas at these times.


Exhibits B through F graphically illustrate shadow conditions at hourly intervals within 


the daily analysis period  on the summer solstice (June 21st), approximate vernal and 


autumnal equinoxes (March 22nd / September 20th), the winter solstice (December 20th), 


the day(s) of maximum net new SFH of shadow (April 26th / August 16th), and dates 


where the largest shadows are cast (April 19th / August 23rd).


Cumulative Scenario Shadow Characteristics


Throughout the year, net new shadow under the cumulative scenarios for either the 


proposed project or residential variant would also occur primarily on the western 


portion of Maritime Plaza, with net new shadow (when occurring) being present for 


approximately 3 hours and 14 minutes on average, up to a maximum duration of 4 hours 


and 17 minutes.  The largest net new shadow profile under the cumulative scenarios 


for either the proposed project or residential variant would cover approximately 11% of 


Maritime Plaza’s area, affecting substantially similar areas of Maritime Plaza.


5  The daily analysis period is between one hour after sunrise through one hour before sunset.
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As with the proposed project or residential variant, under the cumulative scenarios 


landscape/seating areas would receive shadow within the last four hours of the daily 


analysis periods.  The overall effect and pattern of shading would be similar to the 


proposed project or residential variant scenarios except that shadows would arrive on 


these features approximately 30 minutes earlier relative to the project and residential 


variant scenarios.


Other Factors Affecting Sunlight


Per Planning Department direction, shadow cast by trees is considered “impermanent” 


and was not accounted for in the quantitative shadow analysis.  On a practical basis, 


the dense planting of small trees along the western edge of the plaza does contribute 


to the user experience of the plaza and its shadow conditions. As these trees are 


located between the project and the affected areas of the plaza, the shadows cast by the 


proposed project would likely have a diminished net new shading effect in particular on 


affected plaza features near the planting as these areas would already be cast in (at least 


partial) shadow due to vegetation shading during the affected periods. 
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VIII. Sue Bierman Park Analysis Findings


Table 5 summarizes the existing condition data and quantitative shadow effects of the 


proposed project on Sue Bierman Park. The full quantitative calculations for shadow 


conditions on all 27 analysis dates are included as Exhibit G.


Existing Conditions


The park area is 117,577 square feet and currently experiences 2,281,550,861 annual 


square-foot-hours (sfh) of shadow.  Based on a theoretical annual available sunlight 


(TAAS) of 660,834,406 sfh, the park’s current annual shadow load is 42.6054%.  Under 


existing conditions, the park is predominantly unshaded during the morning hours, 


with shadow levels generally growing toward the afternoon.  The park is almost entirely 


shaded throughout the afternoon during late fall and winter months.


Increase in Annual Shadow from Proposed Project and Residential 
Variant


The proposed project would result in net new shadow falling on the park, adding 


approximately 976 net new annual sfh of shadow and increasing the annual shadow 


load by 0.0001%, which would result in a new annual total shadow load of 42.6055%.


The residential variant would result in a similar but slightly lesser amount of net new 


shadow, adding approximately 892 net new annual sfh of shadow to also increase the 


annual shadow load by 0.0001% for a new annual total shadow load of 42.6055%.


Timing and Location of Shadow from Proposed Project and Residential 
Variant


Net new shadow from both the proposed project and residential variant would occur 


for approximately 26 days a year between approximately March 16th-28th and again 


between September 14th-26th.  Shadow would fall a small area of the western portion 


of Sue Bierman Park.  Net new shadow would be cast between 5:45 and 6:09 p.m. 


The days of maximum net new sfh on the park due to the proposed project or variant 


would occur on or around September 20th and March 22nd. During those two dates, the 


proposed project would shade a small area close to the northern edge of Sue Bierman 
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TABLE 5: Quantitative project shadow summary for Sue Bierman Park


THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT (TAAS) CALCULATION SUE BIERMAN PARK (WEST)


Total plan area of Sue Bierman Park (West) 4.08 acres (177,577 sf)


Total hours of annual sunlight from 1-hr after sunrise through 1-hr before sunset 3721.4 hrs


Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (plan area x hours of annual sunlight) 660,834,406 sfh


EXISTING SHADOW CONDITIONS SUMMARY SUE BIERMAN PARK (WEST)


Total annual existing shadow load (existing shadow sfh ÷ TAAS sfh) 42.6054%


Total annual existing shadow in square-foot-hours (sfh) 281,550,861 sfh


Range in existing shadow area coverage throughout the year Between 0% - 100%


Time of year / time of day most affected by existing shadow Winter / Afternoon (1:00-4:00 PM)


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW SCENARIO SUMMARY SUE BIERMAN PARK (WEST)


Annual net new project-only shadow load / total existing + project shadow load 0.0001% / 42.6055%


Annual net new sfh project shadow / total existing + project sfh 976 sfh / 281,551,837 sfh


Number of days annually when new shading from project would occur Up to 26 days a year


Dates when net new shadow from project would be cast annually 3/16 - 3/28 & 9/14 - 9/26


Date(s) with most annual sfh net new project shadow (shadow load / net new sfh) September 20 & March 22


Time of year / time of day most affected by project net new shadow overall Spring / Late Afternoon (after 4:00 PM)


Date(s) with largest shadow area from the project (area and time shadow occurs) Sep 20/Mar 22 (344 sf @ 6:00 PM)


Range in project net new shadow percentage coverage (area range) Between 0.0% - 0.2% (0 - 344 sf )


Average project net new shadow coverage on affected dates (shadow area) 0.23% (410 sf)


Date(s) with the longest duration of net new shadow (duration) Sep 20/Mar 22 (12 min +/- 11 min)


Range in daily project net new shadow duration (margin of error) Between zero minutes up to 12 min (+/- 11 min)


Average daily project net new shadow duration on affected dates 12.3 minutes


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW SCENARIO SUMMARY SUE BIERMAN PARK (WEST)


Annual net new variant-only shadow load / total existing + variant shadow load 0.0001% / 42.6055%


Annual net new sfh variant shadow / total existing + variant sfh 892 sfh / 281,551,753 sfh


Number of days annually when new shading from variant would occur Up to 26 days a year


Dates when net new shadow from variant would be cast annually 3/16 - 3/28 & 9/14 - 9/26


Date(s) with most annual sfh net new variant shadow (shadow load / net new sfh) September 20 & March 22


Time of year / time of day most affected by variant net new shadow overall Spring / Late Afternoon (after 4:00 PM)


Date(s) with largest shadow area from the variant (area and time shadow occurs) Sep 20/Mar 22 (315 sf @ 6:00 PM)


Range in variant net new shadow percentage coverage (area range) Between 0.0% - 0.2% (0 - 315 sf )


Average variant net new shadow coverage on affected dates (shadow area) 0.21% (375 sf)


Date(s) with the longest duration of net new shadow (duration) Sep 20/Mar 22 (12 min +/- 11 min)


Range in daily variant net new shadow duration (margin of error) Between zero minutes up to 12 min (+/- 11 min)


Average daily variant net new shadow duration on affected dates 12.3 minutes
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FIGURE 18: Max net new shadow on Sue Bierman Plaza (3/22 and 9/20 at 6:00 pm) 


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.12


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.18
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33
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Park starting just after 5:45 p.m. and be present for approximately 15 minutes until 


shortly after 6 p.m.


The dates with the single largest net new project shadow area would also occur on 


September 20th and March 22nd, when a 344-sf new shadow would be cast at 6 p.m. 


(see Figure 18) and would cover 0.02% of the total park area. The largest shadow from 


the residential variant would also occur at that date and time, but be slightly smaller at 


315 sf.


The duration of proposed project/variant-generated net new shadow would also 


vary throughout the year, with net new shadow lasting between zero minutes up to 


approximately 20 minutes (occurring on September 20th and March 22nd).


Increase in Shadow in Cumulative Scenarios


Cumulative net new shadow would be identical to the conditions under the project/


variant as none of the other cumulative scenario projects would cast any net new 


shadow on Sue Bierman Park.


Observed Uses 


Within the six 30-minute observation periods conducted by Prevision Design on 


October 21st and 24th, 2020, the number of users present in the park over the course 


of half an hour ranged from 19 to 37 people6.  Most of the observed users of the park 


6  These observations took place during the Covid-19 pandemic which may have altered typical 
patterns of park use, however no prior use observation data was available.
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passed through without stopping, and those who remained occupied the landscaped/


grassy areas for resting or conversation.  See Table 6 for an observation summary.


Observation Time Date of Visit Park Users TEMP - weather


Weekday Morning 10/21/2020 21 65° F – Sunny


Weekday Midday 10/21/2020 19 72° F – Sunny


Weekday Afternoon 10/21/2020 27 78° F – Sunny


Weekend Morning 10/24/2020 22 58° F – Mostly Cloudy


Weekend Midday 10/24/2020 30 66° F – Partly Cloudy


Weekend Afternoon 10/24/2020 37 67° F – Sunny


Overall, observed peak use at the park occurred during weekend midday and afternoon 


hours.  The observed intensity of use varied between the observation times but could 


be characterized as low to moderate due to the fact a high percentage of park users 


were transitory in nature.  Observed peak use on October 24th during the afternoon 


corresponded to a ratio of 4,799 sf of park area per user. 


The Value of Sunlight


The portions of Sue Bierman Park that would likely be sensitive to the addition of new 


shadow would be those elements that are fixed in location, conducive to more stationary 


activities (users remain in one area rather than pass through) and are observed to be 


well used by the public.  Based on the use observations performed the landscaped/


grassy areas would likely qualify as the most sensitive areas.  This feature would 


receive additional new shadow from the project and residential variant as further 


discussed below.


Project Shadow Characteristics


Throughout the year, net new shadow due to the proposed project/variant would occur 


only over a small area of the northern portion of the park (see Exhibit A), with net new 


shadow (when occurring) present for about 20 minutes.  The largest net new shadow 


profile would be very small and cover approximately 0.2% of the total park area. The 


new shadow would fall on grassy areas adjacent the public sidewalk.


As many of the observed uses of the park were transitory in nature and would not likely 


be affected by the presence of new shadow, and even for those for whom the park is a 


destination would likely not find the small additional area of shadow noticeable and 


even if it were it would be relatively easy to relocate to a similar nearby unshaded area.


TABLE 6: Sue Bierman Park Use Observations 
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Exhibits B through D graphically illustrate shadow conditions at hourly intervals within 


the daily analysis period (one hour after sunrise through one hour before sunset) on the 


summer solstice (June 21st), approximate vernal and autumnal equinoxes (March 22nd 


/ September 20th, also the date of max shadow on Sue Bierman Park West), the winter 


solstice (December 20th)


Other Factors Affecting Sunlight


Per Planning Department direction, shadow cast by trees is considered “impermanent” 


and was not accounted for in the quantitative shadow analysis.  On a practical basis, 


the dense planting of many large trees along the western half of the park contributes 


to the user experience of the park and its shadow conditions. As these trees are located 


between the project and the affected area of the park, the shadows cast by the proposed 


project and residential variant would likely have a diminished net new shading effect as 


these areas would already be cast in (at least partial) shadow due to tree shading during 


the affected periods. 
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IX. Transamerica Redwood Park Analysis Findings


Existing Conditions


Under existing conditions, the park is predominantly shaded throughout the day due to 


shadows cast by existing buildings as well as substantial tree canopy cover.


Increase in Annual Shadow from Proposed Project and Residential 
Variant


Setting aside presence of shadow from existing trees, the project and residential variant 


would generate small amounts net new shadow on Redwood Park from approximately 


early April through early September, with the largest amount of shadow occurring on or 


near the summer solstice (June 21st).


Increase in Annual Shadow from Cumulative Scenarios


In addition to the shadow cast by the project, the cumulative condition project at 545 


Sansome street would generate net new shadow on the northern portion of Redwood 


Park during morning hours from spring through fall, with the largest amount of shadow 


occurring mid-morning on or near the summer solstice (June 21st).


Timing and Location of Shadow from Proposed Project and Residential 
Variant


Net new shadow from the project/variant would be cast in the morning lasting from 


between a few minutes in the spring and fall up to about 4 hours on the summer 


solstice.  The amount of area affected by such shadow would cover 5% or less of the 


park area (under 3,000 sf) at any given time.  The portions of the park that would be 


affected include the northern quarter of the park along Washington Street and a narrow 


section in the middle of the space.


The Value of Sunlight


Features of the open space that would be considered to be more sensitive to the addition 


of new shadow would be some areas of fixed seating, some of which are in areas 
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affected by net new project shadow, however while shadow analysis methodology does 


not take into account the presence of trees, the dense redwood canopy is both a defining 


feature of this open space and would also serve to capture a substantial amount of the 


shadow cast by the project, making the change in shading conditions less noticeable 


by users of this open space and therefore reducing the importance of sunlight on these 


affected features. 
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EXHIBIT A: NET NEW Shadowfan diagrams


A1.1 - Annual net new shadow locations from the proposed project


A1.2 - Annual net new shadow locations from the residential variant


Diagrams showing extents of all areas receiving net new shadow from 
the proposed project/project variant at some point during the year.


NOTE: Due to the similarity in massing between the project and the 
residential variant, the differences in the shadowfans for these two 
proposals are very slight.
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Proposed Project


Refi ned Shadow Fan 
of Proposed Project


occasional 
shadow


frequent
shadow


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street (DPW)


full yearaffected areas during section 295 times
shadow fan diagram 


Full year net new shadow fan diagram factoring in the presence of existing shadows 
530 SANSOME Street PROJECT shadow fanA1.1
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Residential Variant


Refi ned Shadow Fan 
of Residential Variant


occasional 
shadow


frequent
shadow


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street (DPW)


full yearaffected areas during section 295 times
shadow fan diagram 


Full year net new shadow fan diagram factoring in the presence of existing shadows 
530 SANSOME Street residential VARIANT shadow fanA1.2
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EXHIBIT B:  shadow diagrams on summer solstice


B1 - June 21st


Diagrams at one hour intervals starting one 
hour after sunrise to one hour prior to sunset.
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:46 AMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.1
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:00 AMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.2
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


8:00 AMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.3
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


9:00 AMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.4
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


10:00 AMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.5
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


11:00 AMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.6


11


11


22
33 22


22
33


44


55







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 47


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


12:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.7
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


1:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.8
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


2:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.9
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.10
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.11
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.12
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.13
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:00 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.14
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:15 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.15
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EXHIBIT c:  shadow diagrams NEAR equinoxes


C1 - September 20th (Autumnal), March 22nd (Vernal) similar


Diagrams at one hour intervals starting one hour after sunrise to one 
hour prior to sunset.
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:36 PMJune 21
Summer Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Summer Solstice
530 Sansome StreetB1.16
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:57 AMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.1
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


8:00 AMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.2
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


9:00 AMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.3
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


10:00 AMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.4
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


11:00 AMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.5
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


12:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.6
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


1:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.7
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


2:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.8
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.9
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.10
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.11
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.12
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:09 PMSeptember 20 & March 22
Fall Equinox (Spring sim)


Shadow diagrams on the Fall Equinox (Spring sim)
530 Sansome StreetC1.13


11


11


22
33 22


22
33


44


55







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 71


EXHIBIT d:  shadow diagrams on winter solstice


D1 - December 20th


Diagrams at one hour intervals starting one 
hour after sunrise to one hour prior to sunset.
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


8:19 AMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.1
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


9:00 AMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.2


11


11


22
33 22


22
33


44


55







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 74


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


10:00 AMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.3
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


11:00 AMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.4
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


12:00 PMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.5
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


1:00 PMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.6
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


2:00 PMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.7
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:00 PMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.8
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:00 PMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.8
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:54 PMDecember 20 & December 21
Winter Solstice


Shadow diagrams on the Winter Solstice
530 Sansome StreetD1.9
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EXHIBIT E: DayS of Maximum SFH NET new shadow


E1 - April 26th and August 16th


Diagrams at one hour intervals starting one hour after 
sunrise to one hour prior to sunset, and at 15-minute 
intervals when net new shadow is present.
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:25 AMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.1
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


8:00 AMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.2
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


9:00 AMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.3
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


10:00 AMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.4
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


11:00 AMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.5
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


12:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.6
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


1:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.7
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


2:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.8
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.9
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.10
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:15 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.11
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:30 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.12
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:45 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.13
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.14
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:15 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.15


11


11


22
33 22


22
33


44


55







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 98


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:30 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.16
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:45 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.17
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.18
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:15 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.19
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:30 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.20
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:45 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.21
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:02 PMApril 26 & August 16
Date of Maximum SFH net new shadow


Shadow diagrams on date of max SFH shadow on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetE1.22
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EXHIBIT F: DayS of LARGEST NET new shadow


E1 - April 19th and August 23rd


Diagrams at one hour intervals starting one hour after 
sunrise to one hour prior to sunset, and at 15-minute 
intervals when net new shadow is present.
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


7:31 AMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.1
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


8:00 AMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.2
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


9:00 AMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.3
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


10:00 AMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.4
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


11:00 AMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.5
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


12:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.6
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


1:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.7
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


2:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.8


11


11


22
33 22


22
33


44


55







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 114


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


3:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.9
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.10
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:15 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.11
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:30 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.12
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


4:45 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.13
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.14
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:15 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.15


11


11


22
33 22


22
33


44


55







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 121


Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:30 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.16
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


5:45 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.17
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:00 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.18
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Proposed Project


Existing (current) Shadow


Net new Shadow from Project


Net new Shadow from Residential Variant


Net new Shadow from Cumulative Projects


Parks & Open Spaces (Jurisdiction)


1 1 Transamerica Redwood Park (POPOS)


2 2 Maritime Plaza (RPD)


3 3 Sue Bierman Park West (RPD)


4 4 Sydney G . Walton Square (POPOS)


5 5 Commercial Street OS (DPW)


Cumulative Projects


11  425 Broadway


22  545 Sansome Street


33  447 Battery Street


* Project and Residential Variant are very similar in form so distinctions 
between their shadows may be imperceptable at this scale.


6:52 PMApril 19 & August 23
Date of Maximum net new shadow size


Shadow diagrams on date of max shadow size on Maritime Plaza
530 Sansome StreetF1.19
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EXHIBIT G:  quantitative shadow data


Quantitative Shadow Data for Maritime Plaza


Shadow data for existing conditions, net new shadow from project, and 
cumulative condition shadow
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 Summer solstice
 Analysis hours: 6:46 AM-7:36 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:46 AM 72,578.13 7,983.59 83.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 66,802.85 15,364.66 77.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 59,805.09 14,951.27 69.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 53,843.69 13,460.92 62.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 50,687.23 12,671.81 58.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 48,005.26 12,001.31 55.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 45,330.99 11,332.75 52.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 44,259.06 11,064.76 51.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 44,591.63 11,147.91 51.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 43,737.86 10,934.46 50.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 44,092.07 11,023.02 50.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 43,550.44 10,887.61 50.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 42,220.23 10,555.06 48.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 40,825.74 10,206.44 47.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 40,823.33 10,205.83 47.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 40,431.59 10,107.90 46.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 37,703.93 9,425.98 43.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 34,509.20 8,627.30 39.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 32,526.65 8,131.66 37.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 30,186.36 7,546.59 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 27,899.46 6,974.87 32.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 23,034.61 5,758.65 26.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 18,497.69 4,624.42 21.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 14,036.10 3,509.02 16.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 9,858.87 2,464.72 11.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 4,942.48 1,235.62 5.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 6,751.08 1,687.77 7.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 9,420.70 2,355.18 10.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 13,419.24 3,354.81 15.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 18,149.70 4,537.43 20.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 22,958.27 5,739.57 26.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 26,014.80 6,503.70 30.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 27,615.18 6,903.79 31.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 29,193.36 7,298.34 33.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 31,640.09 7,910.02 36.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 36,147.20 9,036.80 41.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 380.50 95.12 0.4% 380.50 95.12 0.4%
3:45 PM 40,778.84 10,194.71 47.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 984.45 246.11 1.1% 984.45 246.11 1.1%
4:00 PM 39,577.26 9,894.31 45.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,620.63 405.16 1.9% 1,620.63 405.16 1.9%
4:15 PM 41,207.36 10,301.84 47.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,001.31 500.33 2.3% 2,001.31 500.33 2.3%
4:30 PM 42,590.23 10,647.56 49.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,353.76 588.44 2.7% 2,353.76 588.44 2.7%
4:45 PM 45,001.95 11,250.49 51.9% 315.77 78.94 0.4% 165.78 41.44 0.2% 2,627.83 656.96 3.0% 2,623.19 655.80 3.0%
5:00 PM 42,187.54 10,546.88 48.7% 1,800.43 450.11 2.1% 1,475.47 368.87 1.7% 2,735.56 683.89 3.2% 2,715.97 678.99 3.1%
5:15 PM 41,478.27 10,369.57 47.9% 2,404.19 601.05 2.8% 2,372.99 593.25 2.7% 2,722.47 680.62 3.1% 2,711.04 677.76 3.1%
5:30 PM 42,311.52 10,577.88 48.8% 2,540.71 635.18 2.9% 2,516.29 629.07 2.9% 3,044.55 761.14 3.5% 3,019.10 754.78 3.5%
5:45 PM 45,280.75 11,320.19 52.2% 3,473.81 868.45 4.0% 3,448.64 862.16 4.0% 5,425.15 1,356.29 6.3% 5,400.54 1,350.13 6.2%
6:00 PM 51,120.76 12,780.19 59.0% 4,583.73 1,145.93 5.3% 4,560.04 1,140.01 5.3% 9,647.32 2,411.83 11.1% 9,692.74 2,423.18 11.2%
6:15 PM 56,033.44 14,008.36 64.6% 8,699.65 2,174.91 10.0% 8,273.65 2,068.41 9.5% 13,416.00 3,354.00 15.5% 13,477.11 3,369.28 15.5%
6:30 PM 63,972.84 15,993.21 73.8% 8,252.38 2,063.09 9.5% 8,169.16 2,042.29 9.4% 11,578.70 2,894.68 13.4% 11,578.70 2,894.68 13.4%
6:45 PM 76,433.27 19,108.32 88.2% 5,973.28 1,493.32 6.9% 5,974.40 1,493.60 6.9% 8,649.04 2,162.26 10.0% 8,649.04 2,162.26 10.0%
7:00 PM 82,291.49 20,572.87 94.9% 3,523.86 880.97 4.1% 3,521.91 880.48 4.1% 4,384.51 1,096.13 5.1% 4,384.51 1,096.13 5.1%
7:15 PM 84,704.32 25,411.29 97.7% 1,971.68 591.51 2.3% 1,971.68 591.51 2.3% 1,971.68 591.51 2.3% 1,971.68 591.51 2.3%
7:36 PM 86,676.00 15,601.68 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


June 21


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOWEXISTING SHADOW
Analysis Time


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: June 14
 Analysis hours: 6:48 AM-7:36 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:48 AM 71,794.10 7,179.41 82.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 67,562.92 14,863.84 77.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 60,497.55 15,124.39 69.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 54,287.81 13,571.95 62.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 50,997.05 12,749.26 58.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 48,277.10 12,069.27 55.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 45,537.82 11,384.45 52.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 44,377.28 11,094.32 51.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 44,702.90 11,175.72 51.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 43,861.38 10,965.34 50.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 44,339.95 11,084.99 51.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 43,841.04 10,960.26 50.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 42,657.66 10,664.41 49.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 41,442.23 10,360.56 47.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 41,389.85 10,347.46 47.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 40,861.50 10,215.38 47.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 38,339.27 9,584.82 44.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 35,103.87 8,775.97 40.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 32,968.35 8,242.09 38.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 30,624.44 7,656.11 35.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 28,358.53 7,089.63 32.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 23,635.03 5,908.76 27.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 19,074.99 4,768.75 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 14,646.08 3,661.52 16.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 10,497.00 2,624.25 12.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 5,572.90 1,393.22 6.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 6,728.14 1,682.04 7.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 9,292.63 2,323.16 10.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 13,182.13 3,295.53 15.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 17,693.33 4,423.33 20.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 22,500.78 5,625.20 26.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 25,830.91 6,457.73 29.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 27,424.14 6,856.04 31.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 29,021.18 7,255.29 33.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 31,350.33 7,837.58 36.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 35,557.83 8,889.46 41.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 327.75 81.94 0.4% 327.75 81.94 0.4%
3:45 PM 40,779.03 10,194.76 47.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 939.96 234.99 1.1% 939.96 234.99 1.1%
4:00 PM 39,745.17 9,936.29 45.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,587.75 396.94 1.8% 1,587.75 396.94 1.8%
4:15 PM 40,855.93 10,213.98 47.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,971.78 492.94 2.3% 1,971.78 492.94 2.3%
4:30 PM 42,576.02 10,644.01 49.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,350.88 587.72 2.7% 2,350.88 587.72 2.7%
4:45 PM 44,654.14 11,163.53 51.5% 225.68 56.42 0.3% 143.95 35.99 0.2% 2,621.14 655.29 3.0% 2,616.68 654.17 3.0%
5:00 PM 42,707.16 10,676.79 49.3% 1,671.52 417.88 1.9% 1,350.83 337.71 1.6% 2,732.13 683.03 3.2% 2,713.55 678.39 3.1%
5:15 PM 41,562.32 10,390.58 48.0% 2,379.40 594.85 2.7% 2,346.33 586.58 2.7% 2,770.30 692.57 3.2% 2,758.04 689.51 3.2%
5:30 PM 42,220.97 10,555.24 48.7% 2,524.55 631.14 2.9% 2,506.35 626.59 2.9% 2,986.87 746.72 3.4% 2,968.21 742.05 3.4%
5:45 PM 44,953.84 11,238.46 51.9% 3,348.80 837.20 3.9% 3,308.77 827.19 3.8% 5,173.56 1,293.39 6.0% 5,133.72 1,283.43 5.9%
6:00 PM 50,645.25 12,661.31 58.4% 4,481.75 1,120.44 5.2% 4,438.94 1,109.73 5.1% 9,316.98 2,329.24 10.7% 9,351.80 2,337.95 10.8%
6:15 PM 55,683.96 13,920.99 64.2% 8,730.76 2,182.69 10.1% 8,266.22 2,066.55 9.5% 13,633.41 3,408.35 15.7% 13,690.72 3,422.68 15.8%
6:30 PM 63,128.63 15,782.16 72.8% 8,528.02 2,132.01 9.8% 8,446.39 2,111.60 9.7% 11,902.83 2,975.71 13.7% 11,902.83 2,975.71 13.7%
6:45 PM 75,715.27 18,928.82 87.4% 6,266.76 1,566.69 7.2% 6,266.76 1,566.69 7.2% 9,038.54 2,259.64 10.4% 9,038.54 2,259.64 10.4%
7:00 PM 81,912.84 20,478.21 94.5% 3,763.57 940.89 4.3% 3,763.75 940.94 4.3% 4,763.16 1,190.79 5.5% 4,763.16 1,190.79 5.5%
7:15 PM 84,676.08 25,402.82 97.7% 1,999.92 599.98 2.3% 1,999.92 599.98 2.3% 1,999.92 599.98 2.3% 1,999.92 599.98 2.3%
7:36 PM 86,676.00 15,601.68 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


June 28


 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOWEXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: June 7
 Analysis hours: 6:52 AM-7:36 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:52 AM 71,227.67 4,273.66 82.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 68,295.96 12,976.23 78.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 60,961.91 15,240.48 70.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 54,717.34 13,679.34 63.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 51,430.03 12,857.51 59.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 48,383.25 12,095.81 55.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 45,671.74 11,417.94 52.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 44,781.65 11,195.41 51.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 44,977.89 11,244.47 51.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 43,973.10 10,993.28 50.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 45,307.12 11,326.78 52.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 44,775.89 11,193.97 51.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 43,920.26 10,980.06 50.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 43,400.45 10,850.11 50.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 43,101.03 10,775.26 49.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 42,148.53 10,537.13 48.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 39,741.55 9,935.39 45.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 36,283.35 9,070.84 41.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 33,878.32 8,469.58 39.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 31,504.87 7,876.22 36.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 29,081.64 7,270.41 33.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 24,442.37 6,110.59 28.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 19,724.45 4,931.11 22.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 15,571.28 3,892.82 18.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 11,502.72 2,875.68 13.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 6,690.53 1,672.63 7.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 7,294.48 1,823.62 8.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 9,789.13 2,447.28 11.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 13,512.85 3,378.21 15.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 17,411.18 4,352.79 20.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 22,152.69 5,538.17 25.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 25,599.10 6,399.78 29.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 27,239.14 6,809.78 31.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 28,859.67 7,214.92 33.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 31,112.39 7,778.10 35.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 35,233.70 8,808.43 40.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 323.75 80.94 0.4% 323.75 80.94 0.4%
3:45 PM 40,570.44 10,142.61 46.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 941.08 235.27 1.1% 941.08 235.27 1.1%
4:00 PM 40,105.33 10,026.33 46.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,599.54 399.89 1.8% 1,599.54 399.89 1.8%
4:15 PM 40,434.38 10,108.59 46.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,978.65 494.66 2.3% 1,978.65 494.66 2.3%
4:30 PM 42,597.57 10,649.39 49.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,366.67 591.67 2.7% 2,366.67 591.67 2.7%
4:45 PM 43,876.79 10,969.20 50.6% 239.24 59.81 0.3% 143.40 35.85 0.2% 2,652.25 663.06 3.1% 2,650.68 662.67 3.1%
5:00 PM 44,175.57 11,043.89 51.0% 1,691.02 422.76 2.0% 1,373.96 343.49 1.6% 2,765.65 691.41 3.2% 2,751.54 687.88 3.2%
5:15 PM 42,103.76 10,525.94 48.6% 2,389.70 597.43 2.8% 2,353.58 588.39 2.7% 2,842.36 710.59 3.3% 2,828.71 707.18 3.3%
5:30 PM 42,294.71 10,573.68 48.8% 2,605.91 651.48 3.0% 2,592.91 648.23 3.0% 3,058.94 764.74 3.5% 3,046.50 761.62 3.5%
5:45 PM 44,922.35 11,230.59 51.8% 3,169.18 792.30 3.7% 3,126.83 781.71 3.6% 5,172.54 1,293.13 6.0% 5,130.19 1,282.55 5.9%
6:00 PM 50,462.11 12,615.53 58.2% 4,403.55 1,100.89 5.1% 4,315.51 1,078.88 5.0% 9,300.91 2,325.23 10.7% 9,329.14 2,332.29 10.8%
6:15 PM 55,675.51 13,918.88 64.2% 9,105.13 2,276.28 10.5% 8,630.18 2,157.55 10.0% 13,960.42 3,490.10 16.1% 14,031.37 3,507.84 16.2%
6:30 PM 63,258.55 15,814.64 73.0% 9,107.27 2,276.82 10.5% 9,036.69 2,259.17 10.4% 12,310.35 3,077.59 14.2% 12,310.35 3,077.59 14.2%
6:45 PM 75,205.31 18,801.33 86.8% 6,588.29 1,647.07 7.6% 6,588.10 1,647.03 7.6% 9,410.50 2,352.62 10.9% 9,410.50 2,352.62 10.9%
7:00 PM 81,646.86 20,411.71 94.2% 3,995.93 998.98 4.6% 3,993.71 998.43 4.6% 5,029.14 1,257.29 5.8% 5,029.14 1,257.29 5.8%
7:15 PM 84,602.43 25,380.73 97.6% 2,066.60 619.98 2.4% 2,067.44 620.23 2.4% 2,073.57 622.07 2.4% 2,073.57 622.07 2.4%
7:36 PM 86,676.00 15,601.68 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 5


 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 31
 Analysis hours: 6:56 AM-7:33 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:56 AM 70,278.88 2,108.37 81.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 68,851.62 10,327.74 79.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 61,379.93 15,344.98 70.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 55,331.60 13,832.90 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 51,947.61 12,986.90 59.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 48,445.75 12,111.44 55.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 45,716.51 11,429.13 52.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 45,498.63 11,374.66 52.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 45,285.58 11,321.39 52.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 45,853.59 11,463.40 52.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 47,050.34 11,762.59 54.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 46,606.50 11,651.63 53.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 47,041.24 11,760.31 54.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 46,683.12 11,670.78 53.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 46,058.09 11,514.52 53.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 44,181.42 11,045.35 51.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 41,851.34 10,462.83 48.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 37,973.44 9,493.36 43.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 35,378.12 8,844.53 40.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 32,879.29 8,219.82 37.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 30,175.30 7,543.83 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 25,418.56 6,354.64 29.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 20,539.68 5,134.92 23.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 16,434.25 4,108.56 19.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 12,511.59 3,127.90 14.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 8,156.52 2,039.13 9.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 8,498.38 2,124.60 9.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 10,868.68 2,717.17 12.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 14,418.36 3,604.59 16.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 17,645.77 4,411.44 20.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 21,953.58 5,488.39 25.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 25,387.17 6,346.79 29.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 27,060.64 6,765.16 31.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 28,716.28 7,179.07 33.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 30,995.28 7,748.82 35.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 35,163.21 8,790.80 40.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 362.39 90.60 0.4% 362.39 90.60 0.4%
3:45 PM 40,139.79 10,034.95 46.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 991.41 247.85 1.1% 991.41 247.85 1.1%
4:00 PM 40,943.04 10,235.76 47.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,652.48 413.12 1.9% 1,652.48 413.12 1.9%
4:15 PM 39,996.02 9,999.01 46.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,024.71 506.18 2.3% 2,024.71 506.18 2.3%
4:30 PM 42,142.58 10,535.65 48.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,407.16 601.79 2.8% 2,407.16 601.79 2.8%
4:45 PM 44,343.01 11,085.75 51.2% 360.81 90.20 0.4% 165.87 41.47 0.2% 2,736.68 684.17 3.2% 2,736.21 684.05 3.2%
5:00 PM 46,854.01 11,713.50 54.1% 1,845.47 461.37 2.1% 1,534.16 383.54 1.8% 2,859.64 714.91 3.3% 2,844.59 711.15 3.3%
5:15 PM 43,621.86 10,905.46 50.3% 2,464.00 616.00 2.8% 2,385.43 596.36 2.8% 2,912.20 728.05 3.4% 2,892.52 723.13 3.3%
5:30 PM 42,545.37 10,636.34 49.1% 2,763.33 690.83 3.2% 2,742.99 685.75 3.2% 3,276.73 819.18 3.8% 3,265.31 816.33 3.8%
5:45 PM 45,117.48 11,279.37 52.1% 2,985.30 746.32 3.4% 2,947.68 736.92 3.4% 5,424.96 1,356.24 6.3% 5,387.44 1,346.86 6.2%
6:00 PM 50,554.15 12,638.54 58.3% 4,426.96 1,106.74 5.1% 4,261.92 1,065.48 4.9% 9,578.60 2,394.65 11.1% 9,592.25 2,398.06 11.1%
6:15 PM 56,048.49 14,012.12 64.7% 9,923.06 2,480.77 11.4% 9,380.31 2,345.08 10.8% 14,285.29 3,571.32 16.5% 14,309.80 3,577.45 16.5%
6:30 PM 64,304.49 16,076.12 74.2% 9,968.76 2,492.19 11.5% 9,908.20 2,477.05 11.4% 12,788.27 3,197.07 14.8% 12,788.27 3,197.07 14.8%
6:45 PM 74,926.41 18,731.60 86.4% 6,922.72 1,730.68 8.0% 6,922.63 1,730.66 8.0% 9,765.27 2,441.32 11.3% 9,765.27 2,441.32 11.3%
7:00 PM 81,490.00 20,372.50 94.0% 4,166.36 1,041.59 4.8% 4,166.82 1,041.71 4.8% 5,186.00 1,296.50 6.0% 5,186.00 1,296.50 6.0%
7:15 PM 84,410.19 23,634.85 97.4% 2,219.10 621.35 2.6% 2,218.63 621.22 2.6% 2,265.81 634.43 2.6% 2,265.81 634.43 2.6%
7:33 PM 86,618.05 12,992.71 99.9% 57.95 8.69 0.1% 57.95 8.69 0.1% 57.95 8.69 0.1% 57.95 8.69 0.1%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 12


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


Analysis Time
VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 24
 Analysis hours: 7:01 AM-7:30 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:01 AM 68,847.81 8,950.22 79.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:16 AM 61,276.75 14,706.42 70.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 56,262.37 13,502.97 64.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 52,239.69 13,059.92 60.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 48,500.92 12,125.23 56.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 46,549.85 11,637.46 53.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 46,551.90 11,637.97 53.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 45,875.69 11,468.92 52.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 48,783.34 12,195.84 56.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 49,718.20 12,429.55 57.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 50,783.26 12,695.82 58.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 51,289.88 12,822.47 59.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 51,062.81 12,765.70 58.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 49,457.69 12,364.42 57.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 46,775.53 11,693.88 54.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 44,860.22 11,215.06 51.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 40,348.29 10,087.07 46.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 37,452.80 9,363.20 43.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 34,813.73 8,703.43 40.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 31,685.04 7,921.26 36.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 26,558.01 6,639.50 30.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 21,469.52 5,367.38 24.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 17,404.12 4,351.03 20.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 13,678.44 3,419.61 15.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 9,486.92 2,371.73 10.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 9,859.15 2,464.79 11.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 12,416.68 3,104.17 14.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 15,889.55 3,972.39 18.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 18,935.22 4,733.80 21.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 22,817.10 5,704.28 26.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 25,167.34 6,291.83 29.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 26,915.94 6,728.99 31.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 28,597.68 7,149.42 33.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 31,001.22 7,750.31 35.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 35,399.94 8,849.99 40.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 449.78 112.45 0.5% 449.78 112.45 0.5%
3:45 PM 39,624.90 9,906.23 45.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,099.05 274.76 1.3% 1,099.05 274.76 1.3%
4:00 PM 40,982.61 10,245.65 47.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,759.66 439.91 2.0% 1,759.66 439.91 2.0%
4:15 PM 40,750.05 10,187.51 47.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,040.13 510.03 2.4% 2,040.13 510.03 2.4%
4:30 PM 41,540.77 10,385.19 47.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,543.69 635.92 2.9% 2,543.69 635.92 2.9%
4:45 PM 44,462.82 11,115.70 51.3% 600.24 150.06 0.7% 319.85 79.96 0.4% 2,912.86 728.21 3.4% 2,902.64 725.66 3.3%
5:00 PM 48,577.72 12,144.43 56.0% 1,998.99 499.75 2.3% 1,750.93 437.73 2.0% 2,937.19 734.30 3.4% 2,922.33 730.58 3.4%
5:15 PM 46,764.57 11,691.14 54.0% 2,644.55 661.14 3.1% 2,544.15 636.04 2.9% 2,975.54 743.89 3.4% 2,954.37 738.59 3.4%
5:30 PM 43,924.81 10,981.20 50.7% 2,927.44 731.86 3.4% 2,905.33 726.33 3.4% 3,829.14 957.28 4.4% 3,817.62 954.40 4.4%
5:45 PM 45,406.31 11,351.58 52.4% 2,894.28 723.57 3.3% 2,860.01 715.00 3.3% 5,970.31 1,492.58 6.9% 5,935.58 1,483.89 6.8%
6:00 PM 50,951.27 12,737.82 58.8% 4,995.15 1,248.79 5.8% 4,442.74 1,110.69 5.1% 10,211.25 2,552.81 11.8% 10,182.92 2,545.73 11.7%
6:15 PM 56,986.03 14,246.51 65.7% 10,895.72 2,723.93 12.6% 10,243.57 2,560.89 11.8% 14,029.52 3,507.38 16.2% 13,951.04 3,487.76 16.1%
6:30 PM 67,083.88 16,770.97 77.4% 10,924.60 2,731.15 12.6% 10,908.81 2,727.20 12.6% 13,188.46 3,297.12 15.2% 13,188.46 3,297.12 15.2%
6:45 PM 74,987.99 18,747.00 86.5% 7,310.37 1,827.59 8.4% 7,309.35 1,827.34 8.4% 10,061.91 2,515.48 11.6% 10,061.91 2,515.48 11.6%
7:00 PM 81,106.43 20,276.61 93.6% 4,204.62 1,051.15 4.9% 4,205.18 1,051.29 4.9% 5,569.57 1,392.39 6.4% 5,569.57 1,392.39 6.4%
7:15 PM 84,304.41 21,076.10 97.3% 2,233.68 558.42 2.6% 2,236.00 559.00 2.6% 2,371.59 592.90 2.7% 2,371.59 592.90 2.7%
7:30 PM 86,335.53 11,223.62 99.6% 340.47 44.26 0.4% 340.47 44.26 0.4% 340.47 44.26 0.4% 340.47 44.26 0.4%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 19


 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 17
 Analysis hours: 7:07 AM-7:25 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:07 AM 65,949.82 3,956.99 76.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 62,994.52 11,968.96 72.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 57,284.34 14,321.09 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 52,212.48 13,053.12 60.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 48,635.12 12,158.78 56.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 47,947.96 11,986.99 55.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 48,125.44 12,031.36 55.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 50,821.43 12,705.36 58.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 53,242.43 13,310.61 61.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 55,620.62 13,905.16 64.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 56,597.73 14,149.43 65.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 55,991.74 13,997.94 64.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 55,326.77 13,831.69 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 53,537.12 13,384.28 61.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 49,925.68 12,481.42 57.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 48,175.21 12,043.80 55.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 43,293.09 10,823.27 49.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 40,004.01 10,001.00 46.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 37,056.51 9,264.13 42.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 33,515.93 8,378.98 38.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 27,896.03 6,974.01 32.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 22,533.56 5,633.39 26.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 18,660.31 4,665.08 21.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 15,157.90 3,789.48 17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 11,111.08 2,777.77 12.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 11,712.80 2,928.20 13.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 14,106.31 3,526.58 16.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 17,381.83 4,345.46 20.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 20,579.99 5,145.00 23.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 24,306.04 6,076.51 28.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 25,892.77 6,473.19 29.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 26,988.85 6,747.21 31.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 28,520.69 7,130.17 32.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 31,179.16 7,794.79 36.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 6.78 1.69 0.0% 6.78 1.69 0.0%
3:30 PM 35,877.22 8,969.30 41.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 585.65 146.41 0.7% 585.65 146.41 0.7%
3:45 PM 39,040.36 9,760.09 45.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,269.57 317.39 1.5% 1,269.57 317.39 1.5%
4:00 PM 40,516.20 10,129.05 46.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,926.46 481.61 2.2% 1,926.46 481.61 2.2%
4:15 PM 41,815.02 10,453.76 48.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,077.09 519.27 2.4% 2,077.09 519.27 2.4%
4:30 PM 41,270.23 10,317.56 47.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,710.49 677.62 3.1% 2,710.49 677.62 3.1%
4:45 PM 44,013.13 11,003.28 50.8% 941.73 235.43 1.1% 656.05 164.01 0.8% 3,146.52 786.63 3.6% 3,108.44 777.11 3.6%
5:00 PM 48,366.53 12,091.63 55.8% 2,224.67 556.17 2.6% 2,070.32 517.58 2.4% 3,064.89 766.22 3.5% 3,049.93 762.48 3.5%
5:15 PM 51,073.40 12,768.35 58.9% 2,969.51 742.38 3.4% 2,861.13 715.28 3.3% 3,132.96 783.24 3.6% 3,109.09 777.27 3.6%
5:30 PM 47,286.05 11,821.51 54.6% 3,070.00 767.50 3.5% 3,044.64 761.16 3.5% 4,625.24 1,156.31 5.3% 4,613.54 1,153.38 5.3%
5:45 PM 46,339.50 11,584.87 53.5% 3,091.08 772.77 3.6% 2,933.94 733.48 3.4% 6,835.79 1,708.95 7.9% 6,827.34 1,706.84 7.9%
6:00 PM 51,562.83 12,890.71 59.5% 6,367.62 1,591.91 7.3% 5,721.60 1,430.40 6.6% 11,060.84 2,765.21 12.8% 11,016.08 2,754.02 12.7%
6:15 PM 58,491.68 14,622.92 67.5% 12,247.75 3,061.94 14.1% 11,905.06 2,976.26 13.7% 13,672.42 3,418.11 15.8% 13,611.96 3,402.99 15.7%
6:30 PM 68,820.14 17,205.03 79.4% 11,685.78 2,921.45 13.5% 11,690.61 2,922.65 13.5% 13,433.64 3,358.41 15.5% 13,433.27 3,358.32 15.5%
6:45 PM 75,191.29 18,797.82 86.7% 7,835.75 1,958.94 9.0% 7,832.41 1,958.10 9.0% 10,184.87 2,546.22 11.8% 10,184.87 2,546.22 11.8%
7:00 PM 80,737.54 20,184.39 93.1% 4,083.51 1,020.88 4.7% 4,082.96 1,020.74 4.7% 5,938.46 1,484.61 6.9% 5,938.46 1,484.61 6.9%
7:15 PM 84,495.26 17,744.00 97.5% 2,006.60 421.39 2.3% 2,007.90 421.66 2.3% 2,180.74 457.96 2.5% 2,180.74 457.96 2.5%
7:25 PM 85,569.89 7,701.29 98.7% 1,106.11 99.55 1.3% 1,106.11 99.55 1.3% 1,106.11 99.55 1.3% 1,106.11 99.55 1.3%
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 Mirror date: May 10
 Analysis hours: 7:12 AM-7:18 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:12 AM 64,697.06 1,293.94 74.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 63,920.74 9,588.11 73.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 57,847.24 14,461.81 66.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 52,464.44 13,116.11 60.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 50,246.64 12,561.66 58.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 50,822.92 12,705.73 58.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 54,828.61 13,707.15 63.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 57,705.89 14,426.47 66.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 59,868.89 14,967.22 69.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 61,580.72 15,395.18 71.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 62,264.82 15,566.20 71.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 60,623.39 15,155.85 69.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 59,382.05 14,845.51 68.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 57,742.76 14,435.69 66.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 52,960.29 13,240.07 61.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 50,821.62 12,705.40 58.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 46,244.67 11,561.17 53.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 42,775.14 10,693.78 49.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 39,431.82 9,857.96 45.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 35,326.67 8,831.67 40.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 29,210.73 7,302.68 33.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 23,672.18 5,918.05 27.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 20,070.86 5,017.72 23.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 16,876.60 4,219.15 19.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 13,053.23 3,263.31 15.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 14,101.20 3,525.30 16.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 16,269.03 4,067.26 18.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 19,217.09 4,804.27 22.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 22,097.71 5,524.43 25.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 25,688.35 6,422.09 29.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 27,117.85 6,779.46 31.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 27,974.23 6,993.56 32.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 28,787.51 7,196.88 33.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 31,582.70 7,895.67 36.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 106.34 26.58 0.1% 106.34 26.58 0.1%
3:30 PM 36,644.53 9,161.13 42.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 791.92 197.98 0.9% 791.92 197.98 0.9%
3:45 PM 38,443.10 9,610.77 44.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,533.70 383.42 1.8% 1,533.70 383.42 1.8%
4:00 PM 39,990.82 9,997.71 46.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,196.81 549.20 2.5% 2,196.81 549.20 2.5%
4:15 PM 42,240.01 10,560.00 48.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,990.17 497.54 2.3% 1,990.17 497.54 2.3%
4:30 PM 42,597.20 10,649.30 49.1% 86.09 21.52 0.1% 71.98 17.99 0.1% 2,682.62 670.66 3.1% 2,680.49 670.12 3.1%
4:45 PM 44,658.32 11,164.58 51.5% 1,353.15 338.29 1.6% 1,057.35 264.34 1.2% 3,216.46 804.11 3.7% 3,163.43 790.86 3.6%
5:00 PM 48,361.80 12,090.45 55.8% 2,638.05 659.51 3.0% 2,441.90 610.47 2.8% 3,297.53 824.38 3.8% 3,252.58 813.15 3.8%
5:15 PM 52,490.17 13,122.54 60.6% 3,253.05 813.26 3.8% 3,232.24 808.06 3.7% 3,626.21 906.55 4.2% 3,612.84 903.21 4.2%
5:30 PM 51,887.15 12,971.79 59.9% 3,226.95 806.74 3.7% 3,218.41 804.60 3.7% 5,571.05 1,392.76 6.4% 5,562.51 1,390.63 6.4%
5:45 PM 49,413.76 12,353.44 57.0% 4,130.23 1,032.56 4.8% 3,796.44 949.11 4.4% 8,195.07 2,048.77 9.5% 8,186.81 2,046.70 9.4%
6:00 PM 52,449.49 13,112.37 60.5% 8,554.96 2,138.74 9.9% 7,861.38 1,965.35 9.1% 11,426.95 2,856.74 13.2% 11,350.42 2,837.61 13.1%
6:15 PM 60,463.74 15,115.94 69.8% 12,532.50 3,133.13 14.5% 12,414.46 3,103.62 14.3% 13,293.96 3,323.49 15.3% 13,262.02 3,315.50 15.3%
6:30 PM 69,822.97 17,455.74 80.6% 11,834.94 2,958.73 13.7% 11,838.74 2,959.69 13.7% 12,989.25 3,247.31 15.0% 12,992.31 3,248.08 15.0%
6:45 PM 75,706.45 18,926.61 87.3% 8,086.14 2,021.53 9.3% 8,086.41 2,021.60 9.3% 9,980.74 2,495.18 11.5% 9,980.74 2,495.18 11.5%
7:00 PM 80,475.92 20,118.98 92.8% 4,194.03 1,048.51 4.8% 4,194.96 1,048.74 4.8% 6,200.08 1,550.02 7.2% 6,200.08 1,550.02 7.2%
7:15 PM 85,521.69 12,828.25 98.7% 1,154.31 173.15 1.3% 1,154.31 173.15 1.3% 1,154.31 173.15 1.3% 1,154.31 173.15 1.3%
7:18 PM 85,697.87 2,570.94 98.9% 978.13 29.34 1.1% 978.13 29.34 1.1% 978.13 29.34 1.1% 978.13 29.34 1.1%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


August 2


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 3
 Analysis hours: 7:19 AM-7:10 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:19 AM 62,872.86 5,658.56 72.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 58,574.71 12,300.69 67.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 54,128.62 13,532.16 62.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 52,990.29 13,247.57 61.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 57,100.73 14,275.18 65.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 60,470.98 15,117.75 69.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 63,203.20 15,800.80 72.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 65,759.24 16,439.81 75.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 67,692.20 16,923.05 78.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 68,339.52 17,084.88 78.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 66,240.51 16,560.13 76.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 63,663.29 15,915.82 73.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 61,658.64 15,414.66 71.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 55,942.15 13,985.54 64.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 53,446.66 13,361.67 61.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 49,219.94 12,304.98 56.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 45,171.34 11,292.84 52.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 41,652.03 10,413.01 48.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 36,846.62 9,211.65 42.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 30,474.17 7,618.54 35.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 24,929.77 6,232.44 28.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 21,709.51 5,427.38 25.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 18,843.27 4,710.82 21.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 15,389.44 3,847.36 17.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 16,958.15 4,239.54 19.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 18,809.93 4,702.48 21.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 21,395.50 5,348.88 24.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 23,908.73 5,977.18 27.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 26,798.74 6,699.68 30.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 28,098.30 7,024.58 32.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 29,149.25 7,287.31 33.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 30,128.50 7,532.12 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 32,667.91 8,166.98 37.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 323.10 80.78 0.4% 323.10 80.78 0.4%
3:30 PM 36,524.17 9,131.04 42.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,064.23 266.06 1.2% 1,064.23 266.06 1.2%
3:45 PM 37,900.26 9,475.06 43.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,894.41 473.60 2.2% 1,894.41 473.60 2.2%
4:00 PM 39,464.14 9,866.03 45.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,596.90 649.23 3.0% 2,596.90 649.23 3.0%
4:15 PM 42,790.46 10,697.62 49.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,386.45 596.61 2.8% 2,386.45 596.61 2.8%
4:30 PM 44,905.54 11,226.39 51.8% 198.19 49.55 0.2% 118.04 29.51 0.1% 1,755.38 438.85 2.0% 1,754.08 438.52 2.0%
4:45 PM 46,021.96 11,505.49 53.1% 1,707.00 426.75 2.0% 1,415.38 353.84 1.6% 3,155.16 788.79 3.6% 3,063.31 765.83 3.5%
5:00 PM 48,386.22 12,096.56 55.8% 3,198.72 799.68 3.7% 2,986.04 746.51 3.4% 3,480.31 870.08 4.0% 3,414.46 853.61 3.9%
5:15 PM 52,202.08 13,050.52 60.2% 3,429.97 857.49 4.0% 3,429.51 857.38 4.0% 4,186.51 1,046.63 4.8% 4,186.05 1,046.51 4.8%
5:30 PM 56,666.83 14,166.71 65.4% 3,266.14 816.54 3.8% 3,259.08 814.77 3.8% 6,518.26 1,629.57 7.5% 6,511.20 1,627.80 7.5%
5:45 PM 53,813.51 13,453.38 62.1% 6,055.76 1,513.94 7.0% 5,506.51 1,376.63 6.4% 10,074.17 2,518.54 11.6% 10,049.65 2,512.41 11.6%
6:00 PM 54,962.71 13,740.68 63.4% 11,421.00 2,855.25 13.2% 10,700.59 2,675.15 12.3% 11,826.95 2,956.74 13.6% 11,730.45 2,932.61 13.5%
6:15 PM 62,868.40 15,717.10 72.5% 12,476.96 3,119.24 14.4% 12,473.25 3,118.31 14.4% 12,660.29 3,165.07 14.6% 12,657.51 3,164.38 14.6%
6:30 PM 71,035.52 17,758.88 82.0% 11,546.94 2,886.73 13.3% 11,547.22 2,886.80 13.3% 12,043.34 3,010.84 13.9% 12,045.20 3,011.30 13.9%
6:45 PM 76,536.17 26,022.30 88.3% 8,208.45 2,790.87 9.5% 8,209.75 2,791.31 9.5% 9,447.46 3,212.14 10.9% 9,447.46 3,212.14 10.9%
7:10 PM 85,911.47 18,041.41 99.1% 764.53 160.55 0.9% 764.53 160.55 0.9% 764.53 160.55 0.9% 764.53 160.55 0.9%
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 Mirror date: April 26
 Analysis hours: 7:25 AM-7:02 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:25 AM 61,325.88 2,453.04 70.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 60,554.66 10,294.29 69.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 57,460.80 14,365.20 66.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 60,239.73 15,059.93 69.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 62,761.32 15,690.33 72.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 64,574.00 16,143.50 74.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 67,850.64 16,962.66 78.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 71,375.34 17,843.83 82.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 73,613.38 18,403.35 84.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 74,419.05 18,604.76 85.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 71,754.72 17,938.68 82.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 67,422.77 16,855.69 77.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 65,088.42 16,272.11 75.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 58,881.94 14,720.48 67.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 56,106.07 14,026.52 64.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 51,717.00 12,929.25 59.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 47,444.49 11,861.12 54.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 44,035.51 11,008.88 50.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 39,439.99 9,860.00 45.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 33,500.42 8,375.11 38.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 28,387.04 7,096.76 32.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 24,926.33 6,231.58 28.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 22,298.60 5,574.65 25.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 18,522.03 4,630.51 21.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 20,104.39 5,026.10 23.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 21,594.62 5,398.66 24.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 23,749.08 5,937.27 27.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 25,837.88 6,459.47 29.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 27,962.34 6,990.58 32.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 29,216.40 7,304.10 33.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 30,364.76 7,591.19 35.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 31,814.69 7,953.67 36.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 34,443.17 8,610.79 39.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 570.42 142.61 0.7% 570.42 142.61 0.7%
3:30 PM 36,274.06 9,068.52 41.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,369.50 342.37 1.6% 1,369.50 342.37 1.6%
3:45 PM 37,502.02 9,375.51 43.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,345.40 586.35 2.7% 2,345.40 586.35 2.7%
4:00 PM 38,999.68 9,749.92 45.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,173.18 793.29 3.7% 3,173.18 793.29 3.7%
4:15 PM 40,986.51 10,246.63 47.3% 65.01 16.25 0.1% 11.24 2.81 0.0% 4,003.64 1,000.91 4.6% 4,003.64 1,000.91 4.6%
4:30 PM 47,244.35 11,811.09 54.5% 213.89 53.47 0.2% 144.14 36.03 0.2% 1,410.08 352.52 1.6% 1,375.63 343.91 1.6%
4:45 PM 48,802.85 12,200.71 56.3% 1,478.90 369.73 1.7% 1,255.64 313.91 1.4% 1,961.65 490.41 2.3% 1,847.14 461.79 2.1%
5:00 PM 49,556.88 12,389.22 57.2% 3,595.10 898.77 4.1% 3,542.35 885.59 4.1% 3,595.10 898.77 4.1% 3,542.35 885.59 4.1%
5:15 PM 52,514.59 13,128.65 60.6% 3,469.44 867.36 4.0% 3,463.68 865.92 4.0% 4,993.76 1,248.44 5.8% 4,988.00 1,247.00 5.8%
5:30 PM 56,383.01 14,095.75 65.1% 3,887.65 971.91 4.5% 3,695.86 923.97 4.3% 7,775.29 1,943.82 9.0% 7,771.30 1,942.82 9.0%
5:45 PM 58,237.86 14,559.47 67.2% 8,899.70 2,224.92 10.3% 8,280.52 2,070.13 9.6% 10,950.88 2,737.72 12.6% 10,834.61 2,708.65 12.5%
6:00 PM 57,725.49 14,431.37 66.6% 12,065.54 3,016.38 13.9% 11,954.56 2,988.64 13.8% 12,196.02 3,049.01 14.1% 12,134.91 3,033.73 14.0%
6:15 PM 64,956.45 16,239.11 74.9% 12,077.98 3,019.50 13.9% 12,037.58 3,009.40 13.9% 12,077.98 3,019.50 13.9% 12,037.58 3,009.40 13.9%
6:30 PM 71,710.33 17,927.58 82.7% 11,135.88 2,783.97 12.8% 11,137.83 2,784.46 12.8% 11,315.96 2,828.99 13.1% 11,317.17 2,829.29 13.1%
6:45 PM 78,499.50 21,194.86 90.6% 7,720.31 2,084.48 8.9% 7,717.90 2,083.83 8.9% 8,166.66 2,205.00 9.4% 8,166.66 2,205.00 9.4%
7:02 PM 85,238.15 11,933.34 98.3% 1,437.85 201.30 1.7% 1,437.85 201.30 1.7% 1,437.85 201.30 1.7% 1,437.85 201.30 1.7%
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 Mirror date: April 19
 Analysis hours: 7:31 AM-6:52 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:31 AM 64,230.93 7,065.40 74.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 65,947.96 15,168.03 76.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 66,516.06 16,629.01 76.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 67,053.23 16,763.31 77.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 69,369.01 17,342.25 80.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 72,643.14 18,160.79 83.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 76,686.63 19,171.66 88.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 78,719.89 19,679.97 90.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 80,618.94 20,154.74 93.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 77,842.05 19,460.51 89.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 72,429.63 18,107.41 83.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 68,931.03 17,232.76 79.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 62,198.69 15,549.67 71.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 58,616.51 14,654.13 67.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 53,741.81 13,435.45 62.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 49,511.65 12,377.91 57.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 46,614.03 11,653.51 53.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 43,250.28 10,812.57 49.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 37,345.16 9,336.29 43.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 32,617.85 8,154.46 37.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 30,370.06 7,592.51 35.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 29,210.73 7,302.68 33.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 26,817.13 6,704.28 30.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 26,963.68 6,740.92 31.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 26,058.36 6,514.59 30.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 26,824.65 6,706.16 30.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 27,853.96 6,963.49 32.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 29,369.36 7,342.34 33.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 30,524.04 7,631.01 35.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 31,896.79 7,974.20 36.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 33,778.95 8,444.74 39.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 176.74 44.18 0.2% 176.74 44.18 0.2%
3:15 PM 35,920.22 8,980.05 41.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 833.07 208.27 1.0% 833.07 208.27 1.0%
3:30 PM 36,338.05 9,084.51 41.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,684.52 421.13 1.9% 1,684.52 421.13 1.9%
3:45 PM 37,357.79 9,339.45 43.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,689.22 672.30 3.1% 2,689.22 672.30 3.1%
4:00 PM 38,730.26 9,682.57 44.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,894.70 973.68 4.5% 3,894.70 973.68 4.5%
4:15 PM 40,272.97 10,068.24 46.5% 378.92 94.73 0.4% 235.80 58.95 0.3% 4,845.07 1,211.27 5.6% 4,845.07 1,211.27 5.6%
4:30 PM 45,358.67 11,339.67 52.3% 784.96 196.24 0.9% 660.51 165.13 0.8% 2,737.70 684.42 3.2% 2,737.70 684.42 3.2%
4:45 PM 51,599.98 12,900.00 59.5% 483.31 120.83 0.6% 423.31 105.83 0.5% 772.51 193.13 0.9% 712.52 178.13 0.8%
5:00 PM 52,430.36 13,107.59 60.5% 2,712.71 678.18 3.1% 2,597.37 649.34 3.0% 2,780.23 695.06 3.2% 2,664.89 666.22 3.1%
5:15 PM 53,698.72 13,424.68 62.0% 3,721.96 930.49 4.3% 3,673.39 918.35 4.2% 5,346.95 1,336.74 6.2% 5,298.38 1,324.59 6.1%
5:30 PM 58,047.29 14,511.82 67.0% 5,771.66 1,442.91 6.7% 5,204.67 1,301.17 6.0% 9,130.86 2,282.71 10.5% 9,020.53 2,255.13 10.4%
5:45 PM 62,012.48 15,503.12 71.5% 11,309.37 2,827.34 13.0% 11,217.24 2,804.31 12.9% 11,395.37 2,848.84 13.1% 11,331.94 2,832.98 13.1%
6:00 PM 60,452.69 15,113.17 69.7% 12,256.30 3,064.07 14.1% 12,217.39 3,054.35 14.1% 12,256.30 3,064.07 14.1% 12,217.39 3,054.35 14.1%
6:15 PM 65,356.27 16,339.07 75.4% 11,524.93 2,881.23 13.3% 11,526.79 2,881.70 13.3% 11,524.93 2,881.23 13.3% 11,526.79 2,881.70 13.3%
6:30 PM 74,077.37 18,519.34 85.5% 9,677.23 2,419.31 11.2% 9,682.06 2,420.51 11.2% 9,686.79 2,421.70 11.2% 9,690.42 2,422.60 11.2%
6:45 PM 81,151.10 15,418.71 93.6% 5,172.63 982.80 6.0% 5,174.58 983.17 6.0% 5,252.04 997.89 6.1% 5,252.04 997.89 6.1%
6:52 PM 84,234.47 5,054.07 97.2% 2,441.53 146.49 2.8% 2,441.53 146.49 2.8% 2,441.53 146.49 2.8% 2,441.53 146.49 2.8%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


August 23


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: April 12
 Analysis hours: 7:37 AM-6:42 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:37 AM 73,807.58 4,428.45 85.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 72,700.91 13,813.17 83.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 70,839.46 17,709.87 81.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 71,808.59 17,952.15 82.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 74,096.88 18,524.22 85.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 77,628.82 19,407.20 89.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 80,726.77 20,181.69 93.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 83,720.42 20,930.11 96.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 86,377.88 21,594.47 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 83,219.47 20,804.87 96.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 77,565.67 19,391.42 89.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 72,449.04 18,112.26 83.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 65,666.46 16,416.62 75.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 60,517.33 15,129.33 69.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 55,413.89 13,853.47 63.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 51,712.45 12,928.11 59.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 49,681.89 12,420.47 57.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 47,208.97 11,802.24 54.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 41,120.62 10,280.15 47.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 37,497.66 9,374.41 43.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 36,577.66 9,144.42 42.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 37,152.08 9,288.02 42.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 34,859.05 8,714.76 40.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 33,446.28 8,361.57 38.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 32,083.84 8,020.96 37.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 32,324.47 8,081.12 37.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 32,354.65 8,088.66 37.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 32,479.75 8,119.94 37.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 32,648.32 8,162.08 37.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 34,321.32 8,580.33 39.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 36,278.89 9,069.72 41.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 423.78 105.94 0.5% 423.78 105.94 0.5%
3:15 PM 36,959.65 9,239.91 42.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,104.07 276.02 1.3% 1,104.07 276.02 1.3%
3:30 PM 36,813.28 9,203.32 42.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,964.81 491.20 2.3% 1,964.81 491.20 2.3%
3:45 PM 37,374.14 9,343.53 43.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,032.66 758.17 3.5% 3,032.66 758.17 3.5%
4:00 PM 38,627.36 9,656.84 44.6% 61.48 15.37 0.1% 46.99 11.75 0.1% 4,479.80 1,119.95 5.2% 4,479.80 1,119.95 5.2%
4:15 PM 40,116.38 10,029.10 46.3% 863.16 215.79 1.0% 677.32 169.33 0.8% 5,212.66 1,303.16 6.0% 5,212.66 1,303.16 6.0%
4:30 PM 42,264.53 10,566.13 48.8% 1,994.35 498.59 2.3% 1,795.23 448.81 2.1% 5,051.06 1,262.77 5.8% 5,051.06 1,262.77 5.8%
4:45 PM 50,114.67 12,528.67 57.8% 706.30 176.57 0.8% 674.35 168.59 0.8% 1,367.73 341.93 1.6% 1,367.73 341.93 1.6%
5:00 PM 55,387.98 13,846.99 63.9% 1,167.50 291.88 1.3% 1,074.54 268.63 1.2% 1,174.75 293.69 1.4% 1,085.96 271.49 1.3%
5:15 PM 57,359.75 14,339.94 66.2% 3,769.70 942.42 4.3% 3,442.04 860.51 4.0% 4,782.75 1,195.69 5.5% 4,631.00 1,157.75 5.3%
5:30 PM 61,411.23 15,352.81 70.9% 8,160.53 2,040.13 9.4% 7,671.46 1,917.86 8.9% 8,484.00 2,121.00 9.8% 8,289.80 2,072.45 9.6%
5:45 PM 64,857.82 16,214.46 74.8% 9,858.05 2,464.51 11.4% 9,859.17 2,464.79 11.4% 9,880.34 2,470.09 11.4% 9,890.74 2,472.69 11.4%
6:00 PM 64,083.54 16,020.89 73.9% 11,606.93 2,901.73 13.4% 11,596.63 2,899.16 13.4% 11,606.93 2,901.73 13.4% 11,596.63 2,899.16 13.4%
6:15 PM 65,382.74 16,345.68 75.4% 10,170.94 2,542.73 11.7% 10,170.94 2,542.73 11.7% 10,170.94 2,542.73 11.7% 10,170.94 2,542.73 11.7%
6:30 PM 76,098.84 17,502.73 87.8% 7,427.85 1,708.41 8.6% 7,431.11 1,709.15 8.6% 7,427.85 1,708.41 8.6% 7,431.11 1,709.15 8.6%
6:42 PM 83,414.32 9,175.57 96.2% 3,216.08 353.77 3.7% 3,216.08 353.77 3.7% 3,216.08 353.77 3.7% 3,216.08 353.77 3.7%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


August 30


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: April 5
 Analysis hours: 7:44 AM-6:31 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:44 AM 76,498.19 9,944.76 88.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 75,356.97 18,839.24 86.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 76,300.00 19,075.00 88.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 78,810.99 19,702.75 90.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 81,467.15 20,366.79 94.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,816.36 20,954.09 96.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 86,435.92 21,608.98 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 86,396.55 21,599.14 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 82,352.69 20,588.17 95.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 78,797.62 19,699.41 90.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 73,215.61 18,303.90 84.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 68,184.14 17,046.04 78.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 62,326.21 15,581.55 71.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 57,208.56 14,302.14 66.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 54,293.85 13,573.46 62.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 53,812.12 13,453.03 62.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 50,292.90 12,573.22 58.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 43,782.90 10,945.72 50.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 42,162.55 10,540.64 48.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 43,208.02 10,802.00 49.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 45,859.34 11,464.84 52.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 42,610.85 10,652.71 49.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 39,997.69 9,999.42 46.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 38,090.09 9,522.52 43.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 38,628.84 9,657.21 44.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 37,812.12 9,453.03 43.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 37,366.15 9,341.54 43.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 37,306.15 9,326.54 43.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 39,860.61 9,965.15 46.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 119.43 29.86 0.1% 119.43 29.86 0.1%
3:00 PM 40,984.93 10,246.23 47.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 642.12 160.53 0.7% 642.12 160.53 0.7%
3:15 PM 39,968.25 9,992.06 46.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,345.26 336.31 1.6% 1,345.26 336.31 1.6%
3:30 PM 38,800.66 9,700.16 44.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,228.11 557.03 2.6% 2,228.11 557.03 2.6%
3:45 PM 38,977.21 9,744.30 45.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,335.89 833.97 3.8% 3,335.89 833.97 3.8%
4:00 PM 39,032.47 9,758.12 45.0% 297.01 74.25 0.3% 231.62 57.91 0.3% 4,691.64 1,172.91 5.4% 4,691.64 1,172.91 5.4%
4:15 PM 39,977.73 9,994.43 46.1% 1,275.51 318.88 1.5% 1,142.98 285.75 1.3% 5,452.83 1,363.21 6.3% 5,452.83 1,363.21 6.3%
4:30 PM 41,726.89 10,431.72 48.1% 2,811.90 702.98 3.2% 2,676.22 669.05 3.1% 5,893.14 1,473.28 6.8% 5,893.14 1,473.28 6.8%
4:45 PM 46,722.50 11,680.63 53.9% 1,622.39 405.60 1.9% 1,616.45 404.11 1.9% 3,902.13 975.53 4.5% 3,902.13 975.53 4.5%
5:00 PM 55,807.67 13,951.92 64.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,239.94 309.99 1.4% 1,239.94 309.99 1.4%
5:15 PM 62,395.77 15,598.94 72.0% 1,916.33 479.08 2.2% 1,833.49 458.37 2.1% 1,916.33 479.08 2.2% 1,833.49 458.37 2.1%
5:30 PM 66,124.97 16,531.24 76.3% 6,281.16 1,570.29 7.2% 6,284.04 1,571.01 7.3% 6,281.16 1,570.29 7.2% 6,284.04 1,571.01 7.3%
5:45 PM 70,090.26 17,522.57 80.9% 7,398.04 1,849.51 8.5% 7,398.41 1,849.60 8.5% 7,398.04 1,849.51 8.5% 7,398.41 1,849.60 8.5%
6:00 PM 70,176.63 17,544.16 81.0% 7,445.87 1,861.47 8.6% 7,446.06 1,861.51 8.6% 7,445.87 1,861.47 8.6% 7,446.06 1,861.51 8.6%
6:15 PM 72,443.56 19,559.76 83.6% 4,313.00 1,164.51 5.0% 4,313.00 1,164.51 5.0% 4,313.00 1,164.51 5.0% 4,313.00 1,164.51 5.0%
6:31 PM 79,021.44 11,063.00 91.2% 3,601.97 504.28 4.2% 3,601.97 504.28 4.2% 3,601.97 504.28 4.2% 3,601.97 504.28 4.2%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


September 6


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 29
 Analysis hours: 7:50 AM-6:21 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:50 AM 79,062.68 6,325.01 91.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 79,032.77 16,596.88 91.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 80,128.02 20,032.00 92.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 81,949.72 20,487.43 94.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 84,084.21 21,021.05 97.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,459.79 21,614.95 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 86,464.90 21,616.23 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 85,882.13 21,470.53 99.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 82,653.41 20,663.35 95.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 79,754.02 19,938.51 92.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 76,423.52 19,105.88 88.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 71,910.84 17,977.71 83.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 65,118.89 16,279.72 75.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 60,097.82 15,024.46 69.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 58,354.79 14,588.70 67.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 57,930.55 14,482.64 66.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 53,617.08 13,404.27 61.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 47,261.26 11,815.31 54.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 48,134.17 12,033.54 55.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 51,391.11 12,847.78 59.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 54,852.57 13,713.14 63.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 49,997.19 12,499.30 57.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 46,835.90 11,708.97 54.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 44,298.62 11,074.66 51.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 44,885.39 11,221.35 51.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 43,122.02 10,780.50 49.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 42,141.28 10,535.32 48.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 42,032.44 10,508.11 48.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 44,453.25 11,113.31 51.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 282.98 70.75 0.3% 282.98 70.75 0.3%
3:00 PM 45,927.33 11,481.83 53.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 812.82 203.21 0.9% 812.82 203.21 0.9%
3:15 PM 44,813.79 11,203.45 51.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,509.74 377.43 1.7% 1,509.74 377.43 1.7%
3:30 PM 43,136.14 10,784.03 49.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,425.46 606.36 2.8% 2,425.46 606.36 2.8%
3:45 PM 42,405.79 10,601.45 48.9% 20.06 5.02 0.0% 25.82 6.45 0.0% 3,527.02 881.76 4.1% 3,527.02 881.76 4.1%
4:00 PM 42,073.95 10,518.49 48.5% 359.88 89.97 0.4% 343.63 85.91 0.4% 4,633.97 1,158.49 5.3% 4,633.97 1,158.49 5.3%
4:15 PM 42,338.64 10,584.66 48.8% 1,294.09 323.52 1.5% 1,249.14 312.28 1.4% 5,546.72 1,386.68 6.4% 5,546.72 1,386.68 6.4%
4:30 PM 42,142.40 10,535.60 48.6% 2,855.55 713.89 3.3% 2,748.19 687.05 3.2% 6,257.57 1,564.39 7.2% 6,257.57 1,564.39 7.2%
4:45 PM 45,148.13 11,287.03 52.1% 3,790.41 947.60 4.4% 3,697.44 924.36 4.3% 7,360.34 1,840.08 8.5% 7,360.34 1,840.08 8.5%
5:00 PM 55,459.86 13,864.97 64.0% 751.52 187.88 0.9% 658.84 164.71 0.8% 3,579.59 894.90 4.1% 3,579.59 894.90 4.1%
5:15 PM 63,411.14 15,852.79 73.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 359.97 89.99 0.4% 359.97 89.99 0.4%
5:30 PM 71,154.49 17,788.62 82.1% 1,675.98 418.99 1.9% 1,675.98 418.99 1.9% 1,675.98 418.99 1.9% 1,675.98 418.99 1.9%
5:45 PM 76,574.99 19,143.75 88.3% 4,432.62 1,108.16 5.1% 4,334.83 1,083.71 5.0% 4,432.62 1,108.16 5.1% 4,334.83 1,083.71 5.0%
6:00 PM 78,276.98 19,569.24 90.3% 1,235.67 308.92 1.4% 1,235.67 308.92 1.4% 1,235.67 308.92 1.4% 1,235.67 308.92 1.4%
6:15 PM 77,575.97 13,963.68 89.5% 719.58 129.52 0.8% 719.58 129.52 0.8% 719.58 129.52 0.8% 719.58 129.52 0.8%
6:21 PM 77,401.56 3,870.08 89.3% 720.97 36.05 0.8% 720.97 36.05 0.8% 720.97 36.05 0.8% 720.97 36.05 0.8%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


September 13


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Fall equinox (Spring equinox on March 22 similar)
 Analysis hours: 7:57 AM-6:09 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:57 AM 81,367.68 1,627.35 93.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 81,439.94 12,215.99 94.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 82,410.73 20,602.68 95.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 84,357.16 21,089.29 97.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,537.99 21,634.50 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,472.42 21,618.11 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 82,632.79 20,658.20 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 79,910.70 19,977.67 92.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 79,003.70 19,750.93 91.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 75,281.56 18,820.39 86.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 68,958.05 17,239.51 79.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 63,567.54 15,891.89 73.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 63,757.56 15,939.39 73.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 62,179.28 15,544.82 71.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 58,028.44 14,507.11 66.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 52,328.10 13,082.03 60.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 56,174.05 14,043.51 64.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 61,932.80 15,483.20 71.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 63,629.21 15,907.30 73.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 57,947.73 14,486.93 66.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 54,130.48 13,532.62 62.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 50,884.59 12,721.15 58.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 50,861.28 12,715.32 58.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 48,111.50 12,027.88 55.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 46,101.00 11,525.25 53.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 45,771.58 11,442.90 52.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 50.62 12.65 0.1% 50.62 12.65 0.1%
2:45 PM 47,563.00 11,890.75 54.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 367.31 91.83 0.4% 367.31 91.83 0.4%
3:00 PM 49,524.56 12,381.14 57.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 901.79 225.45 1.0% 901.79 225.45 1.0%
3:15 PM 49,752.19 12,438.05 57.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,592.95 398.24 1.8% 1,592.95 398.24 1.8%
3:30 PM 47,566.25 11,891.56 54.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,500.69 625.17 2.9% 2,500.69 625.17 2.9%
3:45 PM 47,155.38 11,788.85 54.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,511.14 877.79 4.1% 3,511.14 877.79 4.1%
4:00 PM 45,674.34 11,418.59 52.7% 210.73 52.68 0.2% 211.38 52.84 0.2% 4,400.30 1,100.08 5.1% 4,400.30 1,100.08 5.1%
4:15 PM 46,749.34 11,687.34 53.9% 981.94 245.49 1.1% 988.26 247.06 1.1% 5,288.91 1,322.23 6.1% 5,288.91 1,322.23 6.1%
4:30 PM 47,317.54 11,829.38 54.6% 2,517.31 629.33 2.9% 2,523.35 630.84 2.9% 6,298.71 1,574.68 7.3% 6,298.71 1,574.68 7.3%
4:45 PM 50,285.47 12,571.37 58.0% 3,823.38 955.84 4.4% 3,776.20 944.05 4.4% 7,446.06 1,861.51 8.6% 7,446.06 1,861.51 8.6%
5:00 PM 57,299.67 14,324.92 66.1% 2,238.60 559.65 2.6% 2,117.49 529.37 2.4% 4,485.19 1,121.30 5.2% 4,485.19 1,121.30 5.2%
5:15 PM 66,704.50 16,676.12 77.0% 13.37 3.34 0.0% 13.56 3.39 0.0% 1,499.89 374.97 1.7% 1,499.89 374.97 1.7%
5:30 PM 77,156.56 19,289.14 89.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 80,203.25 20,050.81 92.5% 630.88 157.72 0.7% 630.88 157.72 0.7% 630.88 157.72 0.7% 630.88 157.72 0.7%
6:00 PM 83,992.26 17,638.37 96.9% 2,529.57 531.21 2.9% 2,547.03 534.88 2.9% 2,529.57 531.21 2.9% 2,547.03 534.88 2.9%
6:09 PM 81,320.78 6,505.66 93.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


September 20


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 15
 Analysis hours: 8:03 AM-5:58 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:03 AM 83,198.11 8,319.81 96.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 84,769.05 18,649.19 97.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,580.34 21,645.09 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,473.91 21,618.48 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 86,465.37 21,616.34 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 82,656.94 20,664.23 95.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 80,577.62 20,144.40 93.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 77,736.64 19,434.16 89.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 72,875.42 18,218.85 84.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 68,650.64 17,162.66 79.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 65,598.57 16,399.64 75.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 66,228.90 16,557.22 76.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 66,686.95 16,671.74 76.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 62,891.62 15,722.90 72.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 60,459.84 15,114.96 69.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 68,173.00 17,043.25 78.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 76,101.99 19,025.50 87.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 73,715.63 18,428.91 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 66,481.79 16,620.45 76.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 62,163.40 15,540.85 71.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 57,841.58 14,460.39 66.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 56,990.77 14,247.69 65.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 52,493.88 13,123.47 60.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 49,404.01 12,351.00 57.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 48,224.44 12,056.11 55.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 70.49 17.62 0.1% 70.49 17.62 0.1%
2:45 PM 49,498.46 12,374.62 57.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 356.44 89.11 0.4% 356.44 89.11 0.4%
3:00 PM 51,645.77 12,911.44 59.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 855.73 213.93 1.0% 855.73 213.93 1.0%
3:15 PM 53,351.00 13,337.75 61.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,516.42 379.11 1.7% 1,516.42 379.11 1.7%
3:30 PM 51,568.96 12,892.24 59.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,410.14 602.53 2.8% 2,410.14 602.53 2.8%
3:45 PM 51,908.51 12,977.13 59.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,403.78 850.94 3.9% 3,403.78 850.94 3.9%
4:00 PM 51,602.40 12,900.60 59.5% 35.48 8.87 0.0% 35.85 8.96 0.0% 4,213.16 1,053.29 4.9% 4,213.16 1,053.29 4.9%
4:15 PM 51,364.64 12,841.16 59.3% 486.28 121.57 0.6% 485.82 121.45 0.6% 4,992.09 1,248.02 5.8% 4,992.09 1,248.02 5.8%
4:30 PM 53,683.86 13,420.96 61.9% 1,499.06 374.76 1.7% 1,497.48 374.37 1.7% 5,725.96 1,431.49 6.6% 5,725.96 1,431.49 6.6%
4:45 PM 60,071.17 15,017.79 69.3% 1,569.92 392.48 1.8% 1,570.38 392.60 1.8% 3,791.89 947.97 4.4% 3,791.89 947.97 4.4%
5:00 PM 65,117.31 16,279.33 75.1% 2,282.62 570.66 2.6% 2,282.16 570.54 2.6% 4,482.59 1,120.65 5.2% 4,482.59 1,120.65 5.2%
5:15 PM 81,893.62 20,473.41 94.5% 414.21 103.55 0.5% 413.10 103.27 0.5% 471.79 117.95 0.5% 471.79 117.95 0.5%
5:30 PM 82,611.99 20,653.00 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 82,888.75 19,064.41 95.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:58 PM 82,471.66 9,071.88 95.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


September 27


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 8
 Analysis hours: 8:09 AM-5:47 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:09 AM 86,315.75 3,452.63 99.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 86,626.31 14,726.47 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,486.45 21,621.61 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 86,533.81 21,633.45 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 85,554.56 21,388.64 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 84,650.91 21,162.73 97.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 81,500.77 20,375.19 94.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 75,711.93 18,927.98 87.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 71,737.54 17,934.39 82.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 68,516.91 17,129.23 79.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 66,423.93 16,605.98 76.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 67,520.48 16,880.12 77.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 67,922.34 16,980.58 78.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 63,802.42 15,950.60 73.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 64,427.08 16,106.77 74.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 73,647.47 18,411.87 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 84,747.59 21,186.90 97.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 79,776.03 19,944.01 92.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 73,918.93 18,479.73 85.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 69,565.25 17,391.31 80.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 64,270.96 16,067.74 74.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 62,441.09 15,610.27 72.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 56,224.48 14,056.12 64.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 52,646.47 13,161.62 60.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 51,463.28 12,865.82 59.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 47.37 11.84 0.1% 47.37 11.84 0.1%
2:45 PM 52,119.88 13,029.97 60.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 289.39 72.35 0.3% 289.39 72.35 0.3%
3:00 PM 53,520.68 13,380.17 61.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 724.41 181.10 0.8% 724.41 181.10 0.8%
3:15 PM 54,852.75 13,713.19 63.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,309.32 327.33 1.5% 1,309.32 327.33 1.5%
3:30 PM 55,265.48 13,816.37 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,115.73 528.93 2.4% 2,115.73 528.93 2.4%
3:45 PM 56,810.51 14,202.63 65.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,080.30 770.08 3.6% 3,080.30 770.08 3.6%
4:00 PM 57,739.51 14,434.88 66.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,872.04 968.01 4.5% 3,872.04 968.01 4.5%
4:15 PM 57,543.92 14,385.98 66.4% 168.94 42.23 0.2% 170.33 42.58 0.2% 4,576.39 1,144.10 5.3% 4,576.39 1,144.10 5.3%
4:30 PM 60,806.16 15,201.54 70.2% 41.98 10.49 0.0% 39.19 9.80 0.0% 2,611.30 652.82 3.0% 2,611.30 652.82 3.0%
4:45 PM 66,440.09 16,610.02 76.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,405.44 351.36 1.6% 1,405.44 351.36 1.6%
5:00 PM 78,414.15 19,603.54 90.5% 63.15 15.79 0.1% 63.15 15.79 0.1% 316.32 79.08 0.4% 316.32 79.08 0.4%
5:15 PM 85,612.33 21,403.08 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 85,797.70 23,165.38 99.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:47 PM 86,676.00 12,134.64 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


October 4


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 1
 Analysis hours: 8:16 AM-5:37 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:16 AM 86,676.00 10,401.12 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 20,802.24 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,648.79 21,662.20 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 85,655.52 21,413.88 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 85,659.51 21,414.88 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 85,093.17 21,273.29 98.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 80,974.27 20,243.57 93.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 74,997.09 18,749.27 86.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 70,805.66 17,701.41 81.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 68,101.30 17,025.33 78.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 66,853.37 16,713.34 77.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 68,296.24 17,074.06 78.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 67,856.03 16,964.01 78.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 65,428.71 16,357.18 75.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 68,069.82 17,017.45 78.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 76,818.23 19,204.56 88.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 84,876.13 21,219.03 97.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 78,389.63 19,597.41 90.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 73,140.38 18,285.10 84.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 69,543.24 17,385.81 80.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 65,699.06 16,424.77 75.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 64,634.18 16,158.55 74.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 58,599.05 14,649.76 67.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 55,131.65 13,782.91 63.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 54,134.66 13,533.67 62.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 22.94 5.73 0.0% 22.94 5.73 0.0%
2:45 PM 54,485.53 13,621.38 62.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 205.71 51.43 0.2% 205.71 51.43 0.2%
3:00 PM 55,144.46 13,786.12 63.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 570.70 142.68 0.7% 570.70 142.68 0.7%
3:15 PM 57,073.43 14,268.36 65.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,073.98 268.49 1.2% 1,073.98 268.49 1.2%
3:30 PM 59,603.46 14,900.87 68.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,771.64 442.91 2.0% 1,771.64 442.91 2.0%
3:45 PM 61,770.55 15,442.64 71.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,610.28 652.57 3.0% 2,610.28 652.57 3.0%
4:00 PM 63,127.51 15,781.88 72.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,461.92 865.48 4.0% 3,461.92 865.48 4.0%
4:15 PM 63,353.93 15,838.48 73.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,853.70 713.42 3.3% 2,853.70 713.42 3.3%
4:30 PM 66,448.26 16,612.07 76.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 249.36 62.34 0.3% 249.36 62.34 0.3%
4:45 PM 74,718.29 18,679.57 86.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 278.25 69.56 0.3% 278.25 69.56 0.3%
5:00 PM 82,717.03 20,679.26 95.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 85,299.16 21,324.79 98.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 86,676.00 16,468.44 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:37 PM 86,676.00 5,200.56 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


October 11


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 22
 Analysis hours: 8:22 AM-5:27 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:22 AM 86,676.00 5,200.56 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 15,601.68 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,027.10 21,506.77 99.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 85,588.00 21,397.00 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 85,803.74 21,450.94 99.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 82,143.35 20,535.84 94.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 79,602.45 19,900.61 91.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 74,495.58 18,623.89 85.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 69,491.42 17,372.85 80.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 67,574.25 16,893.56 78.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 67,723.50 16,930.87 78.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 68,494.43 17,123.61 79.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 67,416.55 16,854.14 77.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 67,663.22 16,915.81 78.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 70,822.65 17,705.66 81.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 79,339.16 19,834.79 91.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 83,612.69 20,903.17 96.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 77,548.30 19,387.07 89.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 72,839.57 18,209.89 84.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 69,467.83 17,366.96 80.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 66,230.11 16,557.53 76.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 65,725.71 16,431.43 75.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 59,938.92 14,984.73 69.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 56,357.66 14,089.41 65.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 55,298.91 13,824.73 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 6.41 1.60 0.0% 6.41 1.60 0.0%
2:45 PM 55,392.16 13,848.04 63.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 143.77 35.94 0.2% 143.77 35.94 0.2%
3:00 PM 56,857.87 14,214.47 65.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 448.11 112.03 0.5% 448.11 112.03 0.5%
3:15 PM 59,909.76 14,977.44 69.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 882.01 220.50 1.0% 882.01 220.50 1.0%
3:30 PM 65,054.34 16,263.58 75.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,489.58 372.40 1.7% 1,489.58 372.40 1.7%
3:45 PM 66,706.54 16,676.64 77.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2,221.14 555.29 2.6% 2,221.14 555.29 2.6%
4:00 PM 67,991.81 16,997.95 78.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 3,044.73 761.18 3.5% 3,044.73 761.18 3.5%
4:15 PM 69,752.30 17,438.07 80.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,313.03 328.26 1.5% 1,313.03 328.26 1.5%
4:30 PM 74,635.44 18,658.86 86.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 79,027.67 19,756.92 91.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 84,035.63 21,008.91 97.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 86,423.02 19,013.06 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:27 PM 86,676.00 8,667.60 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


October 18


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 15
 Analysis hours: 7:30 AM-4:18 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:30 AM 86,676.00 11,267.88 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 86,273.68 21,568.42 99.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 85,571.75 21,392.94 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 85,999.70 21,499.93 99.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 85,679.20 21,419.80 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 82,606.60 20,651.65 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 78,319.70 19,579.92 90.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 72,159.74 18,039.93 83.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 69,116.77 17,279.19 79.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 67,827.88 16,956.97 78.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 68,426.91 17,106.73 78.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 68,280.64 17,070.16 78.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 68,138.17 17,034.54 78.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 71,029.11 17,757.28 81.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 72,910.34 18,227.58 84.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 81,239.43 20,309.86 93.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 82,570.75 20,642.69 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 77,009.17 19,252.29 88.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 72,871.33 18,217.83 84.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 70,593.82 17,648.45 81.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 68,525.36 17,131.34 79.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 68,907.53 17,226.88 79.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 62,776.27 15,694.07 72.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 59,135.38 14,783.85 68.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 57,312.30 14,328.07 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 57,216.17 14,304.04 66.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 89.16 22.29 0.1% 89.16 22.29 0.1%
2:00 PM 58,916.39 14,729.10 68.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 335.64 83.91 0.4% 335.64 83.91 0.4%
2:15 PM 63,161.04 15,790.26 72.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 705.55 176.39 0.8% 705.55 176.39 0.8%
2:30 PM 68,466.57 17,116.64 79.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,232.70 308.17 1.4% 1,232.70 308.17 1.4%
2:45 PM 72,495.75 18,123.94 83.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,253.32 313.33 1.4% 1,253.32 313.33 1.4%
3:00 PM 74,067.16 18,516.79 85.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 836.13 209.03 1.0% 836.13 209.03 1.0%
3:15 PM 76,227.56 19,056.89 87.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 80,461.53 20,115.38 92.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 83,679.10 20,919.77 96.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 86,676.00 13,001.40 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:18 PM 86,676.00 2,600.28 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


October 25


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 8
 Analysis hours: 7:36 AM-4:10 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:36 AM 86,676.00 6,067.32 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 85,651.99 16,273.88 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 85,801.60 21,450.40 99.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 85,759.81 21,439.95 98.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,578.95 21,644.74 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 79,785.60 19,946.40 92.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 70,872.15 17,718.04 81.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 68,675.53 17,168.88 79.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 68,851.90 17,212.97 79.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 72,836.78 18,209.20 84.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 70,689.38 17,672.35 81.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 69,037.83 17,259.46 79.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 73,726.50 18,431.62 85.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 74,260.61 18,565.15 85.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 82,569.45 20,642.36 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 81,893.34 20,473.34 94.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 76,740.77 19,185.19 88.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 73,678.02 18,419.51 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 73,106.58 18,276.64 84.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 72,091.76 18,022.94 83.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 72,387.18 18,096.80 83.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 66,940.02 16,735.01 77.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 64,084.47 16,021.12 73.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 62,692.96 15,673.24 72.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 62,402.55 15,600.64 72.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 48.76 12.19 0.1% 48.76 12.19 0.1%
2:00 PM 63,157.42 15,789.35 72.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 246.39 61.60 0.3% 246.39 61.60 0.3%
2:15 PM 66,980.42 16,745.11 77.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 560.21 140.05 0.6% 560.21 140.05 0.6%
2:30 PM 71,607.89 17,901.97 82.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 926.68 231.67 1.1% 926.68 231.67 1.1%
2:45 PM 77,403.42 19,350.85 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 77,442.33 19,360.58 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 81,045.60 20,261.40 93.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 81,787.65 20,446.91 94.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 83,710.76 20,927.69 96.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 86,676.00 18,201.96 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:10 PM 86,676.00 7,800.84 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


November 1


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 1
 Analysis hours: 7:43 AM-4:03 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:43 AM 86,676.00 866.76 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 86,676.00 11,267.88 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 86,261.51 21,565.38 99.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 85,844.60 21,461.15 99.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,486.35 21,621.59 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,454.72 20,863.68 96.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 75,827.83 18,956.96 87.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 68,848.83 17,212.21 79.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 70,585.74 17,646.43 81.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 79,044.48 19,761.12 91.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 76,845.63 19,211.41 88.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 71,767.07 17,941.77 82.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 74,649.00 18,662.25 86.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 75,013.34 18,753.34 86.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 83,316.52 20,829.13 96.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 81,594.38 20,398.60 94.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 76,747.18 19,186.80 88.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 74,884.62 18,721.16 86.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 75,410.28 18,852.57 87.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 73,844.17 18,461.04 85.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 75,338.86 18,834.72 86.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 72,658.19 18,164.55 83.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 69,603.70 17,400.93 80.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 68,290.20 17,072.55 78.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 68,386.51 17,096.63 78.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 18.76 4.69 0.0% 18.76 4.69 0.0%
2:00 PM 68,617.02 17,154.26 79.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 166.52 41.63 0.2% 166.52 41.63 0.2%
2:15 PM 70,294.21 17,573.55 81.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 426.94 106.73 0.5% 426.94 106.73 0.5%
2:30 PM 74,228.94 18,557.24 85.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 136.71 34.18 0.2% 136.71 34.18 0.2%
2:45 PM 78,668.62 19,667.16 90.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 80,277.36 20,069.34 92.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 80,820.85 20,205.21 93.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 82,076.58 20,519.14 94.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 84,125.26 21,031.31 97.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 86,414.01 12,962.10 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:03 PM 86,676.00 2,600.28 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


November 8


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: January 25
 Analysis hours: 7:51 AM-3:57 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:51 AM 86,676.00 6,934.08 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 86,676.00 17,335.20 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 85,494.29 21,373.57 98.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 81,845.42 20,461.35 94.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 70,265.05 17,566.26 81.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 73,777.86 18,444.46 85.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 84,525.72 21,131.43 97.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 82,304.02 20,576.01 95.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 75,247.85 18,811.96 86.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 75,126.74 18,781.68 86.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 75,613.30 18,903.32 87.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 83,555.39 20,888.85 96.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 81,622.25 20,405.56 94.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 76,981.87 19,245.47 88.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 76,210.19 19,052.55 87.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 76,737.89 19,184.47 88.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 75,088.94 18,772.24 86.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 77,231.79 19,307.95 89.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 77,376.86 19,344.21 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 74,130.40 18,532.60 85.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 71,811.75 17,952.94 82.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 71,946.13 17,986.53 83.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 2.60 0.65 0.0% 2.60 0.65 0.0%
2:00 PM 71,683.77 17,920.94 82.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 95.57 23.89 0.1% 95.57 23.89 0.1%
2:15 PM 72,530.77 18,132.69 83.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 56.65 14.16 0.1% 56.65 14.16 0.1%
2:30 PM 74,951.02 18,737.76 86.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 78,340.78 19,585.20 90.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 80,614.49 20,153.62 93.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 81,100.30 20,275.08 93.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 82,305.51 20,576.38 95.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 86,447.44 19,882.91 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:57 PM 86,676.00 9,534.36 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


November 15


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: January 18
 Analysis hours: 7:57 AM-3:54 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:57 AM 86,676.00 1,733.52 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 86,676.00 13,001.40 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 85,772.81 21,443.20 99.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 83,356.46 20,839.11 96.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 72,936.06 18,234.02 84.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 74,814.13 18,703.53 86.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 86,499.64 21,624.91 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 78,381.37 19,595.34 90.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 75,229.46 18,807.36 86.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 75,967.61 18,991.90 87.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 83,273.06 20,818.26 96.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 82,030.89 20,507.72 94.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 77,439.27 19,359.82 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 77,344.82 19,336.20 89.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 77,911.15 19,477.79 89.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 75,789.94 18,947.49 87.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 78,420.47 19,605.12 90.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 80,672.72 20,168.18 93.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 78,612.62 19,653.15 90.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 74,871.06 18,717.77 86.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 74,100.22 18,525.05 85.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 72,954.82 18,238.71 84.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 72,673.33 18,168.33 83.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 74,178.33 18,544.58 85.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 77,733.67 19,433.42 89.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 81,227.91 20,306.98 93.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 82,789.28 20,697.32 95.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 85,243.25 21,310.81 98.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 86,676.00 17,335.20 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:54 PM 86,676.00 6,934.08 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


November 22


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: January 11
 Analysis hours: 8:04 AM-3:51 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:04 AM 86,676.00 7,800.84 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 86,676.00 18,201.96 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 85,616.70 21,404.17 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 83,556.04 20,889.01 96.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 75,439.26 18,859.81 87.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 75,222.40 18,805.60 86.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 81,713.08 20,428.27 94.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 75,006.38 18,751.59 86.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 76,196.63 19,049.16 87.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 82,547.35 20,636.84 95.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 82,852.90 20,713.23 95.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 78,381.74 19,595.43 90.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 77,701.45 19,425.36 89.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 79,325.32 19,831.33 91.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 77,418.28 19,354.57 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 78,645.31 19,661.33 90.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 83,293.77 20,823.44 96.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 82,350.00 20,587.50 95.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 77,884.68 19,471.17 89.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 75,645.62 18,911.40 87.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 73,674.58 18,418.65 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 73,059.95 18,264.99 84.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 74,122.88 18,530.72 85.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 77,708.41 19,427.10 89.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 82,596.85 20,649.21 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 84,420.31 21,105.08 97.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 86,676.00 15,601.68 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:51 PM 86,676.00 4,333.80 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


November 29


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: January 4
 Analysis hours: 8:10 AM-3:51 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:10 AM 86,676.00 3,467.04 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 86,676.00 14,734.92 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 85,641.68 21,410.42 98.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 84,459.22 21,114.81 97.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 78,273.45 19,568.36 90.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 74,930.04 18,732.51 86.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 83,913.78 20,978.45 96.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 74,488.06 18,622.01 85.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 76,947.78 19,236.95 88.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 81,427.21 20,356.80 93.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 84,026.25 21,006.56 96.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 78,744.50 19,686.12 90.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 78,679.67 19,669.92 90.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 80,492.64 20,123.16 92.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 79,781.88 19,945.47 92.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 78,933.86 19,733.47 91.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 84,602.34 21,150.59 97.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 84,822.82 21,205.71 97.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 80,630.09 20,157.52 93.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 77,335.71 19,333.93 89.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 74,647.70 18,661.93 86.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 73,647.74 18,411.94 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 74,305.93 18,576.48 85.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 77,685.56 19,421.39 89.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 84,518.29 21,129.57 97.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 85,257.37 21,314.34 98.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 86,676.00 14,734.92 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:51 PM 86,676.00 4,333.80 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


December 6


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: December 28
 Analysis hours: 8:15 AM-3:52 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:15 AM 86,676.00 10,401.12 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 85,814.42 21,453.61 99.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 84,953.77 21,238.44 98.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 80,188.20 20,047.05 92.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 74,117.68 18,529.42 85.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 85,549.08 21,387.27 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 86,016.70 21,504.17 99.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 74,655.23 18,663.81 86.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 77,469.73 19,367.43 89.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 79,935.87 19,983.97 92.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 85,188.55 21,297.14 98.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 79,736.84 19,934.21 92.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 77,781.97 19,445.49 89.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 80,850.29 20,212.57 93.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 80,893.94 20,223.49 93.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 79,489.06 19,872.26 91.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 84,022.17 21,005.54 96.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 85,939.71 21,484.93 99.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 82,791.42 20,697.85 95.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 78,966.37 19,741.59 91.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 75,714.53 18,928.63 87.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 74,162.82 18,540.70 85.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 74,446.36 18,611.59 85.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 77,149.88 19,287.47 89.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 85,034.94 21,258.74 98.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 85,312.35 21,328.09 98.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 86,676.00 15,601.68 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:52 PM 86,676.00 5,200.56 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


December 13


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Winter solstice (December 21 similar)
 Analysis hours: 8:19 AM-3:54 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:19 AM 86,676.00 6,934.08 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 86,676.00 18,201.96 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 86,590.65 21,647.66 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 85,236.94 21,309.23 98.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 81,508.38 20,377.10 94.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 72,930.49 18,232.62 84.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 82,781.02 20,695.25 95.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 76,902.65 19,225.66 88.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 77,521.92 19,380.48 89.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 78,203.79 19,550.95 90.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 85,353.68 21,338.42 98.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 80,482.79 20,120.70 92.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 77,059.79 19,264.95 88.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 80,724.17 20,181.04 93.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 81,302.86 20,325.71 93.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 79,243.69 19,810.92 91.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 82,957.10 20,739.28 95.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 86,291.79 21,572.95 99.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 84,018.82 21,004.71 96.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 80,349.52 20,087.38 92.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 76,714.12 19,178.53 88.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 74,675.47 18,668.87 86.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 74,385.90 18,596.47 85.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 76,348.48 19,087.12 88.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 84,167.51 21,041.88 97.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 85,087.51 21,271.88 98.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 86,676.00 21,669.00 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 86,676.00 18,201.96 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:54 PM 86,676.00 6,934.08 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Maritime Plaza


December 20


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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EXHIBIT H:  quantitative shadow data


Quantitative Shadow Data for Sue Bierman Park


Shadow data for existing conditions, net new shadow from project, and 
cumulative condition shadow
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 Summer solstice
 Analysis hours: 6:46 AM-7:36 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:46 AM 3,163.42 347.98 1.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 60.42 13.90 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 50.84 12.71 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 40.53 10.13 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 31.69 7.92 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 22.11 5.53 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 12.53 3.13 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 3.68 0.92 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 10.32 2.58 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 72.21 18.05 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 2,395.59 598.90 1.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 6,544.22 1,636.06 3.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 11,272.78 2,818.19 6.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 15,215.08 3,803.77 8.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 18,938.53 4,734.63 10.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 20,989.27 5,247.32 11.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 22,286.17 5,571.54 12.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 21,743.83 5,435.96 12.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 21,256.02 5,314.00 12.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 20,234.70 5,058.68 11.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 20,371.76 5,092.94 11.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 19,268.65 4,817.16 10.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 19,951.00 4,987.75 11.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 20,965.69 5,241.42 11.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 24,289.75 6,072.44 13.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 23,434.23 5,858.56 13.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 23,261.80 5,815.45 13.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 19,856.68 4,964.17 11.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 18,658.52 4,664.63 10.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 14,969.70 3,742.43 8.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 13,233.61 3,308.40 7.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 8,598.64 2,149.66 4.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 6,063.78 1,515.94 3.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 3,158.26 789.57 1.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 784.78 196.19 0.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 144.43 36.11 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 141.48 35.37 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 134.11 33.53 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 4,418.33 1,104.58 2.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 11,627.22 2,906.80 6.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 18,292.29 4,573.07 10.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 24,266.90 6,066.73 13.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 29,389.69 7,347.42 16.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 32,911.23 8,227.81 18.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 32,288.57 8,072.14 18.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 32,684.28 8,171.07 18.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 42,377.18 10,594.30 23.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 61,835.95 15,458.99 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 94,547.49 23,636.87 53.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 135,990.31 33,997.58 76.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 173,982.33 52,194.70 98.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:36 PM 176,552.57 31,779.46 99.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


June 21


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOWEXISTING SHADOW
Analysis Time


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 155


 Mirror date: June 14
 Analysis hours: 6:48 AM-7:36 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:48 AM 3,145.74 314.57 1.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 61.16 13.46 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 51.58 12.90 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 41.27 10.32 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 31.69 7.92 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 22.11 5.53 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 12.53 3.13 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 3.68 0.92 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 8.84 2.21 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 55.27 13.82 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 2,334.43 583.61 1.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 6,436.64 1,609.16 3.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 11,238.88 2,809.72 6.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 15,257.82 3,814.46 8.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 19,082.22 4,770.56 10.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 21,315.70 5,328.93 12.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 22,797.57 5,699.39 12.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 22,313.44 5,578.36 12.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 21,797.62 5,449.41 12.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 20,709.99 5,177.50 11.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 20,827.15 5,206.79 11.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 19,741.73 4,935.43 11.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 20,312.81 5,078.20 11.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 21,222.12 5,305.53 12.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 24,660.40 6,165.10 13.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 24,201.32 6,050.33 13.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 23,995.73 5,998.93 13.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 20,679.78 5,169.94 11.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 19,466.14 4,866.53 11.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 15,820.80 3,955.20 8.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 14,185.66 3,546.42 8.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 9,608.17 2,402.04 5.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 6,721.07 1,680.27 3.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 3,732.29 933.07 2.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 1,304.28 326.07 0.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 146.64 36.66 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 145.17 36.29 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 133.38 33.34 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 3,959.99 990.00 2.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 11,110.66 2,777.67 6.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 17,999.75 4,499.94 10.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 24,143.11 6,035.78 13.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 29,391.16 7,347.79 16.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 33,112.40 8,278.10 18.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 32,872.92 8,218.23 18.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 32,940.71 8,235.18 18.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 41,151.02 10,287.75 23.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 59,945.86 14,986.46 33.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 90,817.41 22,704.35 51.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 132,941.11 33,235.28 74.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 171,999.39 51,599.82 96.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:36 PM 176,721.31 31,809.84 99.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


June 28


 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOWEXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: June 7
 Analysis hours: 6:52 AM-7:36 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:52 AM 3,075.73 184.54 1.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 150.32 28.56 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 50.11 12.53 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 39.79 9.95 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 30.21 7.55 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 21.37 5.34 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 11.05 2.76 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 2.21 0.55 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 11.05 2.76 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 195.27 48.82 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 2,880.46 720.12 1.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 7,172.78 1,793.20 4.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 12,112.82 3,028.20 6.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 16,244.50 4,061.13 9.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 20,106.49 5,026.62 11.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 22,746.72 5,686.68 12.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 24,469.55 6,117.39 13.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 23,914.68 5,978.67 13.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 23,349.49 5,837.37 13.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 22,138.06 5,534.52 12.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 22,185.22 5,546.31 12.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 21,101.27 5,275.32 11.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 21,610.46 5,402.61 12.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 22,555.87 5,638.97 12.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 26,185.00 6,546.25 14.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 26,208.58 6,552.15 14.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 25,974.99 6,493.75 14.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 22,722.41 5,680.60 12.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 21,522.03 5,380.51 12.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 17,942.27 4,485.57 10.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 16,437.56 4,109.39 9.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 11,976.50 2,994.12 6.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 8,781.39 2,195.35 4.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 5,037.31 1,259.33 2.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 2,436.12 609.03 1.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 159.90 39.98 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 150.32 37.58 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 140.74 35.19 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 3,992.41 998.10 2.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 11,151.19 2,787.80 6.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 18,618.73 4,654.68 10.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 25,025.15 6,256.29 14.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 30,428.69 7,607.17 17.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 34,370.99 8,592.75 19.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 34,214.04 8,553.51 19.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 34,255.30 8,563.83 19.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 40,964.59 10,241.15 23.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 59,048.34 14,762.08 33.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 89,503.56 22,375.89 50.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 132,900.58 33,225.15 74.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 171,639.06 51,491.72 96.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:36 PM 177,173.75 31,891.28 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 5


 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 31
 Analysis hours: 6:56 AM-7:33 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
6:56 AM 2,954.89 88.65 1.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 AM 1,280.70 192.10 0.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 47.16 11.79 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 36.84 9.21 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 27.26 6.82 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 17.69 4.42 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 7.37 1.84 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 4.42 1.11 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 14.74 3.68 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 750.14 187.54 0.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 4,135.37 1,033.84 2.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 8,743.07 2,185.77 4.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 13,866.59 3,466.65 7.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 18,006.38 4,501.59 10.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 22,060.69 5,515.17 12.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 25,088.53 6,272.13 14.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 27,271.16 6,817.79 15.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 26,576.28 6,644.07 15.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 25,876.25 6,469.06 14.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 24,476.18 6,119.04 13.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 24,421.65 6,105.41 13.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 23,325.17 5,831.29 13.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 23,824.04 5,956.01 13.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 24,951.47 6,237.87 14.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 28,877.56 7,219.39 16.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 29,411.06 7,352.76 16.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 29,153.15 7,288.29 16.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 25,952.88 6,488.22 14.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 24,739.24 6,184.81 13.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 21,322.34 5,330.58 12.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 20,030.59 5,007.65 11.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 15,771.42 3,942.86 8.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 12,776.75 3,194.19 7.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 7,146.99 1,786.75 4.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 4,273.16 1,068.29 2.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 900.47 225.12 0.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 164.32 41.08 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 152.53 38.13 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 4,527.39 1,131.85 2.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 11,804.07 2,951.02 6.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 20,189.75 5,047.44 11.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 26,955.78 6,738.94 15.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 32,664.38 8,166.10 18.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 36,841.01 9,210.25 20.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 36,301.62 9,075.40 20.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 36,737.11 9,184.28 20.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 42,094.22 10,523.56 23.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 59,327.62 14,831.90 33.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 90,756.99 22,689.25 51.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 135,999.89 33,999.97 76.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 171,712.74 48,079.57 96.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:33 PM 177,576.09 26,636.41 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 12


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


Analysis Time
VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 24
 Analysis hours: 7:01 AM-7:30 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:01 AM 2,785.40 362.10 1.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:16 AM 42.74 10.26 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 33.90 8.14 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 23.58 5.90 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 13.26 3.32 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 4.42 1.11 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 8.84 2.21 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 33.16 8.29 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 2,106.74 526.68 1.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 6,309.90 1,577.47 3.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 11,162.98 2,790.75 6.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 16,219.45 4,054.86 9.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 20,707.78 5,176.94 11.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 25,255.06 6,313.76 14.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 28,415.53 7,103.88 16.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 31,013.77 7,753.44 17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 30,340.26 7,585.07 17.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 29,385.27 7,346.32 16.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 27,712.55 6,928.14 15.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 27,532.02 6,883.00 15.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 26,384.70 6,596.17 14.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 26,979.36 6,744.84 15.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 28,470.06 7,117.52 16.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 32,787.44 8,196.86 18.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 33,784.44 8,446.11 19.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 33,501.47 8,375.37 18.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 30,356.47 7,589.12 17.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 29,093.46 7,273.37 16.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 25,927.09 6,481.77 14.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 24,983.89 6,245.97 14.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 21,087.27 5,271.82 11.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 18,444.82 4,611.21 10.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 11,809.23 2,952.31 6.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 6,796.97 1,699.24 3.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 2,759.61 689.90 1.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 375.81 93.95 0.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 168.75 42.19 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 5,675.44 1,418.86 3.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 13,179.82 3,294.96 7.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 22,314.91 5,578.73 12.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 30,161.20 7,540.30 17.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 36,331.09 9,082.77 20.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 40,931.43 10,232.86 23.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 39,014.80 9,753.70 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 40,711.10 10,177.78 22.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 45,197.96 11,299.49 25.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 61,276.66 15,319.17 34.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 95,248.27 23,812.07 53.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 142,508.75 35,627.19 80.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 171,462.94 42,865.74 96.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 PM 177,576.83 23,084.99 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 19


 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 17
 Analysis hours: 7:07 AM-7:25 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:07 AM 2,735.30 164.12 1.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 36.84 7.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 27.26 6.82 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 17.69 4.42 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 7.37 1.84 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 5.16 1.29 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 15.47 3.87 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 1,010.26 252.57 0.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 4,491.28 1,122.82 2.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 9,338.47 2,334.62 5.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 14,232.82 3,558.21 8.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 19,564.14 4,891.04 11.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 24,660.40 6,165.10 13.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 29,590.86 7,397.71 16.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 33,139.67 8,284.92 18.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 35,966.34 8,991.58 20.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 35,252.30 8,813.07 19.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 33,946.55 8,486.64 19.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 31,912.03 7,978.01 18.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 31,554.64 7,888.66 17.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 30,354.26 7,588.57 17.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 31,066.09 7,766.52 17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 33,147.04 8,286.76 18.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 37,944.86 9,486.21 21.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 39,366.30 9,841.57 22.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 39,004.49 9,751.12 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 35,897.07 8,974.27 20.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 34,661.32 8,665.33 19.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 31,840.55 7,960.14 17.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 31,373.37 7,843.34 17.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 28,153.94 7,038.49 15.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 25,696.45 6,424.11 14.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 18,712.31 4,678.08 10.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 12,442.20 3,110.55 7.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 5,408.69 1,352.17 3.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 2,055.89 513.97 1.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 733.93 183.48 0.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 7,440.27 1,860.07 4.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 15,289.51 3,822.38 8.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 24,790.09 6,197.52 14.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 34,754.17 8,688.54 19.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 41,528.30 10,382.07 23.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 46,207.48 11,551.87 26.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 42,219.49 10,554.87 23.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 46,502.97 11,625.74 26.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 51,493.85 12,873.46 29.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 65,402.45 16,350.61 36.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 102,743.80 25,685.95 57.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 150,204.71 37,551.18 84.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 173,216.71 36,375.51 97.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:25 PM 177,576.83 15,981.91 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


July 26


 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 10
 Analysis hours: 7:12 AM-7:18 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:12 AM 2,481.07 49.62 1.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 AM 990.37 148.55 0.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 21.37 5.34 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 10.32 2.58 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 3.68 0.92 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 12.53 3.13 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 433.28 108.32 0.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 3,503.86 875.97 2.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 8,015.77 2,003.94 4.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 13,128.24 3,282.06 7.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 17,951.11 4,487.78 10.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 23,978.05 5,994.51 13.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 29,688.13 7,422.03 16.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 35,089.45 8,772.36 19.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 39,078.18 9,769.54 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 42,204.02 10,551.00 23.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 40,969.75 10,242.44 23.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 38,986.80 9,746.70 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 36,587.52 9,146.88 20.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 36,098.24 9,024.56 20.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 34,843.33 8,710.83 19.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 35,935.39 8,983.85 20.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 38,986.07 9,746.52 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 44,355.70 11,088.93 25.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 46,055.69 11,513.92 25.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 45,621.66 11,405.42 25.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 42,487.72 10,621.93 23.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 41,341.87 10,335.47 23.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 39,057.54 9,764.39 22.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 39,248.40 9,812.10 22.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 36,933.12 9,233.28 20.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 34,544.16 8,636.04 19.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 27,047.15 6,761.79 15.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 20,466.08 5,116.52 11.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 11,666.27 2,916.57 6.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 4,539.18 1,134.79 2.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 3,505.33 876.33 2.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 9,981.77 2,495.44 5.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 18,546.51 4,636.63 10.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 28,193.00 7,048.25 15.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 39,173.97 9,793.49 22.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 48,179.37 12,044.84 27.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 49,930.93 12,482.73 28.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 47,519.86 11,879.97 26.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 54,870.23 13,717.56 30.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 61,267.08 15,316.77 34.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 76,407.74 19,101.93 43.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 115,412.96 28,853.24 65.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:00 PM 155,481.51 38,870.38 87.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:15 PM 176,097.91 26,414.69 99.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:18 PM 177,573.88 5,327.22 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


August 2


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: May 3
 Analysis hours: 7:19 AM-7:10 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:19 AM 1,982.94 178.46 1.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 12.53 2.63 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 2.95 0.74 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 10.32 2.58 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 212.22 53.06 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 2,940.88 735.22 1.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 7,377.63 1,844.41 4.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 12,271.25 3,067.81 6.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 17,207.60 4,301.90 9.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 22,761.46 5,690.37 12.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 29,321.90 7,330.47 16.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 35,726.11 8,931.53 20.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 41,736.10 10,434.02 23.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 46,236.22 11,559.06 26.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 49,437.22 12,359.31 27.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 47,614.92 11,903.73 26.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 44,805.20 11,201.30 25.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 41,998.43 10,499.61 23.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 41,401.56 10,350.39 23.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 40,110.54 10,027.64 22.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 42,010.22 10,502.55 23.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 45,908.31 11,477.08 25.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 51,988.30 12,997.07 29.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 53,683.86 13,420.96 30.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 53,290.36 13,322.59 30.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 50,103.36 12,525.84 28.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 49,220.58 12,305.15 27.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 47,522.81 11,880.70 26.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 48,507.28 12,126.82 27.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 47,190.48 11,797.62 26.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 44,833.94 11,208.48 25.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 37,185.87 9,296.47 20.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 30,433.11 7,608.28 17.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 21,096.11 5,274.03 11.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 12,885.07 3,221.27 7.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 8,009.88 2,002.47 4.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 12,766.43 3,191.61 7.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 22,787.99 5,697.00 12.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 32,247.31 8,061.83 18.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 42,112.64 10,528.16 23.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 55,867.97 13,966.99 31.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 53,648.49 13,412.12 30.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 57,210.56 14,302.64 32.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 66,000.79 16,500.20 37.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 74,704.07 18,676.02 42.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 92,044.31 23,011.08 51.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 123,923.92 42,134.13 69.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:10 PM 176,812.68 37,130.66 99.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOWEXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW


 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


August 9


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: April 26
 Analysis hours: 7:25 AM-7:02 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:25 AM 1,036.05 41.44 0.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:30 AM 3.68 0.63 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 10.32 2.58 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 120.85 30.21 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 2,677.82 669.45 1.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 6,992.98 1,748.25 3.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 11,994.18 2,998.55 6.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 16,681.47 4,170.37 9.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 22,351.02 5,587.75 12.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 28,407.43 7,101.86 16.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 35,519.05 8,879.76 20.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 42,680.04 10,670.01 24.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 49,446.07 12,361.52 27.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 54,501.79 13,625.45 30.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 56,948.97 14,237.24 32.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 53,461.32 13,365.33 30.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 49,844.72 12,461.18 28.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 47,115.32 11,778.83 26.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 46,566.34 11,641.59 26.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 46,377.70 11,594.43 26.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 49,692.18 12,423.05 28.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 54,529.06 13,632.26 30.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 61,425.51 15,356.38 34.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 62,821.16 15,705.29 35.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 62,085.02 15,521.25 35.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 58,764.64 14,691.16 33.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 58,232.61 14,558.15 32.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 57,170.77 14,292.69 32.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 59,043.92 14,760.98 33.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 57,917.23 14,479.31 32.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 55,580.59 13,895.15 31.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 48,460.12 12,115.03 27.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 41,909.27 10,477.32 23.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 32,517.00 8,129.25 18.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 25,445.17 6,361.29 14.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 20,850.73 5,212.68 11.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 18,481.67 4,620.42 10.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 25,848.98 6,462.25 14.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 36,199.19 9,049.80 20.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 44,926.05 11,231.51 25.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 53,913.76 13,478.44 30.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 59,377.72 14,844.43 33.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 70,282.06 17,570.52 39.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 81,543.05 20,385.76 45.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 95,349.95 23,837.49 53.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 110,013.11 27,503.28 62.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 124,651.95 33,656.03 70.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:02 PM 168,352.57 23,569.36 94.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


August 16


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: April 19
 Analysis hours: 7:31 AM-6:52 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:31 AM 465.71 51.23 0.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 133.38 30.68 0.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 2,713.93 678.48 1.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 7,121.20 1,780.30 4.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 11,991.23 2,997.81 6.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 16,797.90 4,199.47 9.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 22,188.17 5,547.04 12.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 28,396.38 7,099.09 16.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 34,973.02 8,743.26 19.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 42,702.88 10,675.72 24.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 50,691.39 12,672.85 28.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 58,297.46 14,574.36 32.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 62,810.11 15,702.53 35.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 61,830.79 15,457.70 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 57,405.10 14,351.27 32.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 53,498.90 13,374.73 30.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 50,859.40 12,714.85 28.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 50,779.82 12,694.95 28.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 52,630.86 13,157.71 29.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 58,640.84 14,660.21 33.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 64,871.16 16,217.79 36.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 72,769.03 18,192.26 41.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 73,416.75 18,354.19 41.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 71,803.72 17,950.93 40.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 68,397.12 17,099.28 38.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 68,578.40 17,144.60 38.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 68,324.91 17,081.23 38.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 70,240.06 17,560.01 39.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 68,757.46 17,189.36 38.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 66,800.31 16,700.08 37.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 60,513.99 15,128.50 34.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 54,285.89 13,571.47 30.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 45,168.48 11,292.12 25.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 40,808.37 10,202.09 23.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 36,255.19 9,063.80 20.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 33,552.32 8,388.08 18.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 30,997.56 7,749.39 17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 37,102.60 9,275.65 20.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 48,085.05 12,021.26 27.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 50,699.50 12,674.87 28.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 70,265.85 17,566.46 39.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 87,142.59 21,785.65 49.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 102,012.08 25,503.02 57.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 120,027.30 30,006.83 67.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 120,763.44 30,190.86 68.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:45 PM 130,855.00 24,862.45 73.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:52 PM 154,962.01 9,297.72 87.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


August 23


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: April 12
 Analysis hours: 7:37 AM-6:42 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:37 AM 1,363.23 81.79 0.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 2,951.20 560.73 1.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 7,387.95 1,846.99 4.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 12,350.83 3,087.71 7.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 16,991.70 4,247.92 9.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 22,515.34 5,628.84 12.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 28,398.59 7,099.65 16.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 35,135.87 8,783.97 19.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 42,266.65 10,566.66 23.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 50,661.18 12,665.30 28.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 59,505.20 14,876.30 33.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 67,277.81 16,819.45 37.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 68,808.30 17,202.08 38.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 66,095.11 16,523.78 37.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 60,995.17 15,248.79 34.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 56,722.75 14,180.69 31.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 53,784.81 13,446.20 30.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 56,111.14 14,027.78 31.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 61,116.76 15,279.19 34.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 69,712.45 17,428.11 39.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 76,919.13 19,229.78 43.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 85,992.33 21,498.08 48.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 85,016.70 21,254.17 47.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 82,629.95 20,657.49 46.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 79,386.94 19,846.74 44.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 80,445.84 20,111.46 45.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 81,071.45 20,267.86 45.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 82,394.14 20,598.54 46.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 80,382.46 20,095.62 45.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 78,748.80 19,687.20 44.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 73,096.94 18,274.24 41.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 67,390.55 16,847.64 38.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 60,283.35 15,070.84 33.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 57,135.40 14,283.85 32.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 52,580.75 13,145.19 29.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 50,299.37 12,574.84 28.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 45,307.02 11,326.75 25.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 42,175.28 10,543.82 23.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 44,683.62 11,170.90 25.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 56,939.39 14,234.85 32.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 81,379.46 20,344.87 45.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 111,010.11 27,752.53 62.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 130,171.92 32,542.98 73.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 128,334.88 32,083.72 72.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:30 PM 126,707.85 29,142.80 71.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:42 PM 150,061.02 16,506.71 84.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


August 30


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: April 5
 Analysis hours: 7:44 AM-6:31 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:44 AM 7,933.24 1,031.32 4.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 13,591.00 3,397.75 7.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 18,242.92 4,560.73 10.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 23,360.54 5,840.14 13.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 29,142.83 7,285.71 16.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 35,381.99 8,845.50 19.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 42,558.46 10,639.61 24.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 50,219.05 12,554.76 28.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 59,239.19 14,809.80 33.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 66,607.25 16,651.81 37.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 68,991.79 17,247.95 38.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 67,722.14 16,930.54 38.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 64,522.61 16,130.65 36.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 61,040.86 15,260.22 34.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 58,270.19 14,567.55 32.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 57,564.26 14,391.07 32.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 62,740.84 15,685.21 35.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 70,307.12 17,576.78 39.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 81,173.14 20,293.28 45.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 90,843.20 22,710.80 51.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 100,222.20 25,055.55 56.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 97,999.04 24,499.76 55.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 94,941.72 23,735.43 53.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 92,187.27 23,046.82 51.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 93,960.20 23,490.05 52.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 94,176.11 23,544.03 53.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 94,882.77 23,720.69 53.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 92,878.46 23,219.62 52.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 91,768.72 22,942.18 51.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 86,942.90 21,735.72 49.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 82,044.13 20,511.03 46.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 77,329.57 19,332.39 43.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 74,578.07 18,644.52 42.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 70,037.42 17,509.35 39.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 66,609.46 16,652.36 37.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 60,641.47 15,160.37 34.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 55,037.51 13,759.38 31.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 49,759.24 12,439.81 28.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 65,854.89 16,463.72 37.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 98,791.92 24,697.98 55.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 134,911.52 33,727.88 76.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 139,403.54 34,850.88 78.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 133,771.57 36,118.32 75.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:31 PM 150,015.34 21,002.15 84.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


September 6


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 29
 Analysis hours: 7:50 AM-6:21 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:50 AM 23,516.76 1,881.34 13.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 25,482.02 5,351.22 14.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 28,827.45 7,206.86 16.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 32,588.48 8,147.12 18.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 37,812.22 9,453.05 21.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 43,425.03 10,856.26 24.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 50,490.22 12,622.56 28.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 58,709.37 14,677.34 33.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 66,399.45 16,599.86 37.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 69,021.26 17,255.32 38.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 67,941.73 16,985.43 38.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 66,008.90 16,502.22 37.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 62,781.37 15,695.34 35.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 60,686.42 15,171.61 34.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 60,046.81 15,011.70 33.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 63,264.76 15,816.19 35.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 70,890.72 17,722.68 39.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 79,858.54 19,964.64 45.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 90,673.72 22,668.43 51.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 100,402.73 25,100.68 56.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 107,245.39 26,811.35 60.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 106,329.45 26,582.36 59.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 104,401.78 26,100.44 58.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 104,857.91 26,214.48 59.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 107,438.46 26,859.61 60.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 107,652.89 26,913.22 60.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 108,123.75 27,030.94 60.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 106,084.81 26,521.20 59.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 105,346.46 26,336.61 59.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 102,054.82 25,513.70 57.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 99,790.39 24,947.60 56.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 95,229.11 23,807.28 53.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 92,569.71 23,142.43 52.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 88,116.01 22,029.00 49.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 83,208.40 20,802.10 46.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 75,995.09 18,998.77 42.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 69,417.70 17,354.43 39.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 69,828.14 17,457.04 39.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 82,486.99 20,621.75 46.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 112,811.04 28,202.76 63.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 136,102.32 34,025.58 76.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 145,487.21 36,371.80 81.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:15 PM 141,903.03 25,542.55 79.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:21 PM 150,019.02 7,500.95 84.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


September 13


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Fall equinox (Spring equinox on March 22 similar)
 Analysis hours: 7:57 AM-6:09 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:57 AM 39,637.47 792.75 22.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 39,874.74 5,981.21 22.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 41,573.99 10,393.50 23.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 43,505.35 10,876.34 24.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 47,116.05 11,779.01 26.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 51,636.07 12,909.02 29.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 58,805.91 14,701.48 33.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 65,975.74 16,493.93 37.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 69,008.00 17,252.00 38.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 68,218.80 17,054.70 38.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 66,376.60 16,594.15 37.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 64,140.17 16,035.04 36.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 61,827.85 15,456.96 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 61,692.26 15,423.07 34.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 64,258.07 16,064.52 36.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 70,515.65 17,628.91 39.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 79,969.81 19,992.45 45.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 89,030.48 22,257.62 50.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 98,766.13 24,691.53 55.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 108,199.65 27,049.91 60.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 111,787.52 27,946.88 63.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 109,420.66 27,355.17 61.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 107,565.20 26,891.30 60.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 109,401.50 27,350.38 61.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 113,519.18 28,379.80 63.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 116,770.30 29,192.57 65.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 119,289.69 29,822.42 67.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 119,194.63 29,798.66 67.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 119,951.40 29,987.85 67.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 119,361.90 29,840.47 67.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 118,478.38 29,619.60 66.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 113,866.99 28,466.75 64.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 111,600.35 27,900.09 62.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 106,792.21 26,698.05 60.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 100,760.86 25,190.21 56.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 92,411.28 23,102.82 52.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 88,693.72 22,173.43 49.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 91,295.65 22,823.91 51.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 102,331.15 25,582.79 57.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 113,188.33 28,297.08 63.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 126,188.35 31,547.09 71.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
6:00 PM 139,034.36 29,197.22 78.3% 344.12 72.27 0.2% 314.65 66.08 0.2% 344.12 72.27 0.2% 314.65 66.08 0.2%
6:09 PM 150,817.06 12,065.36 84.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


September 20


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 15
 Analysis hours: 8:03 AM-5:58 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:03 AM 51,832.08 5,183.21 29.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 53,713.33 11,816.93 30.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 54,371.37 13,592.84 30.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 56,340.31 14,085.08 31.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 59,986.39 14,996.60 33.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 65,906.47 16,476.62 37.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 68,954.21 17,238.55 38.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 68,358.81 17,089.70 38.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 66,792.94 16,698.23 37.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 64,597.04 16,149.26 36.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 62,300.92 15,575.23 35.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 61,718.79 15,429.70 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 63,269.92 15,817.48 35.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 69,271.06 17,317.77 39.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 77,936.03 19,484.01 43.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 88,157.28 22,039.32 49.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 97,507.54 24,376.88 54.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 106,665.47 26,666.37 60.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 115,295.06 28,823.77 64.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 115,015.05 28,753.76 64.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 111,179.59 27,794.90 62.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 110,623.25 27,655.81 62.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 113,651.09 28,412.77 64.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 119,557.91 29,889.48 67.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 125,055.03 31,263.76 70.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 130,031.91 32,507.98 73.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 131,991.27 32,997.82 74.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 134,338.97 33,584.74 75.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 135,572.50 33,893.13 76.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 136,377.91 34,094.48 76.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 133,529.88 33,382.47 75.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 132,582.99 33,145.75 74.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 126,564.89 31,641.22 71.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 118,935.25 29,733.81 67.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 111,010.85 27,752.71 62.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 107,021.38 26,755.35 60.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 108,268.18 27,067.05 61.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 110,839.15 27,709.79 62.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 115,075.47 28,768.87 64.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:45 PM 121,726.54 27,997.11 68.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:58 PM 132,718.57 14,599.04 74.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


September 27


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 8
 Analysis hours: 8:09 AM-5:47 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:09 AM 63,843.21 2,553.73 36.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 64,860.84 11,026.34 36.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 64,356.82 16,089.20 36.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 65,269.81 16,317.45 36.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 67,184.22 16,796.06 37.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 68,974.84 17,243.71 38.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 68,573.98 17,143.49 38.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 67,093.59 16,773.40 37.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 65,143.07 16,285.77 36.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 62,830.00 15,707.50 35.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 61,606.05 15,401.51 34.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 62,473.35 15,618.34 35.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 66,142.27 16,535.57 37.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 73,662.13 18,415.53 41.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 82,822.27 20,705.57 46.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 92,252.11 23,063.03 52.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 101,023.19 25,255.80 56.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 110,437.56 27,609.39 62.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 118,055.41 29,513.85 66.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 116,434.28 29,108.57 65.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 112,950.31 28,237.58 63.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 113,343.07 28,335.77 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 118,098.15 29,524.54 66.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 126,298.88 31,574.72 71.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 134,724.36 33,681.09 75.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 142,296.53 35,574.13 80.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 145,519.64 36,379.91 81.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 148,890.86 37,222.71 83.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 151,170.03 37,792.51 85.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 154,750.52 38,687.63 87.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 155,355.50 38,838.87 87.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 154,023.22 38,505.81 86.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 147,635.95 36,908.99 83.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 139,914.20 34,978.55 78.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 130,527.09 32,631.77 73.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 121,390.53 30,347.63 68.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 114,749.77 28,687.44 64.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 114,963.47 28,740.87 64.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 130,789.42 35,313.14 73.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:47 PM 148,563.68 20,798.92 83.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


October 4


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: March 1
 Analysis hours: 8:16 AM-5:37 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:16 AM 73,152.94 8,778.35 41.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 73,564.86 17,655.57 41.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 73,297.37 18,324.34 41.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 71,058.73 17,764.68 40.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 68,816.41 17,204.10 38.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 67,485.61 16,871.40 38.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 65,629.41 16,407.35 37.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 63,625.10 15,906.27 35.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 61,763.00 15,440.75 34.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 61,933.22 15,483.31 34.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 64,037.01 16,009.25 36.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 69,626.98 17,406.74 39.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 78,012.66 19,503.17 43.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 86,717.41 21,679.35 48.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 95,652.07 23,913.02 53.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 103,940.49 25,985.12 58.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 112,997.47 28,249.37 63.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 117,310.43 29,327.61 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 115,771.82 28,942.96 65.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 112,519.98 28,129.99 63.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 114,555.24 28,638.81 64.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 119,609.49 29,902.37 67.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 128,230.98 32,057.74 72.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 139,750.61 34,937.65 78.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 150,030.81 37,507.70 84.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 155,676.78 38,919.19 87.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 160,689.77 40,172.44 90.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 165,400.64 41,350.16 93.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 172,266.14 43,066.53 97.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 175,996.96 43,999.24 99.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 172,510.78 43,127.70 97.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 167,343.05 41,835.76 94.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 162,439.12 40,609.78 91.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 148,841.49 37,210.37 83.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 134,590.24 33,647.56 75.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 120,260.15 30,065.04 67.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 124,299.73 31,074.93 70.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:30 PM 143,604.49 27,284.85 80.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:37 PM 160,213.74 9,612.82 90.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


October 11


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 22
 Analysis hours: 8:22 AM-5:27 PM (PDT)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:22 AM 78,860.81 4,731.65 44.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 79,531.37 14,315.65 44.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 77,633.17 19,408.29 43.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 71,948.15 17,987.04 40.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 67,905.63 16,976.41 38.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 66,234.38 16,558.60 37.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 64,259.55 16,064.89 36.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 62,239.76 15,559.94 35.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 62,399.67 15,599.92 35.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 62,687.79 15,671.95 35.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 66,658.09 16,664.52 37.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 73,186.84 18,296.71 41.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 81,856.96 20,464.24 46.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 90,046.64 22,511.66 50.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 98,417.58 24,604.40 55.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 106,456.93 26,614.23 59.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 115,058.52 28,764.63 64.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 117,276.53 29,319.13 66.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 115,341.49 28,835.37 65.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 113,149.27 28,287.32 63.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 115,506.55 28,876.64 65.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 120,582.17 30,145.54 67.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 128,880.17 32,220.04 72.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 142,143.99 35,536.00 80.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 153,045.38 38,261.35 86.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 158,658.93 39,664.73 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 163,045.57 40,761.39 91.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 166,224.47 41,556.12 93.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 171,311.88 42,827.97 96.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 177,495.03 44,373.76 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 175,237.97 43,809.49 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 170,194.77 42,548.69 95.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 165,797.08 41,449.27 93.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:30 PM 158,191.01 39,547.75 89.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:45 PM 144,592.64 36,148.16 81.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:00 PM 130,542.57 32,635.64 73.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:15 PM 133,488.61 29,367.49 75.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
5:27 PM 153,934.06 15,393.41 86.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


October 18


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 15
 Analysis hours: 7:30 AM-4:18 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:30 AM 80,756.06 10,498.29 45.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 78,488.69 19,622.17 44.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 71,839.82 17,959.96 40.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 67,441.39 16,860.35 38.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 65,144.54 16,286.14 36.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 62,994.33 15,748.58 35.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 62,561.78 15,640.44 35.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 68,730.19 17,182.55 38.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 65,852.68 16,463.17 37.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 69,336.65 17,334.16 39.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 76,468.16 19,117.04 43.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 84,859.74 21,214.94 47.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 92,688.35 23,172.09 52.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 100,572.95 25,143.24 56.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 108,408.93 27,102.23 61.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 116,535.23 29,133.81 65.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 117,335.48 29,333.87 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 115,038.63 28,759.66 64.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 113,357.81 28,339.45 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 115,765.93 28,941.48 65.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 120,744.28 30,186.07 68.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 130,892.58 32,723.15 73.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 144,958.87 36,239.72 81.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 156,139.54 39,034.88 87.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 161,815.72 40,453.93 91.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 165,843.50 41,460.88 93.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 168,433.63 42,108.41 94.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 169,523.48 42,380.87 95.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 176,085.38 44,021.35 99.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 176,718.36 44,179.59 99.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 172,248.45 43,062.11 97.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 168,216.99 42,054.25 94.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 163,715.39 40,928.85 92.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 152,712.31 38,178.08 86.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 148,148.08 37,037.02 83.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:15 PM 168,257.52 25,238.63 94.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:18 PM 177,532.61 5,325.98 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


Analysis Time
EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


October 25


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 8
 Analysis hours: 7:36 AM-4:10 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:36 AM 78,964.71 5,527.53 44.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 76,924.29 14,615.62 43.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 71,919.41 17,979.85 40.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 69,283.59 17,320.90 39.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 64,484.30 16,121.07 36.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 62,258.18 15,564.55 35.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 71,380.75 17,845.19 40.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 75,751.92 18,937.98 42.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 71,156.00 17,789.00 40.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 71,777.19 17,944.30 40.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 79,195.35 19,798.84 44.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 88,543.40 22,135.85 49.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 95,688.92 23,922.23 53.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 102,281.78 25,570.44 57.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 109,839.21 27,459.80 61.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 117,503.49 29,375.87 66.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 117,319.27 29,329.82 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 114,903.78 28,725.95 64.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 113,421.92 28,355.48 63.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 115,727.61 28,931.90 65.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 120,330.90 30,082.72 67.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 132,882.16 33,220.54 74.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 147,764.17 36,941.04 83.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 158,826.20 39,706.55 89.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 164,949.67 41,237.42 92.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 168,667.96 42,166.99 95.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 171,628.00 42,907.00 96.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 169,298.73 42,324.68 95.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 174,289.61 43,572.40 98.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 177,481.03 44,370.26 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 174,542.36 43,635.59 98.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 170,074.66 42,518.67 95.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 166,598.80 41,649.70 93.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 162,056.68 40,514.17 91.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 166,056.46 34,871.86 93.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:10 PM 177,576.83 15,981.91 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


November 1


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: February 1
 Analysis hours: 7:43 AM-4:03 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:43 AM 75,645.81 756.46 42.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
7:45 AM 75,377.58 9,799.09 42.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 74,343.74 18,585.93 41.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 74,683.44 18,670.86 42.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 67,080.32 16,770.08 37.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 62,776.21 15,694.05 35.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 80,098.77 20,024.69 45.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 83,875.27 20,968.82 47.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 74,431.43 18,607.86 41.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 73,837.50 18,459.38 41.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 82,253.40 20,563.35 46.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 95,663.13 23,915.78 53.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 103,907.33 25,976.83 58.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 109,010.96 27,252.74 61.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 113,296.65 28,324.16 63.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 119,447.38 29,861.84 67.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 117,293.48 29,323.37 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 115,351.80 28,837.95 65.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 114,092.48 28,523.12 64.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 115,618.55 28,904.64 65.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 119,725.18 29,931.30 67.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 134,011.06 33,502.76 75.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 150,329.25 37,582.31 84.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 161,408.22 40,352.06 90.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 167,847.81 41,961.95 94.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 170,803.43 42,700.86 96.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 172,992.70 43,248.18 97.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 172,168.13 43,042.03 97.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 172,521.84 43,130.46 97.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 176,829.63 44,207.41 99.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 176,257.08 44,064.27 99.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 172,270.56 43,067.64 97.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 169,410.00 42,352.50 95.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 166,967.98 41,741.99 94.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:00 PM 168,719.54 25,307.93 95.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
4:03 PM 173,253.56 5,197.61 97.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


November 8


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: January 25
 Analysis hours: 7:51 AM-3:57 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:51 AM 74,752.71 5,980.22 42.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 75,264.10 15,052.82 42.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 76,462.27 19,115.57 43.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 71,389.59 17,847.40 40.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 70,038.89 17,509.72 39.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 82,526.78 20,631.70 46.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 85,738.10 21,434.53 48.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 73,537.59 18,384.40 41.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 75,933.93 18,983.48 42.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 87,206.70 21,801.68 49.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 104,449.68 26,112.42 58.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 115,212.53 28,803.13 64.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 120,887.98 30,221.99 68.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 123,241.57 30,810.39 69.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 124,256.25 31,064.06 70.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 118,378.90 29,594.73 66.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 116,647.97 29,161.99 65.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 115,681.92 28,920.48 65.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 116,765.87 29,191.47 65.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 119,186.52 29,796.63 67.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 134,076.64 33,519.16 75.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 152,024.07 38,006.02 85.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 161,946.15 40,486.54 91.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 167,511.06 41,877.76 94.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 170,135.08 42,533.77 95.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 173,784.11 43,446.03 97.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 174,943.96 43,735.99 98.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 170,777.64 42,694.41 96.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 175,167.97 43,791.99 98.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 177,253.34 44,313.33 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 174,644.79 43,661.20 98.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 171,914.65 42,978.66 96.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 170,437.94 39,200.73 96.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:57 PM 171,443.78 18,858.82 96.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


November 15


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 176


 Mirror date: January 18
 Analysis hours: 7:57 AM-3:54 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
7:57 AM 75,953.82 1,519.08 42.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:00 AM 76,073.93 11,411.09 42.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 77,205.78 19,301.44 43.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 77,505.69 19,376.42 43.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 74,747.55 18,686.89 42.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,237.13 20,809.28 46.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 84,770.58 21,192.65 47.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 73,358.53 18,339.63 41.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 78,274.99 19,568.75 44.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 92,997.10 23,249.27 52.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 112,616.51 28,154.13 63.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 126,214.88 31,553.72 71.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 132,626.46 33,156.62 74.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 133,224.07 33,306.02 75.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 128,827.85 32,206.96 72.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 120,321.32 30,080.33 67.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 117,470.33 29,367.58 66.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 116,855.77 29,213.94 65.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 118,274.27 29,568.57 66.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 118,560.91 29,640.23 66.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 132,698.68 33,174.67 74.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 152,221.55 38,055.39 85.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 161,313.90 40,328.48 90.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 166,731.44 41,682.86 93.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 169,418.10 42,354.53 95.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 175,162.07 43,790.52 98.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 177,367.55 44,341.89 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 170,557.32 42,639.33 96.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 173,549.78 43,387.45 97.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 177,576.09 44,394.02 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 176,473.72 44,118.43 99.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 173,860.75 43,465.19 97.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 173,560.84 34,712.17 97.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:54 PM 173,585.89 13,886.87 97.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


November 22


530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


EXISTING SHADOW VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
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 Mirror date: January 11
 Analysis hours: 8:04 AM-3:51 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:04 AM 76,984.71 6,928.62 43.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 77,756.23 16,328.81 43.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 78,492.37 19,623.09 44.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 77,487.27 19,371.82 43.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,651.26 20,912.82 47.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 87,109.43 21,777.36 49.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 77,168.93 19,292.23 43.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 80,456.89 20,114.22 45.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 96,559.91 24,139.98 54.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 117,362.75 29,340.69 66.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 134,840.78 33,710.20 75.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 142,445.38 35,611.34 80.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 140,496.33 35,124.08 79.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 132,303.71 33,075.93 74.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 121,823.81 30,455.95 68.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 118,921.25 29,730.31 67.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 118,983.14 29,745.79 67.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 120,070.04 30,017.51 67.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 117,622.86 29,405.72 66.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 130,093.07 32,523.27 73.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 149,585.74 37,396.43 84.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 160,019.94 40,004.99 90.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 165,544.33 41,386.08 93.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 168,866.92 42,216.73 95.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 175,202.60 43,800.65 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 177,576.09 44,394.02 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 172,793.01 43,198.25 97.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 172,453.31 43,113.33 97.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 176,618.88 44,154.72 99.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 177,332.92 44,333.23 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 175,612.31 43,903.08 98.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 175,987.38 31,677.73 99.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:51 PM 176,608.57 8,830.43 99.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


November 29


EXISTING SHADOW 530 SANSOME PROJECT NET NEW SHADOW PROJECT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW
Analysis Time


VARIANT CUMULATIVE NET NEW SHADOW







PreVISION DeSIGN | 530 SaNSOMe S TreeT SHaDOW aN aLySIS rePOr T | FIN aL | February 5, 2021 PaGe 178


 Mirror date: January 4
 Analysis hours: 8:10 AM-3:51 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:10 AM 77,801.18 3,112.05 43.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:15 AM 78,111.40 13,278.94 44.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 79,448.84 19,862.21 44.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 79,260.20 19,815.05 44.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,767.69 20,941.92 47.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 90,558.03 22,639.51 51.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 82,825.96 20,706.49 46.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 84,929.75 21,232.44 47.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 96,830.34 24,207.59 54.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 117,870.46 29,467.61 66.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 137,521.55 34,380.39 77.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 149,430.99 37,357.75 84.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 146,205.67 36,551.42 82.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 135,325.65 33,831.41 76.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 123,416.95 30,854.24 69.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 120,004.46 30,001.11 67.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 121,032.40 30,258.10 68.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 121,849.60 30,462.40 68.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 117,068.73 29,267.18 65.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 127,917.80 31,979.45 72.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 146,144.51 36,536.13 82.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 158,532.92 39,633.23 89.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 164,153.84 41,038.46 92.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 168,368.79 42,092.20 94.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 175,231.34 43,807.84 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 177,576.83 44,394.21 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 174,932.91 43,733.23 98.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 171,442.31 42,860.58 96.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 175,974.85 43,993.71 99.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 177,576.09 44,394.02 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 176,866.48 44,216.62 99.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 177,058.80 30,100.00 99.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:51 PM 177,402.19 8,870.11 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW


 PROJECT: 530 Sansome Project
 OPEN SPACE: Sue Bierman Park (West)


December 6
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 Mirror date: December 28
 Analysis hours: 8:15 AM-3:52 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:15 AM 78,340.57 9,400.87 44.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 79,478.31 19,869.58 44.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 80,112.77 20,028.19 45.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,587.15 20,896.79 47.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 93,032.47 23,258.12 52.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 87,457.98 21,864.49 49.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 89,446.82 22,361.70 50.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 96,007.99 24,002.00 54.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 115,734.98 28,933.74 65.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 135,564.40 33,891.10 76.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 151,649.73 37,912.43 85.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 150,853.17 37,713.29 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 138,407.28 34,601.82 77.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 125,577.48 31,394.37 70.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 118,926.40 29,731.60 67.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 122,316.05 30,579.01 68.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 122,988.82 30,747.20 69.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 119,192.42 29,798.10 67.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 125,478.00 31,369.50 70.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 142,267.79 35,566.95 80.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 157,001.69 39,250.42 88.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 162,758.19 40,689.55 91.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 167,525.80 41,881.45 94.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 175,130.39 43,782.60 98.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 177,576.83 44,394.21 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 176,949.74 44,237.44 99.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 171,794.54 42,948.63 96.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 175,302.82 43,825.70 98.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 177,310.08 44,327.52 99.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 177,402.19 44,350.55 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 177,576.83 31,963.83 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:52 PM 177,547.35 10,652.84 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%


530 SANSOME VARIANT NET NEW SHADOW
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 Winter solstice (December 21 similar)
 Analysis hours: 8:19 AM-3:54 PM (PST)


Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage Shadow Area (sf) Area/Time (sfh) Coverage
8:19 AM 78,543.95 6,283.52 44.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:30 AM 79,298.52 16,652.69 44.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
8:45 AM 80,633.00 20,158.25 45.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:00 AM 83,154.60 20,788.65 46.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:15 AM 92,813.62 23,203.40 52.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:30 AM 90,166.75 22,541.69 50.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
9:45 AM 90,772.46 22,693.12 51.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:00 AM 94,505.49 23,626.37 53.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:15 AM 112,043.22 28,010.80 63.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:30 AM 131,728.21 32,932.05 74.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
10:45 AM 150,999.07 37,749.77 85.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:00 AM 153,400.56 38,350.14 86.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:15 AM 141,312.79 35,328.20 79.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:30 AM 129,779.90 32,444.97 73.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
11:45 AM 118,453.33 29,613.33 66.7% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:00 PM 122,660.17 30,665.04 69.1% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:15 PM 123,512.74 30,878.18 69.6% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:30 PM 121,461.27 30,365.32 68.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
12:45 PM 122,940.92 30,735.23 69.2% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:00 PM 138,310.75 34,577.69 77.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:15 PM 155,399.71 38,849.93 87.5% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:30 PM 161,497.39 40,374.35 90.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
1:45 PM 166,584.80 41,646.20 93.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:00 PM 173,675.79 43,418.95 97.8% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:15 PM 177,576.83 44,394.21 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:30 PM 177,576.83 44,394.21 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
2:45 PM 173,005.97 43,251.49 97.4% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:00 PM 174,547.52 43,636.88 98.3% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:15 PM 177,345.45 44,336.36 99.9% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:30 PM 177,551.77 44,387.94 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:45 PM 177,576.83 37,291.13 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
3:54 PM 177,576.83 14,206.15 100.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0%
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EXHIBIT J: 2019 MARITIME PLAZA PARK USER SURVEY


Park survey data taken from the 447 Battery Street shadow 


study provided courtesy of Fastcast
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


12:00 1 0 Sitting areas active 1 0 Light activity; break takers 1 0 Sitting areas active 2 0 Light activity in sitting area 5


12:15 3 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; break takers 4 0 Light activity; break takers in sitting areas 5 0 Sitting areas active, passersby around One MP. doors 4 0 Passersby; activity in sitting area 16


12:30 9 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 11 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors to One MP. 11 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 7 0 Sitting areas/pavilions active, people taking breaks 38


12:45 16 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active, increased activity 14 0 Grassy area & corner pavilions active, break takers 12 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; working groups sitting 7 0 Sitting areas/pavilions active, people taking breaks 49


1:00 11 0 Breaktakers, sitting areas & pavilions active 14 0 Grassy area & corner pavilions active, break takers 8 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 8 0 Sitting areas/pavilions active, people taking breaks 41


1:15 9 0 Breaktakers, sitting areas & pavilions active 6 0 Sitting areas active; passersby 9 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active, trafc around doors to One MP. 10 0 Sitting areas/pavilions active, people taking breaks 34


1:30 5 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; break takers 5 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 12 0 Working groups sitting by fountain/paved open space 10 0 Sitting areas/pavilions active, people taking breaks 32


1:45 1 0 Sitting area active 6 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 5 0 Reduced activity, dog walkers spotted 5 0 Sitting areas/pavilions active, people taking breaks 17


2:00 5 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 8 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 3 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 2 0 Sitting areas active, light activity & passersby 18


2:15 3 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 5 0 Reduced activity, passersby & foot trafc around One MP. 4 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active, passersby coming and going 2 0 Sitting areas active, light activity & passersby 14


2:30 3 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 2 0 Person sitting; person walking between ofces 4 0 Light activity at pavilions, passersby coming & going 4 0 Sitting areas active, light activity & passersby 13


2:45 4 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; break takers 4 0 Scattered activity around sitting areas 5 0 Light activity at pavilions, passersby coming & going 1 0 Light activity in sitting area 14


3:00 4 0 People sitting on benches 6 0 Groups talking around One MP. doors; passersby 5 0 Light activity at pavilions, passersby coming & going 1 0 Light activity in sitting area 16


3:15 1 0 Reduced activity, sitting area active 4 0 Scattered activity around sitting areas 5 0 Passersby coming & going 3 0 Break takers in sitting areas; passersby 13


3:30 2 0 Sitting area active 2 0 Sitting areas active, passersby in grass & on pathway 3 0 Passersby coming & going 1 0 Light activity in sitting area 8


3:45 1 0 Sitting area active 5 0 Sitting areas active, passersby in grass & on pathway 4 0 Passersby coming & going 2 0 Sitting areas active, light activity & passersby 12


4:00 1 2 People sitting 3 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors One MP. 3 0 Passersby coming & going 1 0 Sitting area active 10


4:15 2 0 People sitting, walking through 4 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors One MP. 1 0 Person sitting in pavilion 1 0 Sitting area active 8


4:30 1 0 People sitting 5 0 People talking, walking through grassy area 2 0 Walkers around doors to One MP. 4 0 Passersby; sitting area active 12


4:45 2 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 7


5:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2


5:15 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2


5:30 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 4


5:45 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3


6:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Totals 87 2 115 0 106 0 78 0 388


weather: sunny, 85º   |   spec: weekday (12:00 - 6:00)   |   date: 8/13/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


12:00 3 0 Brake takers in sitting area 3 0 Corner pavilion active, persons eating 6 0 Persons sitting, group talking by fountain 4 0 Sitting areas active, break takers eating 16


12:15 3 0 Brake takers in sitting area 2 0 Corner pavilion active, persons eating 6 0 Persons sitting, group talking by fountain 3 0 Sitting areas active, break takers eating 14


12:30 8 0 Pavilians active, people eating 9 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors of One MP. 7 0 Persons sitting, group talking by fountain, passersby walking 3 0 Sitting areas active, break takers eating 27


12:45 11 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; passersby 11 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors of One MP. 10 0 Persons sitting, group talking by fountain, passersby walking 11 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilions, groups 43


1:00 9 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; passersby 9 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors of One MP. 8 0 Dynamic activity, people on phones, sitting, and reading 6 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilions 32


1:15 10 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; passersby 8 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors of One MP. 9 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active 10 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilions; foot trafc 37


1:30 10 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active; passersby 6 0 Passersby walking, people sitting on steps 9 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active 9 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilions; foot trafc 34


1:45 2 0 Reduced activity, people taking breaks 6 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 7 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active 4 0 Passersby, people taking breaks 19


2:00 1 0 Passersby on path 2 0 Person walking, person sitting 8 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active, person eating 4 0 Passersby, people taking breaks 15


2:15 3 0 Passersby on path 2 0 Person walking, person sitting 4 0 Foot trafc, activity at sitting areas 3 0 Passersby, people taking breaks 12


2:30 5 0 Pavilions & sitting area active 5 0 Foot trafc, dog walker 5 0 Foot trafc, activity at sitting areas 2 0 Activity at sitting areas 17


2:45 8 0 Activity at sitting areas, person reading 4 0 Foot trafc, dog walker 5 2 Scattered activity at sitting areas, person w/ stroller in grass 1 Person on phone 20


3:00 1 0 Person reading 4 0 Brake takers, person reading, light activity 2 2 Scattered activity at sitting areas, person w/ stroller in grass 1 Person on phone 10


3:15 1 0 Person reading 2 0 Brake takers, person reading, light activity 5 0 Scattered activity at sitting areas 2 0 Sitting areas active 10


3:30 0 0 No activity 5 0 Sitting areas active, passersby in grass & on pathway 6 0 Groups walking; trafc around doors of One MP. 3 0 Sitting areas active 14


3:45 2 0 Sitting area active 2 0 Sitting areas active, passersby in grass & on pathway 2 0 Person standing, person walking dog 1 0 Scattered activity at sitting areas 7


4:00 1 0 Passersby, break takers walking 4 0 Sitting area active, standing persons talking 1 0 Sitting area active 1 0 Scattered activity at sitting areas 7


4:15 0 0 No activity 3 0 Sitting area active, standing persons talking 2 0 Sitting area active 2 0 Scattered activity at sitting areas, dog walker 7


4:30 2 0 Sitting areas active 2 0 Sitting area active 3 0 Persons walking, sitting area active 2 0 Scattered activity at sitting areas, dog walker 9


4:45 2 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 6


5:00 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 6


5:15 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2


5:30 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3


5:45 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2


6:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Totals 84 0 94 0 109 4 78 0 369


weather: sunny, scattered clouds, 70º   |   spec: weekday (12:00 - 6:00)   |   date: 8/12/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


12:00 1 0 Break taker(s) sitting 4 0 Break taker(s) sitting 5 0 Persons sitting, persons walking 4 0 Persons sitting, persons walking 14


12:15 3 0 Break taker(s) sitting 7 0 Sitting area active; persons standing around One MP. 4 0 Persons sitting, persons walking 5 0 Persons sitting, persons walking 19


12:30 10 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilions 11 0 Sitting area active; persons standing & walking around One MP. 6 0 Persons sitting, persons walking 4 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilion 31


12:45 11 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilions 9 0 Sitting area active; persons standing & walking around One MP. 15 0 Sitting area active; persons standing & walking around One MP. 4 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilion 39


1:00 1 0 Person sitting 13 0 Sitting area active; persons standing & walking around One MP. 9 0 Sitting area active; persons standing & walking around One MP. 9 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilion 32


1:15 9 0 Passersby walking, sitting area active 12 0 Sitting area active; persons standing & walking around One MP. 10 0 Sitting area active; foot trafc around One MP. 9 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilion, group walking 40


1:30 5 0 Passersby walking, sitting area active 8 0 Passersby walking through, persons standing, sitting 7 0 Persons standing, walking through 8 0 Activity at sitting areas & pavilion, group walking 28


1:45 2 0 Sitting area active, light activity 3 0 Passersby walking through, persons standing, sitting 5 0 Sitting area active; foot trafc around One MP. 7 0 Persons sitting, eating, others walking through 17


2:00 5 0 Sitting area active, light activity 2 0 Light activity, couple sitting by grassy area 6 0 Sitting area active; foot trafc around One MP. 6 0 Person with dog, sitting areas active 19


2:15 3 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 5 0 Light activity, couple sitting others walking by grassy area 4 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 3 0 People taking breaks, sitting area active 15


2:30 3 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 2 0 Foot trafc 4 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 4 0 People taking breaks, sitting area active 13


2:45 4 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 5 0 Persons standing & walking around One MP. 4 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 4 0 Sitting area active 17


3:00 1 0 Sitting area active 5 0 Foot trafc, person eating at sitting area 2 0 Sitting area active, persons reading 1 0 Person walking dog 9


3:15 1 0 Sitting area active 1 0 Foot trafc w/ dog in grass 2 0 Sitting area active, persons reading 0 0 No activity 4


3:30 2 0 Persons sitting on steps @ Punchline 3 0 Foot trafc w/ dog; people standing around One MP. 4 0 Persons at fountain area 0 0 No activity 9


3:45 3 0 Persons walking, standing around building 4 0 Pavilion active, persons talking & walking in grassy area 5 0 Persons at fountain area 2 0 Scattered activity, person sitting 14


4:00 3 0 Person reading, walking, sitting 5 0 Pavilion active, persons talking & walking in grassy area 3 0 Person walking dog, others standing 2 0 Scattered activity, person sitting 13


4:15 2 0 Persons talking, walking 2 0 Passersby in grassy area, trafc around doors One MP. 4 0 Persons standing around One MP, break taking 2 0 Scattered activity, persons sitting 10


4:30 2 0 Persons talking, walking 2 0 People talking, walking through grassy area 4 0 Persons standing around One MP 3 0 Persons eating, talking 11


4:45 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 6


5:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 4


5:15 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2


5:30 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 5


5:45 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 6


6:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1


Totals 75 0 107 0 111 0 85 0 378


weather: sunny, 78º   |   spec: weekday (12:00 - 6:00)   |   date: 8/15/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


12:00 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person in grassy area, walking 3 0 Persons walking along periphery, dogs 1 0 Back sitting area active 5


12:15 0 0 No activity 2 0 Person in grassy area 1 0 Dog walker 1 0 Back sitting area active 4


12:30 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 2 0 Persons walking, dogs 2 0 Back sitting area & pathway active 4


12:45 3 0 Persons walking along pathway, dog walker 1 2 Family walking 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 6


1:00 4 2 Family walking, person sitting in pavilion 2 0 Pavilion, grassy area active 0 0 No activity 2 0 Pathway active, dog walkers 10


1:15 0 0 No activity 3 0 Light activity, persons strolling through areas 3 0 Sitting area active, persons walking 2 0 Back sitting area & pathway active 8


1:30 2 0 Pathway, pavilion in use 4 1 Light activity, persons strolling through areas 1 Sitting area active 0 0 No activity 8


1:45 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 2 0 Sitting area active, persons walking 2 0 Pavilion, sitting area active 4


2:00 0 0 No activity 2 0 Grassy area active 1 0 Sitting area active 0 0 No activity 3


2:15 2 0 Pathway, pavilion active; dogs 1 0 Grassy area active 2 0 Dog walkers 1 0 Pathway active, dogs 6


2:30 1 0 Pavilion active; dogs 3 0 Grassy area, pavilion active 2 0 Person walking dog, person sitting 4 0 Group walking 10


2:45 3 0 Persons walking along pathway 0 0 No activity 1 0 Pavilions & sitting areas active 0 0 No activity 4


3:00 2 0 Persons walking along pathway 3 0 Persons walking, person sitting in pavilion 0 0 Sitting area active, persons reading 0 0 No activity 5


3:15 5 0 Persons on stairway, talking 3 0 Grassy area, pavilion active 1 0 Sitting area active, persons reading 0 0 No activity 9


3:30 3 0 Persons on stairway, talking 3 0 Grassy area, pavilion active; dog walkers 0 0 Persons at fountain area 2 0 Back sitting area & pathway active 8


3:45 4 0 Persons on stairway, talking 0 0 No activity 3 0 Group walking by fountain 1 0 Back sitting area active 8


4:00 2 0 Persons walking 5 0 Light activity, persons strolling through areas & sitting 4 0 Group standing by fountain 0 0 No activity 11


4:15 1 0 Persons walking 2 0 Person sitting, walking 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 3


4:30 0 0 No activity 1 0 Persons walking 2 0 Persons walking 0 0 No activity 3


Totals 32 2 36 3 28 0 18 0 119


weather: sunny, 69º   |   spec: weekend (12:00 - 4:30)   |   date: 8/17/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


12:00 1 0 Persons walking 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person walking 0 0 No activity 2


12:15 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 0


12:30 2 0 Pathway active, dogs 1 0 Person walking 0 0 No activity 1 0 Pathway active with dog walker 4


12:45 2 0 Sitting area in use; dog walker 0 0 No activity 2 0 Person walking 0 0 No activity 4


1:00 0 0 No activity 3 2 Grassy area in use, pavilion active 0 0 No activity 2 0 Pathway active with dog walker, person passing through 7


1:15 0 0 No activity 2 2 Grassy area in use 1 0 Pavilion in use, person sitting 1 0 Person passing through 6


1:30 2 0 Pathway active 4 3 Grassy area in use, people with kids 1 Pavilion in use, person sitting 0 0 No activity 10


1:45 1 0 Sitting area in use 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 2 0 Sitting area, pathway active 3


2:00 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person walking, dog 0 0 No activity 1


2:15 0 0 No activity 1 1 Mother & child walking 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person sitting with dog 3


2:30 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person walking 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person sitting with dog 2


2:45 1 0 Pavilion active, person reading 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person sitting at sitting area 1 0 Person sitting with dog 3


3:00 1 0 Pavilion active, person reading 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 2 0 Persons walking 3


3:15 1 0 Sitting area active 1 0 Sitting area in use 3 0 Group on pathway 0 0 No activity 5


3:30 3 0 Pavilion, pathway active 2 0 Sitting area in use 1 0 Person walking with dog 0 0 No activity 6


3:45 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 0


4:00 0 0 No activity 1 0 Person walking through grass 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 1


4:15 2 0 Pathway active 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 1 0 Pavilion active, person on the phone 3


4:30 0 0 No activity 0 0 No activity 2 0 Person walking with dog, person at sitting area 0 0 No activity 2


Totals 16 0 16 8 13 0 12 0 65


weather: sunny, 69º   |   spec: weekend (12:00 - 4:30)   |   date: 8/26/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


7:00 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Walking activity (active) 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2


7:15 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Active foot trafc around structure 0 0 Minimal activity 2


7:30 0 0 Minimal activity 4 0 People entering structure, walkers (active) 2 0 Active foot trafc around structure 0 0 Minimal activity 6


7:45 2 0 Walking activity from breezeway (active) 6 0 People entering structure, walkers (active) 5 0 People entering / around structure (active) 5 0 Walking activity (active); passive activity in sitting area 18


8:00 3 0 Walking activity from breezeway (active) 3 0 People entering / around structure (active) 3 0 People entering / around structure (active) 2 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 11


8:15 2 0 Walking activity (active) 4 0 People entering structure, walkers (active) 7 0 People entering / around structure (active); activity in sitting areas 5 0 Walking activity (active); passive activity in sitting area 18


8:30 0 0 Minimal activity 5 0 People around entrance to structure, walkers (active) 3 0 People entering / around structure (active); activity in sitting areas 0 0 Minimal activity 8


8:45 2 0 Walking activity (active); sitting areas active (passive) 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers; walkers 2 0 Active foot trafc around structure 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers 8


9:00 1 0 Sitting areas active (passive) 4 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers; walkers 1 0 Active foot trafc around structure 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers 8


9:15 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Walking activity 3 0 Active foot trafc around structure 1 0 Passive activity in pavilion, break taker 6


9:30 1 0 Walking activity (active) 3 0 People entering / around structure (active) 4 0 Passive activity, break takers in pavilions / sitting areas 2 0 Passive activity in pavilion, break taker; foot trafc (active) 10


9:45 2 0 Walking activity (active) 5 0 People entering / around structure (active) 1 0 Passive activity around pavilion 0 0 Minimal activity 8


10:00 5 0 Passthrough walking activity (active); sitting areas / pavilions active (passive) 5 0 People entering / around structure (active) 4 0 Working group standing around fountain (active) 1 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 15


11:00 3 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers; passersby in grassy area 5 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting area, break takers 14


11:15 2 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 4 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers; people entering / around structure (active) 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting area, break takers 12


11:30 4 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions 4 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers; through foot trafc 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting area, break takers; through foot trafc 13


11:45 2 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions 1 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 6


12:00 2 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions 2 1 Through foot trafc including a mother & stroller 2 Break takers in sitting area (passive) 9


12:15 7 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions eating; through foot trafc 4 0 Passive activity, break takers in pavilions / sitting areas 7 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers; through foot trafc 2 0 Break takers in sitting area (passive) 20


12:30 6 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions eating; through foot trafc 11 0 Passive activity, break takers in pavilions / sitting areas / grassy area eating, talking 9 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers eating, talking; through foot trafc 4 0 Break takers in sitting area (passive); through foot trafc 30


12:45 9 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions eating; through foot trafc 11 0 Passive activity, break takers in pavilions / sitting areas / grassy area eating, talking 14 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers eating, talking; through foot trafc 4 0 Break takers in sitting area (passive); through foot trafc 38


1:00 9 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions eating; through foot trafc 8 0 Passive activity, break takers in pavilions / sitting areas / grassy area eating, talking 7 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers eating, talking; through foot trafc 5 0 Break takers in sitting area (passive); through foot trafc 29


1:15 5 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 7 0 Sitting areas active; passersby 8 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers eating, talking; through foot trafc 5 0 Meeting group in pavilion (active) 25


1:30 7 0 Active group activity in sitting areas – people talking 7 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 7 0 Minimal activity 6 0 Meeting group in pavilion (active) 27


1:45 2 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 7 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 2 0 Through foot trafc 5 0 Break takers in sitting area (passive); through foot trafc 16


2:00 2 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 4 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 4 0 Through foot trafc; passive activity in pavilions 1 0 Break takers in sitting area (passive) 11


3:00 3 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 4 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions 2 0 Passive activity in pavilion / sitting area, break takers 11


3:15 4 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas / pavilions 3 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 1 0 Passive activity in pavilion 2 0 Passive activity in pavilion / sitting area, break takers 10


3:30 2 0 Passive activity, break takers in sitting areas; dog walking 1 0 Reduced activity, walker in grassy area 1 0 Passive activity in pavilion 4 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers 8


3:45 1 0 Through foot trafc 4 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas 5 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas, break takers 12


4:00 3 2 Through foot trafc; family 3 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 3 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas 2 0 Through foot trafc 13


4:15 4 0 Through foot trafc; passive activity, break takers in pavilions 2 0 Corner pavilions & sitting areas active; foot trafc 6 0 Group standing around fountain (active); passive activity in pavilions 4 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 16


4:30 2 0 Through foot trafc; passive activity, break takers in pavilions 4 0 Light, passive activity in corner pavilions & sitting areas; walker in grass 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 6


4:45 3 0 Through foot trafc; passive activity, break takers in pavilions / sitting areas 7 0 Passive activity in corner pavilions & sitting areas; group standing in grassy area 2 0 Passive activity in pavilions / sitting areas 0 0 Minimal activity 12


5:00 2 0 Through foot trafc 6 0 Passive activity in pavilions, break takers; people entering / around structure (active) 4 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 2 0 Through foot trafc to breezeway 14


5:15 4 0 Through foot trafc 9 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 5 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 2 0 Through foot trafc; passive activity by sitting area 20


5:30 10 0 Through foot trafc, increased activity; passive activity in sitting areas 12 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 9 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 3 0 Through foot trafc to breezeway 34


5:45 6 0 Through foot trafc to breezeway, increased activity; passive activity in sitting areas 11 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 10 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 6 0 Through foot trafc to breezeway, group walking 33


6:00 5 0 Through foot trafc to breezeway 9 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 11 0 Active foot trafc around structure, reduced activity in sitting areas / pavilions 5 0 Through foot trafc to breezeway 30


Totals 127 2 193 193 166 1 100 0 589


weather: morning fog, clear skies; 60º   |   spec: weekday  |  date: 11/21/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


7:00 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0


7:15 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker in grassy area 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 1


7:30 0 0 Minimal activity 3 0 Through foot trafc, dog walkers in grassy area 1 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 0 0 Minimal activity 4


7:45 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Through foot trafc, dog walkers in grassy area 2 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 0 0 Minimal activity 4


8:00 2 0 Active through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2


8:15 2 0 Active through foot trafc from breezeway 2 0 Passive through trafc, people talking in pavilions 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area, person walking & stopping at fountain 0 0 Minimal activity 5


8:30 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Passive through trafc, people talking in pavilions 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area / pavilion 3


8:45 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 2 0 Passive activity in sitting area / pavilion 4


9:00 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Passive activity in sitting area / pavilion 2


9:15 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 1 0 Through foot trafc 1 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 3


9:30 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 1 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 3


9:45 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 3


10:00 3 0 Active through foot trafc; passive activity in sitting area 2 2 Family in grassy area (active) 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 7


11:00 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0


11:15 1 1 Through foot trafc (family) 2 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 4


11:30 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 0 0 Minimal activity 1


11:45 2 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 2 1 Family in grassy area (active); walking through 0 0 Minimal activity 3 0 Passive activity in sitting area; though foot trafc 8


12:00 1 0 Through foot trafc 1 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 4 0 Passive activity in sitting area; though foot trafc (dog walker) 6


12:15 2 0 Passive activity in pavilion sitting area 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2


12:30 3 0 Passive activity in pavilion sitting area; foot trafc from breezeway 2 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 3 0 Through foot trafc; passive activity in pavilion / sitting area 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 9


12:45 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 2 2 Family walking through; passive activity in pavilion / sitting area 1 Passive activity in sitting area 6


1:00 0 0 Minimal activity 4 2 Active through foot trafc, family 1 1 Family walking through; passive activity in pavilion / sitting area 1 0 Through foot trafc, passive activity in sitting area 9


1:15 0 0 Minimal activity 5 3 Active through foot trafc, family in grassy area 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 8


1:30 2 2 Family in pavilion sitting area 2 1 Active through foot trafc, family in grassy area 1 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 8


1:45 3 2 Family in pavilion sitting area; foot trafc 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area / pavilion 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 6


2:00 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc 2 0 Through foot trafc, passive activity in sitting area 3


3:00 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 0 0 Minimal activity 1


3:15 2 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 3


3:30 2 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 2 1 Passive activity in sitting area (family) 0 0 Minimal activity 1 1 Active through trafc, family 7


3:45 2 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Passive activity in sitting area 3 0 Passive activity in sitting area; active foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 7


4:00 1 6 Through foot trafc (children); passive activity in sitting area 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 2 0 Passive activity in sitting area 0 0 Minimal activity 10


4:15 1 0 Passive activity in sitting area 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Passive activity in sitting area 1 0 Foot trafc from breezeway, dog walker 4


4:30 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2


4:45 2 0 Through foot trafc from breezeway 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 3


5:00 0 0 Minimal activity 1 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 1


5:15 3 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 1 0 Through foot trafc, dog walker 1 0 Through foot trafc, walking around fountain 1 1 Through foot trafc (family) 7


5:30 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2 2 Through foot trafc (family) 3 0 Through foot trafc 7


5:45 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2 2 Through foot trafc (family) 1 0 Through foot trafc 5


6:00 0 0 Minimal activity 2 0 Active through foot trafc 0 0 Minimal activity 0 0 Minimal activity 2


Totals 37 11 46 56 32 7 25 2 170


weather: clear skies; 51   |   spec: weekend   |   date: 11/23/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


1:30 0 0 no activity 2 0 dog walkers 1 0 dog walker 2 0 passer-by; dog walker 5


1:45 2 0 light activity in north and south corner pavilions 0 0 no activity 0 0 no activity 1 0 light activity south pathway 3


2:00 2 0 light activity in north and south corner pavilions 1 0 light activity south corner pavilion 0 0 no activity 2 0 light activity south pathway; passer-by 5


2:15 2 0 light activity in north and south corner pavilions 6 0 passers-by; light activity grassy area, south corner pavilion 1 0 light activity south corner pavilion 1 0 light activity south pathway 10


2:30 2 0 light activity in north and south corner pavilions 1 0 light activity south corner pavilion 2 0 passer-by; dog walker 1 0 light activity south pathway 6


2:45 3 0 light activity in north and south corner pavilions, dog walker 0 0 no activity 4 2 passerby; light activity at fountain 1 0 light activity south pathway 10


3:00 0 0 no activity 0 0 no activity 2 1 dog walkers north corner pavilion 0 0 no activity 3


3:15 0 0 no activity 1 0 comedy club worker working 1 0 passer-by 0 0 no activity 2


3:30 1 0 passer-by 1 0 comedy club worker on break 1 0 passer-by 1 0 worker on break south pathway 4


3:45 0 0 no activity 1 1 passers-by 1 0 dog walker 0 0 no activity 3


4:00 0 0 no activity 3 0 passer-by; light activity grassy area 0 0 no activity 1 0 passer-by 4


4:15 0 0 no activity 2 0 dog walker; comedy club worker on break 3 1 passers-by 0 0 no activity 6


4:30 0 0 no activity 3 0 dog walker grassy area; passers-by 0 0 no activity 0 0 no activity 3


4:45 0 0 no activity 0 0 no activity 1 0 passers-by 1 0 medium activity east pathway 2


5:00 0 0 no activity 2 0 dog walkers grassy area 3 1 passers-by 1 light activity south corner pavilion 7


Totals 12 0 23 1 20 5 12 0 73


weather: sunny, 61º   |   spec: (1:30 - 5:00)   |   date: 11/10/19
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Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children Segment Totals


1:30 1 0 light activity south pavillion 5 0 passers-by; dog walkers; light activity south pavilion passer-by 10 0 light activity fountain area, light activity both pavilions; passers- by 3 0 passers-by 19


1:45 1 0 light activity south pavilion 1 0 light activity both pavilions 6 1 passers-by, light activity south pavilion 2 light activity south pavilion; light activity north path area 11


2:00 3 0 light activity both pavilions 2 0 passer-by; dog walker; light activity south pavilion 8 2 passers-by, medium activity fountain area 3 light activity north pavilion 18


2:15 1 0 light activity north pavilion 3 0 Photographer working north pavilion area, workers on break on comedy club steps 7 1 passers-by 3 passer-by; light activity both pavilions 15


2:30 3 0 passer-by; light activity south pavilion 3 0 passers-by; dog walkers on grassy area light activity both pavilions; dog walker light activity both pavilions; passer-by 5 0 passers-by; light activity both pavilions; dog walker 2 0 light activity south pavilion 13


2:45 3 0 light activity both pavilions 5 0 passers-by; dog walker; light activity south pavilion 5 0 passers-by; light activity both pavilions 1 0 light activity south pavilion 14


3:00 2 0 light activity south pavilion 4 0 passers-by; light activity south pavilion 5 0 passers-by; allsteel maintenance workers 2 0 dog walker; light activity north pavilion 13


3:15 3 0 light activity south pavilion 3 0 dog walkers in grassy area; light activity north pavilion passer-by; dog walker; park employee 8 0 passers-by;  allsteel maintenance workers 1 0 light activity north pavilion 15


3:30 3 0 light activity south pavilion 6 0 passers-by - workers leaving work; dog walkers passers-by - workers leaving work; dog walkers; light activity comedy club steps area 5 0 passers by; light activity fountain area; light activity north pavilion 3 0 light activity north pavilion; passer-by 17


3:45 6 0 passers-by; light activity south pavilion 6 0 “ “ 7 2 passers-by;  light activity both pavilions 1 passer-by 22


4:00 1 0 passer-by 3 0 passer-by; light activity grassy area 2 1 lilght activity Fountain area; passers-by; security staff 0 0 no activity 7


4:15 0 0 no activity 3 0 dog walker; comedy club worker on break 1 0 passer-by 0 0 no activity 4


4:30 2 0 park empoyees working 8 0 dog walker grassy area; passers-by 5 0 light activity north pavilion; passers-by - workers leaving work 0 0 no activity 15


4:45 1 0 light activity north path area 5 0 passers-by; dog walker; light activity south pavilion 7 3 light activity fountain area; passers-by - workers leaving work 1 light activity east bench area 17


5:00 2 0 passers-by 1 0 dog walker 7 0 light activity fountain area; light activity south pavilion area; passers-by - workers leaving work 2 0 park employee;  light activity east bench area 12


Totals 32 0 58 0 88 10 24 0 212


weather: sunny, 71º   |   spec: (1:30 - 5:00)   |   date: 11/11/19
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PReviSION
DESIGN
1806 Belles Street, Suite 6B


San Francisco, CA 94129
tel 415 .498 .0141
fax 415 .493 .0141


www .previsiondesign .com
info@previsiondesign .com







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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for 1900 Diamond
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 10:09:03 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: Frederic Knapp <fhknapp@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 at 9:59 AM
To: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)"
<jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)" <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>, "Ionin,
Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for 1900 Diamond
 

 

Dear Supervisor Mandelman,
 
Please give your support to this project. After living in Noe Valley for almost three decades, I have
walked my dog past the site and am struck by how appropriate it is for dense development. District 8
needs more than just new or gutted $3 million houses--it needs multifamily developments with
more than 20 units. The rendering I received from the developer shows this building would be
superior architecturally to the Redevelopment Agency's work that surrounds the site. The
Supervisors and Planning Commission have approved countless millions of square feet of new office
and commercial space. It's time to approve housing for the people who work and shop in the high-
tax-yield zones like Central Soma. Please approve this now, without lengthy and costly delays for
more studies, re-designs, etc.
 
best regards,
 
Frederic Knapp

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


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Liang, Xinyu (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: please consider parking needs
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 9:58:53 AM
Attachments: New Building at Third and Quesada.msg

Re HOME-SF project in Bayview on Third.msg
Proposed 35 unit building with no off-street parking.msg
Housing project on the corner of Third and Quesada Avenues.msg
Quesada3rd Housing Project.msg
Re New proposed building at 5012 Third 6 stories 29 units no off-street parking.msg
6 Story Building on 3rd Street and Quesada Ave..msg

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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Ann Kim <aechokim@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 4:01 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: please consider parking needs
 

 

Hello,
 
I am writing to ask you to please consider adding a parking requirement to the 6 story,
29 unit building on the corner of Third and Quesada, replacing the Bank of America
and vacant lot next to it.  Parking is already at a premium on these blocks.  While it
seems like a nice idea for folks to use public transportation, the fact of the matter is
that many folks need cars and will bring them anyway, and it's going to be really
stressful and tight on the block!  Please don't let developers get by with building and
profitting without providing parking!  They'll get the big bucks and our neighborhood
will be stuck in parking pergatory.  
 
Sincerely, Ann Kim 1751 Quesada Ave 

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

New Building at Third and Quesada

		From

		serena serenamorelli.com

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





I am a resident of the 1700 block of Quesada Avenue. I want to express my concern about building a huge new building on Third and Quesada. Since there is no provision for parking any vehicles other than bikes, it seems that the  cars of those residents will have to go SOMEWHERE. The likely answer is on the 1600 and 1700 blocks of Quesada Avenue. 



Parking on our street is already at a premium, and I wonder why subterranean parking can't be factored into this building plan. 






Thanks 






Serena Morelli


https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=www.serenamorelli.com&g=YTY5NDhkMzQyNDIxYjNmMw==&h=NzY2YmIxMDA3NTk2MDM1NWZiZmU4M2EzZDZlMzRkMjQ5NmUzZWNkMjA2Y2QwM2I0NDdiZmM1YTAyZGZhOWY4Yw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjMyMGYxYWU1YWUyNGQ4Yjg2Y2U3NTk1MzU1YTA1MDUxOnYx









Re: HOME-SF project in Bayview on Third

		From

		Jenny Pritchett

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hi, there,





I am a resident of the Bayview neighborhood at 1771 Quesada Avenue, right around the corner from where a HOME-SF project is planned to be built: a six-story, 29-unit residence.





First, I am most interested in how this building is going to support the neighborhood, rather than how it will support the developers. According to this page at HOME-SF, only 10% of the 29 units, or 2.9 units, must be reserved for low-, middle-, and moderate-income families/individuals. I'm interested in whether families will be given priority,  and how this will work, e.g., will families who already live in the neighborhood be given priority? Also, can the ground floor please be a proper grocery store with fresh produce and reasonable prices, such as Trader Joe's or Safeway?





Second, adding 29 units at one address with no parking is a bold and cynical move. As a homeowner, I can't legally add a livable unit in my backyard to rent out without also offering parking -- but a developer can add 29 units with no parking. Already the West and East intersections of Third and Quesada are problematic for drivers, and parking is challenging for the people who live here already. Please consider adding parking to the unit.





Thank you for listening,


Jenny Pritchett


1771 Quesada


415-867-1692


 


-- 



Jenny Pritchett, aka Jenny True (she/her)


Writer. Mother. Human.


Book: You Look Tired: An Excruciatingly Honest Guide to New Parenthood



Column: "Dear Jenny" on Romper


Blog: Jenny True: An Excruciatingly Personal Mommy Blog


Newsletter: Sign up here!


Jenny is represented by Laura Lee Mattingly at Present Perfect Literary.






"I acknowledge that I reside on the traditional territory of the Ramaytush Ohlone, the original peoples of the San Francisco Peninsula."








Proposed 35 unit building with no off-street parking

		From

		Elizabeth Skow

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,  


I live and own a home on the 1700 block of Quesada Ave.





I am HORRIFIED to hear you are planning on building a 36 unit building WITH NO PARKING where the B of A is now.





Parking is already difficult in our block. We have to fight to find parking every day. Your proposed building will make the situation much worse, because our block and the 1600 block are the only legal place within blocks and blocks to park. The neighborhood can not absorb 35 more cars parked 





IT IS YOUR CIVIC RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE PARKING FOR YOUR BUILDING. 





Myself and MANY other residents on the block are not happy about this project and we will block it any way we can. We suggest you go back to the drawing board and ad parking to your planned project.





Sincerely 


Elizabeth Skow


Mike McKevitt


1732 Quesada Ave.








Housing project on the corner of Third  and Quesada Avenues

		From

		maxinek99@yahoo.com

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





I am writing to voice my concern about the 6 story, 29 unit building proposed for the corner of Third and Quesada Avenues. After studying the building plan, I see that there is no provision for parking the vehicles of the residents of this building. Those of us on the 1700 block of Quesada are already burdened with too many vehicles looking for parking on our street. We don't want to become a "ghetto" looking street with cars parked on the sidewalk or double parked in the no parking zone that borders our beautiful garden. I think it is extremely reckless to erect such a building and not make provisions for parking. Our street has many senior residents, myself included, who rely on their cars being easily accessible and within walking distance of their homes. They would now be competing with the cars of this new building's residents which could potentially number 29 or more. Perhaps the builders could pool their creative juices and come up with a solution to this impending parking debacle. One solution might be to build subterranean parking paces under the building. 


I urge you to reconsider erecting a 29 unit building with no parking provisions. 


Thank you.


Maxine Kraemer, Neighborhood Watch Block Captain


1722 Quesada Avenue








Quesada/3rd Housing Project

		From

		caroline cloak

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hi. 





I live on the 1700 block of Quesada Ave. (1731 Quesada) and have for the past 7 years. The parking on this street has always been extremely challenging, and even nearby parking on Newhall is a high value commodity. I had no idea until it was brought to my attention by the Neighborhood Watch block captain today, that this large apartment building was slated to be built on the corner of Quesada and 3rd. The notification of residents/home owners effected by such a project would seemingly be a mandatory obligation of the planning committee. I have no real problem with a new building going in there, and more affordable housing units are desperately needed in SF; but I do have a problem with this being planned without any consideration given to the parking needs of the tenants (and their long established neighbors who will be significantly impacted). A secondary issue I foresee and would like to know what consideration has been given in the planning–if it is in fact a 6 story building (what we were told in the synopsis of the plan)– the height will challenge the backyard privacy of the houses on both Quesada and Revere which we have all come to treasure. 





I request that the building process be re-evaluated and a plan for provision of parking spaces for the building’s tenants be designed and implemented before proceeding with the approval. 





A very concerned neighbor,





Caroline Cloak


1731 Quesada Ave.


San Francisco, CA 94124


415-215-6942








Re: New proposed building at 5012 Third, 6 stories, 29 units, no off-street parking

		From

		Mark Philpot

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org






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











Dear Madame and Sirs:


The proposed building plan at 5012 Third Street does not make mention of any off street parking for it’s residents.  This is a major concern for the neighbors in this area. Households take on many different configurations and often include multiple vehicles in each household.  This potentially creates an enormous parking deficit in this already concentrated and historically dangerous intersection.


It was my understanding that new buildings were required to take some responsibility to mitigate the affects by providing parking for it’s units.  While adding some needed housing in the city it is unclear how many “low income” units will actually be offered in the end.  While this may look like a positive move upfront I believe there is a better long term plan in the wings if given some further consideration.  It likely will come at a higher price tag for the developers who are anxious to to get this pushed through without a care about how it will affect the quality of life of the residents. It’s important to have a greater vision for the future, an ideal to aspire to if it is to have any lasting merit.


City Planning is crucial at the best of times but even more so now as we attempt to solve the inequity that now defines this city. The Bayview deserves equal consideration as the more affluent parts of the city in decision making. When one enters a well planned project, with or without conscious awareness it’s intrinsic and welcoming and it benefits everyone for generations and visitors want to come back again and again. The opposite is chaos, creating unease, a sense of desperation and urban decay.


If this is to be a feather in an elected official’s cap there are no “do overs” and we pledge to hold those members to task.  I believe we are all aware of the rampant corruption in city government, and the question of “who’s really benefiting”? must be the constant bellwether.  In the past year we have seen city officials abruptly exit their posts to protect their pensions while under Investigation for nafarious activities.


Like many who reside in this neighborhood I am against this project in it’s current proposed plan.


With all due respect, I believe you need to go back to the table and ask yourselves, who is gaining the most from this endeavor? Would this proposal be met with acceptance in other parts of the city? A neighborhood can be compared to an ecosystem, there is a natural balance in things and once altered the consequences can be long lasting, unforeseen and irreparable.  This neighborhood is made up many, many frontline workers who kept services moving forward, allowing the majority to remain safe and work from the comfort of their homes for over a year. We were thanked with words I challenge you now to do the right thing.





Mark Philpot


SFDPH RN


Sent from my iPhone








6 Story Building on 3rd Street and Quesada Ave.

		From

		rithy5@aol.com

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





For Commission Secretary,






I have heard that there is going to be a 6 story building on the corner of 3rd and Quesada Avenue with 29 units without any parking on site provided.  I am a 12 years resident here on this 1700 block Quesada Ave.  I think it is great that there is a development with high density along the muni T-line to provide more housing needed for the community but parking must be provided for all the tenants in the units.  I am very concerned to hear that there is no parking provided at the development!  I know the idea of the development along the transit line don't need cars, but the reality and fact is people will have cars to be able to get around for errands, shopping or visiting friends and family.  The neighborhood is already beyond the capacity with the parking and by not providing the 29 units with parking will only exacerbate the problem.  Please come by the neighborhood in the evening and see it for yourself and people are already parking on red-zone, on sidewalks and sometimes double block with no access way in/out of the north side dead end cul de sac of Quesada toward Newhall Street.  Please, please provide parking for your new development and it is absolutely necessary.  Thanks so much for your time.






  



Thanks,


Rithy Chan

















 
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: 530 Sansome Street -- letter of concern
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 9:58:09 AM
Attachments: 530 Sansome Street_letter to Planning and Rec and Park Commissioners.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: Cynthia Gómez <cgomez@unitehere2.org>
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 at 9:55 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Nicholas Foster <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Subject: 530 Sansome Street -- letter of concern
 

 

Greetings Commission President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Commissioners Chan, Diamond,
Fung, Imperial, and Tanner:
 
I'm enclosing a copy of a letter regarding the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street, which is
scheduled for a joint hearing with the Rec and Parks Commission this Thursday July 29. The letter
(sent in advance of last month's hearing, which was postponed) expresses major concerns that we
have about the project. I am available for any questions.
 
Best,
 
Cynthia Gómez

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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June 15, 2021 


 
Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission 
501 Stanyan Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
RE: 530 Sansome Street/439 Washington Street 
VIA EMAIL 
 
 
Dear Planning Commission President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Planning and Recreation & 
Park Commissioners: 
 
Local 2 is writing to express concerns regarding the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street/439 
Washington Street, which is scheduled to go before the Planning Commission on June 24. The project 
sponsor, Related Companies, proposes to demolish the existing buildings (including Fire Station 13) and 
build a large tower with a mix of potential uses. Option A would include hotel use on all 19 above-ground 
floors, retail/restaurant use on floors one and two, a gym on floors one to five, and office use on floors 
one to eight. Related’s option B would include residential use on all 21 above-ground floors (this design 
proposes achieving three additional floors over the hotel option, by lowering ceiling heights). Related 
seeks approvals from the Planning Commission to build either of these two vastly different projects, with 
altogether different uses and community impacts, at its own discretion. We believe there is not enough 
information in the project application to move it forward to a final hearing, and that thorough caution 
should be used when evaluating hotel proposals generally. We also believe that hotel demand recovery 
from the global pandemic is still uncertain, and that the project’s impacts on the community, including 
shadow impacts on two important parks, have not been fully considered. 
 
Unique Planning Process 
 
We are troubled by the idea of the project sponsor reserving the right, after receiving approvals from the 
Planning Commission, to choose which of the two different projects to construct. We have looked in the 
Property Information Map and our own records for a similar precedent, and we have found none. Either 
option would include the construction of a new Fire Station 13, but according to the project summary 
table in the April 2021 plans submitted by Related, the gross floor area of the new fire station accounts for 
only 10% of the building’s gross square footage.1 When 90% of a building’s planned use changes, that 
is not a variant. It is a different project altogether.  


 
1 530 Sansome Street Plans_April 2021.pdf: page 5. 
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Hotel Market Demand 


Further questions about the dual project concepts arise when looking at the hotel Market Demand Study, 
written by Newmark, Knight and Frank: “we have projected the market area occupancy in the first 
projection year to be approximately 50%, well below 2019 levels. While there is no definitive data 
available to project demand growth after a decline of this magnitude (our emphasis), we have relied 
on historical data in terms of timing the recovery… the subject’s occupancy level is expected to recover at 
some point during the third projection year.”2 If there is significant demand for a new luxury hotel, why is 
Related pursuing approvals for the option to build market-rate residential units? Might there be 
considerable uncertainty, even from the project sponsor’s own calculations, about the economic recovery 
of the hotel industry from the COVID-19 pandemic? 


The Market Demand Study states that the San Francisco market remains higher than the national average 
for hotel closures: 217 hotels closed at the height of the pandemic, 125 hotels were all closed 
simultaneously, and 53 hotels remain closed as of April 2021.3 If there is not enough demand for existing 
hotels to reopen, does San Francisco need to approve more hotels?  


Further doubt is cast on the Market Demand Study’s evaluation of the labor market: “the pandemic has 
caused high unemployment and operators have been able to control costs in order to survive, allowing 
incoming hotels to attract employees at reduced wages.”4 Do the study’s authors, in advising the project 
sponsor, expect that a “race to the bottom” on wages is compelling to the community of San Francisco? 
 
COVID-19 has accelerated some troubling trends in the hotel industry, including a shift towards the gig 
economy. Hotel management companies are trying to return to profitability by squeezing more work out 
of a smaller labor pool. Some are considering a gig-economy structure, where workers are paid at the end 
of each day and easily replaced by a different worker the next day.5 This troubling scenario would only 
exacerbate the pandemic-induced economic instability for thousands of people who live or work in San 
Francisco. We do not believe this aligns with San Francisco values. Following the trend of increased 
workloads assigned to fewer employees, we also find that this hotel, despite its luxury class, would not 


 
2 Newmark, Knight, Frank. Luxury Hotel San Francisco (Proposed): page 103. 
3 Newmark, Knight, Frank. Luxury Hotel San Francisco (Proposed): page 77. 
4 Newmark, Knight, Frank. Luxury Hotel San Francisco (Proposed): page 142. 
5 CoStar.com: Hotel Labor Shortage Spur’s Shift in Industry’s Operating Model. May 12, 2021. 
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result in nearly the same number of jobs as a similar luxury hotel would have only ten years ago. In fact, 
if the hotel market demand study or the project’s Conditional Use Authorization application included any 
information on the number of jobs created, we did not see it. 


The Planning Commission is asked to evaluate projects based on numerous criteria: is the project’s plan 
safe and realistic? How will the project integrate into the surrounding community? Will the project alter 
traffic patterns or wind impacts in a way that creates hazards or discomfort for pedestrians and cyclists? 
Does the project’s public benefit outweigh its impact on the community from the shadows it creates on 
nearby parks and open spaces? For a hotel proposal, is it “necessary and desirable” for that community? 
Finally, are Commissioners comfortable forfeiting decisions about what uses are permitted to 
developers? What precedent might this approval process set? 


We are concerned that, with the option to build for one use or another, the proposed project’s impacts 
cannot be thoroughly explored. The project sponsor has not provided sufficient information about each 
use type to warrant approval; much more discussion is needed to determine what is appropriate and 
beneficial. 


We have further questions about the hotel Market Demand Study, which describes how the hotel market’s 
performance dropped precipitously in San Francisco during the pandemic. Analyzing thirteen comparable 
hotels, by December 2020, total market demand had fallen 86.4% and RevPAR (revenue per available 
hotel room) had fallen 88.9% (percentages calculated as a compound annual growth rate).6 2020 was the 
worst year for San Francisco’s hospitality industry in recent memory, including the years after September 
11, 2001. Additionally, the study documents fifteen hotel projects in the development pipeline, adding a 
total of 2,591 hotel rooms to the San Francisco market in the coming years.7 As of April 1, 2021 53 hotels 
remained closed across the city and the “velocity of hotel reopenings (the inverse of net closings) appears 
to be behind that of the nation.”8 At a time of such uncertainty, from the pandemic and its considerable 
economic impacts, we think that every hotel proposal should be met with all due caution and scrutiny. 


Shadow Impact 


We can agree on the importance of evaluating a new development’s shadow impact because San 
Francisco is already densely developed and exposure to sunlight in public spaces is important to 
residents’ overall wellbeing. Shadow impacts in the project’s immediate neighborhood should be weighed 
carefully, as there is precious little green space with grass and trees for the thousands of people who live 
and work here. Two Recreation and Park Department parks are impacted by this project: Sue Bierman 
Park and Maritime Plaza. Net new shadow would be cast 223 days a year on Maritime Plaza. The new 
shadow cast on Maritime Plaza, on its biggest day of impact, shadows 13.3% of the park, including the 
landscape and seating areas, which are “the most sensitive areas” of the park, according to the Shadow 
Study prepared by Prevision Design. The Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND) goes a 
step further in stating that many park goers are participating in active or transitory activities in the park, 
so they are presumed to care less about the shadow. The PMND also suggests that stationary park goers 
could simply congregate in the sunny seated areas or on the lawn. We do not believe this argument is in 
keeping with the spirit of the Shadow Ordinance. Why is the Planning Department’s environmental 
assessment drawing these conclusions? 


 
6 Newmark, Knight, Frank. Luxury Hotel San Francisco (Proposed): page 95. 
7 Newmark, Knight, Frank. Luxury Hotel San Francisco (Proposed): page 97. 
8 Newmark, Knight, Frank. Luxury Hotel San Francisco (Proposed): page 77. 
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In 1984, San Francisco voters approved Prop K: The Sunlight Ordinance, which uses the Planning Code 
(Section 295) to protect Recreation and Park properties from new shadow impacts from buildings taller 
than 40 feet. In 1989, the Commissions recognized the need to define the quantitative and qualitative 
criteria to evaluate a project’s shadow on parks. The 1989 Memo set a maximum limit of new shadow 
(called Absolute Cumulative Limit, or ACL) for all existing parks; in the memo, both Maritime Plaza and 
Sue Bierman Park (formerly Embarcadero Plaza I North) have an ACL of zero, meaning both parks have 
no budget for increased shadows.  


 


1. Recreation and Parks Commission- Section 295 Background and 1989 Memo 
Infographic 


This project is requesting approval for a significant increase in shadow foot hours on Maritime Plaza: 
2,275,914 sfh, or 0.71% net new shadow load. As you know, a de-minimus impact is .00004%; this 
project’s shadow increase is approximately 17,500 times greater than an insignificant impact, and 
Maritime Plaza has a zero ACL. It does not have a shadow budget left to spend. What are the project 
alternatives for no shadow impact and why are they not discussed in the planning documents we 
reviewed? 


The proposed project also casts shadow on Sue Bierman Park, a space where hundreds of thousands of 
people have gathered for social events, such as events celebrating Super Bowl 50 and the 2019 Women’s 
World Cup screening; and for annual political events, like the Martin Luther King Day March, the 
Women’s March, and SF’s huge PRIDE March. People fill the entire area, from Embarcadero Plaza to 
Sue Bierman Park; these public spaces host major celebrations and gatherings. The project sponsor seeks 
approval to first increase shadows on this park and then second establish the ACL to include its impact. 
Until evaluation for this project began, documentation from SF Recreation and Parks Department was 
clear: Sue Bierman Park (formerly Embarcadero Plaza North I) has an ACL of zero (see above Recreation 
& Park Department informational graphic).  What does this mean for the shadow impacts of future 
projects on Sue Bierman Park, or other nearby projects in the development pipeline, like 447 Battery 
Street? Will that proposed project also get a pass to increase shadows on this well-utilized park? Or, will 
it be forever disallowed from shadow impacts on Sue Bierman Park, simply because it was not the first in 
line for approvals? We are asking what precedent should be set: is a proprietary project exempt 
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from the same scrutiny as a private development project? A new fire station is an important benefit to 
the city and to the employees stationed there, but do we have to toss aside all questions of community 
impact and thoughtful precedent?  
 
Not reserved only for special events, Sue Bierman Park is also an essential neighborhood park for all the 
people who work or live in the area. Local families partnered with businesses to advocate, fundraise and 
install a playground in 2013. Sue Bierman Park is beloved by locals and tourists alike- a Google search 
for Sue Bierman Park yields tourist lists, from Trip Advisor and Expedia, recommending the park both 
for the children’s playground and the grassy picnic areas. SFTravel lists the park as a point of interest for 
its “Urban Safari:” tourists and locals both cherish seeing the parrots of Telegraph Hill, who regularly 
visit the Firethorn and Palm trees in Sue Bierman Park.9 These trees would likely be impacted by the new 
shadows cast from this project.   
 
According to the Prevision Design’s shadow study, shadows cast by trees are considered impermanent, 
yet the PMND uses the existence of trees in Sue Bierman Park to justify a less-than-significant 
environmental ruling. Dappled sunlight and shade experienced from the trees is quite different from 
shadows cast from blocks away by a new development. Furthermore, Prevision Design’s shadow study 
was performed in late October 2020, at the height of the COVID-19 pandemic and the Shelter in Place 
order that emptied local office buildings and kept residents inside and socially distanced. Their findings in 
Table 6: Sue Bierman Park Use Observations conclude that there was “low to moderate intensity of use”10 
in the park. We are concerned about any conclusions drawn on patterns of use from this time period. If 
there was low to moderate usage in the middle of a global pandemic, how high of an intensity of use can 
we expect in Sue Bierman Park West as the state reopens and the Shelter in Place order ceases? Is it 
reasonable to draw conclusions on how park users could be impacted if the study relies only on data 
gathered in the pandemic?  


 
Loading and Transportation 
 
The project’s different designs (option A or B) both require off-street freight loading exemptions. The 
hotel (Option A) needs four off-street loading spaces; only three are proposed. Of those three off-street 
loading spaces, only one is the standard size; the other is achieved by substituting two smaller service 
vehicle spaces in the basement, with entrances from Merchant Street. The project only achieves the 
required POPOS space of 4,805 square feet by including the current sidewalk, parking lane and driving 
lane of Merchant Street. How can Merchant Street be both the substituted exemption to off-street freight 
loading requirements (i.e. the entrance to two smaller service vehicle loading spaces), and a public open 
space closed to through traffic? 
 
Only one large delivery vehicle can ever be parked at this project, entering on Washington Street. What 
will happen if there are as few as two delivery vehicles, one idling until it can make a delivery, when 
emergency vehicles need to leave the fire station bays? The Transportation Demand study only addresses 
the tower’s Washington Street freight loading dock egress in cases of emergency, but to enter the dock, 
delivery trucks will have to drive up Washington St beyond the entrance, and then back-in to the loading 
dock, which is located directly West/adjacent to the fire station’s loading bays The Transportation Study 


 
9 SFTravel: Take an Urban Safari in San Francisco: July 16, 2019.  
10 Prevision Design: 530 Sansome Street Shadow Analysis Report: page 33. 
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estimates the number of daily truck trips to be: 13 for hotel, 8 for gym, 2 for restaurant and 8 for office, 
for a total of 31 daily truck trips.11 With only two loading dock spaces and only one that can 
accommodate S-30 trucks or bigger vehicles, will all the different entities (hotel and restaurant, office and 
gym) be required to coordinate delivery schedules so as not to overlap? Will they be required to also 
prohibit deliveries during POPOS programming (discussed below)? If so, how will this restriction be 
memorialized in approval documents? How will it be enforced once the project is built? 
 
It would seem that delivery coordination, would need to be juggled daily; the draft motion in the staff 
report includes limitations to, “ensur[e] building tenants do not voluntarily schedule commercial loading 
activities during A.M. (7-9 a.m.) and P.M. (4-6 p.m.) peak periods.”12 This leaves two hours in the 
morning (9-11 a.m.) and one hour in the afternoon (3-4 p.m.) for all commercial loading activities to 
occur for the hotel and restaurant, gym and office, outside of peak hours and the POPOS operating hours 
(see below). How is three hours enough time for 31 daily truck trips?  Meanwhile, the Planning 
Department states its considerable, overarching concern for the Fire Department’s ability to enter and exit 
its bays: “SFFD Station 13 requires that Washington Street-- the street most suitable for large delivery 
truck loading facilities-- be nearly devoid of non-SFFD vehicle facilities to avoid potential conflicts 
between SFFD engines and other vehicular activity associated with [the project.]”13   
 
The transportation study’s methodology assumed passenger vehicle loading demand to be from 5 p.m. to 
8 p.m., across all categories of use.14 As we have noted before, transportation studies regularly 
underestimate how intense hotel use is. From conferences that host thousands of people moving between 
their hotels and meeting spaces simultaneously, to tour buses that pick up and drop off at all hours of the 
day, hotels create an intensification of many forms of transit, especially when compared to residential or 
retail. It should be noted that San Francisco’s established guidelines for hotel trip generation rates date 
from 2012. This standard is outdated and does not account for the substantial increase in vehicular traffic 
from transportation network companies like Uber and Lyft or from on-demand food, alcohol, and 
marijuana delivery apps like DoorDash, Eaze, and Drizly. 
 
POPOS 
 
According to the Transportation Demand Study, freight loading demand peak hours are from 11a.m. to 
2p.m.15 In the staff report, the POPOS programming hours are “weekday lunchtime hours,” or 11a.m. to 
3p.m.16  Is the developer truly proposing to close Merchant Street to through traffic during the peak 
delivery hours (so no Merchant Street deliveries could occur), and then to open the street to increased 
vehicle traffic from 3 p.m. to 7 p.m. weekdays, when Sansome Street’s passenger loading area is closed? 
We would like to remind the Commissioners that hotels operate 24 hours a day, and we expect the fire 
station does as well. Weekday lunchtime is decidedly not the rush hour for visitors to San Francisco 
hotels and fine dining restaurants. The rush is after work and on evenings and weekends, yet from 3 p.m. 
to 7 p.m. the POPOS is not functional: Merchant Street is dedicated to passenger loading because the 
other loading area on Sansome is closed entirely at this time (it becomes a travel lane for commuting). 


 
11 530 Sansome Street Transportation Study; pg 45. 
12 San Francisco Planning’s two-week Staff Report; pg 52. 
13 San Francisco Planning’s two-week Staff Report; pg 24. 
14 530 Sansome Street Transportation Study; pg 48.  
15 530 Sansome Street Transportation Study; pg 45. 
16 San Francisco Planning’s two-week Staff Report; pgs 5 & 42.  
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Again, deliveries are likely to happen during the proposed POPOS hours, and then the Merchant Street 
passenger loading zone will be busy during the optimal hours (3 p.m. to 7 p.m.) for a closed street (the 
POPOS programming).  
 
We are concerned about calling a one-lane street a POPOS because it has new lighting, signage, and street 
flush with the sidewalk. We are not clear whether this meets the purpose of a POPOS, and we also have 
questions about pedestrian and cyclist safety. This is true especially if, according to the two-week staff 
report, the programming that could “accommodate temporary through-traffic street closure” is not already 
detailed in a Programming and Maintenance Plan. We believe that this type of POPOS, which involves 
closing a street, must be staffed in order to be safe, and it must thoroughly described by this stage of the 
planning process. How frequently will the moveable furniture and planters end up in the roadway? Who 
will clear the POPOS’s moveable furniture out of the way when firefighters need to come and go for their 
shifts? Are there times that the fire station staff will not be able to enter/exit for their work shifts? The 
proposed POPOS is a one-lane street with an extended sidewalk. It is at best, stretching to meet the 
POPOS requirement; at worst, it is increasing vehicular traffic in an alleyway while calling it a public 
space. 
 
When evaluating how the project fits into the surrounding neighborhood, we noticed that 447 Battery 
proposes a freight loading dock on Merchant Street. As Merchant Street is one-way, does approving the 
proposed project then require 447 Battery Street to prohibit any and all deliveries to its site during 
lunchtime hours too? It appears there are a lot of programming details that are not figured out. Finally, 
why is the POPOS only activated during lunchtime hours, a maximum of four hours a day? For the other 
twenty hours, it is an improved, one-way vehicular street. POPOS potential programming during weekday 
lunchtime hours would benefit the only office users, and office use comprises just 15% of the overall 
square footage. The design and programming for the POPOS is incomplete.  
 
There is no requirement for the same programming to occur for residential use. What commitment to an 
improved street is the project sponsor making, should it decide to build housing?  
 
Conclusion 
 
We are asking the Commissioners to consider carefully whether a project of this size and complexity 
should be approved using a process that would leave so much uncertainty about what would eventually be 
built. This development proposal is two different projects with two distinct use types, and very different 
impacts on the surrounding community. The Planning Commission has already had to contend with 2100 
Market Street, which was approved for residential use, only to see it built and rented out as corporate 
housing (an upscale extended-stay hotel), a use which exacerbates, rather than staving off, gentrification 
and displacement. The Yotel at 1095 Market Street is another reminder of a planning process gone awry: 
this project was approved as a small youth hostel, but what was actually built? A 203-room hotel with 
rooms so small they are called sleeping “pods.” What will actually be built at 530 Sansome Street besides 
a much-needed Fire Station 13? 


It is revealing that the project sponsor is seeking approvals for two altogether different projects: even as 
hotel developers, Related seems uncertain of the market’s recovery trajectory. As hotel industry experts, 
we tend to agree: just look at the 53 hotels that remained closed in San Francisco. This project also has 
significant shadow impacts on two Recreation and Park Department parks that should be protected from 
increased shadow based on Prop K and the 1989 Memo. The design and programming of the public space 
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that the project is required to offer on-site (via the POPOS) will be useable during lunchtime hours only, 
and its programming (closing the street and installing movable furniture) conflicts with its neighbor’s 
(447 Battery Street) proposed freight loading plan. The project’s own freight loading scenarios are 
incomplete: will all deliveries for the hotel and restaurant, office and gym be pre-scheduled, so no two 
large vehicles ever make a delivery at the same time? Or will the delivery vehicles back up on 
Washington Street, potentially preventing Fire Department vehicles from quickly exiting to provide 
emergency services? This is not a realistic plan.  We urge you not to approve this project application 
without clarity on its intended use, accountability for a thorough street traffic and POPOS plan, and 
further exploration of community impacts. 


 


Sincerely, 
Josephine Radbill 
Research Analyst 
UNITE HERE Local 2 
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From: "SVettel@fbm.com" <SVettel@fbm.com>
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 at 2:48 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland
(CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>,
"Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, Richard Sucre
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Gary Romain (gromain@activspace.com)" <gromain@activspace.com>, Becky Livermore
<blivermore@activspace.com>
Subject: 3150 18th Street (ActivSpace). DR hearing on July 29
 

 

Commissioners, please find attached a letter written on behalf of the project sponsor concerning

your mandatory discretionary review hearing next Thursday on the ActivSpace building at 3150 18th

Street.  My apologies for not getting this to you in time for inclusion in the Commission packet. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions concerning this case prior to the hearing. 
 
Steven L. Vettel
He/Him/His
svettel@fbm.com
D 415.954.4902   C 415.850.1931
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STEVEN L. VETTEL 
svettel@fbm.com 
D 415.954.4902 


July 23, 2021 


Via E-Mail 


Hon. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA  94103 


Re: Case No. 2019-023466DRM 
3150 18th Street (Activspace) 
Mandatory D.R. hearing per Planning Code Sec. 192 on July 29, 2021 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


I am writing behalf of ActivSpace, the owner of the existing 5-story commercial building 
at 3150 18th Street, which is located in the PDR-1-G zoning district.  The ActivSpace building 
contains 291 very small workshops generally occupied by individuals conducting small 
businesses and arts activities.  You will recall that in 2019, Sup. Ronen sponsored legislation 
allowing certain existing occupancies in the building that were not consistent with the underlying 
zoning to be legalized for a period of 10 years (personal services, health services and massage) 
or 3 years with discretionary review approval (office uses).  The Commission approved that 
legislation in 2019, and it is codified at Section 192 of the Planning Code. 


As described in your staff report, ActivSpace has submitted and the Planning Department 
has approved building permit applications legalizing a total of 113 of the 291 workshops for 
massage, personal services and health services use, some for 10 years only (until July 22, 2029) 
and some permanently because the PDR-1-G zoning permits 2,500 square of personal service use 
and 5,000 square feet of health service use as of right.  Those permits do not require a 
discretionary review hearing or your approval. 


The mandatory D.R. request before you on July 29, 2021, is solely for your consideration 
of the application to permit 17 workshops to continue to be occupied by their existing small 
office tenants for the three year period ending on July 22, 2022, less than one from now.  After 
that date, the 17 office tenants will need to vacate their workshops, and the workshops will revert 
to occupancy by uses principally permitted in the PDR-1-G district.   







Hon. Joel Koppel 
July 23, 2021 
Page 2 


Even with these legalizations, the ActivSpace building remains predominantly a PDR 
building, as demonstrated by the below table and as shown in the attached plan set.  Over 55% of 
the building's workshops are in PDR use now, and that percentage will go up to 62% after July 
22, 2022. 


Occupancy Number of Workshops Percentage of Workshops 


PDR (including arts 
activities) 


161 55% 


Personal Service (tattoo, hair 
care, etc.) 


34 12% 


Health Service (therapists, 
acupuncturists, etc.) 


63 22% 


Massage 16 5% 


Office 17 6% 


As recommended by Planning staff, we request that the Commission refrain from 
exercising discretionary review and allow ActivSpace's 17 small office tenants to retain their 
business location through July 22, 2022, giving them time to find relocation space over the next 
12 months. 


Very truly yours, 


Steven L. Vettel
Enclosure 


cc: Gary Romain and Becky Livermore, ActivSpace 
Rich Sucre 


22085\14238475.1







Prepared By: 


No. / Date Issue And Revision By


Project Name


Project Number


Sheet Description


Sheet Number
All drawings and written material 
appearing herein constitute original 
and unpublishedwork of the 
designer and may not be 
duplicated, used or disclosed 
without written consent of the 
designer.


0506


ACTIVE SPACE - MISSION


3150 18TH STREET


3150 18th STREET  
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 
94110


Michael Harris Architecture
135 South Park


San Francisco CA 94107


voice: 415.243.8272
9


USE SPACE
DIAGRAMS


A 2.1A4 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN
NTS


5 FIFTH FLOOR PLAN
NTS


1 FIRST FLOOR PLAN
NTS


2 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
NTS


3 THIRD FLOOR PLAN
NTS


ROOM NO 501 502 503 504 505 506 507 508 509 510 511 512 513 514 515 516 517 518 519 520 521 522 523 524 525 526 527 528 529 530 531 532 533 534 535 536 537 538 539 540 541 542 543 544 545 546 547 548 549
AREA (SF) 150 103 127 124 147 105 151 106 161 90 126 92 145 103 151 105 150 102 147 105 124 92 92 146 104 101 149 122 146 112 148 157 157 148 260 144 122 145 128 143 106 127 127 146 127 145 127 149 127


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 550 551 552 553 554 555 556 557 558 559 560 561 562 563 564 565 566
AREA (SF) 147 105 126 126 147 126 146 105 147 103 222 93 93 103 144 111 147 TOTAL 5TH FLOOR SF


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 401 402 403 404 405 406 407 408 409 410 411 412 413 414 415 416 417 418 419 420 421 422 423 424 425 426 427 428 429 430 431 432 433 434 435 436 437 438 439 440 441 442 443 444 445 446 447 448 449
AREA (SF) 153 103 127 124 147 105 152 104 148 91 126 90 145 103 152 106 150 102 148 104 126 93 90 146 105 101 150 123 146 121 148 157 157 147 258 145 124 145 128 158 107 125 126 146 126 144 126 148 126


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 450 451 452 453 454 455 456 457 458 459 460 461 462 463 464 465 466
AREA (SF) 146 106 127 126 146 126 145 106 149 103 221 105 104 102 142 110 145 TOTAL 4TH FLOOR SF


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 301 302 303 304 305 306 307 308 309 310 311 312 313 314 315 316 317 318 319 320 321 322 323 324 325 326 327 328 329 330 331 332 333 334 335 336 337 338 339 340 341 342 343 344 345 346 347 348 349
AREA (SF) 156 103 126 124 147 103 150 103 151 91 124 90 145 103 153 106 150 100 148 103 124 93 91 146 105 100 147 124 148 122 146 157 157 148 236 144 125 145 128 144 108 127 126 145 126 143 128 145 128


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 350 351 352 353 354 355 356 357 358 359 360 361 362 363 364 365 366
AREA (SF) 147 106 126 126 146 126 146 107 146 103 224 93 91 103 144 110 144 TOTAL 3RD FLOOR SF


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 201 202 203 204 205 206 207 208 209 210 211 212 213 214 215 216 217 218 219 220 221 222 223 224 225 226 227 228 229 230 231 232 233 234 235 236 237 238 239 240 241 242 243 244 245 246 247 248 249
AREA (SF) 208 166 166 166 236 262 147 147 147 147 147 147 147 147 147 147 147 126 251 184 178 178 178 157 180 180 178 178 160 181 178 364 179 145 145 146 123 141 147 147 145 124 146 145 147 143 301 180 176


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 250 251 252 253 254 255 256 257 258 259 260 261 262 263 264 265 266 267 268 269 270 271 272 273 274 275 276 277
AREA (SF) 173 176 155 174 179 176 176 154 176 176 176 212 151 143 143 145 123 143 143 143 143 123 143 143 143 158 442 311 TOTAL 2ND FLOOR SF


SPACE USE


ROOM NO 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108 109 110 111 112 113 114
AREA (SF) 500 210 1223 150 150 215 150 150 150 150 150 180 185 88 TOTAL BUILDING SF TOTAL 1ST FLOOR SF


SPACE USE 3,651


8,602


8,631


8,570


13,195


5T
H


 F
LO


O
R


4T
H


 F
LO


O
R


3R
D


 F
LO


O
R


2N
D


 F
LO


O
R


1S
T 


FL
O


O
R


42,649


151 SF
507


161 SF
509


150 SF
501


126 SF
511


151 SF
515


150 SF
517


147 SF
519


145 SF
513


124 SF
521


146 SF
524


149 SF
527


146 SF
529


148 SF
531


157 SF
533


DN
UP


DN
UP


DN


UP122 SF
537


147 SF
505


260 SF
535


111 SF
565


103 SF
563


93 SF
562


93 SF
561


103 SF
559


105 SF
557


126 SF
553


126 SF
555


127 SF
547


127 SF
549


127 SF
543


106 SF
541


127 SF
545


105 SF
551


128 SF
539


13,195 SF


42,649 SF


157 SF
532


148 SF
534


127 SF
503


124 SF
504


105 SF
506


106 SF
508


90 SF
510


103 SF
502


103 SF
514


92 SF
512


105 SF
520


92 SF
522


104 SF
525


92 SF
523


105 SF
516


102 SF
518


112 SF
530


101 SF
526


122 SF
528


144 SF
536


145 SF
538


143 SF
540


127 SF
542


146 SF
544


145 SF
546


147 SF
550


147 SF
554


147 SF
558


144 SF
564


149 SF
548


126 SF
552


146 SF
556


222 SF
560


147 SF
566


PDR


10 YR PERSONAL SERVICES


3 YR OFFICE 10 YR HEALTH SERVICESSPACE
USE
LEGEND


P


PDR - ARTS ACTIVITYA


PDR - BUSINESS SERVICEB


L


PDR - SOCIAL SERVICES


PERM. PERSONAL SERVICES


PERM. HEALTH SERVICES


MASSAGE


PDR - ARTS ACTIVITY


10 YR PERSONAL SERVICES


3 YR OFFICE 10 YR HEALTH SERVICESSPACE
USE
LEGEND


A


PDR - BUSINESS SERVICEB


PDR - LIGHT MANUFACTURINGB


PDR - SOCIAL SERVICES


PDR - TRADE OFFICET


PERM. PERSONAL SERVICES


PERM. HEALTH SERVICES


MASSAGEACCESSORY SPACE:  ACTIVSPACE OFFICEAA


A


A A


A


A


A A A


A A A


A A A


A AA


A


L


AST


A


AAAAA


AAA


A


L B L L A A A L L L A


L T A L S S T T A A A A A T T A T T S A B A A A A A A A A A A A


A A T TA A A A A L B


AA L TA A A A A L A A L B A L A A A A LA L A A


AAA L B L A A


A A A A L A A T A L A A A A A A L A A L T AL T A A A B L A A


A T A A A A A A


A AA A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A L A S A T


A A A A A A A A


T


A


AA


DN
UP


DN
UP


DN


UP 152 SF
407


148 SF
409


153 SF
401


126 SF
411


152 SF
415


150 SF
417


148 SF
419


145 SF
413


126 SF
421


146 SF
424


150 SF
427


146 SF
429


148 SF
431


157 SF
433


124 SF
437


147 SF
405


157 SF
432


147 SF
434


127 SF
403


124 SF
404


105 SF
406


104 SF
408


91 SF
410


103 SF
402


103 SF
414


90 SF
412


104 SF
420


93 SF
422


105 SF
425


90 SF
423


106 SF
416


102 SF
418


121 SF
430


101 SF
426


123 SF
428


145 SF
436


145 SF
438


158 SF
440


125 SF
442


146 SF
444


144 SF
446


146 SF
450


146 SF
454


149 SF
458


142 SF
464


148 SF
448


127 SF
452


145 SF
456


221 SF
460


145 SF
466


258 SF
435


110 SF
465


102 SF
463


104 SF
462


105 SF
461


103 SF
459


106 SF
457


126 SF
453


126 SF
455


126 SF
447


126 SF
449


126 SF
443


107 SF
441


126 SF
445


106 SF
451


128 SF
439


A A A


L A


LA


T


A L


A


A


A


A


A A


L A A


LTLA


T


A


A


A


B


LA


AA


T


A


AA


AA


A


DN


UP


DN
UP


DN
UP


150 SF
307


151 SF
309


156 SF
301


124 SF
311


153 SF
315


150 SF
317


148 SF
319


145 SF
313


124 SF
321


146 SF
324


147 SF
327


148 SF
329


146 SF
331


157 SF
333


125 SF
337


147 SF
305


157 SF
332


148 SF
334


126 SF
303


124 SF
304


103 SF
306


103 SF
308


91 SF
310


103 SF
302


103 SF
314


90 SF
312


103 SF
320


93 SF
322


105 SF
325


91 SF
323


106 SF
316


100 SF
318


122 SF
330


100 SF
326


124 SF
328


144 SF
336


145 SF
338


144 SF
340


127 SF
342


145 SF
344


143 SF
346


147 SF
350


146 SF
354


146 SF
358


144 SF
364


145 SF
348


126 SF
352


146 SF
356


224 SF
360


144 SF
366


263 SF
335


110 SF
365


103 SF
363


91 SF
362


93 SF
361


103 SF
359


107 SF
357


126 SF
353


126 SF
355


128 SF
347


128 SF
349


126 SF
343


108 SF
341


126 SF
345


106 SF
351


128 SF
339


A A


L


A


T A


A


A


A


L


A A L


B


A


L


A


A


A


AAL


LAA


A


AL


A


B


L


AA


DN
UP


UP


DN UPDN


11'-10"


11'-10"


DN
UP


U
P 146 SF


236


123 SF
237


147 SF
239


147 SF
240


145 SF
241


141 SF
238


124 SF
242


146 SF
243


145 SF
244


147 SF
245


301 SF
247


151 SF
262


212 SF
261


176 SF
260


176 SF
259


176 SF
258


179 SF
254


174 SF
253


176 SF
251


155 SF
252


179 SF
256


176 SF
255


180 SF
248


173 SF
250


176 SF
249


143 SF
263


143 SF
264


145 SF
265


123 SF
266


143 SF
267


143 SF
268


143 SF
270


143 SF
272


143 SF
274


442 SF
276


143 SF
269


123 SF
271


143 SF
273


148 SF
275


236 SF
205


147 SF
216


180 SF
226


178 SF
227


178 SF
228


160 SF
229


364 SF
232


178 SF
231


181 SF
230


157 SF
224


180 SF
225


184 SF
220


178 SF
221


178 SF
222


178 SF
223


147 SF
215


147 SF
214


166 SF
204


179 SF
233


145 SF
234


166 SF
203
166 SF


202
208 SF


201


145 SF
235


147 SF
217


126 SF
218


311 SF
277


147 SF
213


147 SF
212 147 SF


211


147 SF
210 147 SF


209


147 SF
208 147 SF


207


262 SF
206


251 SF
219 143 SF


246


154 SF
257


L


A


TL
S


T


S


T
A


A


A


B A T T A T T S A
B A A A A A A A A A


AATAATA
TAAAAL


A


TREATAVENUE


18
TH


 S
TR


EE
T


C CC


150 SF
104150 SF


105150 SF
106150 SF


107150 SF
108


88 SF
114


210 SF
102


185 SF
113


150 SF
112


150 SF
110


150 SF
109


150 SF
111


500 SF
101


1223 SF
103


PDR - ARTS ACTIVITY


SPACE USE LEGEND


PDR - BUSINESS SERVICE


PDR - LIGHT MANUFACTURING


PDR - SOCIAL SERVICE


PDR - TRADE OFFICE


A


B


L


S


T


10 YR PERSONAL SERVICES


3 YR OFFICE


10 YR HEALTH SERVICES


PERMANENT HEALTH SERVICES


MASSAGE


PERMANENT PERSONAL SERVICES


ACCESSORY: ACTIVSPACE OFFICEAA


L
AA


B


L


L


AA
A


L
L


LA


ALL USES


ALL USES


ALL USES


ALL USES


ALL USES


ALL USES


10.3.19


ROOM NUMBER #
--- SFSQUARE FOOTAGE


02.27.20   USE SPACE DIAGRAMS JK







235 Montgomery Street 17th FL
San Francisco, CA 94104
www.fbm.com
 
 

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.fbm.com/&g=NTE1YzY4MjFiZTM0NzFjNA==&h=NzlmYWYwYjllZGNkN2NmMDVkM2UzYTcxZGVhOTgyZmUwM2E4NmE3NjQ4MjBmOGI1YTMzYjMwODY4MDk0YjhmNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmYyMDFlNTdjYjk4NWQ5MTlkNjJhZGNlZTM5MjNkZjhkOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.mimecast.com&g=OTdhYmRjZGNhMTViMTllNA==&h=Mzg4NjRmMzU5NjcxODcyOGI1MWMwNzBkYzNlZDZjMjQ5OTA4YTdlMTU2ZTQwZTAzYjZhNDYzNmU0MTMwMjA3Ng==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmYyMDFlNTdjYjk4NWQ5MTlkNjJhZGNlZTM5MjNkZjhkOnYx


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 9:52:18 AM
Attachments: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg

Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

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

Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Maureen Persico

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Maureen Persico 
sfwom1@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Ryan Curtis

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Ryan Curtis 
Ryan.a.Curtis@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Grace Komarek-Meyer

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Grace Komarek-Meyer 
gkomarek5@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Sepideh Alem

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Sepideh Alem 
sepideh_alem_2000@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94115








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Matthew Materkowski

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Matthew Materkowski 
matmatro@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94117








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Kelly Fishman

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Kelly Fishman 
kellyfishman@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		David Kim

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Hi Rafael:





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





David Kim 
ilikepublictransit@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Uma Chingunde

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Uma Chingunde 
uma.chingunde@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Maryam Khotani

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Maryam Khotani 
mkiplaw@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94105








 









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 9:51:16 AM

Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>
San Francisco Property Information Map <https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/>

On 7/24/21, 3:33 PM, "Corey Fusco" <corey.fusco@castrolgbtq.org> wrote:

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

    Dear Commissioners,

    The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure.

    After waiting years to present the new building to the Planning Commission, the project is now facing opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The residents of the neighboring Austin
condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their
sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building.  Residents of the Austin were informed when
they purchased their condos that the Grubstake was in the process of being redeveloped and would include
additional height to allow for the housing units. Trying to undo that work now only serves to postpone the
redevelopment of this community asset and much-needed middle-income housing.

    The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope
that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and vote affirmatively on July 22nd.

    As an Executive Chair for the Castro LGBTQ Advisory Board, I find it not only important, but absolutely
necessary to keep San Francisco’s Queer institutions apart of the fabric of our community and to not have them fade
out but integrated into an ever evolving City. Thank you for your consideration.

    Best,

    Corey Fusco
    Castro LGBTQ Advisory Board Treasurer
    corey.fusco@castrolgbtq.org

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


 
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); Callagy, Alana (CPC)
Subject: FW: 530 Sansome PMND - Appellant"s Submittal
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 9:33:44 AM
Attachments: 530 Sansome PMND Appeal Brief - executed 7.23.21.pdf

Robert A Canepa - Declaration for 447 Partners LLC (07232021.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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Brian O'Neill <brian@zfplaw.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 5:33 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry <chandni@zfplaw.com>; Callagy, Alana
(CPC) <alana.callagy@sfgov.org>; Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Subject: 530 Sansome PMND - Appellant's Submittal
 

 

Dear Commission Secretary,
 
Please see the attached appellant’s brief in support of the appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated
Negative Declaration for 530 Sansome Street (Case No. 2019-017481ENV) and declaration of Robert
Canepa, Senior Vice President of 447 Partners, LLC. Please distribute the attached materials to the
Planning Commission in advance of the appeal hearing on July 29.
 
Thank you,
Brian
 
Brian O’Neill
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
Please note our new address:
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
Email: brian@zfplaw.com

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Alana.Callagy@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
mailto:brian@zfplaw.com



 
July 23, 2021 


VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 


President Joel Koppel and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
  


Re:  Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration  
530 Sansome Street (Case No. 2019-017481ENV) 
 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


 Our office represents 447 Partners, LLC, owner of the property located at 447 Battery 


Street, which is adjacent to the 530 Sansome project. The appellants oppose the 530 Sansome 


project on the grounds that the project’s Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (“PMND”) 


violates the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The PMND violates CEQA 


because the Planning Department did not provide adequate notice of the availability of the 


PMND; the project description is not accurate, stable, or finite; the project will have significant 


adverse environmental impacts; and the PMND inappropriately defers mitigation until some 


future time. 


1.  The Planning Department Did Not Provide Adequate Notice of the Availability of 


the PMND 


Courts are clear that procedural issues are subject to strict judicial review, and when 


determining whether an agency has employed the correct procedures, courts “scrupulously 


enforce all legislatively mandated CEQA requirements.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 


Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.  


As a threshold matter, the Planning Department did not provide legally adequate notice to 


the property owner at 447 Battery Street. San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.11 


requires notice to be mailed to all owners of all real property within 300 feet of the exterior 


boundaries of the project area sufficiently prior to adoption of the negative declaration to allow a 


review period of not less than 20 days. The property owners at 447 Battery Street are within 300 







 


 
 
Alana Callagy 
July 23, 2021 
Page 2 
 
 


 
 


feet of the project area, yet received the notice in the mail on May 17, just one day before the end 


of the public review period and a tenant of 447 Battery did not receive the notice until after the 


review period had ended. (See attached Declaration of Robert Canepa). The mailed notice did 


not provide the owners with 20 days to review and comment on the PMND as legally required. 


The owners were unable to provide meaningful comments regarding the project’s potential 


environmental effects, and the Planning Department’s recommendation is therefore based on 


incomplete information. The Planning Department must reissue the notice, provide the legally 


required 20-day review period, and consider any comments submitted during the legally required 


review period.   


2.  The Project Description is Not Accurate, Stable, or Finite 


Courts have consistently stated that “an accurate, stable and finite project description” is 


an essential component of an informative and legally sufficient environmental document. In 


addition, Administrative Code Section 31.20 states that CEQA only allows a single negative 


declaration to be employed for more than one project when “all such projects are essentially the 


same in terms of environmental effects.”  


The project description in the PMND states the project could potentially include 6,470 


square feet of retail/restaurant space; 40,490 square feet of office space; 35,230 square feet of 


fitness center space; 146,065 square feet of hotel space with 200 guest rooms; and 48 vehicle 


parking spaces. Alternatively, the project could potentially instead include 256 residential units 


instead of the hotel, office, fitness center, and retail/restaurant uses with three additional stories 


cantilevered over the third floor and three below-grade levels to provide 82 vehicle parking 


spaces. In other words, the PMND describes two completely different projects with distinctly 


different environmental impacts to traffic, land use, housing, population, emissions, public 


services, and more. The projects would be subject to different Planning Code requirements and 


state laws, requiring different variances and local approvals. The two opposite project 


descriptions preclude informed decision making and informed public comment regarding the 


project because the public does not know which project is going to be approved.  


The public, City-owned property at 530 Sansome has long been identified by the City as 


an underutilized space and prime candidate for the development of housing and has been subject 
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to numerous resolutions urging the construction of housing units at this property. (see Board of 


Supervisors Resolution Nos. 244-17 and 143-18.) Without understanding which project will be 


built, the public cannot determine whether the project is compatible with prior City actions and 


existing General Plan Policies, such as Housing Policy 1.3, which states the City will “Work 


proactively to identify and secure opportunity sites for permanently affordable housing,” 


Housing Policy 7.4, which requires the City to “Facilitate affordable housing development 


through land subsidy programs, such as land trusts and land dedication,” and Downtown Area 


Plan Policy 7.2, which requires the City to “Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and 


commercial areas to residential use.” The project sponsor should identify which project will be 


constructed so the public can fully understand how this City-owned property will be utilized and 


whether the project is consistent with San Francisco’s General Plan. 


Because the project does not identify one specific project and the projects are not the 


same in terms of environmental effects, a single PMND for the two different projects is 


inconsistent with Administrative Code 31.20, and the project description is not accurate, stable, 


and finite as legally required by CEQA. The Planning Department must reissue the PMND with 


either a revised project description that chooses one project or issue a separate PMND for each 


project.  


3.  The Project Will Have a Significant Effect on Historic Resources 


Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a mitigated negative declaration is proper only 


where the conditions imposed on the project “avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point 


where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur.” (emphasis added). An 


environmental impact report (EIR) is required, rather than an MND, if there is even a “fair 


argument” that a proposed project may have any adverse environmental impacts. Communities 


for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 


319-320. Here, there is a fair argument that the proposed project would have significant 


environmental impacts that were not adequately addressed in the PMND.  


The PMND largely ignores the significant impacts the project will have on the potential 


historic resource at 447 Battery Street. A resolution initiating a landmarking designation was 


passed by the Board of Supervisors on January 12, 2021. The studies conducted for the 530 
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Sansome project largely assume that the building at 447 Battery will be demolished and therefore 


do not account for the potential impacts to the 447 Battery property. Not a single study identifies 


the 447 Battery building as a potential landmark nor analyzes potential impacts to a landmarked 


building. The Historic Resource Evaluation (“HRE”) that was prepared for the project identifies 


the 447 Battery building as a potential contributor but does not identify 447 Battery as a potential 


landmark, which is subject to higher level of protection than other historic resources. The 


Planning Department’s HRE Response for the 530 Sansome project does not even mention the 


potential landmark at 447 Battery. Consequently, the HRE and HRE Response fail to analyze 


whether the project would impact 447 Battery by altering the surrounding development pattern, 


blocking public views of the building, or substantially reducing light and increasing shadows 


over the building. None of these potential impacts was identified, analyzed, or mitigated in the 


PMND.  


Additionally, the HRE that was prepared for the project is inadequate to analyze the 


historic resources on the project site. The HRE analyzed the existing buildings at 425 and 439-


445 Washington Street, which are both proposed for complete demolition. The HRE explained 


that these buildings were originally built in 1906; retain some original façade and brickwork on 


Merchant Street; exemplify the simple industrial design of the post-1906 earthquake 


reconstruction era; are associated with the wholesale poultry and fish industry that was a 


significant and important part of San Francisco’s history; and are located near, and share some 


the historic context and architectural features, as contributors to the Jackson Square Historic 


District. Notably, these are all similar historical attributes that were cited in the resolution 


initiating a landmarking designation for the building at 447 Battery.  


The landmarking legislation for 447 states that it is potentially eligible because it is a 


“rare remaining example of a brick commercial building and warehouse in the present-day 


Financial District.” Along Merchant Street, 447 Battery and two of the 530 Sansome project 


buildings (425 Washington and 439-445 Washington) are directly adjacent to each other and are 


all remaining examples of a brick commercial building in the present-day Financial District. All 


three buildings were constructed in the same period, share a common history, and contain similar 


architectural features. Again, the HRE did not identify the 447 Battery building as a potential 


landmark and consequently did not evaluate the buildings at 425 and 439-445 Washington in that 
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context. Either the 447 Battery building is not a landmark, or all three common buildings are 


potentially landmark eligible and should be preserved to retain their relationship and common 


features.   


Moreover, the landmarking designation process for 447 has not yet concluded and the 


potential character-defining features of the building have not been finalized. Approval of the 


PMND is simply premature because it is not possible to evaluate whether the 530 Sansome 


project adequately protects the character-defining features of 447 Battery when those character-


defining features have not been finalized. Additional evaluation and analysis is therefore 


necessary and can only be completed once the landmarking process for 447 Battery concludes.  


The PMND recognizes that construction noise and vibration may cause direct structural 


damage to the building at 447 Battery. The Geotechnical Investigation that was completed for 


the project assumes that the 447 Battery building will be demolished and makes 


recommendations on shoring to protect the proposed building rather than the existing building.  


Without additional information confirming that the proposed 40 feet of excavation in an area 


with liquefiable soil and significant groundwater will not adversely impact a potential historic 


resource, the PMND cannot conclude that the project will clearly have no significant effect on 


the environment. To the contrary, there is a significant risk that the proposed project would cause 


irreparable harm to the building at 447 Battery. While the appellants do not concede that the 


building at 447 Battery Street is in fact a historic resource, the fact remains that a landmarking 


designation has been initiated for the property and thus the potential impacts must be fully 


evaluated under CEQA. 


4.  The Project May Have a Significant Effect on Traffic, Circulation, and Pedestrian 


Safety 


 Much like all of the other reports for this project, the transportation study assumes that 


the building at 447 Battery will be demolished and the proposed project at the 447 Battery site 


will be constructed. The conclusions and analysis of that report relies on this basic assumption, 


and serious doubt has been raised regarding the conclusions of that analysis now that the 


landmarking designation has been initiated for the 447 Battery property.  
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The transportation study explains that the proposed sidewalk width on Washington Street 


does not meet Better Streets Plan standards, and relies on the Privately Owned Public Open 


Space (“POPOS”) improvements along Merchant Street to accommodate the additional 


pedestrians anticipated from the project. The report relies on other POPOS features that are 


“intended to reduce potentially hazardous conditions for people walking,” such as a raised 


crosswalk. However, these POPOS features would only be constructed if the 447 Battery project 


moves forward. The transportation study even acknowledges that additional environmental 


review would likely be necessary if the proposed POPOS on Merchant Street is infeasible. 


Footnote 3 of the report states that if “Merchant Street cannot be a shared street meeting the 


POPOS requirement, the project sponsor will need to provide POPOS on the project site, which 


will likely require building design change and coordination with [the Urban Design Advisory 


Team] and potentially additional environmental review.” (Emphasis added). 


The transportation study fails to analyze the impacts of removing all current metered 


parking spaces along Washington Street. The proposed project relocates the existing fire station 


entrance from Sansome Street to Washington Street, which is a one-way street. This will require 


the installation of a fire lane on Washington that will require the removal of all 21 metered 


parking spaces and the one-handicapped space. The transportation study does not evaluate, and 


barely acknowledges, the removal of this parking because CEQA does not require the evaluation 


of parking for certain projects in transit priority areas. However, CEQA does require the analysis 


of transportation impacts as they relate to safety. The transportation report already acknowledges 


that the proposed freight loading spaces may be inadequate to meet demand and that the existing 


loading spaces along Washington are already often utilized for general parking, a problem that 


will only be exacerbated by the removal of all existing general parking spaces. The removal of 


all parking along Washington Street may interfere with emergency access, exacerbate the 


inadequacy of the freight loading spaces, and cause serious safety concerns.  


The existing transportation study fails to analyze the potential impacts of the project if 


447 Battery is not redeveloped and fails to fully consider the impacts to safety from relocating 


the fire station entrance onto a one-way street and removing all parking. The analysis is therefore 
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insufficient to support a determination that the project will clearly have no significant effect on 


the environment.  


5.  The PMND inappropriately defers mitigation until some future time 


“The basic purpose of an EIR is to ‘provide public agencies and the public in general 


with detailed information about the effect [that] a proposed project is likely to have on the 


environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; 


and to indicate alternatives to such a project.’” Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 


502, 511. Because the basic function of CEQA is to provide information before a project is 


approved, CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 states that “[f]ormulation of mitigation measures 


should not be deferred until some future time.” Thus courts have found as a general rule that “it 


is inappropriate to postpone the formulation of mitigation measures.” POET, LLC v. State Air 


Resources Bd., (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681, 735. While an agency may specify performance 


standards and identify potential mitigation alternatives, “an agency goes too far when it simply 


requires a project applicant to obtain a [] report and then comply with any recommendations that 


may be made in the report.” Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine, (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 


1275.  


The PMND here inappropriately defers the formulation of mitigation measures by relying 


on future reports and recommendations from those reports, without specifying specific 


performance standards or identifying alternatives. As such, the PMND’s conclusions are not 


supported by substantial evidence and does not ensure that the project will clearly have no 


significant effect on the environment as required by CEQA. 


Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan 


The PMND states that construction vibration may cause damage to the neighboring 


potential historic structure at 447 Battery Street. However, the PMND merely states that the 


project sponsor will mitigate the potential impact by conducting a Pre-Construction Survey and 


submitting a Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan at some point in the future. The 


PMND recommends, but does not actually require a specific maximum vibration level. The 


specific maximum vibration level will be determined by the Project Sponsor’s consultants at 


some future date without any input from the public or the owners of 447 Battery. The PMND 
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does not specify the type of vibration generating-equipment that may be used, does not identify 


potential construction methods or techniques, does not identify any monitoring standards, and 


does not specify the inspection intervals that should be required.  


Moreover, the PMND only requires the project to stay below the to-be-determined-later 


maximum vibration level “to the extent feasible.” Because the maximum vibration levels have 


not been set and the construction methods have not been identified, there is not substantial 


evidence to show that the proposed mitigation measure is even possible. The PMND notes that 


typical maximum vibration levels to avoid impacts to a historic structure are .25 inches per 


second peak particle velocity (PPV). (Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 530 Sansome 


Street, p. 104) Yet the PMND also states that common construction equipment will all create 


vibrations far above that threshold, explaining that a compactor would cause 1.23 inches per 


second PPV at 447 Battery and a caisson drill would cause .523 inches per second PPV. (Id.) 


Even the use of loaded trucks would cause .44 inches per second PPV at 447 Battery, almost 


twice the maximum recommended PPV for historic structures. (Id.) The PMND does not identify 


the construction techniques or equipment that the 530 Sansome project will utilize in order to 


demolish three structures, excavate 40 feet below ground, and construct a 236-foot-tall building 


without the use of compactors, drills, or loaded trucks. The PMND inappropriately omits all the 


specific mitigation measures to protect a potential landmark building until some future date. 


Without providing any level of specificity, the public and the owners of the building at 447 have 


no basis to determine whether the project would clearly have no significant effect on the 447 


Battery building, as required by CEQA. The information provided in the PMND show the 


opposite.   


Geotechnical Recommendations 


 Additionally, the geotechnical analysis does not adequately address the measures that 


will be taken to ensure that the building at 447 Battery will be protected during excavation and 


construction. The report does not even include the type of foundation that will be used. The 


report explains that “[f]urther investigation into the type and depth of foundations as well as the 


basement configuration of the adjacent buildings should be performed to better understand 


constraints on the proposed shoring system and permanent basement walls.” (Langan 


Engineering, Geotechnical Investigation 530 Sansome Street 425 and 435-445 Washington 
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Street San Francisco, California, p. 15.) The report identifies multiple additional tests that 


should be performed and evaluated before even finalizing the design. The project inappropriately 


defers the final foundation design and shoring recommendations to protect adjacent buildings 


until a future date. Without that information, there is no basis to determine whether the project 


would clearly have no significant effect on the environment.  


Historic Sculpture Relocation Plan 


The project will also completely remove and relocate a historical sculpture currently 


located on the existing fire station. The HRE response notes that the “current plans and 


supporting documentation fail to confirm the definite location of the sculpture and fail to identify 


the methods by which the sculpture can be safely removed, stored, and reinstalled in a manner 


and location that would not result in irreparable damage to its distinctive materials.” (530 


Sansome Street Historic Resource Evaluation Response Part II, p. 3) Despite acknowledging that 


no alternatives have actually been identified, the PMND states the potential impacts will be 


mitigated simply because a relocation plan will be submitted and the recommendations of the 


future plan will be followed. The HRE does not identify potential appropriate locations, provide 


standards for how the sculpture should be handled and stored, or require a specific timeframe for 


the reinstallation. This future relocation plan inappropriately defers mitigation and is inadequate 


to ensure that the proposed project will clearly have no significant effect on the environment.  


Transportation Safety Measures  


Similarly, the transportation study also relies on future final designs to reach conclusion 


that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. The report states that the 


“project sponsor would be required to include design features that ensure that the proposed 


project’s POPOS operations would not create potentially hazardous conditions as a part of the 


POPOS condition of approval, subject to SFMTA and Planning Department approval.” (Fehr & 


Peers, 530 Sansome Street Transportation Study, p. 52) However, the report fails to actually 


identify any of these design features or provide alternatives to avoid creating hazardous 


conditions. The report merely states that those features will be figured out later, assuming that 


the POPOS is even feasible without the project at 447 Battery. Without the details of the POPOS 


program, there is no basis to determine that the project would clearly have no significant effect 


on the environment.    
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Hazardous Materials 


The PMND also notes that several underground storage tanks were previously removed 


from the project site and that contaminated soil and groundwater may be present at the site. 


Rather than investigating this issue further, the PMND defers investigation of this issue to the 


future. The PMND states that, based on the initial site assessment, the “project sponsor would be 


required to conduct soil and groundwater sampling and analysis” and “would be required to 


submit a site mitigation plan to the health department” to remediate any site contamination. 


(Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 530 Sansome Street, p. 173) In other words, there 


is not enough information to determine whether hazardous soil is even present or whether the 


project would clearly have no significant effect on the environment. The PMND defers that to a 


future date when more testing is conducted.   


 The Planning Department must collect all necessary pre-construction testing, surveys, 


and information prior to issuing the PMND. Based on the results of that information, specific 


mitigation measures and alternatives must be identified prior to approval. Without additional 


investigation, the PMND is inadequate to sufficiently inform the public of the environmental 


effects of the project, does not allow the public to meaningfully review the effectiveness of the 


mitigation measures, and does not ensure that the project would clearly have no significant effect 


on the environment. 


6.  Conclusion 


 This environmental review of this project violates CEQA for multiple reasons. The 


Planning Department failed to provide adequate public notice, and the project lacks an accurate, 


stable, and finite project description. The PMND fails to sufficiently analyze the significant 


environmental impacts regulated by CEQA. The PMND’s analysis and conclusions are all 


premised on the assumption that the building at 447 Battery will be demolished, a presumption 


that has been put in serious doubt due to the initiation of a landmarking designation on the 447 


Battery property. We strongly urge that a more rigorous evaluation of the project be conducted 


through a full Environmental Impact Report. At a minimum, the Planning Commission should 


reject the PMND and require additional analysis regarding the potential impacts and the 
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identification of specific mitigation measures in order to satisfy the requirements of CEQA and 


fully inform the public about the project and its impacts. 


Very truly yours,  


ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 


 


_____________________ 


Ryan J. Patterson 
 


 
















www.zfplaw.com
 
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole use
of the 
intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated, nothing in 
this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
 

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//east.exch029.serverdata.net/owa/redir.aspx%3FSURL%3DwYWABWm6VfDOQc3OZH7nl2-3wKvBbw_6zgd1d1Rib5CU2M0s7k7TCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AdwB3AHcALgB6AGYAcABsAGEAdwAuAGMAbwBtAC8A%26amp%3BURL%3Dhttp%253a%252f%252fwww.zfplaw.com%252f&g=ZWQxZmM5MjNhN2IxMjFmMg==&h=NTU4MjcxMDliOGEzNTA0NDk1Nzc4OWJkMjg4YWZiYzhiZTg4MzRmOTA1MmRmYmY5YTRiYWU3ZTU4OTMxZjU5OQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmZhZGUwNjA3NjZkNTJkYzA0OTA3NTZiNmUzODgyZjQzOnYx


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
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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

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted 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: Stephanie Felch <stephanie@praxisarchitects.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 3:01 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Legislation to Regulate Home Size
 

 

 

Begin forwarded message:
 
From: Stephanie Felch <stephanie@praxisarchitects.com>
Subject: Proposed Legislation to Regulate Home Size
Date: July 21, 2021 at 2:54:46 PM PDT
To: audrey.merlone@sfgov.org
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,

The proposed legislation would further cripple the ability for diverse families to live in
San Francisco and would negatively affect all businesses related to design and
construction.

We agree with the proposed revisions submitted by the SFAIA.

Sincerely,

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
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https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
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Stephanie Felch & Brian Grant

PRAXIS Architects
(510)918-8569 cell
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From: Nick Noyes <nick@nnarchitecture.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 2:31 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF planning code change being proposed by Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
 

 

Audrey,
 
The SF planning code change being proposed by Supervisor Rafael Mandelman is absurd and will
drastically impact the livability of our City.
 
Best, Nick

-- 
Nick Noyes - FAIA
Nick Noyes Architecture
415-512-9234
nick@nnarchitecture.com

http://www.nnarchitecture.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT); Summers, Ashley (REC); White, Staci (REC)
Subject: CPC Calendars for July 29, 2021
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 3:43:29 PM
Attachments: 20210729_RecParkJnthrg.docx

20210729_RecParkJnthrg.pdf
20210729_cal.docx
20210729_cal.pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2021.docx
Advance Calendar - 20210729.xlsx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for July 29, 2021, the last hearing before your summer break.
 
Please note, that we have a Joint hearing with RecPark at 10:00 am. I anticipate a brief break before
your 1 pm Regular Hearing, but you just never know. Plan accordingly.
 
Enjoy the weekend, cheers,
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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PLANNING COMMISSION: 	President: 	Joel Koppel

	Vice-President: 	Kathrin Moore

	Commissioners		Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

						Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner
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COMMISSION:	President: 		Mark Buell

	Vice-President: 	Eric McDonnell

[bookmark: _Hlk77849376]Commissioners:	Kat Anderson, Joe Hallisy, Annie Jupiter-Jones,

Allan Low, Larry Mazzola, Jr.



Planning Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin



Recreation and Park Commission Liaison:

Ashley Summers



Hearing Materials are available at:

Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

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





Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.

Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 

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



Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[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:  146 489 3774



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage https://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:	

	

PLANNING 

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]COMMISSION: 		President:	Joel Koppel	

		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

			Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner



RECREATION AND PARK

COMMISSION:	President: 			Mark Buell

	Vice-President: 		Eric McDonnell

Commissioners:		Kat Anderson, Joe Hallisy, Annie Jupiter-Jones,

Allan Low, Larry Mazzola, Jr.

	

A. SPECIAL CALENDAR



NOTE: The Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission will hold one joint public hearing for the public to provide testimony on all items listed below. Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission will consider the Appeal of the Preliminary Negative Declaration (“PMND”). If the Planning Commission upholds the PMND, the Recreation and Park Commission will act jointly with the Planning Commission to consider raising the absolute cumulative shadow limit for Maritime Plaza and setting the absolute cumulative shadow limit for Sue Bierman Park and the Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and Park Commission will adjourn, and the Planning Commission will remain in session and consider action on all other items.



1.	2019-017481APL	(A. CALLAGY: (628) 652-7540)

530 SANSOME STREET – east side of Sansome Street between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed demolition of three existing buildings, at 425 Washington, 439–445 Washington, and 530 Sansome streets and construction of a four-story replacement fire station for San Francisco Fire Department Station 13 and an approximately 218-foot-tall (236 feet total, including rooftop mechanical equipment) building with three below-grade levels under the Project Site. The 530 Sansome Street project would convert the western portion of Merchant Street adjacent to the project site into a shared street/living alley. The project would result in one loading space and two vehicle service spaces. The 218-foot-tall building would contain either: A) approximately 200 hotel rooms, and retail/restaurant space, office space and fitness center space with 48 vehicle parking spaces, 22 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 26 class 2 bicycle parking spaces; or B) approximately 256 residential units with 82 vehicle parking spaces 143 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 19 class 2 bicycle parking. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold 

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 17, 2021)

(Planning Commission Action Only)



2a.	2019-017481SHD	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Discussion and possible Joint Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise the absolute cumulative limit for Maritime Plaza and set an absolute cumulative limit for Sue Bierman Park, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning Code Section 295 Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit 

(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action)



2b.	2019-017481SHD	(C. TOWNES: (628) 652-6612)

530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Discussion and possible action by the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the Planning Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street will or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of Maritime Plaza or Sue Bierman Park, two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 

(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only)



NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1, 2a and 2b, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING ACTIONS.



3a.	2019-017481SHD	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Adoption of Shadow Findings pursuant to Section 295 that the net new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of Maritime Plaza or Sue Bierman Park, two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings



3b.	2019-017481DNX	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 309 to allow a project greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with requested exceptions for: Rear Yard (Section 134); Dwelling Unit Exposure (140); Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Current (Section 148); Off-street Freight Loading (Section 151.1); Height Limits within the S Bulk District (Section 263.9); and Bulk Controls (Section 270). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S 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



3c.	2019-017481CUA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

530 SANSOME STREET – located east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to permit a hotel use and private parking garage (Sections 303(g) and 303(t)). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



3d.	2019-017481OFA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Office Development Allocation under the 2020-2021 Annual Office Development Limitation Program (Sections 320 through 325) authorizing up to 40,000 gross square feet of general office use. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



3e.	2019-017481VAR	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Variance pursuant to Section 305, as reviewed by the Zoning Administrator, from the following development standards of the Planning Code: width of openings for off-street parking and loading (Section 155(s)(4)(A)); and active use, ground floor ceiling height, and transparency requirements for street frontages in commercial districts (Sections 145.1(c)(3), (4) and (6)). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 
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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. 
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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:  146 489 3774 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
https://sfplanning.org/ and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 
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ROLL CALL:  
  
PLANNING  
COMMISSION:   President: Joel Koppel  
  Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners: Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 
   Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 
 
RECREATION AND PARK 
COMMISSION: President:    Mark Buell 
 Vice-President:   Eric McDonnell 


Commissioners:  Kat Anderson, Joe Hallisy, Annie Jupiter-Jones, 
Allan Low, Larry Mazzola, Jr. 


  
A. SPECIAL CALENDAR 
 


NOTE: The Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission will hold one joint public 
hearing for the public to provide testimony on all items listed below. Following the public hearing, 
the Planning Commission will consider the Appeal of the Preliminary Negative Declaration 
(“PMND”). If the Planning Commission upholds the PMND, the Recreation and Park Commission will 
act jointly with the Planning Commission to consider raising the absolute cumulative shadow limit 
for Maritime Plaza and setting the absolute cumulative shadow limit for Sue Bierman Park and the 
Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to the Planning 
Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman 
Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and Park Commission will adjourn, and the 
Planning Commission will remain in session and consider action on all other items. 
 
1. 2019-017481APL (A. CALLAGY: (628) 652-7540) 


530 SANSOME STREET – east side of Sansome Street between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Appeal of Preliminary 
Negative Declaration for the proposed demolition of three existing buildings, at 425 
Washington, 439–445 Washington, and 530 Sansome streets and construction of a four-
story replacement fire station for San Francisco Fire Department Station 13 and an 
approximately 218-foot-tall (236 feet total, including rooftop mechanical equipment) 
building with three below-grade levels under the Project Site. The 530 Sansome Street 
project would convert the western portion of Merchant Street adjacent to the project site 
into a shared street/living alley. The project would result in one loading space and two 
vehicle service spaces. The 218-foot-tall building would contain either: A) approximately 
200 hotel rooms, and retail/restaurant space, office space and fitness center space with 48 
vehicle parking spaces, 22 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 26 class 2 bicycle parking 
spaces; or B) approximately 256 residential units with 82 vehicle parking spaces 143 class 1 
bicycle parking spaces, and 19 class 2 bicycle parking. The Project Site is located within a C-
3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk 
District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold  
(Continued from Regular hearing on June 17, 2021) 
(Planning Commission Action Only) 


 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-017481APL.pdf





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, July 29, 2021 


 


Notice of Special Joint Hearing & Calendar         Page 5 of 11 
 


2a. 2019-017481SHD (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 
530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Discussion and possible 
Joint Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise 
the absolute cumulative limit for Maritime Plaza and set an absolute cumulative limit for 
Sue Bierman Park, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning Code Section 295 
Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new shadow cast by the 
proposed project at 530 Sansome Street. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the 
demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) 
Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use 
building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop 
screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development 
programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses 
further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential 
uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and 
Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 
13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square 
footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, 
non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 
7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total 
of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department 
uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including 
approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square 
feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 
square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and 
one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The 
Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor 
area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of 
residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories 
in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for 
the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) 
car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would 
contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-
bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes 
changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that 
SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to 
Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The 
Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan 
Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit  
(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action) 


 
2b. 2019-017481SHD (C. TOWNES: (628) 652-6612) 


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Discussion and possible 
action by the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the 
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Planning Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome 
Street will or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of Maritime Plaza or Sue 
Bierman Park, two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Department, as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance).  The 
proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including 
San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and 
the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ 
inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct 
development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various 
commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would 
construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-
art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with 
minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential 
Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD 
containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor 
variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The 
Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross 
floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained 
in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), 
approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym 
uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant 
proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, 
as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-
Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 
283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as 
approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story 
tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly 
smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant 
proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading 
spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for 
the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-
bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane 
configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would 
be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to 
enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located 
within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height 
and Bulk District.  
(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only) 


 
NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1, 2a and 2b, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, 
AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER THE 
FOLLOWING ACTIONS. 


 
3a. 2019-017481SHD (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Adoption 
of Shadow Findings pursuant to Section 295 that the net new shadow cast by the proposed 
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project at 530 Sansome Street will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of 
Maritime Plaza or Sue Bierman Park, two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition 
of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and 
two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building 
reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical 
equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be 
implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below 
(“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described 
below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would 
include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 
square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory 
private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet 
of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant 
and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 
249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various 
commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square 
feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, 
approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of 
restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking 
spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share 
below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant 
would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the 
Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 
dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential 
Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential 
floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, 
three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-
grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 
191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For 
both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane 
configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would 
be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to 
enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located 
within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height 
and Bulk District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 
 


3b. 2019-017481DNX (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 
530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Downtown 
Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 309 to allow a project greater than 
50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with requested exceptions for: 
Rear Yard (Section 134); Dwelling Unit Exposure (140); Reduction of Ground-Level Wind 
Current (Section 148); Off-street Freight Loading (Section 151.1); Height Limits within the S 
Bulk District (Section 263.9); and Bulk Controls (Section 270). The proposed project 
(“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire 
Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction 
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of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of 
rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development 
programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses 
further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential 
uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and 
Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 
13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square 
footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, 
non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 
7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total 
of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department 
uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including 
approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square 
feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 
square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and 
one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The 
Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor 
area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of 
residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories 
in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for 
the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) 
car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would 
contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-
bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes 
changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that 
SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to 
Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The 
Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan 
Area, and 200-S 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 


 
3c. 2019-017481CUA (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


530 SANSOME STREET – located east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 
013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization to permit a hotel use and private parking garage (Sections 303(g) and 303(t)). 
The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, 
including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial 
buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 
feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes 
two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct 
various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that 
would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-
art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with 



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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-017481PRJ.pdf





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, July 29, 2021 


 


Notice of Special Joint Hearing & Calendar         Page 9 of 11 
 


minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential 
Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD 
containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor 
variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The 
Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross 
floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained 
in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), 
approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym 
uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant 
proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, 
as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-
Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 
283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as 
approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story 
tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly 
smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant 
proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading 
spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for 
the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-
bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane 
configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would 
be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to 
enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located 
within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height 
and Bulk District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
3d. 2019-017481OFA (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Office 
Development Allocation under the 2020-2021 Annual Office Development Limitation 
Program (Sections 320 through 325) authorizing up to 40,000 gross square feet of general 
office use. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing 
buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant 
commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof 
height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The 
Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that 
would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) 
and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential 
Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction 
of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross 
floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and 
Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the 
SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor 
variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The 
Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross 
floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained 
in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), 
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approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym 
uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant 
proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, 
as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-
Fire Department uses. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD 
proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, 
such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out 
to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The 
Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan 
Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
3e. 2019-017481VAR (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant 
Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Variance 
pursuant to Section 305, as reviewed by the Zoning Administrator, from the following 
development standards of the Planning Code: width of openings for off-street parking and 
loading (Section 155(s)(4)(A)); and active use, ground floor ceiling height, and transparency 
requirements for street frontages in commercial districts (Sections 145.1(c)(3), (4) and (6)). 
The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, 
including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial 
buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 
feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes 
two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct 
various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that 
would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-
art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with 
minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential 
Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD 
containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor 
variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The 
Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross 
floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained 
in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), 
approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym 
uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant 
proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, 
as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-
Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 
283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as 
approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story 
tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly 
smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant 
proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading 
spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for 
the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-
bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the 
Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane 
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configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would 
be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to 
enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located 
within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height 
and Bulk District.  


 
ADJOURNMENT 





		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...
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Special Meeting





PLANNING COMMISSION: 	President: 	Joel Koppel


	Vice-President: 	Kathrin Moore


	Commissioners		Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,


						Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner


RECREATION AND PARK


COMMISSION:	President: 		Mark Buell


	Vice-President: 	Eric McDonnell


[bookmark: _Hlk77849376]Commissioners:	Kat Anderson, Joe Hallisy, Annie Jupiter-Jones,


Allan Low, Larry Mazzola, Jr.





Planning Commission Secretary:


Jonas P. Ionin





Recreation and Park Commission Liaison:


Ashley Summers





Hearing Materials are available at:


Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence








Commission Hearing Broadcasts:


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








Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:


 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.


Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 


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





Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance


[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:  146 489 3774





The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage https://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:	
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Commissioners:		Kat Anderson, Joe Hallisy, Annie Jupiter-Jones,


Allan Low, Larry Mazzola, Jr.


	


A. SPECIAL CALENDAR





NOTE: The Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission will hold one joint public hearing for the public to provide testimony on all items listed below. Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission will consider the Appeal of the Preliminary Negative Declaration (“PMND”). If the Planning Commission upholds the PMND, the Recreation and Park Commission will act jointly with the Planning Commission to consider raising the absolute cumulative shadow limit for Maritime Plaza and setting the absolute cumulative shadow limit for Sue Bierman Park and the Recreation and Park Commission will consider making a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the possible adverse impact of shadow on Maritime Plaza and Sue Bierman Park. Following action on those items, the Recreation and Park Commission will adjourn, and the Planning Commission will remain in session and consider action on all other items.





1.	2019-017481APL	(A. CALLAGY: (628) 652-7540)


530 SANSOME STREET – east side of Sansome Street between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed demolition of three existing buildings, at 425 Washington, 439–445 Washington, and 530 Sansome streets and construction of a four-story replacement fire station for San Francisco Fire Department Station 13 and an approximately 218-foot-tall (236 feet total, including rooftop mechanical equipment) building with three below-grade levels under the Project Site. The 530 Sansome Street project would convert the western portion of Merchant Street adjacent to the project site into a shared street/living alley. The project would result in one loading space and two vehicle service spaces. The 218-foot-tall building would contain either: A) approximately 200 hotel rooms, and retail/restaurant space, office space and fitness center space with 48 vehicle parking spaces, 22 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 26 class 2 bicycle parking spaces; or B) approximately 256 residential units with 82 vehicle parking spaces 143 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 19 class 2 bicycle parking. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold 


(Continued from Regular hearing on June 17, 2021)


(Planning Commission Action Only)





2a.	2019-017481SHD	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Discussion and possible Joint Action by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to raise the absolute cumulative limit for Maritime Plaza and set an absolute cumulative limit for Sue Bierman Park, pursuant to the jointly-approved Planning Code Section 295 Implementation Memo adopted in 1989, in order to accommodate new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Raise Cumulative Shadow Limit 


(Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission Joint Action)





2b.	2019-017481SHD	(C. TOWNES: (628) 652-6612)


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Discussion and possible action by the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a resolution to recommend to the Planning Commission that the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street will or will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of Maritime Plaza or Sue Bierman Park, two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, as required by Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 


(Recreation and Park Commission Action Only)





NOTE: FOLLOWING ITEMS 1, 2a and 2b, THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION WILL ADJOURN, AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL REMAIN IN SESSION TO SEPARATELY CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING ACTIONS.





3a.	2019-017481SHD	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Adoption of Shadow Findings pursuant to Section 295 that the net new shadow cast by the proposed project at 530 Sansome Street will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of Maritime Plaza or Sue Bierman Park, two (2) properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings





3b.	2019-017481DNX	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 309 to allow a project greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District with requested exceptions for: Rear Yard (Section 134); Dwelling Unit Exposure (140); Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Current (Section 148); Off-street Freight Loading (Section 151.1); Height Limits within the S Bulk District (Section 263.9); and Bulk Controls (Section 270). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S 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





3c.	2019-017481CUA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


530 SANSOME STREET – located east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to permit a hotel use and private parking garage (Sections 303(g) and 303(t)). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions





3d.	2019-017481OFA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Office Development Allocation under the 2020-2021 Annual Office Development Limitation Program (Sections 320 through 325) authorizing up to 40,000 gross square feet of general office use. The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment).  The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions





3e.	2019-017481VAR	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


530 SANSOME STREET – located on the east side between Washington and Merchant Streets; Lots 013, 014, and 017 in Assessor’s Block 0206 (District 3) – Request for Variance pursuant to Section 305, as reviewed by the Zoning Administrator, from the following development standards of the Planning Code: width of openings for off-street parking and loading (Section 155(s)(4)(A)); and active use, ground floor ceiling height, and transparency requirements for street frontages in commercial districts (Sections 145.1(c)(3), (4) and (6)). The proposed project (“Project”) includes the demolition of three existing buildings, including San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) Station 13 and two vacant commercial buildings and the construction of a new mixed-use building reaching a roof height up to 218 feet tall (236’ inclusive of rooftop screening/mechanical equipment). The Project proposes two distinct development programs that could be implemented, one that would construct various commercial uses further described below (“Commercial Variant”) and one that would construct residential uses further described below (“Residential Variant”). Both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant would include construction of a state-of-the-art, four-story Fire Station 13 (approximately 21,000 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant), as well as a below-grade, non-accessory private parking garage for the SFFD containing 18 spaces (approximately 7,800 square feet of gross floor area with minor variations in square footage between the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant). The Commercial Variant would include a total of approximately 249,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as various commercial uses contained in a 19-story tower, including approximately 141,000 square feet of hotel uses (200 rooms), approximately 37,100 square feet of office uses, approximately 32,000 square feet of gym uses and approximately 7,900 square feet of restaurant uses. The Commercial Variant proposes 22 Class 1 and 26 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 30 parking spaces and one (1) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the non-Fire Department uses. The Residential Variant would include a total of approximately 283,000 square feet of gross floor area, including the Fire Department uses, as well as approximately 247,000 square feet of residential uses (256 dwelling units) in a 21-story tower. The additional two building stories in the Residential Variant are the result of slightly smaller floor-to-floor ceiling heights for the residential floors. The Residential Variant proposes 143 Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, three (3) off-street loading spaces, as well as 64 parking spaces and two (2) car-share below-grade parking spaces for the residential uses. The Residential Variant would contain a mix of 191 studio and one-bedroom units, 38 two-bedroom units, and 27 three-bedroom units. For both the Commercial Variant and Residential Variant, SFFD proposes changes to the lane configuration and traffic light facilities on Washington Street, such that SFFD engines would be able to safely make westbound and eastbound turns out to Washington Street to enhance SFFD’s ability to promptly respond to emergency calls. The Project Site is located within a C-3-O (Downtown Office) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 200-S Height and Bulk District. 





ADJOURNMENT
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Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence









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][bookmark: _Hlk77926637] 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:  146 489 3774



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



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




ROLL CALL:		

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

		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

			Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



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



1.	2020-008347CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320)

811 CLAY STREET – south side of Clay Street between Waverly Place and Grant Avenue; Lot 031 in Assessor’s Block 0225 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 811 to allow a change of use from a Foot/Chair Massage Establishment to a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. Top Therapy Academy) on the ground floor (1,023 square feet) of an existing four-story commercial building. The project is located in the CVR (Chinatown Visitor Retail) Zoning District and a 50-N 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).A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to September 30, 2021)



2.	2019-013528CUA	(E. SAMONSKY: (628) 652-7417)

36-38 GOUGH STREET – southeast corner of the intersection with Colton Street; Lot 028 of Assessor’s Block 3504  (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing three-story, two-family residence (collectively measuring approximately 1,875 square feet) and construct a new five-story residential building containing eight dwelling units (collectively measuring approximately 5,652 square feet).) within the a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and the 50-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Proposed for Continuance to September 30, 2021)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



3.	2020-011615CUA	(E. WU: (628) 652-7415)

[bookmark: _Hlk77671262]2022 MISSION STREET – west side of Mission Street between 16th Street and 17th Street; Lot 086 of Assessor’s Block 3569 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 754, to establish a Restaurant and Place of Entertainment use (dba. El Capricho Restaurant) within an existing double-height one-story commercial building. No front facing façade changes.  The Project Site is located within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Mission Alcoholic Beverage SUD (Special Use District), and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



4.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for July 15, 2021



5.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



6.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



8.	2017-014833ENV	(J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568)

469 STEVENSON STREET PROJECT – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – The project site is located on the block bounded by Stevenson Street to the north, Jessie Street to the south, 6th Street to the west, and 5th Street to the east (Assessor’s block/lot 3704/045). The proposed project would demolish the existing parking lot and construct a new 27-story mixed-use building approximately 274 feet tall (with an additional 10 feet for rooftop mechanical equipment) with three below-grade parking levels providing approximately 166 parking spaces, one freight loading space, and two service vehicle loading spaces. The approximately 535,000-gross-square-foot building would consist of approximately 495 dwelling units, 4,000 square feet of commercial retail use on the ground floor, and 25,000 square feet of private and common open space. The proposed project would also provide approximately 200 class 1 bicycle spaces, 27 class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and passenger loading zones on Stevenson Street and Jessie Street. The proposed project would use the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program and provide affordable housing units onsite. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.

Note: The public hearing on the draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the draft EIR ended on May 11, 2020. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Certify

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)



9a.	2017-014833ENV	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program to achieve a 42.5% density bonus thereby maximizing residential density on the Site pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345). The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)



9b.	2017-014833DNX	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization to permit a project greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District (Sections 210.2 and 309). The proposed project (“Project”) is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345) to achieve a 42.5% density bonus. The Project requests six (6) waivers from: Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 123); Rear Yard (Section 134); Common Useable Open Space (Section 135); Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140); Ground-Level Wind Current (Section 148); Bulk (Section 270); and one (1) incentive from Height (Section 250). The Project includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)



9c.	2017-014833CUA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to permit additional square footage above that permitted by the base floor area ratio limits for the construction of on-site, affordable dwelling units (Sections 124(f) and 303). The proposed project (“Project”) includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program to achieve a 42.5% density bonus thereby maximizing residential density on the Site pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345). The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)



10.	2017-012086ENV	(J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568)

770 WOOLSEY STREET – on the block bounded by Wayland Street to the north, Hamilton Street to the east, Woolsey Street to the south, and Bowdoin Street to the west (Assessor’s Block 6055, Lot 001) – Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would demolish the existing structures on the project site, including 18 greenhouses and associated agricultural accessory structures. The proposed project would construct 62 residential units, comprised of 31 residential duplexes, and 62 vehicle parking spaces accessed via 31 new curb cuts. The proposed residential buildings would be up to 35 feet in height. Of the 62 total units, 12 would be affordable housing units. The proposed project would also include an approximately 0.39-acre publicly accessible open space (which would include two rebuilt greenhouses), an approximately 11,210-square-foot common open space for residents only, and approximately 14,890 square feet of private open space for residents. The project would regrade the project site, improve the right-of-way along the street frontages, and include new utility infrastructure. The project site is in a RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) Zoning District use district and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Written comments will be accepted by the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on August 9, 2021.

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment



11.	2016-010671CUA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)

809 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side of Sacramento Street between Grant Avenue and Stockton Street; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 0242 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 254 and 303 to permit a structure over 35 feet in height. The proposed project (“Project”) would construct a two-story vertical addition on top of the existing two-story-above-basement commercial building containing a museum (Institutional Use) at the basement, ground and second floors. The approximately 2,500 square foot addition, would contain one (1) 3three-bedroom dwelling unit. The height of the existing building is approximately 28 feet tall, while the height of the building with the vertical addition would be 50 feet to the finished roof. The Project includes one (1) Class 1 bicycle parking space, with no accessory off-street parking provided. The Project Site is located within the CVR Chinatown Visitor Retail (Chinatown Visitor RetailCVR) Neighborhood Commercial District, 50-N Height and Bulk District, and 50-N Height and Bulk District the Chinatown Planning Area. 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



12.	2019-020818AHB	(X. LIANG: (628) 652-7316)

5012 03RD STREET – west side of Third Street between Quesada Avenue and Revere Avenue; Lot 053 of Assessor’s Block 5338  (District 10) – Request for HOME-SF Project Authorization,  pursuant to Planning Code Sections 206.3, 328, and 737, to allow construction of a six-story, 59-foot tall residential building (measuring 21,780 gross square feet) with 29 dwelling units and a ground floor commercial space (measuring 616 square feet), within the Bayview NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



13.	2019-012676DNX	(K. GUY: (628) 652-7325)

[bookmark: _Hlk77869697]159 FELL STREET – south side of Fell Street between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street; Lot 015 of Assessor’s Block 0834 (District 5) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization, including requests for exceptions requirements for lot coverage and reduction of ground-level wind currents, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 148, 210.2, 249.33(b)(5) and 309, for a project to demolish the existing two-story building and construct a new seven-story building reaching a height of 85 feet, containing approximately 24 dwelling units 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail uses, within the a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential SUD (Special Use District), and the 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



14.	2016-002728CUA-02	(C. MAY: (628) 652-7359)

2525 VAN NESS AVENUE – east side of Van Ness Avenue between Filbert and Union Streets; Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 0527 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 151.1, 209.3 and 303 to increase the residential parking ratio from 0.5 or 14 spaces as previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) to 0.75 or 21 residential parking spaces within the a RC-3 (Residential-Commercial, Medium Density) Zoning District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove



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



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



15.	2019-023466DRM	(R. SUCRE: (628) 652-7364)

3150 18TH STREET – northwest corner of 18th Street and  Treat Avenue; Lot 106 of Assessor’s Block 3573 (District 9) – Request for Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 192, of Building Permit Application No. 2019.1206.8904 to legitimize a change in use of approximately 2,516 square feet (or 16 suites) of office use at the existing five-story mixed-building (d.b.a ActivSpace). The Project Site is located within the a PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution & Repair-General) Zoning District and a 58-X Height and Bulk District. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions



16.	2016-013505DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

35 VENTURA STREET – east side Bbetween Linares and Castenada Avenues; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 2616 (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 2019.1120.7775 for the construction of a 1,453 square foot, second-story vertical addition, new covered deck and a bay window to an existing 1one-story over-basement, single-family home. The addition will result in a 2,895 square foot, 3three-bedroom, 4four-bath home within the a RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: 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:  146 489 3774 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
https://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

https://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. 


 
1. 2020-008347CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320) 


811 CLAY STREET – south side between Waverly Place and Grant Avenue; Lot 031 in 
Assessor’s Block 0225 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 811 to allow a change of use from a Foot/Chair Massage 
Establishment to a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. Top Therapy Academy) on the ground 
floor (1,023 square feet) of an existing four-story commercial building. The project is 
located in the CVR (Chinatown Visitor Retail) Zoning District and 50-N 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 
(Proposed for Continuance to September 30, 2021) 


 
2. 2019-013528CUA (E. SAMONSKY: (628) 652-7417) 


36-38 GOUGH STREET – southeast corner of Colton Street; Lot 028 of Assessor’s Block 3504  
(District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing three-story, two-family residence 
(collectively measuring approximately 1,875 square feet) and construct a new five-story 
residential building containing eight dwelling units (collectively measuring approximately 
5,652 square feet) within a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) 
Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Proposed for Continuance to September 30, 2021) 
 


B. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
3. 2020-011615CUA (E. WU: (628) 652-7415) 


2022 MISSION STREET – west side between 16th Street and 17th Street; Lot 086 of Assessor’s 
Block 3569 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 303 and 754, to establish a Restaurant and Place of Entertainment use (dba. 



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

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-011615CUA.pdf





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, July 29, 2021 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 5 of 13 
 


El Capricho Restaurant) within an existing double-height one-story commercial building. 
No front facing façade changes. The Project Site is located within the Mission Street NCT 
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Mission Alcoholic Beverage SUD 
(Special Use District), and 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


4. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for July 15, 2021 


 
5. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment 
may be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 
 
8. 2017-014833ENV (J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568) 


469 STEVENSON STREET PROJECT – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) – The project site is located on the block bounded by Stevenson Street to the north, 
Jessie Street to the south, 6th Street to the west, and 5th Street to the east (Assessor’s 



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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20210715_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014833ENVc1.pdf





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, July 29, 2021 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 6 of 13 
 


block/lot 3704/045). The proposed project would demolish the existing parking lot and 
construct a new 27-story mixed-use building approximately 274 feet tall (with an 
additional 10 feet for rooftop mechanical equipment) with three below-grade parking 
levels providing approximately 166 parking spaces, one freight loading space, and two 
service vehicle loading spaces. The approximately 535,000-gross-square-foot building 
would consist of approximately 495 dwelling units, 4,000 square feet of commercial retail 
use on the ground floor, and 25,000 square feet of private and common open space. The 
proposed project would also provide approximately 200 class 1 bicycle spaces, 27 class 2 
bicycle parking spaces, and passenger loading zones on Stevenson Street and Jessie Street. 
The proposed project would use the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program 
and provide affordable housing units onsite. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G 
(Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height 
and Bulk District. 
Note: The public hearing on the draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the draft 
EIR ended on May 11, 2020. Public comment will be received when the item is called 
during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR.   
Preliminary Recommendation: Certify 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021) 


 
9a. 2017-014833ENV (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s 
Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed 
project (“Project”) includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a 
height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total 
Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with 
approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 
495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-
bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 
dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 
166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The 
Project is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program to achieve a 
42.5% density bonus thereby maximizing residential density on the Site pursuant to 
California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 
2345 (AB 2345). The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) 
Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021) 


 
9b. 2017-014833DNX (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s 
Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization to permit a project 
greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District (Sections 210.2 
and 309). The proposed project (“Project”) is utilizing the Individually Requested State 
Density Bonus Program pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as 
revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345) to achieve a 42.5% density bonus. The 
Project requests six (6) waivers from: Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 123); Rear Yard 
(Section 134); Common Useable Open Space (Section 135); Dwelling Unit Exposure 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014833PRJ%20-%20full.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014833PRJ%20-%20full.pdf
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(Section 140); Ground-Level Wind Current (Section 148); Bulk (Section 270); and one (1) 
incentive from Height (Section 250). The Project includes construction of a 27-story 
residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop 
mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet 
devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor 
retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 
one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-
bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling 
units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share 
spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces 
within a below-grade garage. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown 
General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk 
District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021) 


 
9c. 2017-014833CUA (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s 
Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to permit additional 
square footage above that permitted by the base floor area ratio limits for the construction 
of on-site, affordable dwelling units (Sections 124(f) and 303). The proposed project 
(“Project”) includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 
274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor 
Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 
4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling 
units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 
three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units 
provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street 
vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project 
is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program to achieve a 42.5% 
density bonus thereby maximizing residential density on the Site pursuant to California 
Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 
2345). The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning 
District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021) 


 
10. 2017-012086ENV (J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568) 


770 WOOLSEY STREET – on the block bounded by Wayland Street to the north, Hamilton 
Street to the east, Woolsey Street to the south, and Bowdoin Street to the west (Assessor’s 
Block 6055, Lot 001) – Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The 
proposed project would demolish the existing structures on the project site, including 18 
greenhouses and associated agricultural accessory structures. The proposed project would 
construct 62 residential units, comprised of 31 residential duplexes, and 62 vehicle parking 
spaces accessed via 31 new curb cuts. The proposed residential buildings would be up to 
35 feet in height. Of the 62 total units, 12 would be affordable housing units. The proposed 
project would also include an approximately 0.39-acre publicly accessible open space 
(which would include two rebuilt greenhouses), an approximately 11,210-square-foot 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014833PRJ%20-%20full.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-012086ENV.pdf
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common open space for residents only, and approximately 14,890 square feet of private 
open space for residents. The project would regrade the project site, improve the right-of-
way along the street frontages, and include new utility infrastructure. The project site is in 
a RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
Written comments will be accepted by the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on August 
9, 2021. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment 


 
11. 2016-010671CUA (N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330) 


809 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side between Grant Avenue and Stockton Street; Lot 
029 in Assessor’s Block 0242 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 254 and 303 to permit a structure over 35 feet in 
height. The proposed project (“Project”) would construct a two-story vertical addition on 
top of the existing two-story-above-basement commercial building containing a museum 
(Institutional Use) at the basement, ground and second floors. The approximately 2,500 
square foot addition, would contain one (1) three-bedroom dwelling unit. The height of 
the existing building is approximately 28 feet tall, while the height of the building with the 
vertical addition would be 50 feet to the finished roof. The Project includes one (1) Class 1 
bicycle parking space, with no accessory off-street parking provided. The Project Site is 
located within the CVR (Chinatown Visitor Retail) and 50-N 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 


 
12. 2019-020818AHB (X. LIANG: (628) 652-7316) 


5012 03RD STREET – west side between Quesada Avenue and Revere Avenue; Lot 053 of 
Assessor’s Block 5338  (District 10) – Request for HOME-SF Project Authorization, pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 206.3, 328, and 737, to allow construction of a six-story, 59-foot 
tall residential building (measuring 21,780 gross square feet) with 29 dwelling units and a 
ground floor commercial space (measuring 616 square feet), within the Bayview NCD 
(Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 
13. 2019-012676DNX (K. GUY: (628) 652-7325) 


159 FELL STREET – south side between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street; Lot 015 of 
Assessor’s Block 0834 (District 5) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization, including 
requests for exceptions requirements for lot coverage and reduction of ground-level wind 
currents, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 148, 210.2, 249.33(b)(5) and 309, for a 
project to demolish the existing two-story building and construct a new seven-story 
building reaching a height of 85 feet, containing approximately 24 dwelling units 2,000 
square feet of ground-floor retail uses, within a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) 
Zoning District, Van Ness and Market Residential SUD (Special Use District), and 85-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 


 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-010671CUA.pdf

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-020818AHB.pdf

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

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-012676DNX.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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14. 2016-002728CUA-02 (C. MAY: (628) 652-7359) 
2525 VAN NESS AVENUE – east side between Filbert and Union Streets; Lot 004 of 
Assessor’s Block 0527 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 151.1, 209.3 and 303 to increase the residential parking ratio from 
0.5 or 14 spaces as previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) 
to 0.75 or 21 residential parking spaces within a RC-3 (Residential-Commercial, Medium 
Density) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove 
 


G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


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


 
15. 2019-023466DRM (R. SUCRE: (628) 652-7364) 


3150 18TH STREET – northwest corner of Treat Avenue; Lot 106 of Assessor’s Block 3573 
(District 9) – Request for Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 192, of Building Permit Application No. 2019.1206.8904 to legitimize a change in 
use of approximately 2,516 square feet (or 16 suites) of office use at the existing five-story 
mixed-building (d.b.a ActivSpace). The Project Site is located within a PDR-1-G 
(Production, Distribution & Repair-General) Zoning District and 58-X Height and Bulk 
District.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  


 
16. 2016-013505DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


35 VENTURA STREET – east side between Linares and Castenada Avenues; Lot 008 in 
Assessor’s Block 2616 (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application no. 2019.1120.7775 for the construction of a 1,453 square foot, second-story 
vertical addition, new covered deck and a bay window to an existing one-story over-
basement, single-family home. The addition will result in a 2,895 square foot, three-
bedroom, four-bath home within a RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-002728CUA-02.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-023466DRM.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2016-013505DRP.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. 



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


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 
South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior 
to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report 
lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 
Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online 
http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/ethics



		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...

		F. REGULAR CALENDAR

		G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

		Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringin...

		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...













San Francisco Planning Commission		Thursday, July 29, 2021





SAN FRANCISCO


PLANNING COMMISSION


[image: ]








Notice of Hearing


&


Agenda








Remote Hearing


via video and teleconferencing





Thursday, July 29, 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:


Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence














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:
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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


[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:  146 489 3774





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





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






ROLL CALL:		


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


		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,


			Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 





A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE





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





1.	2020-008347CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320)


811 CLAY STREET – south side of Clay Street between Waverly Place and Grant Avenue; Lot 031 in Assessor’s Block 0225 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 811 to allow a change of use from a Foot/Chair Massage Establishment to a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. Top Therapy Academy) on the ground floor (1,023 square feet) of an existing four-story commercial building. The project is located in the CVR (Chinatown Visitor Retail) Zoning District and a 50-N 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).A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 


Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions


(Proposed for Continuance to September 30, 2021)





2.	2019-013528CUA	(E. SAMONSKY: (628) 652-7417)


36-38 GOUGH STREET – southeast corner of the intersection with Colton Street; Lot 028 of Assessor’s Block 3504  (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing three-story, two-family residence (collectively measuring approximately 1,875 square feet) and construct a new five-story residential building containing eight dwelling units (collectively measuring approximately 5,652 square feet).) within the a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and the 50-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions


(Proposed for Continuance to September 30, 2021)





B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 





All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing





3.	2020-011615CUA	(E. WU: (628) 652-7415)


[bookmark: _Hlk77671262]2022 MISSION STREET – west side of Mission Street between 16th Street and 17th Street; Lot 086 of Assessor’s Block 3569 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 754, to establish a Restaurant and Place of Entertainment use (dba. El Capricho Restaurant) within an existing double-height one-story commercial building. No front facing façade changes.  The Project Site is located within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, Mission Alcoholic Beverage SUD (Special Use District), and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions





C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 





4.	Consideration of Adoption:


· Draft Minutes for July 15, 2021





5.	Commission Comments/Questions


· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).


· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.



D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS





6.	Director’s Announcements





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


	


E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 





At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.





F. REGULAR CALENDAR  





The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.





8.	2017-014833ENV	(J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568)


469 STEVENSON STREET PROJECT – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – The project site is located on the block bounded by Stevenson Street to the north, Jessie Street to the south, 6th Street to the west, and 5th Street to the east (Assessor’s block/lot 3704/045). The proposed project would demolish the existing parking lot and construct a new 27-story mixed-use building approximately 274 feet tall (with an additional 10 feet for rooftop mechanical equipment) with three below-grade parking levels providing approximately 166 parking spaces, one freight loading space, and two service vehicle loading spaces. The approximately 535,000-gross-square-foot building would consist of approximately 495 dwelling units, 4,000 square feet of commercial retail use on the ground floor, and 25,000 square feet of private and common open space. The proposed project would also provide approximately 200 class 1 bicycle spaces, 27 class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and passenger loading zones on Stevenson Street and Jessie Street. The proposed project would use the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program and provide affordable housing units onsite. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.


Note: The public hearing on the draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the draft EIR ended on May 11, 2020. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR.  


Preliminary Recommendation: Certify


(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)





9a.	2017-014833ENV	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Adoption of Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The proposed project (“Project”) includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program to achieve a 42.5% density bonus thereby maximizing residential density on the Site pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345). The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.


Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings


(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)





9b.	2017-014833DNX	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization to permit a project greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within a C-3 Zoning District (Sections 210.2 and 309). The proposed project (“Project”) is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345) to achieve a 42.5% density bonus. The Project requests six (6) waivers from: Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 123); Rear Yard (Section 134); Common Useable Open Space (Section 135); Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140); Ground-Level Wind Current (Section 148); Bulk (Section 270); and one (1) incentive from Height (Section 250). The Project includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions


(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)





9c.	2017-014833CUA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


469 STEVENSON STREET – south side between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 045 in Assessor’s Block 3704 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to permit additional square footage above that permitted by the base floor area ratio limits for the construction of on-site, affordable dwelling units (Sections 124(f) and 303). The proposed project (“Project”) includes construction of a 27-story residential building reaching a height of 274-feet tall (284-feet including rooftop mechanical equipment) with a total Gross Floor Area of approximately 427,000 square feet devoted to residential uses, with approximately 4,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail. The Project includes a total of 495 dwelling units, with a mix of 192 studio units, 149 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, 50 three-bedroom units, and eight five-bedroom units totaling, with 73 dwelling units provided as on-site affordable dwelling units. The Project would provide 166 off-street vehicle parking spaces, up to 12 car-share spaces, 200 Class 1 and 27 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and three freight loading spaces within a below-grade garage. The Project is utilizing the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program to achieve a 42.5% density bonus thereby maximizing residential density on the Site pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65915-95918, as revised under Assembly Bill No. 2345 (AB 2345). The Project Site is located within a C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District, Downtown Plan Area, and 160-F Height and Bulk District.


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions


(Continued from Regular hearing on July 22, 2021)





10.	2017-012086ENV	(J. DELUMO: (628) 652-7568)


770 WOOLSEY STREET – on the block bounded by Wayland Street to the north, Hamilton Street to the east, Woolsey Street to the south, and Bowdoin Street to the west (Assessor’s Block 6055, Lot 001) – Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would demolish the existing structures on the project site, including 18 greenhouses and associated agricultural accessory structures. The proposed project would construct 62 residential units, comprised of 31 residential duplexes, and 62 vehicle parking spaces accessed via 31 new curb cuts. The proposed residential buildings would be up to 35 feet in height. Of the 62 total units, 12 would be affordable housing units. The proposed project would also include an approximately 0.39-acre publicly accessible open space (which would include two rebuilt greenhouses), an approximately 11,210-square-foot common open space for residents only, and approximately 14,890 square feet of private open space for residents. The project would regrade the project site, improve the right-of-way along the street frontages, and include new utility infrastructure. The project site is in a RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) Zoning District use district and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Written comments will be accepted by the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on August 9, 2021.


Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment





11.	2016-010671CUA	(N. FOSTER: (628) 652-7330)


809 SACRAMENTO STREET – south side of Sacramento Street between Grant Avenue and Stockton Street; Lot 029 in Assessor’s Block 0242 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 254 and 303 to permit a structure over 35 feet in height. The proposed project (“Project”) would construct a two-story vertical addition on top of the existing two-story-above-basement commercial building containing a museum (Institutional Use) at the basement, ground and second floors. The approximately 2,500 square foot addition, would contain one (1) 3three-bedroom dwelling unit. The height of the existing building is approximately 28 feet tall, while the height of the building with the vertical addition would be 50 feet to the finished roof. The Project includes one (1) Class 1 bicycle parking space, with no accessory off-street parking provided. The Project Site is located within the CVR Chinatown Visitor Retail (Chinatown Visitor RetailCVR) Neighborhood Commercial District, 50-N Height and Bulk District, and 50-N Height and Bulk District the Chinatown Planning Area. 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





12.	2019-020818AHB	(X. LIANG: (628) 652-7316)


5012 03RD STREET – west side of Third Street between Quesada Avenue and Revere Avenue; Lot 053 of Assessor’s Block 5338  (District 10) – Request for HOME-SF Project Authorization,  pursuant to Planning Code Sections 206.3, 328, and 737, to allow construction of a six-story, 59-foot tall residential building (measuring 21,780 gross square feet) with 29 dwelling units and a ground floor commercial space (measuring 616 square feet), within the Bayview NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions





13.	2019-012676DNX	(K. GUY: (628) 652-7325)


[bookmark: _Hlk77869697]159 FELL STREET – south side of Fell Street between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street; Lot 015 of Assessor’s Block 0834 (District 5) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization, including requests for exceptions requirements for lot coverage and reduction of ground-level wind currents, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 148, 210.2, 249.33(b)(5) and 309, for a project to demolish the existing two-story building and construct a new seven-story building reaching a height of 85 feet, containing approximately 24 dwelling units 2,000 square feet of ground-floor retail uses, within the a C-3-G (Downtown Commercial, General) Zoning District, the Van Ness and Market Residential SUD (Special Use District), and the 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions





14.	2016-002728CUA-02	(C. MAY: (628) 652-7359)


2525 VAN NESS AVENUE – east side of Van Ness Avenue between Filbert and Union Streets; Lot 004 of Assessor’s Block 0527 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 151.1, 209.3 and 303 to increase the residential parking ratio from 0.5 or 14 spaces as previously approved by the Planning Commission (Motion No. 20176) to 0.75 or 21 residential parking spaces within the a RC-3 (Residential-Commercial, Medium Density) Zoning District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District.


Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove





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





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





15.	2019-023466DRM	(R. SUCRE: (628) 652-7364)


3150 18TH STREET – northwest corner of 18th Street and  Treat Avenue; Lot 106 of Assessor’s Block 3573 (District 9) – Request for Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 192, of Building Permit Application No. 2019.1206.8904 to legitimize a change in use of approximately 2,516 square feet (or 16 suites) of office use at the existing five-story mixed-building (d.b.a ActivSpace). The Project Site is located within the a PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution & Repair-General) Zoning District and a 58-X Height and Bulk District. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions





16.	2016-013505DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)


35 VENTURA STREET – east side Bbetween Linares and Castenada Avenues; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 2616 (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application no. 2019.1120.7775 for the construction of a 1,453 square foot, second-story vertical addition, new covered deck and a bay window to an existing 1one-story over-basement, single-family home. The addition will result in a 2,895 square foot, 3three-bedroom, 4four-bath home within the a RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


Preliminary Recommendation: 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: 20953

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 758

                  

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



   July 22, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-012577CUA

		1200 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to September 23, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2016-011827ENX

		1500 15th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to October 14, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street 

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833DNX

		469 Stevenson Street 

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833CUA

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20942

		2020-002678CUA

		2335 Golden Gate Avenue

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 8, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		R-20943

		2021-005030PCAMAP

		Life Science and Medical Special Use District [Board File No. 210497]

		Shaw

		Approved with Staff Modifications as amended to include a Grandfathering clause for projects with applications on file by July 22, 2021.

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		R-20944

		2021-005135PCA

		Conditional Use Authorization Requirements Regarding Residential Care Facilities [Board File No. 210535]

		Merlone

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2021-001791PCA

		Review Of Large Residence Developments

		Merlone

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to September 23, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20945

		2015-009955CUA

		1525 Pine Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Provide full spectrum artificial light the light well as read into the record by Staff; and 

2. Provide a transom window, full spectrum of light for the studio unit on the second floor.

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20946

		2021-002978CUA

		555 Fulton Street

		Asbagh

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. A one-year informational update hearing to review the traffic mitigation measures;

2. Increasing the parking limit to 90 minutes; and 

3. Providing right turn in and out signage.

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20947

		2020-010710CUA

		400 California Street

		Enchill

		Approved with Conditions (with findings amended by Staff) and amended to include that interior alterations are to be reviewed by Preservation Staff and the Historic Preservation Commission.

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20948

		2020-005897DNX

		233 Geary Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20949

		2020-005897CUA

		233 Geary Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20950

		2020-005897OFA

		233 Geary Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20951

		2020-009312CUA

		1112 Shotwell Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20952

		2018-002625CUA

		4716-4722 Mission Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions a amended to include:

1. Sponsor to work with Staff and the District Supervisor on animating blank walls; and 

2. Shall provide 13 additional bicycle parking spaces.

		+5 -0 (Chan, Koppel absent)







   July 15, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-010710CUA

		400 California Street

		Enchill

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2020-010508DRP

		3201 23rd Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20939

		2021-002259CUA

		1001 Minnesota Street

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		DRA-756

		2020-000058DRM

		2780-2782 Diamond Street

		Pantoja

		No DR and Approved

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2021-004810CRV

		Commission Rules and Regulations

		Lynch

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to August 26, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2018-003614OTH

		Office Of Cannabis

		Christensen

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20940

		2021-004740PCA

		Grandfathered Medical Cannabis Dispensaries [Board File #210452]

		Christensen

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2017-011878PHA-04

		Block 7 of Potrero Power Station

		Giacomucci

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2020-001610CUA

		3832 18th Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to Octobrer 14, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2020-001610SHD

		3832 18th Street

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to Octobrer 14, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		M-20941

		2020-010109CUA

		35 Belgrave Avenue

		Gunther

		Approved with Conditions as amended for the ADU to be at least 600 sqft.

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		DRA-757

		2018-002508DRP-05

		4250 26th Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)







   July 8, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-013412VAR

		146 Jordan Avenue

		Winslow

		ZA Continued to July 28, 2021

		



		

		2019-017481APL

		530 Sansome Street

		Callagy

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2020-000788CUA

		722 Wisconsin Street

		Feeney

		Continued to August 26, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-020611CUA

		5114-5116 3rd Street

		Sucre

		Continued to September 23, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-020611VAR

		5114-5116 3rd Street

		Sucre

		ZA Continued to September 23, 2021

		



		

		2019-022661CUA

		628 Shotwell Street

		Feeney

		Continued to September 23, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		M-20937

		2021-002352CUA

		3401 California Street

		Agnihotri

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		M-20938

		2021-000726CUA

		559 Clay Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		DRA-755

		2019-013412DRP

		146 Jordan Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 17, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 24, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		

		Residential Open Space Controls

		Sanchez

		Reviewed and Commented

		







  June 24, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-000726CUA

		559 Clay Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2018-002508DRP-04

		4250 26th Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 15, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481DNX

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481CUA

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481OFA

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 29, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481VAR

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		ZA Continued to July 29, 2021

		



		

		2016-013012CUA

		478-484 Haight Street

		May

		Continued to September 2, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2021-004810CRV

		Commission Rules And Regulations

		

		Continued to July 15, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833DNX

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833CUA

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 10, 2021 – Closed Session

		

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 10, 2021 – Regular

		

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Fung, Chan absent)



		M-20935

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Grob

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Increase the number of larger group housing units, wherever feasible;

2. Provide balconies to maximum projection on all sides except O’Farrell Street;

3. Continue working with Staff to increase the number of bicycle parking spaces, up to 200;

4. Convert the ground-floor retail space to group housing units; and 

5. Work with Staff to analyze the feasibility of converting the basement to additional group housing units.

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20936

		2020-001973CUA

		1737 Post Street, Suite 367

		Young

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Sponsor to meet/work with the Japantown Taskforce; and 

2. Update memo.

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Chan absent)







  June 17, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-017481APL

		530 Sansome Street

		Callagy

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+3 -2 (Diamond, Fung against; Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-020611CUA

		5114-5116 3rd Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-020611VAR

		5114-5116 3rd Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-013412DRP

		146 Jordan Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-013412VAR

		146 Jordan Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to July 8, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2021-001791PCA

		Review Of Large Residence Developments

		Merlone

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2015-009955CUA

		1525 Pine Street

		Asbagh

		Continued to July 22, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2020-009481CUA

		4034 20th Street

		Horn

		Continued to August 26, 2021

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2019-014071DRP

		2269 Francisco Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 3, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)



		

		2021-000947PRJ

		555-585 Bryant Street

		Liang

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20934

		2019-023105AHB

		2800 Geary Boulevard

		Dito

		Approved the Geary Bl. driveway access variant, with no bulb-out, with Conditions as amended to include the Sponsor pursue appropriate traffic calming measures to mitigate any disruption to the Geary BRT and senior housing facility.

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Chan absent)







   June 10, 2021 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to to Assert the Attorney-Client Privilege

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to to not disclose

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)







   June 10, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1535CUA-02

		450-474 O'Farrell Street and 532 Jones Street

		Grob

		Continued to June 24, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Continued to June 24, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to June 24, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833DNX

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to June 24, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2017-014833CUA

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Continued to June 24, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2020-011319DRP

		655 Powell Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2021-004810CRV

		Commission Rules and Regulations

		Ionin

		Continued to June 24, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 27, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		

		State Density Bonus Law

		Conner

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2020-009640OTH

		Centering Planning on Racial and Social Equity

		Flores

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20932

		2019-017761CUA

		4234 24th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with 

Conditions as modified, replacing the roof penthouse with a roof hatch.

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20933

		2020-007152CUA

		5801 Mission Street

		Balba

		After a Motion to Disapprove failed +2 -4 (Diamond, Imperial, Moore, Koppel against); Approved with Condtions

		+4 -2 (Tanner, Fung against; Chan absent)



		DRA-754

		2020-009332DRP

		311 Jersey Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)







  June 3, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-006578DRP

		2455 Harrison Street

		Westhoff

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 20, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20926

		2020-006112PCA

		Massage Establishment Zoning Controls [BF 210381]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+7 -0



		

		2018-013637CWP

		Islais Creek Southeast Mobility and Adaptation Strategy

		Fisher/ Barata

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20927

		2021-000444CUA

		135 Post Street

		Guy

		Approved with Amendments read into the record by Staff

		+7 -0



		M-20928

		2021-000444OFA

		135 Post Street

		Guy

		Approved with Amendments read into the record by Staff

		+7 -0



		M-20929

		2020-011603CUA

		2424 Polk Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Applicant to apply for a passenger loading (white) zone;

2. Doors adjacent to the vaping lounge be alarmed; and

3. Windows adjacent to the vaping lounge be inoperative or remain closed during operation.

		+5 -2 (Fung, Moore against)



		M-20930

		2020-003223CUA

		249 Texas Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]M-20931

		2019-006578SHD

		2455 Harrison Street

		Westhoff

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+7 -0







   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 Modifications

		+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.



				July 29, 2021 - Joint with RecPark

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2019-017481ENV		530 Sansome Street				fr: 6/17; 7/8		Callagy

						Appeal of the PMND

		2019-017481SHD		530 Sansome Street				fr: 6/24		Hicks

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

		2019-017481DNXCUA		530 Sansome Street				fr: 6/24		Foster

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

				July 29, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2020-008347CUA		 811 Clay Street 				to: 9/30		Hoagland

						Foot/Chair Massage to Massage on ground floor in CVR District

		2019-013528CUA		36-38 Gough Street 				to: 9/30		Samonsky

						demolition of a duplex and construction of a five story residential building

		2020-011615CUA		2022 Mission Street 				CONSENT		Wu

						Limited Restaurant Use to a Restaurant and Place of Entertainment Use

		2017-014833ENV		469 Stevenson Street				fr: 6/10; 6/24; 7/22		Delumo

						CEIR

		2017-014833DNXCUAENV		469 Stevenson Street				fr: 6/10; 6/24; 7/22		Foster

						State Density Bonus residential project (495 dwelling units)

		2017-012086ENV		770 Woolsey Street						Delumo

						Review and comment on Draft EIR

		2019-012676DNXCUA		159 Fell Street						Guy

						Demolition, New Construction 7-story building with ground-floor retail and 20 residential units

		2019-020818AHB		5012 03rd St						Liang

						New construction of 29 units under HOME-SF

		2016-010671CUA		809 Sacramento Street						Foster

						CUA for height above 35 feet in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts

		2016-002728CUA-02		2525 Van Ness Ave						May

						increase residential parking ratio from 0.5 spaces to 0.75 spaces per unit

		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 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2021-003142CUA		333 Fremont Street				CONSENT		Giacomucci

						Wireless CUA 

		2021-003994CUA		3995 Alemany Blvd				CONSENT		Balba

						Formula Retail use within the Neighborhood Commercial, Shopping Center Zoning District

				Rules & Regs				fr: 5/27; 6/10; 6/24l; 7/15		Lynch

						Amendments

		2021-005562PCA		Small Business Zoning Controls in Chinatown and North Beach and on Polk Street						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2019-021884ENV		SFMTA: 2500 Mariposa Street 						McKeller

						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

		2018-013451PRJ		2135 Market Street						Horn

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

		2019-011944OFA		660 3rd St						Westhoff

						Small cap office allocation to abate code enforcement case

		2020-009481CUA		4034 20th Street				fr: 5/27; 6/17		Horn

						Section 317 Residential Demolition

		2020-000788CUA		722 Wisconsin				Fr. 7/8		Feeney

						Sec 317 CUA to demo SFR and construct two unit building

		2020-010030CUADURVAR		1927 Washington Street						Ajello

						dwelling unit merger along with the relocation of a dwelling unit

		2018-015983CUAVAR		136 Delmar St.						Hoagland

						Demo SFR and construct 2-unit dwelling

		2021-000997DRP		801 Corbett Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-003059DRP		555 Buena Vista Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 2, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						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

		2021-006260PCA		State-Mandated Accessory Dwelling Unit Controls						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-017026CWP		Environmental Justice Framework 						Chen

						Informational

		2020-009813CUA		18 Palm Ave						Agnihotri

						Interim Zoning Controls - Large Residential Projects  

		2019-023623ENXOFA		130 Townsend						Westhoff

						Large Project Application

		2016-013012CUA		478-484 Haight St				fr: 6/24		May

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

		2020-008959CUA		376 Hill Street						Horn

						317 demolition and new construction of a single-family home and ADU

		2019-013808CUAVAR		4300 17th Street						Horn

						New Construction is Corona Heights SUD

		2019-0015440CUA		472 Greenwich Street						Vimr

						provide one off street parking space, and horizontal and vertical additions to a two-unit building

		2020-006404CUA 		3757 21st Street						Speirs

						Demo SFR, new construction of a SFR with one ADU.

		2021-001579CUA 		2715 Judah Street						Campbell

						Cannabis Retail Sales

		2021-000308DRP		642 Alvarado Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 9, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2020-011473CUA		2075 Mission Street				CONSENT		Cisnernos

						Vintage Sign Authorization

		2021-005099CUA		4126 18th Street				CONSENT		Campbell

						CUA Liquor Store

		2021-004901CUA		1111 California St				CONSENT		 Agnihotri

						Co-Location of new wireless equipment at existing wireless facility

		2021-003599CUA 		2234 Chestnut Street				CONSENT		Balba

						Formula Retail

		2021-003600CUA		506 Castro Street				CONSENT		Balba

						Formula Retail

		2021-003396CUA		790 Valencia Street				CONSENT		Balba

						Formula Retail

		2021-006353PCA		ADU Housing Services						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-013597ENV		Portsmouth Square Improvement						Calpin

						Draft EIR

		2020-005610ENXOFAVAR		490 Brannan St						Liang

						CSOMA key site office development

		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

		2019-020031CUAVAR		2867 San Bruno Ave						Durandet

						legalize dwelling units, change from onsite BMR to fee

		2019-001627CUA 		459 Clipper Street						Horn

						Residential Demolition and New Construction of 2-Family Dwelling

		2021-001859CUA		3800 24th Street 						Horn

						CUA formulat retail fitness studio

		2020-006422CUA		1728 Larkin Street						Ajello  Hoagland

						CUA to demo existing garage and construct 6-story, 6-unit building

		2021-002667DRP-03		4763 19th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 16, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner





				September 23, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2020-003971PCA		Dwelling Unit Density Exception for Corner Lots in RHD’s						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2021-001791PCA		Review of Large Residence Developments				fr: 6/17; 7/22		Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

				ConnectSF						Tran

						Informational

		2019-020611CUAVAR		5114-5116 3rd Street				fr: 6/17; 7/8		Weissglass

						illegal demolition of a legal dwelling unit

		2019-022661CUA		628 Shotwell Street				fr: 11/19; 1/21; 3/18; 4/22; 5/20; 7/8		Feeney

						Residential Care Facility to residential

		2015-012577CUA		1200 Van Ness Ave				fr: 7/22		Woods

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

		2020-007565CUA-02		1336 Chestnut St						May

						modification to the previously-approved project

		2020-005729CUA		4 Seacliff Ave						May

						demolish existing single-family and construct a new 3-story single family residence with an ADU

		2019-019901CUA		1068 Florida Street						Christensen

						legalize demo and rebuild of duplex

		2017-015648CUAVAR		952 Carolina Street						Christensen

						Partial demo / relocate existing single-family home and construct new three-story rear addition

		2021-000269DRP-02		3669 21st Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-000182DRP		140 20th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 30, 2021

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2019-022850ENV		1101-1123 Sutter Street						Young

						DEIR

		2019-013528CUA		36-38 Gough Street 				fr: 7/29		Samonsky

						demolition of a duplex and construction of a five story residential building

		2018-007380CUAVAR		1320 Washington Street						Perry

						6-story over basement residential building with 25 dwelling units 

		2019-014461CUA		1324-1326 Powell Street						Enchill

						State Density Bonus new construction of 8-story, 24 unit mixed use building

		2021-001622CUA 		220 Post Street						Vimr

						retail to office use

		2020-008347CUA		 811 Clay Street 				fr: 7/29		Hoagland

						Foot/Chair Massage to Massage on ground floor in CVR District

		2021-000433CUA		2428 Clement St						Agnihotri

						Cannabis Retail

		2016-000302DRP		460 Vallejo Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-008611DRP		1433 Diamond Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 7, 2021

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

				Rail Alignment and Benefits (RAB) Study						Harvey

						Informational

		2018-004686CUA		2350 Green St						Woods

						Horizontal additions and an elevated play area over a parking lot

		2021-002698CUA		317 Cortland Avenue						Christensen

						New Cannabis Retailer

				October 14, 2021

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2016-011827ENX		1500 15th Street				fr: 6/24; 7/22		Jardines

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

		2020-001610CUA		3832 18th Street				fr: 7/15		Horn

						317 Demolition and new construction of Group Housing per SDB Program

				October 21, 2021

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2019-013276ENX		560 Brannan Street						Liang

						Demo new construction of 120 units using SDB

				October 28, 2021

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner





				November 4, 2021

		Case No.								Planner





				November 11, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner





				November 18, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-014727AHB		921 O'Farrell Street 						Hoagland

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

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

						second office allocation for the San Francisco Flower Mart

				November 25, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $4.5 MILLION IN GRANTS TO OVER 560

SMALL BUSINESSES
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 2:45:21 PM
Attachments: 07.23.2021 SF Small Business Relief Fund.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 at 2:20 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $4.5 MILLION IN
GRANTS TO OVER 560 SMALL BUSINESSES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, July 23, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $4.5 MILLION IN

GRANTS TO OVER 560 SMALL BUSINESSES
Small Business Relief Grants will award businesses with grants between $5,000 and $25,000

to help alleviate the impact of Stay at Home orders due to COVID-19
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the Office of Economic and Workforce
Development today announced over $4.5 million in financial relief for more than 560 small
businesses in the latest round of small business grants. The Small Business Relief Grants are
expected to award over 700 businesses once the application review is complete. Funds can be
used for rent relief, payroll, equipment, utilities and bills, and any other expenses needed to
stay open, operate their business, and continue to serve the community. 
 
“From the beginning of this pandemic, when we had to lock down the City to keep our
residents safe, we knew that it was going to have a major impact on our small businesses and
their employees,” said Mayor Breed. “That’s why we’ve been doing everything we can as a
city, from waiving millions in fees to passing important legislation like Prop H and Shared
Spaces. Our small businesses are going to lead our economic recovery, and these grants are
going to help make that happen.”
 
The goal of the San Francisco Small Business Relief Fund is to provide immediate relief to
help stabilize small business operations by offering grants of $5,000, $10,000, or $25,000. The

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


Friday, July 23, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $4.5 MILLION IN 


GRANTS TO OVER 560 SMALL BUSINESSES 
Small Business Relief Grants will award businesses with grants between $5,000 and $25,000 to 


help alleviate the impact of Stay at Home orders due to COVID-19 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the Office of Economic and Workforce 


Development today announced over $4.5 million in financial relief for more than 560 small 


businesses in the latest round of small business grants. The Small Business Relief Grants are 


expected to award over 700 businesses once the application review is complete. Funds can be 


used for rent relief, payroll, equipment, utilities and bills, and any other expenses needed to stay 


open, operate their business, and continue to serve the community.   


 


“From the beginning of this pandemic, when we had to lock down the City to keep our residents 


safe, we knew that it was going to have a major impact on our small businesses and their 


employees,” said Mayor Breed. “That’s why we’ve been doing everything we can as a city, from 


waiving millions in fees to passing important legislation like Prop H and Shared Spaces. Our 


small businesses are going to lead our economic recovery, and these grants are going to help 


make that happen.”  


 


The goal of the San Francisco Small Business Relief Fund is to provide immediate relief to help 


stabilize small business operations by offering grants of $5,000, $10,000, or $25,000. The fund 


targets anchor small businesses that contribute to the culture and vibrancy of neighborhood 


commercial corridors such as the Bayview, Central Market/Tenderloin, Chinatown, Excelsior, 


Lower Fillmore, Mission or in cultural districts including Japantown, Calle 24, SoMa Pilipinas, 


Transgender, Leather & LGBTQ, Castro LGBTQ, American Indian, and African American Arts 


and Cultural. It also supports small businesses operated by people of color, women, long-


standing businesses and storefronts, those most impacted by Stay at Home orders, and those 


excluded from or otherwise unable to access state and federal programs.  


 


Over 50% of the grant recipients so far are women-owned, and nearly 80% are minority-owned 


small businesses that operate on thin margins. The program received a total of 843 applications 


and expects to award a total of over 700 businesses once the review process is complete.  


 


“Delivering relief to our small businesses offers a lifeline essential to San Francisco’s recovery 


and infuses funding right into the hearts of our neighborhoods, said Assessor-Recorder Joaquín 


Torres. “After so much sacrifice to help protect public health, these grants our helping our small 


businesses bring jobs back into the community, vitality to our neighborhoods and with it the 


hope that better days are ahead.  With this needed support, small businesses can drive the 


recovery we all want to see and make our city shine.” 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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"Small businesses are the lifeblood of San Francisco neighborhoods and employ hundreds of 


thousands of workers. For immigrants, women, people of color and working-class San 


Franciscans, running a small business is often an alternative to minimum wage jobs and can be a 


unique path to building wealth for their families and their communities. These grants will help 


small businesses get back on their feet and keep our neighborhood commercial corridors active 


and vibrant,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen.   


 


Mayor Breed led a supplemental appropriation that included this grant program, and a zero-


interest loan program to provide small businesses with working capital to help offset losses 


resulting from the pandemic. In July, the San Francisco Small Business Recovery Loan Fund 


was launched with the California Rebuilding Fund, which leverages investments to maximize the 


available loans for small businesses.  


 


Working with State-backed lending partners and local community-based partners, the City has 


now leveraged additional funding to offer small businesses zero-interest loans ranging up to 


$100,000. Small businesses can apply online at www.CALoanFund.org. The program is being 


administered through the California Rebuilding Fund in partnership with KIVA and local 


Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), including Main Street Launch, Mission 


Economic Development Agency, CDC Small Business Finance, Pacific Community Ventures, 


and the National Asian American Coalition. 


 


“These funds will help me hire three more employees and extend my hours. During the pandemic 


I had to cut my hours because I didn’t have employees and business was so slow,” said Lamea 


Abuelrous, Owner of Temo’s Café. “Now I have more foot traffic and my customers are asking 


me to stay open later. I have a lot of support from the community, I will also be remodeling my 


shop, painting, buying new tables and chairs.” 


 


“The Small Business Relief Fund has been a lifeline for many of our small businesses—


providing urgent capital to keep them open and operating while also keeping workers on 


payroll,” said Kate Sofis, Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “Our 


small businesses are not out of the woods, the need for additional financial relief extends beyond 


this pandemic. Through the leadership of Mayor Breed and the Board of the Supervisors, the 


Office of Economic and Workforce Development will continue to program additional 


investments and make available more grant dollars with our community partners for our small 


business community in the months ahead.” 


 


“The SF Relief Grant highlights the Mayor's ability to listen and respond to what small 


businesses on the ground were in desperate need of,” said William Ortiz-Cartagena, San 


Francisco Small Business Commissioner. “The application process was simple therefore making 


the process equitable! This grant will allow our businesses in the most disadvantaged 


communities, that were hardest hit by the pandemic, live to fight another day. Gracias.” 
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Since the beginning of the pandemic, San Francisco has provided immediate and ongoing 


support for small businesses, including making available more than $52.8 million in grants and 


loans to support more than 3,000 small businesses, in addition to tens of millions of dollars in fee 


and tax deferrals, and assistance applying for state and federal funding. This includes legislation 


introduced and signed by Mayor Breed to waive $5 million in fees and taxes for entertainment 


and nightlife venues and small restaurants. 


 


### 







fund targets anchor small businesses that contribute to the culture and vibrancy of
neighborhood commercial corridors such as the Bayview, Central Market/Tenderloin,
Chinatown, Excelsior, Lower Fillmore, Mission or in cultural districts including Japantown,
Calle 24, SoMa Pilipinas, Transgender, Leather & LGBTQ, Castro LGBTQ, American Indian,
and African American Arts and Cultural. It also supports small businesses operated by people
of color, women, long-standing businesses and storefronts, those most impacted by Stay at
Home orders, and those excluded from or otherwise unable to access state and federal
programs.
 
Over 50% of the grant recipients so far are women-owned, and nearly 80% are minority-
owned small businesses that operate on thin margins. The program received a total of 843
applications and expects to award a total of over 700 businesses once the review process is
complete.
 
“Delivering relief to our small businesses offers a lifeline essential to San Francisco’s
recovery and infuses funding right into the hearts of our neighborhoods, said Assessor-
Recorder Joaquín Torres. “After so much sacrifice to help protect public health, these grants
our helping our small businesses bring jobs back into the community, vitality to our
neighborhoods and with it the hope that better days are ahead.  With this needed support, small
businesses can drive the recovery we all want to see and make our city shine.”
 
 
"Small businesses are the lifeblood of San Francisco neighborhoods and employ hundreds of
thousands of workers. For immigrants, women, people of color and working-class San
Franciscans, running a small business is often an alternative to minimum wage jobs and can be
a unique path to building wealth for their families and their communities. These grants will
help small businesses get back on their feet and keep our neighborhood commercial corridors
active and vibrant,” said Supervisor Hillary Ronen. 
 
Mayor Breed led a supplemental appropriation that included this grant program, and a zero-
interest loan program to provide small businesses with working capital to help offset losses
resulting from the pandemic. In July, the San Francisco Small Business Recovery Loan Fund
was launched with the California Rebuilding Fund, which leverages investments to maximize
the available loans for small businesses.
 
Working with State-backed lending partners and local community-based partners, the City has
now leveraged additional funding to offer small businesses zero-interest loans ranging up to
$100,000. Small businesses can apply online at www.CALoanFund.org. The program is being
administered through the California Rebuilding Fund in partnership with KIVA and local
Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), including Main Street Launch,
Mission Economic Development Agency, CDC Small Business Finance, Pacific Community
Ventures, and the National Asian American Coalition.
 
“These funds will help me hire three more employees and extend my hours. During the
pandemic I had to cut my hours because I didn’t have employees and business was so slow,”
said Lamea Abuelrous, Owner of Temo’s Café. “Now I have more foot traffic and my
customers are asking me to stay open later. I have a lot of support from the community, I will
also be remodeling my shop, painting, buying new tables and chairs.”
 
“The Small Business Relief Fund has been a lifeline for many of our small businesses—



providing urgent capital to keep them open and operating while also keeping workers on
payroll,” said Kate Sofis, Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development.
“Our small businesses are not out of the woods, the need for additional financial relief extends
beyond this pandemic. Through the leadership of Mayor Breed and the Board of the
Supervisors, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development will continue to program
additional investments and make available more grant dollars with our community partners for
our small business community in the months ahead.”
 
“The SF Relief Grant highlights the Mayor's ability to listen and respond to what small
businesses on the ground were in desperate need of,” said William Ortiz-Cartagena, San
Francisco Small Business Commissioner. “The application process was simple therefore
making the process equitable! This grant will allow our businesses in the most disadvantaged
communities, that were hardest hit by the pandemic, live to fight another day. Gracias.”
 
Since the beginning of the pandemic, San Francisco has provided immediate and ongoing
support for small businesses, including making available more than $52.8 million in grants
and loans to support more than 3,000 small businesses, in addition to tens of millions of
dollars in fee and tax deferrals, and assistance applying for state and federal funding. This
includes legislation introduced and signed by Mayor Breed to waive $5 million in fees and
taxes for entertainment and nightlife venues and small restaurants.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 9:59:09 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: John Abdo <abdo@apple.com>
Reply-To: "abdo@apple.com" <abdo@apple.com>
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 at 12:42 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new
homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley,
Diamond Heights and Glen Park).

For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could
happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards
housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage,
displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add
their fair share of new homes.

Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful,
well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:

1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in
front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an
easy walk or bike ride away.

2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.

3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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$2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.

Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit
headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be
used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing
and providing services to Latinx working families.

4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three
bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design
guidelines.

5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in
with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.

6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of
SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.

For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help
your district become a place where more residents can call home.

John Abdo 
abdo@apple.com

San Francisco, California 94105
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Maryam Khotani

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Maryam Khotani 
info@sfplayhouse.org





San Francisco, California 94105
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Vahid Koussari 
info@gogoodlunch.com





San Francisco, California 94105








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		John Abdo

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





John Abdo 
john.abdo@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94105
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Caitlin McLaughlin

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Caitlin McLaughlin 
mclaughlin.caitlin@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Bonyan Zolghadri 
bonyan@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94107








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Sepi Karim

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

		Recipients

		jonas.ionin@sfgov.org



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





 





Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for an exciting project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





For the first time in over 40 years, a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park. This marks a great step towards housing equity in San Francisco and will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. It's long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street are exceedingly thoughtful, well-designed, and well-located. Their many highlights include:





1. Close proximity to public transit: Two major SFMTA bus lines, 35 and 52, stop directly in front of the new homes. The site is also only ¾ mile from the Glen Park BART Station, an easy walk or bike ride away.





2. Economical land use: A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: 11 affordable homes will be created (31% of all new homes) with the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing.





Moreover, the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son, Paul Chavez. The proceeds from the sale of 1900 Diamond will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families.





4. Family housing: These homes are designed for families. All townhomes have three bedrooms, and the home layouts were informed by Emeryville’s family housing design guidelines.





5. Neighborhood cohesiveness - These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century aesthetic through stacked townhomes.





6. Open space - The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of SF, with five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces located within blocks.





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes and help your district become a place where more residents can call home.





Sepi Karim 
info@brilliant_data.com





San Francisco, California 94107
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Conditional Use proposal - Board file 210564
Date: Friday, July 23, 2021 9:49:58 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
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From: Serina Calhoun <serina@sync-arch.com>
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 at 2:36 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "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>
Cc: "Merlone, Audrey (CPC)" <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>, Aaron Starr
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>, "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>,
"ChanStaff (BOS)" <chanstaff@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)" <matt.haney@sfgov.org>,
"MandelmanStaff, [BOS]" <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Gordon (BOS)"
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "MelgarStaff (BOS)" <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron
(BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Ronen,
Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Safai, Ahsha (BOS)" <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>, "Stefani,
Catherine (BOS)" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>
Subject: Conditional Use proposal - Board file 210564
 

 

Good afternoon Commissioners and Supervisors,
 
I am writing today to express my strong opposition to the proposed legislation.  I am an architect
and have practiced for 20 years in the Bay Area.  In the majority of the country, a home of 2,500 sf is
a modest sized home, yet this legislation presumes it is a “monster” development.  In my practice, I
have worked with many Chinese, Indian, and Mexican families who live in households with multiple
generations together. Those families often require more than 2,500 sf so that 2, 3, or even 4
generations of family members can live together.  I’m sure it was not the intent, but this legislation is
discriminatory.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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This proposed legislation smacks of the demolition legislation proposed last year. It tries to mandate
how people should live. There simply is no single way in which people create a home.
 
Not only does this legislation create a discriminatory policy, but it further delays projects across the
city.  Many of my residential clients come to me while they are pregnant, often with their first child. 
They are astonished when I explain that even a modest addition will take 2-5 years for city
approvals.  It’s crushing for me to have to tell my clients their child will be walking and talking before
their project is approved, but that is often the case. My experience in working in SF clearly shows
that the challenge to creating housing lies in streamlining permitting, rather than creating more
restrictions, more hurdles, and more delays to construction projects.
 
I welcome the opportunity to work with the Supervisors to help craft legislation that incentivizes
new housing, while protecting homeowner’s rights to live in a way that works for their family’s
needs. Please don’t hesitate to contact me. I’d love to be part of helping to create a solution with
you.
 
 
All the best,
 
Serina Calhoun
Principal Architect
syncopated architecture
 415-558-9843
 
Property ATLAS is dedicated to helping architects and engineers provide higher quality service to
their clients AND save time while doing it. Check out our automated (major time saving) permit
tracking: https://youtu.be/dTnhBiaAA_E
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