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Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 17, 2021AUGUST 26, 2021 


 


Record No.: 2020-009481CUA 
Project Address: 4034 20th Street 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
 Dolores Heights Special Use District 
Block/Lot: 3601/016 
Project Sponsor: Michael Harris 
 333 Cumberland 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Property Owner: Michael Harris, Deborah Harris, and Peter Harris 
 333 Cumberland 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 652-7633 
 jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 
 
 


ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTIONS 303 AND 317, TO ALLOW THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING TWO-STORY, 2,160900 GROSS-SQUARE-
FOOT, THREE-FAMILY-DWELLING AND TO CONSTRUCT TWO NEW THREE-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT ONE-FAMILY 
DWELLINGS WITH ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, EACH TO BE LOCATED ON A NEW 2,850 SQUARE FOOT LOTS 
CREATED THROUGH THE SUBDIVISION OF THE EXISTING 5,700 SQUARE FOOT (50’ X 114’) LOT LOCATED AT 4034 
20TH STREET, LOT 016 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3601, WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY) 
ZONING DISTRICT, A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND THE DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND 
ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY ACT.    
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On October 20, 2020, Michael Harris of Michael Harris  Architecture (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application 
2020-009481CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a 
Conditional Use Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,160 900 gross-square-foot, three-
family dwelling and to construct two new three-story-over-basement one-family dwellings with accessory 
dwelling units, each to be located on a new lots created through the subdivision of the existing 5,700 square foot 
(50’ x 114’) at 4034 20th Street, Block 3601 Lots 016 (hereinafter “Project Site”). 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and Class 3 categorical 
exemption.  
 
On June 17, 2021, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) continued Conditional Use 
Authorization Application No. 2020-009481CUA without a public hearing to the August 26, 2021 hearing. 
 
On June 17, 2021August 26, 2021, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted 
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 
2020-009481CUA.  
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2020-
009481CUA is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 
2020-009481CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 
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FINDINGS 


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


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


2. Project Description. The Project proposes the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,160 900 gross-square 
foot (SF), three-family-dwelling, a subdivision to create two 2,850 square foot lots, and the construction of 
two new three-story-over-basement, 35-foot tall, single-family residences, each with an accessory 
dwelling unit. Proposed Building 4034A is a total of 4,580 gross square feet and contains a 3,145-square-
foot three-bedroom unit, a 590-square-foot one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit and a two-vehicle 
garage with two Class I bicycle parking spaces located at the basement level. Proposed Building 4034B is 
a total of 4,550 gross square feet and contains a 2,255-square-foot three-bedroom unit, a 1,730-square-
foot three-bedroom accessory dwelling unit, and four Class I bicycle parking spaces located along a 
common corridor at the basement level. 


Site Description and Present Use. The Project site is on the north side of 20th Street, between Noe and 
Sanchez Streets; Lot 016 in Assessor's Block 3601 and is located within the RH-1 (Residential House, 
One-Family) Zoning District, the Dolores Height Special Use District,  and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
20th Street has a grade separation from the intersection with Noe Street to the east of the property and 
the street terminates at a cul-de-sac on the eastern end of the street. The 5,700 square foot lot has 50 
feet of street frontage and a depth of 114 feet. The lot  slopes upward toward the rear, of the lot, which 
the majority of the lot’s slope located within the first 15 feet of the lot’s depth. The site is currently 
developed with a non-complying  2,900 SF, 23-foot tall, three-family dwelling constructed circa 1909.  
The building contains two studio units at the 1st floor, sized 430 SF and 635 SF, respectively, and the 
upper floor contains a 1,250 SF 2-bedroom unit. The building is located on the rear half of the existing lot 
and the front portion contains substantial landscaping and vegetation, obstructing the view of the 
building from the street. 


3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located in the Dolores Heights 
neighborhood within Supervisor District 8. Parcels within the immediate vicinity consist almost exclusively 
of residential two- to four-story, one-family dwellings constructed mostly between 1900 and the 1910s, a 
second period of development between the late 1970s and 1990s, and several more recently constructed 
buildings. The subject block-face exhibits a great variety of architectural styles, scale and massing.  
Surrounding zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site include the RH-1 (Residential House, One-
Family)  and the Dolores Height Special Use District. 


4. Public Outreach and Comments. To date, Department Staff has received verbal and written 
correspondence from the adjacent neighbor to the east neighbors on the Project, plus a representative 
from one community group. Concerns expressed included the loss of the existing structure, and the new 
buildings impacts to light and air access.  


5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 
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A. Use. Per Planning Code Section 209.1, one unit per lot is principally permitted in RH-1 Districts. 


The Project proposes to demolish the existing three-family residence, subdivide the lot, and construct 
two new single-family residences with accessory dwelling units, permitted uses for each lot within an 
RH-1 Zoning District. 


B. Residential Demolition. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Conditional Use Authorization is 
required for applications proposing to demolish a residential unit in a RH-1 Zoning District. This Code 
Section establishes criteria that the Planning Commission shall consider in the review of applications 
for Residential Demolition.  


The Project proposes the demolition of an existing three-family residential building and therefore 
requires Conditional Use Authorization. The additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been 
incorporated as findings in Subsection 8 below. 


C. Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 states that the minimum front setback depth shall be based 
on the average of adjacent properties or a Legislated Setback and not to be more than 15 feet. 


As the adjacent westerly property has a front setback of 8 feet 11 inches and the adjacent easterly (?) 
property has a front setback of 15 feet 2  inches, the subject property is required to provide a minimum 
front setback of 12 feet ½ inch. The Project proposes a front setback of 15 feet for both of the new 
buildings.   


D. Landscaping and Permeability. Planning Code Section 132(g) requires that for projects involving the 
construction of a new building, the addition of a new dwelling unit, garage, or additional parking; at 
least 20% of the required front setback area be and remain unpaved and devoted to plant material, 
including the use of climate appropriate plant material. Section 132(h) requires that the front setback 
area be at least 50% permeable so as to increase stormwater infiltration. The permeable surface may 
be inclusive of the area counted towards the landscaping requirement; provided, however, that turf 
pavers or similar planted hardscapes shall be counted only toward the permeable surface 
requirement and not the landscape requirement. 


The Project complies with Section 132 and provides the required landscaping permeable area. 


E. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard equal to 25 percent of the total depth, at 
grade and above, for properties containing dwelling units in RH-1 Zoning Districts. The project is 
located within the Dolores Heights Special Use District which further reduces the required rear yard 
to 45 percent of lot depth. 


Both  proposed building provides a rear yard of 51 feet 3 inches, equivalent to 45% of each lot’s 114 
foot depth, thus, the Project provides a code-compliant rear yard. 


 
F. Useable Open Space. In the RH-1 Zoning District, Planning Code Section 135 requires 300 square 


feet of useable open space for each dwelling unit if all private open space and of 400 square feet of 
common usable open space for two dwelling units. 
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The Project contains two dwelling units on each lot. The lower and upper unit both have access to the 
706 square feet of basement level common open space in the rear yard, while the upper units have 
exclusive access to the 849 square feet of private open space amongst the level 1 roof deck and upper 
roof decks.  


 
G. Permitted Obstructions. Planning Code Section 136 allows certain features including architectural 


projections, uncovered stairways and decks as permitted obstructions into the required rear yard so 
long as certain dimensional requirements are met.   


The proposed rear patio deck on the western lot does not exceed 3 feet above the existing grade, and 
the upper unit of each building will receive access to the rear yard via an uncovered circular staircase 
extending no more than six feet into the required rear yard, which are permitted obstructions per 
Planning Code Sections 136(c)(14) and 136(c)(24). 


H. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all dwelling 
units face onto a public street or public alley at least 30 feet in width, a side yard at least 25 feet in 
width, a rear yard meeting the requirements of the Code or other open area that meets minimum 
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. 


Each dwelling unit has direct exposure onto both the public street and a Code-compliant rear yard. 
 


I. Street Frontages. Section 144 of the Planning Code requires that no more than one-third of the width 
of the ground story along the front lot line, or along a street side lot line, or along a building wall that 
is setback from any such lot line, shall be devoted to entrances to off-street parking, except that in no 
event shall a lot be limited by this requirement to a single such entrance of less than ten feet in width. 


Building 4034A proposes a Code-complying garage door with a width of 8 feet.  


J.  Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 does not require a minimum number of off-street 
parking spaces and permits a maximum of 1.5 parking space for each dwelling unit. 


Building 4034A  will provide two (2) off-street parking spaces. No parking is proposed at Building 4034B. 


K. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires at least one Class 1 bicycle parking space for 
each dwelling unit. 


The Project proposes two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces with Building 4034A and four Class I bicycle 
parking spaces within Building 4034B. 


L. Height. Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height prescribed 
in the subject height and bulk district.  The proposed Project is located in a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District, with a 35-foot height limit per the RH-1 District.   


Planning Code Section 261(c)(1)(B) limits height to 30 feet at the front setback, then at such setback 
shall increase at an angle of 45 degrees to a maximum height of 35 feet.  Both buildings are Code-
compliant with regard to height as they are 30 feet in height above grade at the front walls (which is 
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behind the front setback), and within a 45% angle reach a height of 35 feet above grade at the tallest 
point of the sawtooth shaped roofs. 


M. Residential Child-Care Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 411 is applicable to any residential 
development that results in at least one new residential unit.  


The Project includes approximately 9,130 gross square feet of newly constructed residential use. This use 
is subject to Residential Child-Care Impact Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A. This fee must 
be paid prior to the issuance of the building permit application. 


N. Dolores Height Special Use District. Planning Code Section 241 adopted to preserve and provide for 
an established area with a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public 
and private view corridors and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted 
spaces, to prevent unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to 
encourage development in context and scale with established character and landscape. There are no 
additional findings required within the SUD, but additional development controls are provided which 
include a required minimum rear yard of 45% of the lot depth and a building height maximum of 35 
feet.  


The proposed new buildings provide rear yards equal to 45% of lot depth and do not exceed 35 feet in 
height, therefore the buildings  comply with the additional provisions of the SUD. 


 
6. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission 


to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On balance, the project 
complies with said criteria in that: 


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


The size of the two proposed three-story-over-basement two-unit buildings are in-keeping with other 
residential properties in the neighborhood. The property is compliant with the Planning Code and the 
Residential Design Guidelines and contributes to the mixed visual character of the neighborhood. The 
Project results in two buildings with a size, shape, and height that is appropriate for the neighborhood 
context. 


Under California Government Code section 66300 (SB-330), if existing units to be demolished were 
subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, they are considered as protected units and are subject to 
replacement and relocation requirements specified in section 66300(d). Replacement provisions are 
dependent upon the income levels of the current or previous tenants. Since Unit 1 has been vacant for 
over five years, it shall be replaced with a rent-controlled unit. The income levels for the tenants in Units 
2 and 3 are unknownabove 80% AMI and therefore may be replaced with rent-controlled units. Where 
the household income of current or previous occupants is not known, the replacement units shall be 
provided as affordable to very-low (earning up to 50% AMI) and low-income households (earning 
between 50% and 80% of AMI) in an amount proportional to the number of very low and low-income 
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households present in the jurisdiction according to the most current data from the Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) database provided by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). Consistent with the CHAS for San Francisco, 51 percent of the units must be replaced 
with deed restricted units. Of the units being replaced, 74 percent of such units shall be replaced by units 
affordable to very low-income households earning up to 50% of AMI and 26 percent of such units shall 
be replaced by units affordable to low-income households earning up to 80% of AMI for a period of 55 
years. The remaining 49 percent of replacement units shall be subject to rent-control. Therefore unit 2 
will be replaced with a deed restricted affordable unit at 50% AMI, and unit 3 will be replaced with a rent-
controlled unit.Units 1, 2, and 3 will be replaced with rent-controlled units. 


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 proposed buildings will be similar in size to the existing adjacent buildings. The adjacent 
westerly property developed with a one-story garage with a partial 2nd floor that is connected 
to 4042 20th Street, a three-story, two-unit, flat roofed residential building. The adjacent easterly 
property is a two-story-over-garage single-family home with a shallow pitched-roof located on 
a double-wide lot. The subject property’s front setback is approximately 15 feet and provides a 
transition between the two buildings. The location of the proposed buildings will allow for a 
Code-complying rear yards that will contribute to the midblock open space and retain a sense 
of privacy for adjacent neighbors.  


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


The Planning Code does not require vehicle parking, however the proposed garage of building 
4034A is designed to accommodate the two off-street parking spaces and two Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces. No vehicle parking and four Class I bicycle parking spaces are proposed at 
Building 4034B. 


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


As the Project is residential in nature, the proposed residential use is not expected to produce 
noxious or offensive emissions. 


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


Sufficient open space has been provided for both properties, and includes the rear yard, front 
setback, and front decks. The front setback has been appropriately landscaped.   
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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 
Dolores Heights Special Use District, and is consistent with Objectives and Policies of the General 
Plan, as detailed below. 


D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of 
the applicable Use District. 


The Project is consistent with the stated purposed of RH-1 Zoning District in that it proposes two 
Code-compliant single-family residential buildings, each with accessory dwelling units  within a 
residentially-zoned district.  


7. Residential Demolition Findings. Section 317 of the Planning Code establishes criteria for the Planning 
Commission to consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert residential buildings. In 
addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) of this Code, the Commission shall consider the extent to which 
the following criteria are met pursuant to Section 317(g)(6): 


a) Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 


A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases showed no 
open enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property. 


b) Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 


The existing building appears to be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition with an original construction 
date circa 1909. 


c) Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 


Although the existing building is more than 50 years old, a review of supplemental information resulted 
in a determination that the property is not a historical resource. 


d) Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 


The existing building is not a historical resource and its removal will not have any substantial adverse 
impacts under CEQA. 


 
e)  Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 


Pursuant to a search request with the San Francisco Rent Board and the Sponsor’s Dwelling Unit 
Removal supplemental application, two of the three units have had tenants within the last five years.  
Unit 1 has not been leased to a tenant for more than 15 years. Unit 2 is currently rented to a tenant and 
the former tenant of Unit 3 accepted a buy-out, on-file with the Rent Board, and vacated the unit in 
August of 2020. The existing tenant in Unit 2 has an agreement with the project sponsor to relocate into 
a newly constructed accessory dwelling unit located two lots to the west at 4042 20th Street (Permit No. 
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202006128494 issued on 4/17/2021). 


The replacement project will provide three of thethree of the four units as rent-controlled units, one of 
which will be deed-restricted at 50% of AMI,   and the net new unit will be owner-occupied. 


f) Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance; 


The Planning Department cannot definitively determine whether the three-family home with an is 
subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance; this being under the purview of the Rent 
Board. However, pursuant to SB 330, the Project Sponsor iss are willing to offer to impose a restriction 
on the Project such that the three of the new units will be subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance.  
 
Under California Government Code Section 66300 (SB-330), if existing units to be demolished were 
subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, they are considered as protected units and are subject to 
replacement and relocation requirements specified in Section 66300(d). Replacement provisions are 
dependent upon the income levels of the current or previous tenants. Since Unit 1 has been vacant for 
over five years, it shall be replaced with a rent-controlled unit. The income levels for the tenants in Units 
2 and 3 are unknownabove 80% AMI and can be replaced with rent-controlled units. Where the 
household income of current or previous occupants is not known, the replacement units shall be 
provided as affordable to very-low (earning up to 50% AMI) and low-income households (earning 
between 50% and 80% of AMI) in an amount proportional to the number of very low and low-income 
households present in the jurisdiction according to the most current data from the Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) database provided by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). Consistent with the CHAS for San Francisco, 51 percent of the units must be replaced 
with deed restricted units. Of the units being replaced, 74 percent of such units shall be replaced by units 
affordable to very low-income households earning up to 50% of AMI and 26 percent of such units shall 
be replaced by units affordable to low-income households earning up to 80% of AMI for a period of 55 
years. The remaining 49 percent of replacement units shall be subject to rent-control. Therefore Unit 1, 2 
and 3 will be replaced with a deed restricted affordable unit at 50% AMI, and Unit 3 will be replaced with 
a rent-controlled unit. 


g) Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 
diversity; 


  Although the Project proposes the demolition of a three-family dwelling, there will be a net gain of one 
housing unit, a net gain of a deed-restricted below market rate unit, an increase in the number of family-
sized units, and a gain of six bedrooms in total at the project site.  The Project will be consistent with the 
density and development pattern as it will provide two three-story-over-basement two-unit residential 
buildings in a neighborhood that is a comprised of two- and three-story one- and two-family  dwellings. 


 
h) Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and 


economic diversity; 


h)  
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The Project conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and materials, and 
improves cultural and economic diversity by constructing two family-sized dwellings each with 
accessory dwelling units that are consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines, the Dolores 
Heights Special Use District and the provisions of the RH-1 Zoning District. 


 


i) Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 


The Project removes three dwelling units, including two studios and a two-bedroom unit from a building 
constructed in 1909, which is generally considered more affordable than more recently constructed 
units. However, the Project results in one deed-restricted below market-ratethree rent-controlled units  
and one additional unit of housing that on-balance contribute positively to the relative affordability of 
the City's housing stock. 


 
j) Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by Section 


415; 


The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the Project proposes fewer 
than ten units. However, pursuant to SB 330, three of the newly constructed  units will be subject to the 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance with one of those three units being further deed restricted 
as affordable to households earning 50% AMI. 
 


k) Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 


 The Project represents the redevelopment on a parcel within an established neighborhood at a dwelling 
unit density consistent with the requirements of the RH-1 Zoning District. 


 
l) Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site; 


 The Project proposes opportunities for family-sized housing on-site by constructing three dwelling units 
that contain three bedrooms. 


 
m) Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 


 The Project does not create supportive housing. 
 


n) Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 
guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 


The Project would replace a non-complying building located at the rear of the existing large lot, and will 
subdivide the lot and provide two new residential buildings on standard 25-foot wide lots. On balance, 
the overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building is consistent with the block face and 
compliment the neighborhood character with traditional building materials and a contemporary 
design. 


 
o) Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 
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 The Project would replace the existing three-family dwelling with two two-unit residential buildings, a 
net increase in the number of units on the project site. 


 
p) Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 


 The existing three-family unit contains two studio units and one two-bedroom units, a total of four 
bedrooms. The proposed project would provide three 3-bedroom units and one 1-bedroom units, for a 
total of 10 bedrooms, and net increase of six bedrooms to the site. 


 
q) Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and, 


 
 The Project will maximize the allowed density on-site by providing a single- family home with an 


accessory dwelling unit  on each of the subdivided lots. 
 


r) If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, 
whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new dwelling units of a similar size and 
with the same number of bedrooms. 


 The Planning Department cannot definitively determine whether the three-family home is subject to the 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance; this being under the purview of the Rent Board. However, 
pursuant to SB 330, the Project Sponsors are willing to impose a restriction on the Project such that three 
of the newly constructed  units will be subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance .and 
one of the units will be further deed restricted as affordable to households earning 50% AMI. 


 
8. 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. 
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Policy 4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with children. 
 
Policy 4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently affordable 
rental units wherever possible. 
 
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. 
 
Policy 11.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote community 
interaction. 
 
Policy 11.8 
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption caused by 
expansion of institutions into residential areas. 
 
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 
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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. 
 
The Project proposes demolition of a sound residential structure containing a non-complying two-story 
three-family dwelling. However, the Project will provide two new buildings that will contain two dwelling 
units and thus will result in a net increase of housing, a deed-restricted below market-rate unit, and and an 
increase in 3-bedroom family-sized units. The Project will include bicycle parking, and the subject property 
is located within close proximity of public transit. The proposed new construction conforms to the Residential 
Design Guidelines and is appropriate in terms of materials, scale, proportions, and massing for the 
surrounding neighborhood. The Project proposes new construction that will reinforce the existing street 
pattern as the building scale is appropriate for the subject block’s street frontage and will contribute to the 
neighborhood’s mixed character. Furthermore, the proposal maximizes the dwelling unit density for each 
new lot, while bringing the property into full compliance with the requirements of the Planning Code.   


 
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 project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. Existing neighborhood-serving 
retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the proposal. 


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


While the existing three-family dwelling is proposed to be demolished, the Project will provide one net 
new dwelling unit as well as a deed-restricted below market-rate unit and in total will provide a variety 
of unit types with three 3-bedroom units and one 1-bedroom unit. The Project includes building heights 
and scale compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods and is consistent with the Planning Code 
and the Dolores Heights Special Use District.  


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  
 
The Project does not currently possess any existing affordable housing. However, since income of 
existing and previous tenants could not be verified, as conditioned per SB330, the Project will provide 
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one replacement unit that is a deed-restricted unit affordable to households earning 50% AMIPursuant 
to Government Code 66300, three of the four proposed units subject will be subject to rent-control. 


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking.  
 
The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options. Specifically, the property is located 
within ¼ mile of the following MUNI lines: 24, 33, 35 and J Train. The Project will provide a total of two off- 
street automobile spaces which is the principally permitted amount and six  Class 1 bicycle spaces.  


 
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 does not include commercial office development.  


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 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. 


The Project Site does not contain 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 Project will not have negative impact on existing parks and open space.   


10. 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.  


11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the 
health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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   DECISION 


That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 
2020-009481CUA, subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with 
plans on file, dated May 15, 2021, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization 
to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion 
shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of 
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board 
of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s 
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 17, 2021August 26, 2021. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


RECUSE:  


ADOPTED: June 17, 2021August 26, 2021 
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 


This authorization is for a conditional use to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,160 900 gross-square-
foot, three-family dwelling and to construct two new three-story-over-basement one-family dwellings with 
accessory dwelling units, each to be located on a new lots created through the subdivision of the existing 5,700 
square foot (50’ x 114’) at 4034 20th Street, Block 3601 Lots 016, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 
within the RH-1 Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated May 
15, 2021, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2020-009481CUA and subject to 
conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on June 17, 2021August 26, 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 June 17, 2021August 26, 
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.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 


Performance 


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


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


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


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


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


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


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning 
Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal 
challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be 
approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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Design – Compliance at Plan Stage 


6. 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 628.652.7314, 
www.sfplanning.org 


7. 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 628.652.7314, 
www.sfplanning.org 


8. 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  


9. Landscaping. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 132, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site plan to the 
Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application indicating that 50% of the 
front setback areas shall be surfaced in permeable materials and further, that 20% of the front setback areas 
shall be landscaped with approved plant species. The size and specie of plant materials and the nature of the 
permeable surface shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works. 


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7366, 
www.sfplanning.org 


 


Parking and Traffic 


10. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than 2 two (2) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for each 
building  as required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2. 


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


11. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide no more than three (3) 







Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2020-009481CUA 
June 17, 2021August 26, 2021  4034 20th Street 
 


  19  


off-street parking spaces at each building.  


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


12. 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 


13. 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 628.652.7314 
www.sfplanning.org 


Monitoring - After Entitlement 


14. 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 


15. 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 


16. 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. 







Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2020-009481CUA 
June 17, 2021August 26, 2021  4034 20th Street 
 


  20  


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


17. 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 


 


18. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding 
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. 
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed 
so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. 


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


19. Replacement Units: As required by California Government Code section 66300(d), the three of the four 
proposed units shall be subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, Administrative Code Chapter 37, and the Project 
Sponsor shall record a restriction on the property records that these three units shall be subject to the City’s 
Rent Ordinance and shall comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter 37 and California Government Code 
section 66300(d). Unit 2 shall be replaced with a deed restricted unit affordable to households earning 50% 
AMI, subject to 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. 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 MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the 
Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at: http://sf‐
planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. 


18.  


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


19. Relocation Payments. Where relocation benefits are required by state or local law, the amount of relocation 
payments to be provided shall be the applicable amount as published by the San Francisco Residential Rent 
Stabilization and Arbitration Board. Current relocation payment requirements and amounts can be found on 
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the Rent Board website:  sfrb.org/forms-center. 


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


20. Right of First Refusal and Right to Remain in Unit. Where a right of first refusal to a comparable unit in the 
replacement project is required by State law, the project sponsor shall provide such right to occupants 
consistent with those requirements.  (See California Government Code Section 66300.)    


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


 


a. The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance of the first 
construction document by the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable unit(s) shall (1) be 
constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate units, and (2) be 
evenly distributed throughout the building floor plates; and (3) be of comparable overall quality, 
construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project. The interior features in 
affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market units in the principal project, but need 
not be the same make, model or type of such item as long they are of good and new quality and are 
consistent with then-current standards for new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units are 
outlined in the Procedures Manual. 


b. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to households 
earning 50% AMI pursuant to California Government Code section 66300. The initial and subsequent rent 
level of such units shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) occupancy; (ii) 
lease changes; (iii) subleasing, and; are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the 
Procedures Manual. 


c. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and monitoring requirements 
and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and 
monitoring the marketing of affordable units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months 
prior to the beginning of marketing for any unit in the building. 


d. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project Sponsor shall 
record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these conditions of approval and a 
reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units satisfying the requirements 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. 


e. If the Project fails to comply with any applicable requirements of the Procedures Manual or the 
replacement provisions of Government Code section 66300,  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’s failure to comply with the requirements of the replacement 
provisions in Government Code section 66300 shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the 
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development project and to pursue any and all available remedies at law, including penalties and interest, if 
applicable.  


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


 








 


Executive Summary 
Conditional Use 


HEARING DATE: June 17August 26, 2021 


 
Record No.: 2020-009481CUA 
Project Address: 4034 20th Street 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
 Dolores Heights Special Use District 
Block/Lot: 3601/016 
Project Sponsor: Michael Harris 
 333 Cumberland Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Property Owner: Michael Harris, Deborah Harris, and Peter Harris 
 333 Cumberland Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 575-7633 
 jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 
 


Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 


 


Project Description 


The Project proposes the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,160-square-foot, three-family-dwelling, a 
subdivision to create two 2,850 square foot lots, and the construction of two new three-story-over-basement, 35-
foot tall, single-family residences, each with an accessory dwelling unit. Proposed Building 4034A is a total of 4,580 
gross square feet and contains a 3,145-square-foot three-bedroom unit, a 590-square-foot one-bedroom 
accessory dwelling unit and a two-vehicle garage with two Class I bicycle parking spaces located at the basement 
level. Proposed Building 4034B is a total of 4,550 gross square feet and contains a 2,255-square-foot three-
bedroom unit, a 1,730-square-foot three-bedroom accessory dwelling unit, and four Class I bicycle parking spaces 
located along a common corridor at the basement level. 
 


Required Commission Action 


In order for the Project to proceed, the Commission must grant a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish the existing three-unit residential building and construct two 
new two-unit residential buildings. 
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Issues and Other Considerations 


 Public Comment & Outreach.  


o Support/Opposition: To date, Department Staff has received verbal and written correspondence from 
the adjacent neighbor to the east neighbors on the Project, plus a representative from one community 
group. Concerns expressed included the loss of the existing structure, and the new buildings’ impacts 
to light and air access.   


o Outreach:  


 The Sponsor has hosted one pre-application meeting with the community, on April 30, 2021. 
Project Sponsors responded to neighbor’s comments at this meeting including lack of 
parking in one building and questions on the height and scale of the new buildings.  


 More recently the sponsor has reached out to adjacent neighbor who have voiced concerns, 
via email.  


 Tenant History: Pursuant to a search request with the San Francisco Rent Board and the Sponsor’s Dwelling 
Unit Removal supplemental application, two of the three units have had tenants within the last five years.  Unit 
1 has not been leased to a tenant for more than 15 years. Unit 2 is currently rented to tenant and the former 
tenant of Unit 3 accepted a buy-out, on-file with the Rent Board, and vacated the unit in 2020.   


The existing and current tenants have submitted letters of non-opposition to the proposed project, included 
in this report as Exhibit G, and the current tenant in Unit 2 has an agreement with the project sponsor to 
relocate into a newly constructed accessory dwelling unit located two lots to the west at 4042 20th Street 
(Permit No. 202006128494 issued on 4/17/2021)*. 


 Rent Control. Under California Government Code Section 66300 (SB-330), if existing units to be demolished 
were subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, they are considered as protected units and are subject to 
replacement and relocation requirements specified in Section 66300(d). Replacement provisions are 
dependent upon the income levels of the current or previous tenants. Since Unit 1 has been vacant for over 
five years, it shall be replaced with a rent-controlled unit (Unit 4034B ADU within the proposed project). The 
income levels for the tenants in Units 2 and 3 are unknownare above 80% AMI and can therefore be replaced 
with a rent-controlled units pursuant to Government Code Section 66300. Where the household income of 
current or previous occupants is not unknown, the replacement units shall be provided as affordable to very-
low (earning up to 50% AMI) and low-income households (earning between 50% and 80% of AMI) in an amount 
proportional to the number of very low and low-income households present in the jurisdiction according to 
the most current data from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) database provided by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Consistent with the CHAS for San Francisco, 51 
percent of the units must be replaced with deed restricted units. Of the units being replaced, 74 percent of 
such units shall be replaced by units affordable to very low-income households earning up to 50% of AMI and 
26 percent of such units shall be replaced by units affordable to low-income households earning up to 80% of 
AMI for a period of 55 years. The remaining 49 percent of replacement units shall be subject to rent-control. 
Therefore Unit 1, 2 and 3 will be replaced with a deed restricted affordable unit at 50% AMI, and Uunit 3 willwill 
be replaced with a rent-controlled units. 


The Project will provide replacement units in the following bedroom and square footage totals as presented 
in Table 1: Existing and Replacement Units. 
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Table 1: Existing and Replacement Units 


 


 Subdivision: The Project seeks to subdivide the existing 50 foot wide, 114 foot deep, 5,700 square foot lot 
into two separate 25 foot wide, 2,850 square foot lots.  


 Dolores Heights Special Use District: The Project is located within the boundaries of the Dolores Heights 
Special Use District (SUD). Per Planning Code Section 241, the SUD was adopted to preserve and provide for 
an established area with a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public and 
private view corridors and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted spaces, to 
prevent unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to encourage 
development in context and scale with established character and landscape. There are no additional 
findings required within the SUD, but additional development controls are provided which include a 
required minimum rear yard of 45% of the lot depth and a building height maximum of 35 feet. The 
proposed new buildings comply with the additional provisions of the SUD. 


Environmental Review  


The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and Class 3 categorical 
exemption.  
 


Basis for Recommendation 


The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General 
Plan and the Dolores Heights Special Use District. The proposed new buildings are code-complying and designed 
to be in-keeping with the existing development pattern and neighborhood charachter along 20th Street. Although 
the Project includes the demolition of a three-family residence, two new two-unit residential buildings on separate 
lots will be built in its place, for a net increase in density. The Department also finds the Project to be necessary, 


 Existing 
Units 


Existing 
bedrooms 


Existing SF Occupancy Proposed 
Units 


Proposed 
bedrooms 


Proposed 
SF 


Occupancy 


Unit 1 2 1,260 SF Vacant since 
2005 


4034B ADU 3 1,730 SF  Rent Controlled 


Unit 2  1 (studio) 430 SF Tenant to 
relocate* 


4034A ADU 1 590 SF Deed Restricted 
at  50% AMIRent 
Controlled 


Unit 3 1 (studio) 635 SF Buyout in 
2020 


4034B 3 2,255 SF Rent Controlled 


 
- - - 4034A   3 2,555 SF  -Rent 


ControlledNo 
restriction 
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desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and not to be detrimental to persons or adjacent 
properties in the vicinity.   
 


Attachments: 


Draft Motion – Conditional Use Authorization with Conditions of Approval (Exhibit A) 
Exhibit B – Plans and Renderings 
Exhibit C – Environmental Determination (including Historic Resource Assessment) 
Exhibit D – Land Use Data 
Exhibit E – Maps and Context Photos  
Exhibit F – Rent Board Records 
Exhibit G – Tenant Non-Opposition Letters 
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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: Lynch, Laura (CPC)
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);

Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Jimenez,
Sylvia (CPC)

Subject: UPDATED PACKET 2020-009481CUA
Date: Thursday, August 26, 2021 10:45:59 AM
Attachments: 2020-009481CUAc1.pdf
Importance: High

Commissioners,
 
I apologize for the late update. There was a mix up with the packet provided for 2020-009481CUA.
Please see the attached, correct version. This has been updated on our webpage as well.
 
Thank you,
Laura
 
Laura Lynch, Senior Planner
Manager of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7554| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Executive Summary 
Conditional Use 


HEARING DATE: August 26, 2021 


Record No.: 2020-009481CUA 
Project Address: 4034 20th Street 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 


40-X Height and Bulk District 
Dolores Heights Special Use District 


Block/Lot: 3601/016 
Project Sponsor: Michael Harris 


333 Cumberland Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 


Property Owner: Michael Harris, Deborah Harris, and Peter Harris 
333 Cumberland Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 


Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 652-7633 
jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 


Project Description 
The Project proposes the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,900 gross-square-foot, three-family-dwelling, a 
subdivision to create two 2,850 square foot lots, and the construction of two new three-story-over-basement, 35-
foot tall, single-family residences, each with an accessory dwelling unit. Proposed Building 4034A is a total of 4,580 
gross square feet and contains a 3,145-square-foot three-bedroom unit, a 590-square-foot one-bedroom 
accessory dwelling unit and a two-vehicle garage with two Class I bicycle parking spaces located at the basement 
level. Proposed Building 4034B is a total of 4,550 gross square feet and contains a 2,255-square-foot three-
bedroom unit, a 1,730-square-foot three-bedroom accessory dwelling unit, and four Class I bicycle parking spaces 
located along a common corridor at the basement level. 


Required Commission Action 
In order for the Project to proceed, the Commission must grant a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish the existing three-unit residential building and construct two 
new two-unit residential buildings. 



mailto:jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
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Issues and Other Considerations 
• Public Comment & Outreach.  


o Support/Opposition: To date, Department Staff has received verbal and written correspondence from 
the adjacent neighbor to the east neighbors on the Project, plus a representative from one community 
group. Concerns expressed included the loss of the existing structure, and the new buildings’ impacts 
to light and air access to adjacent properties.   


o Outreach:  


 The Sponsor has hosted a pre-application meeting with the community, on April 30, 2021. Project 
Sponsors responded to neighbor’s comments at this meeting including lack of parking in one 
building and questions on the height and scale of the new buildings.  


 More recently the sponsor has been in contact with the adjacent neighbor at 4020 20th Street, who 
have voiced concerns, via email.  


• Tenant History. Pursuant to a search request with the San Francisco Rent Board and the Sponsor’s Dwelling 
Unit Removal supplemental application, two of the three units have had tenants within the last five years.  Unit 
1 has not been leased to a tenant for more than 15 years. Unit 2 is currently rented to tenant and the former 
tenant of Unit 3 accepted a buy-out, on-file with the Rent Board, and vacated the unit in 2020.   


The existing and current tenants have submitted letters of non-opposition to the proposed project, included 
in this report as Exhibit F, and the current tenant in Unit 2 has an agreement with the project sponsor to 
relocate into a newly constructed accessory dwelling unit located two lots to the west at 4042 20th Street 
(Permit No. 202006128494 issued on 4/17/2021)*. 


• Rent Control. Under California Government Code Section 66300 (SB-330), if existing units to be demolished 
were subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, they are considered as protected units and are subject to 
replacement and relocation requirements specified in Section 66300(d). Replacement provisions are 
dependent upon the income levels of the current or previous tenants. Since Unit 1 has been vacant for over 
five years, it shall be replaced with a rent-controlled unit (Unit 4034B ADU within the proposed project). The 
income levels for the tenants in Units 2 and 3 are above 80% AMI and can therefore be replaced with rent-
controlled units pursuant to Government Code Section 66300. Therefore, Unit 1, 2 and 3 will be replaced will 
be replaced with rent-controlled units. 


The Project will provide replacement units in the following bedroom and square footage totals as presented 
in Table 1: Existing and Replacement Units. 
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Table 1: Existing and Replacement Units 


 


• Subdivision: The Project seeks to subdivide the existing 50 foot wide, 114 foot deep, 5,700 square foot lot 
into two separate 25 foot wide, 2,850 square foot lots.  


• Dolores Heights Special Use District: The Project is located within the boundaries of the Dolores Heights 
Special Use District (SUD). Per Planning Code Section 241, the SUD was adopted to preserve and provide for 
an established area with a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public and 
private view corridors and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted spaces, to 
prevent unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to encourage 
development in context and scale with established character and landscape. There are no additional 
findings required within the SUD, but additional development controls are provided which include a 
required minimum rear yard of 45% of the lot depth and a building height maximum of 35 feet. The 
proposed new buildings comply with the additional provisions of the SUD. 


Environmental Review  
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and Class 3 categorical 
exemption.  
 


Basis for Recommendation 
The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General 
Plan and the Dolores Heights Special Use District. The proposed new buildings are code-complying and designed 
to be in-keeping with the existing development pattern and neighborhood charachter along 20th Street. Although 
the Project includes the demolition of a three-family residence, two new two-unit residential buildings on separate 
lots will be built in its place, for a net increase in density. The Department also finds the Project to be necessary, 
desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and not to be detrimental to persons or adjacent 
properties in the vicinity.   
 


Existing 
Units 


Existing 
bedrooms 


Existing SF Occupancy Proposed 
Units 


Proposed 
bedrooms 


Proposed 
SF 


Occupancy 


Unit 1 2 1,260 SF Vacant since 
2005 


4034B ADU 3 1,730 SF  Rent Controlled 


Unit 2  1 (studio) 430 SF Tenant to 
relocate* 


4034A ADU 1 590 SF Rent Controlled 


Unit 3 1 (studio) 635 SF Buyout in 
2020 


4034B 3 2,255 SF Rent Controlled 


 
- - - 4034A 3 2,555 SF  No restriction 
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Attachments: 
Draft Motion – Conditional Use Authorization with Conditions of Approval (Exhibit A) 
Exhibit B – Plans and Renderings 
Exhibit C – Environmental Determination (including Historic Resource Assessment) 
Exhibit D – Land Use Data 
Exhibit E – Maps and Context Photos  
Exhibit F – Tenant Non-Opposition Letters 
 



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





Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 


Record No.: 2020-009481CUA 
Project Address: 4034 20th Street 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 


40-X Height and Bulk District 
Dolores Heights Special Use District 


Block/Lot: 3601/016 
Project Sponsor: Michael Harris 


333 Cumberland 
San Francisco, CA 94114 


Property Owner: Michael Harris, Deborah Harris, and Peter Harris 
333 Cumberland 
San Francisco, CA 94114 


Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (628) 652-7633 
jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 


ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTIONS 303 AND 317, TO ALLOW THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING TWO-STORY, 2,900 GROSS-SQUARE-FOOT, 
THREE-FAMILY-DWELLING AND TO CONSTRUCT TWO NEW THREE-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT ONE-FAMILY 
DWELLINGS WITH ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, EACH TO BE LOCATED ON A NEW 2,850 SQUARE FOOT LOTS 
CREATED THROUGH THE SUBDIVISION OF THE EXISTING 5,700 SQUARE FOOT (50’ X 114’) LOT LOCATED AT 4034 
20TH STREET, LOT 016 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3601, WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY) 
ZONING DISTRICT, A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND THE DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND 
ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMNETAL QUALITY ACT.  
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On October 20, 2020, Michael Harris of Michael Harris  Architecture (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application 
2020-009481CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a 
Conditional Use Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,900 gross-square-foot, three-
family dwelling and to construct two new three-story-over-basement one-family dwellings with accessory 
dwelling units, each to be located on a new lots created through the subdivision of the existing 5,700 square foot 
(50’ x 114’) at 4034 20th Street, Block 3601, Lot 016 (hereinafter “Project Site”). 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and Class 3 categorical 
exemption.  
 
On June 17, 2021, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) continued Conditional Use 
Authorization Application No. 2020-009481CUA without a public hearing to the August 26, 2021 hearing. 
 
On August 26, 2021, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2020-
009481CUA.  
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2020-
009481CUA is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 
2020-009481CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 
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FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 


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


2. Project Description. The Project proposes the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,900 gross-square 
foot (SF), three-family-dwelling, a subdivision to create two 2,850 square foot lots, and the construction of 
two new three-story-over-basement, 35-foot tall, single-family residences, each with an accessory 
dwelling unit. Proposed Building 4034A is a total of 4,580 gross square feet and contains a 3,145-square-
foot three-bedroom unit, a 590-square-foot one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit and a two-vehicle 
garage with two Class I bicycle parking spaces located at the basement level. Proposed Building 4034B is 
a total of 4,550 gross square feet and contains a 2,255-square-foot three-bedroom unit, a 1,730-square-
foot three-bedroom accessory dwelling unit, and four Class I bicycle parking spaces located along a 
common corridor at the basement level. 


Site Description and Present Use. The Project site is on the north side of 20th Street, between Noe and 
Sanchez Streets; Lot 016 in Assessor's Block 3601 and is located within the RH-1 (Residential House, 
One-Family) Zoning District, the Dolores Height Special Use District,  and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
20th Street has a grade separation from the intersection with Noe Street to the east of the property and 
the street terminates at a cul-de-sac on the eastern end of the street. The 5,700 square foot lot has 50 
feet of street frontage and a depth of 114 feet. The lot  slopes upward toward the rear, of the lot, which 
the majority of the lot’s slope located within the first 15 feet of the lot’s depth. The site is currently 
developed with a non-complying  2,900 SF, 23-foot tall, three-family dwelling constructed circa 1909.  
The building contains two studio units at the 1st floor, sized 430 SF and 635 SF, respectively, and the 
upper floor contains a 1,250 SF 2-bedroom unit. The building is located on the rear half of the existing lot 
and the front portion contains substantial landscaping and vegetation, obstructing the view of the 
building from the street. 


3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located in the Dolores Heights 
neighborhood within Supervisor District 8. Parcels within the immediate vicinity consist almost exclusively 
of residential two- to four-story, one-family dwellings constructed mostly between 1900 and the 1910s, a 
second period of development between the late 1970s and 1990s, and several more recently constructed 
buildings. The subject block-face exhibits a great variety of architectural styles, scale and massing.  
Surrounding zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site include the RH-1 (Residential House, One-
Family)  and the Dolores Height Special Use District. 


4. Public Outreach and Comments. To date, Department Staff has received verbal and written 
correspondence from the adjacent neighbor to the east neighbors on the Project, plus a representative 
from one community group. Concerns expressed included the loss of the existing structure, and the new 
buildings impacts to light and air access.  


5. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 
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A. Use. Per Planning Code Section 209.1, one unit per lot is principally permitted in RH-1 Districts. 


The Project proposes to demolish the existing three-family residence, subdivide the lot, and construct 
two new single-family residences with accessory dwelling units, permitted uses for each lot within an 
RH-1 Zoning District. 


B. Residential Demolition. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Conditional Use Authorization is 
required for applications proposing to demolish a residential unit in a RH-1 Zoning District. This Code 
Section establishes criteria that the Planning Commission shall consider in the review of applications 
for Residential Demolition.  


The Project proposes the demolition of an existing three-family residential building and therefore 
requires Conditional Use Authorization. The additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been 
incorporated as findings in Subsection 8 below. 


C. Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 states that the minimum front setback depth shall be based 
on the average of adjacent properties or a Legislated Setback and not to be more than 15 feet. 


The adjacent property to the west has a front setback of 8 feet 11 inches and the adjacent property to 
the east has a front setback of 15 feet 2  inches, which results in a required front setback of 12 feet ½ inch 
for the subject property, based on the average of the adjacent neighbors. The Project proposes a front 
setback of 15 feet for both of the new buildings.   


D. Landscaping and Permeability. Planning Code Section 132(g) requires that for projects involving the 
construction of a new building, the addition of a new dwelling unit, garage, or additional parking; at 
least 20% of the required front setback area be and remain unpaved and devoted to plant material, 
including the use of climate appropriate plant material. Section 132(h) requires that the front setback 
area be at least 50% permeable so as to increase stormwater infiltration. The permeable surface may 
be inclusive of the area counted towards the landscaping requirement; provided, however, that turf 
pavers or similar planted hardscapes shall be counted only toward the permeable surface 
requirement and not the landscape requirement. 


The Project complies with Section 132 and provides the required landscaping permeable areas within 
the required front setback of each of the new lot.. 


E. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard equal to 25 percent of the total depth, at 
grade and above, for properties containing dwelling units in RH-1 Zoning Districts. The project is 
located within the Dolores Heights Special Use District which further reduces the required rear yard 
to 45 percent of lot depth. 


Both  proposed building provides a rear yard of 51 feet 3 inches, equivalent to 45% of each lot’s 114 
foot depth, thus, the Project provides a code-compliant rear yard. 


 
F. Useable Open Space. In the RH-1 Zoning District, Planning Code Section 135 requires 300 square 


feet of useable open space for each dwelling unit if all private open space and of 400 square feet of 
common usable open space for two dwelling units. 
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The Project contains two dwelling units on each lot. The lower and upper unit both have access to the 
706 square feet of basement level common open space in the rear yard, while the upper units have 
exclusive access to the 849 square feet of private open space amongst the level 1 roof deck and upper 
roof decks.  


 
G. Permitted Obstructions. Planning Code Section 136 allows certain features including architectural 


projections, uncovered stairways and decks as permitted obstructions into the required rear yard so 
long as certain dimensional requirements are met.   


The proposed rear patio deck on the western lot does not exceed 3 feet above the existing grade, and 
the upper unit of each building will receive access to the rear yard via an uncovered circular staircase 
extending no more than six feet into the required rear yard, which are permitted obstructions per 
Planning Code Sections 136(c)(14) and 136(c)(24). 


H. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all dwelling 
units face onto a public street or public alley at least 30 feet in width, a side yard at least 25 feet in 
width, a rear yard meeting the requirements of the Code or other open area that meets minimum 
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. 


Each dwelling unit has direct exposure onto both the public street and a Code-compliant rear yard. 
 


I. Street Frontages. Section 144 of the Planning Code requires that no more than one-third of the width 
of the ground story along the front lot line, or along a street side lot line, or along a building wall that 
is setback from any such lot line, shall be devoted to entrances to off-street parking, except that in no 
event shall a lot be limited by this requirement to a single such entrance of less than ten feet in width. 


Building 4034A proposes a Code-complying garage door with a width of 8 feet.  


J.  Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 does not require a minimum number of off-street 
parking spaces and permits a maximum of 1.5 parking space for each dwelling unit. 


Building 4034A  will provide two (2) off-street parking spaces. No parking is proposed at Building 4034B. 


K. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires at least one Class 1 bicycle parking space for 
each dwelling unit. 


The Project proposes two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces with Building 4034A and four Class I bicycle 
parking spaces within Building 4034B. 


L. Height. Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height prescribed 
in the subject height and bulk district.  The proposed Project is located in a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District, with a 35-foot height limit per the RH-1 District.   


Planning Code Section 261(c)(1)(B) limits height to 30 feet at the front setback, then at such setback 
shall increase at an angle of 45 degrees to a maximum height of 35 feet.  Both buildings are Code-
compliant with regard to height as they are 30 feet in height above grade at the front walls (which is 
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behind the front setback), and within a 45% angle reach a height of 35 feet above grade at the tallest 
point of the sawtooth shaped roofs. 


M. Residential Child-Care Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 411 is applicable to any residential 
development that results in at least one new residential unit.  


The Project includes approximately 9,130 gross square feet of newly constructed residential use. This use 
is subject to Residential Child-Care Impact Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A. This fee must 
be paid prior to the issuance of the building permit application. 


N. Dolores Height Special Use District. Planning Code Section 241 adopted to preserve and provide for 
an established area with a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public 
and private view corridors and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted 
spaces, to prevent unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to 
encourage development in context and scale with established character and landscape. There are no 
additional findings required within the SUD, but additional development controls are provided which 
include a required minimum rear yard of 45% of the lot depth and a building height maximum of 35 
feet.  


The proposed new buildings provide rear yards equal to 45% of lot depth and do not exceed 35 feet in 
height, therefore the buildings  comply with the additional provisions of the SUD. 


 
6. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission 


to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On balance, the project 
complies with said criteria in that: 


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


The size of the two proposed three-story-over-basement two-unit buildings are in-keeping with other 
residential properties in the neighborhood. The property is compliant with the Planning Code and the 
Residential Design Guidelines and contributes to the mixed visual character of the neighborhood. The 
Project results in two buildings with a size, shape, and height that is appropriate for the neighborhood 
context. 


Under California Government Code section 66300 (SB-330), if existing units to be demolished were 
subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, they are considered as protected units and are subject to 
replacement and relocation requirements specified in section 66300(d). Replacement provisions are 
dependent upon the income levels of the current or previous tenants. Since Unit 1 has been vacant for 
over five years, it shall be replaced with a rent-controlled unit. The income levels for the tenants in Units 
2 and 3 are above 80% AMI and therefore may be replaced with rent-controlled units. Units 1, 2, and 3 
will be replaced with rent-controlled units. 


B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of 
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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 proposed buildings will be similar in size to the existing adjacent buildings. The adjacent 
westerly property developed with a one-story garage with a partial 2nd floor that is connected 
to 4042 20th Street, a three-story, two-unit, flat roofed residential building. The adjacent easterly 
property is a two-story-over-garage single-family home with a shallow pitched-roof located on 
a double-wide lot. The subject property’s front setback is approximately 15 feet and provides a 
transition between the two buildings. The location of the proposed buildings will allow for a 
Code-complying rear yards that will contribute to the midblock open space and retain a sense 
of privacy for adjacent neighbors.  


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


The Planning Code does not require vehicle parking, however the proposed garage of building 
4034A is designed to accommodate the two off-street parking spaces and two Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces. No vehicle parking and four Class I bicycle parking spaces are proposed at 
Building 4034B. 


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


As the Project is residential in nature, the proposed residential use is not expected to produce 
noxious or offensive emissions. 


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


Sufficient open space has been provided for both properties, and includes the rear yard, front 
setback, and front decks. The front setback has been appropriately landscaped.   
 


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 
Dolores Heights Special Use District, and is consistent with Objectives and Policies of the General 
Plan, as detailed below. 


D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of 
the applicable Use District. 


The Project is consistent with the stated purposed of RH-1 Zoning District in that it proposes two 
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Code-compliant single-family residential buildings, each with accessory dwelling units within a 
residentially-zoned district.  


7. Residential Demolition Findings. Section 317 of the Planning Code establishes criteria for the Planning 
Commission to consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert residential buildings. In 
addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) of this Code, the Commission shall consider the extent to which 
the following criteria are met pursuant to Section 317(g)(6): 


a) Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 


A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases showed no 
open enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property. 


b) Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 


The existing building appears to be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition with an original construction 
date circa 1909. 


c) Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 


Although the existing building is more than 50 years old, a review of supplemental information resulted 
in a determination that the property is not a historical resource. 


d) Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 


The existing building is not a historical resource and its removal will not have any substantial adverse 
impacts under CEQA. 


 
e)  Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 


Pursuant to a search request with the San Francisco Rent Board and the Sponsor’s Dwelling Unit 
Removal supplemental application, two of the three units have had tenants within the last five years.  
Unit 1 has not been leased to a tenant for more than 15 years. Unit 2 is currently rented to a tenant and 
the former tenant of Unit 3 accepted a buy-out, on-file with the Rent Board, and vacated the unit in 
August of 2020. The existing tenant in Unit 2 has an agreement with the project sponsor to relocate into 
a newly constructed accessory dwelling unit located two lots to the west at 4042 20th Street (Permit No. 
202006128494 issued on 4/17/2021). 


The replacement project will provide three of the four units as rent-controlled units,  and the net new 
unit will be owner-occupied. 


f) Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance; 


The Planning Department cannot definitively determine whether the three-family home is subject to the 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance; this being under the purview of the Rent Board. However, 
pursuant to SB 330, the Project Sponsor is willing to offer to impose a restriction on the Project such that 
the three of the new units will be subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.  
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Under California Government Code Section 66300 (SB-330), if existing units to be demolished were 
subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, they are considered as protected units and are subject to 
replacement and relocation requirements specified in Section 66300(d). Replacement provisions are 
dependent upon the income levels of the current or previous tenants. Since Unit 1 has been vacant for 
over five years, it shall be replaced with a rent-controlled unit. The income levels for the tenants in Units 
2 and 3 are above 80% AMI and can be replaced with rent-controlled units. Therefore, Unit 1, 2 and 3 will 
be replaced with rent-controlled unit. 


g) Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 
diversity; 


  Although the Project proposes the demolition of a three-family dwelling, the Project will provide a net 
gain of one housing unit, an increase in the number of family-sized units, and a gain of six bedrooms in 
total at the project site.  The Project will be consistent with the density and development pattern as it will 
provide two three-story-over-basement two-unit residential buildings in a neighborhood that is a 
comprised of two- and three-story one- and two-family  dwellings. 


 
h) Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and 


economic diversity; 


The Project conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and materials, and 
improves cultural and economic diversity by constructing two family-sized dwellings each with 
accessory dwelling units that are consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines, the Dolores 
Heights Special Use District and the provisions of the RH-1 Zoning District. 


i) Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 


The Project removes three dwelling units, including two studios and a two-bedroom unit from a building 
constructed in 1909, which is generally considered more affordable than more recently constructed 
units. However, the Project results in three rent-controlled units and one additional unit of housing that 
on-balance contribute positively to the relative affordability of the City's housing stock. 


 
j) Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by Section 


415; 


The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the Project proposes fewer 
than ten units. However, pursuant to SB 330, three of the newly constructed units will be subject to the 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. 
 


k) Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 


 The Project represents the redevelopment on a parcel within an established neighborhood at a dwelling 
unit density consistent with the requirements of the RH-1 Zoning District. 


 
l) Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site; 
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 The Project proposes opportunities for family-sized housing on-site by constructing three dwelling units 
that contain three bedrooms. 


 
m) Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 


 The Project does not create supportive housing. 
 


n) Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 
guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 


The Project would replace a non-complying building located at the rear of the existing large lot, and will 
subdivide the lot and provide two new residential buildings on standard 25-foot wide lots. On balance, 
the overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building is consistent with the block face and 
compliment the neighborhood character with traditional building materials and a contemporary 
design. 


 
o) Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 


 The Project would replace the existing three-family dwelling with two two-unit residential buildings, a 
net increase in the number of units on the project site. 


 
p) Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 


 The existing three-family unit contains two studio units and one two-bedroom units, a total of four 
bedrooms. The proposed project would provide three 3-bedroom units and one 1-bedroom units, for a 
total of 10 bedrooms, and net increase of six bedrooms to the site. 


 
q) Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and, 


 
 The Project will maximize the allowed density on-site by providing a single-family home with an 


accessory dwelling unit  on each of the subdivided lots. 
 


r) If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, 
whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new dwelling units of a similar size and 
with the same number of bedrooms. 


 The Planning Department cannot definitively determine whether the three-family home is subject to the 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance; this being under the purview of the Rent Board. However, 
pursuant to SB 330, the Project Sponsors are willing to impose a restriction on the Project such that three 
of the newly constructed units will be subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. 


 
8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 


Policies of the General Plan: 
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HOUSING ELEMENT 


Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE CITYʼS 
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. 
 
Policy 4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently affordable 
rental units wherever possible. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCOʼS 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
Policy 11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, 
and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 
 
Policy 11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing residential 
neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density plan 
and the General Plan. 
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Policy 11.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote community 
interaction. 
 
Policy 11.8 
Consider a neighborhoods̓ character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption caused by 
expansion of institutions into residential areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE CITYʼS 
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. 
 
The Project proposes demolition of a sound residential structure containing a non-complying two-story 
three-family dwelling. However, the Project will provide two new buildings that will contain two dwelling 
units and thus will result in a net increase of housing, and an increase in 3-bedroom family-sized units. The 
Project will include bicycle parking, and the subject property is located within close proximity of public 
transit. The proposed new construction conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines and is appropriate in 
terms of materials, scale, proportions, and massing for the surrounding neighborhood. The Project proposes 
new construction that will reinforce the existing street pattern as the building scale is appropriate for the 
subject block’s street frontage and will contribute to the neighborhood’s mixed character. Furthermore, the 
proposal maximizes the dwelling unit density for each new lot, while bringing the property into full 
compliance with the requirements of the Planning Code.   


 
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:  
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A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities 
for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 
The project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. Existing neighborhood-serving 
retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the proposal. 


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


While the existing three-family dwelling is proposed to be demolished, the Project will provide one net 
new dwelling unit and in total will provide a variety of unit types with three 3-bedroom units and one 1-
bedroom unit. The Project includes building heights and scale compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhoods and is consistent with the Planning Code and the Dolores Heights Special Use District.  


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  
 
The Project does not currently possess any existing affordable housing. Pursuant to Government Code 
66300, three of the four proposed units will be subject to rent-control. 


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking.  
 
The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options. Specifically, the property is located 
within ¼ mile of the following MUNI lines: 24, 33, 35 and J Train. The Project will provide a total of two off- 
street automobile spaces which is the principally permitted amount and six  Class 1 bicycle spaces.  


 
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 does not include commercial office development.  


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 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. 


The Project Site does not contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings. 


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
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The Project will not have negative impact on existing parks and open space.   


10. 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.  


11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the 
health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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   DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 
2020-009481CUA, subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with 
plans on file, dated May 15, 2021, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization 
to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion 
shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of 
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board 
of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s 
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 26, 2021. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


RECUSE:  


ADOPTED: August 26, 2021 
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 


This authorization is for a conditional use to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 2,900 gross-square-foot, 
three-family dwelling and to construct two new three-story-over-basement one-family dwellings with accessory 
dwelling units, each to be located on a new lots created through the subdivision of the existing 5,700 square foot 
(50’ x 114’) at 4034 20th Street, Block 3601 Lots 016, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 within the 
RH-1 Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated May 15, 2021, 
and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2020-009481CUA and subject to conditions of 
approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on August 26, 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 August 26, 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.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 


Performance 
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from the effective 


date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or Site Permit 
to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period. 


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


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


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


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


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


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning 
Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal 
challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be 
approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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Design – Compliance at Plan Stage 
6. 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 628.652.7314, 
www.sfplanning.org 


7. 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 628.652.7314, 
www.sfplanning.org 


8. 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  


9. Landscaping. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 132, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site plan to the 
Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application indicating that 50% of the 
front setback areas shall be surfaced in permeable materials and further, that 20% of the front setback areas 
shall be landscaped with approved plant species. The size and specie of plant materials and the nature of the 
permeable surface shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works. 


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7366, 
www.sfplanning.org 


Parking and Traffic 
10. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than two (2) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for each 


building  as required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2. 


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


11. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide no more than three (3) 
off-street parking spaces at each building.  
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


12. 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 
13. 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 628.652.7314 
www.sfplanning.org 


Monitoring - After Entitlement 
14. 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 


15. 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 
16. 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, 



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

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/





Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2020-009481CUA 
August 26, 2021  4034 20th Street 
 


  20  


628.271.2000, www.sfpublicworks.org 


17. 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 


18. Replacement Units. As required by California Government Code section 66300(d), three of the four proposed 
units shall be subject to the City’s Rent Ordinance, Administrative Code Chapter 37, and the Project Sponsor 
shall record a restriction on the property records that these three units shall be subject to the City’s Rent 
Ordinance and shall comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter 37 and California Government Code 
section 66300(d).  


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


19. Relocation Payments. Where relocation benefits are required by state or local law, the amount of relocation 
payments to be provided shall be the applicable amount as published by the San Francisco Residential Rent 
Stabilization and Arbitration Board. Current relocation payment requirements and amounts can be found on 
the Rent Board website:  sfrb.org/forms-center. 


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


20. Right of First Refusal and Right to Remain in Unit. Where a right of first refusal to a comparable unit in the 
replacement project is required by State law, the project sponsor shall provide such right to occupants 
consistent with those requirements.  (See California Government Code Section 66300.)    


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


 


 



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

https://sfpublicworks.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


4034 20th Street


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


The project proposes to demolish the existing two-story, 3-unit, residential building, perform a lot split, and 


construct two residential buildings. Each of the residential buildings would be three stories with basement and 


would contain two residential units with two off-street parking spaces.


Case No.


2020-009481ENV


3601016


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality 


Act (CEQA).


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 


Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 


location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 


and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 


Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.


Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or  more 


of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 


If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50  cubic 


yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental 


Planning must issue the exemption.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis


Planning department staff archeologist cleared the project with no effects on 12/17/2020.







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.


7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .







8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER or PTR dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER or PTR)


Reclassify to Category C


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature:


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Project Approval Action: Signature:


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Don Lewis


12/17/2020


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Planning Commission Hearing







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department 


website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance 


with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 


days of posting of this determination.


Date:







 


 


HISTORIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 
 


Project Address: 4034 20th Street 
Record Number: 2020-006350GEN 
Date:  October 5, 2020 
To: Michael Harris 
From: Marcelle Boudreaux, Principal Planner, Survey and Designations,  
 Gretel Gunther, Preservation Planner, Planning Department 
 CPC.HRA@sfgov.org 
 
 
The Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) provides preliminary feedback from the Planning Department regarding 
whether a property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) before any development applications are filed. This preliminary 
assessment provides property owners with information about the eligibility of their property in advance of the 
Citywide Cultural Resource Survey, which is a multi-year, phased effort, and in advance of preparation and 
submittal of a project application. This process shall only be undertaken at the request of a property owner, or 
their authorized agent, and is not required in advance of any future applications with the Department.  
 
The HRA represents a preliminary assessment of the subject property’s potential historical significance based on 
the information available at time of assessment and is not a formal determination pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This assessment is subject to change during evaluation of the property and 
surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey or if new information becomes 
available during subsequent review of a project application. In some cases, the assessment may be inconclusive 
pending additional information as part of a formal determination pursuant to CEQA.  
 
Please be advised that the HRA does not constitute an application for development with the Planning 
Department. This HRA does not represent a complete review of any proposed project, does not grant a project 
approval of any kind, does not exempt any subsequent project from review under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), and does not supersede any required Planning Department approvals.  
 
You may contact us with any questions you may have about this HRA or the HRA process. Please email to 
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org.  
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Site Details 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Address: 4034 20th Street 


Block/ Lot(s): 3601/016 


Parcel Area: 5,697 sq. ft.  


Zoning District(s): RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 
Dolores Heights Special Use District 


Height/ Bulk District(s): 40-X 


Plan Area: None 


Current Historic Resource Status: Category B 


Previous Survey(s): None 







Historic Resource Assessment  Record No. 2020-006350GEN 
  4034 20th Street 


  3  


Property Description/History 


Date of Construction: ca. 1899-1914 
Location on lot: Rear 
Number of Structures on Lot: 1 
Architect/ Builder: unknown 
Architectural Style: Vernacular, Mission Revival 
Building Description: The building at 4034 20th Street is a detached, two-story residence located at the 


rear of a double-wide lot. The subject building is not visible from the public 
right-of-way due to extensive vegetation. The building exhibits some 
characteristics of the Mission Revival style but is primarily vernacular in its 
architectural expression. Limited Mission Revival characteristics on the subject 
building include a simplified Mission-style parapet, stucco cladding, 
overhanging eaves, coping, and a faux arch entryway. The primary façade is 
arranged into two bays and clad in stucco. On the front façade there is a total of 
four sets of three side-by-side-by-side double-hung, divided-light wood 
windows with ogee lugs. On the front of the building there is also a decorative 
wood pent roof, supported by wood eaves, clad in metal and red asphalt 
shingles. Decorative features on the building include a single ornamental crest at 
the center of the façade. Within the primary entry vestibule, capped by a stucco 
arch, are three divided light wood doors, one for each of the three units. The 
eastern and northern façades are both clad in horizontal wood siding, while the 
western façade is clad in wood shingles. The fenestration and wood window 
framing appears original on the front and side facades, though many of the 
original wood windows have been replaced with aluminum systems, particularly 
on the side facades. 
 
The building has undergone permitted alteration since the 1950s. Building 
permit records show that in 1956 the subject property weathered a significant 
windstorm which required a new roof, plastering, hardwood floors, and painting.  
In 1967, building permit records indicate a room at the rear had its roof removed 
to create a new deck. Most recently, in 1979, there was a permit to replace 
broken sheet rock and repair dry rot damage. Under the same permit, new 
shingles and replacement windows were installed.  


Notable Owners/Residents Records show that none of the property owners or occupants of the building are 
important to the local, state or national history. 
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Surrounding Neighborhood Context and Description 


Subject Property architectural style 
is consistent with immediately 
surrounding properties  


☐ Yes 
☒ No 


The subject property is vernacular in style and exhibits limited 
characteristics of the Mission Revival style. It is not architecturally 
consistent with the immediately surrounding properties, which differ 
in style. 


Subject Property is part of an 
architecturally cohesive block face  


☐ Yes 
☒ No 


The surrounding block is not architecturally cohesive and includes 
single-family buildings constructed at varying times. 


Subject Block has consistent dates of 
construction  


☐ Yes 
☒ No 


Though the properties immediately neighboring the subject property 
were constructed around the same time as the subject property, the 
rest of the properties on the subject block were constructed anywhere 
from 1885 to 2012. 


Subject Block has extensive 
modification 


☒ Yes 
☐ No 


Many of the buildings on the subject block, including those of an older 
vintage, have had extensive modification, including the addition of 
garages, window replacement, and general façade alteration. 


Historic Resource Assessment 


Individual Historic District/ Context 


Appears individually eligible for inclusion on National 
and/or California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria:  


Criterion A/1- Events: ☐ Yes ☒ No 
Criterion B/2- Persons:  ☐ Yes ☒ No 
Criterion C/3- Architecture: ☐ Yes ☒ No 
Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: ☐ Yes ☒ No 


Potential Period of Significance: __ ______________ 


Appears eligible for inclusion in a National and/or 
California Register eligible Historic District under one or 
more of the following Criteria:  


Criterion A/1- Events: ☐ Yes ☒ No 
Criterion B/2- Persons:  ☐ Yes ☒ No 
Criterion C/3- Architecture: ☐ Yes ☒ No 
Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: ☐ Yes ☒ No 


Potential Period of Significance: __________________ 


☐ Contributor ☐ Non-Contributor 


Historic Resource Assessment Category C (No Historic Resource) 
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Appears Ineligible 


According to the information provided by the applicant and accessed by the Planning Department, the subject 
property does not appear eligible for individual listing in the NRHP or CRHR under any Criterion. 


4034 20th Street is located in the Dolores Heights neighborhood. The neighborhood developed primarily 
between ca. 1880 - 1915 (Sanborn Maps) and was nearly built out by 1938 (1938 aerial photos). The area of 
Dolores Heights in which the subject block is located, roughly bounded by Noe, Church, 19th and 21st Streets, 
developed slightly later, after 1900, and more slowly than other areas of Dolores Heights (Sanborn Maps). This 
pattern is most likely attributed to the area’s steep and rugged topography. Flatter areas of Dolores Heights 
bordering neighboring Noe and Eureka Valleys, including west of Noe Street, north of 19th Street, and south of 
21st Street, followed a similar timeframe and pattern of development as Noe and Eureka Valleys. By 1950, the 
subject block was almost entirely built out, with only a couple of vacant lots remaining (Sanborn Maps). From 
the 1970s through the late 1990s, several of the buildings on the subject and opposite block were demolished 
and replaced with new buildings. Additionally, the remaining vacant lots were infilled with new, large single-
family homes.  


The subject property first appears on the 1914 Sanborn Map as a single dwelling at the rear of the subject lot as 
4034-4044 20th Street. The subject property was not an especially early dwelling on the block and does not 
appear to have been integral to the development of the Dolores Heights neighborhood. The subject property 
was built at some point between 1899 and 1914, based on Sanborn Maps. According to the San Francisco City 
Assessor’s data, the property was built in 1910, but this date could not be confirmed through other data sources. 
The subject property possesses limited characteristics of the Mission Revival style of architecture but is eclectic 
in style overall. It does not possess characteristics elevating it to the best or highest example of Mission Revival 
architecture. A builder or architect for the building has not been identified. No known owners or occupants of 
the property appear to be associated with any historic events. There is no evidence at this time to suggest that 
the subject building and property at 4034 20th Street are eligible for individual listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. 


Based on historic Sanborn and Assessor Maps, the area of Dolores Heights in which the subject block is located 
is distinct from other areas of Dolores Heights not only due to its geography and later period of development, 
but also due to its pattern of large and double-wide lots. Large lot sizes guided the development of the subject 
and surrounding blocks over time, leading to a distinct pattern of large, detached buildings with significant front 
setbacks. Further, this pattern has been reinforced through the Dolores Heights Special Use District, which seeks 
to “encourage development in context and scale with established character and landscape.”1 While this pattern is 
consistent throughout the subject and surrounding blocks, the buildings themselves were constructed over a 
protracted period of time, and do not represent any distinct period of development or architectural style. The 
surrounding blocks were initially developed ca. 1900 – 1950 with single-family dwellings, some of which have 
since been replaced with contemporary construction, including several properties on the subject block face. In 
2009, the Department determined a property at 4021 20th Street a contributor to a potential historic district2. 
Although no boundaries were identified, the potential district focuses on late 19th-century Victorian styles. 
Further analysis on that district is beyond the scope of this assessment, however, and the subject property 
would not be a contributor to that potential district due to its general date of construction, architectural style 
and siting.  


1 San Francisco Planning Code Section 241 - Dolores Heights Special Use District.   
2 4021 20th Street Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) (2008.1230E). San Francisco Planning Department. 2009.
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What Does This Mean  


The assessment of the property provided herein will be reflected on the Department’s Property Information Map 
and shall be referenced by Department staff during review of any subsequent project application. If the subject 
property appears eligible individually or is located within a historic district that appears eligible, then the 
property will be assumed to be a historic resource for purposes of Department review of project applications. If 
the subject property does not appear eligible individually and is not located within a historic district that appears 
eligible, then it would not be considered a historic resource. This preliminary assessment is subject to change 
during evaluation of the property and surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources 
Survey or if new information becomes available during subsequent review of a project application.  
 


 


Photograph 


	


 
4034 20th Street 
CC: Michael Harris 







EXHIBIT X 


Land Use Information 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 4034 20TH STREET 


RECORD NO.: 2020-009481CUA 


EXISTING PROPOSED NET NEW 


GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF) 


Parking GSF 


Residential GSF 2,900 9,130 6,230 
Retail/Commercial GSF 


Office GSF 


Industrial/PDR GSF  
Production, Distribution, & Repair


Medical GSF 


Visitor GSF 


CIE GSF 


Usable Open Space 


Public Open Space 


Other (       ) 


TOTAL GSF 2,900 9,130 6,230 
EXISTING NET NEW TOTALS 


PROJECT FEATURES (Units or Amounts) 


Dwelling Units - Affordable 


Dwelling Units - Market Rate 3 (rent-controlled) 4 (3 rent-controlled) 1 
Dwelling Units - Total 3 4 1 


Hotel Rooms 


Number of Buildings 1 2 1 
Number of Stories 2 3 over basement                 1 


Parking Spaces 0 2 2 
Loading Spaces 


Bicycle Spaces 0 6 6 
Car Share Spaces 


Other (       ) 







2 


EXISTING PROPOSED NET NEW 


LAND USE - RESIDENTIAL 


Studio Units 2 0 -2
One Bedroom Units 1 
Two Bedroom Units 1 -1


Three Bedroom (or +) Units 3 3 
Group Housing - Rooms 


Group Housing - Beds 


SRO Units 


Micro Units 


Accessory Dwelling Units 2 (included above) 2 (included above) 


1 0 
0 


0 







Parcel Map


Conditional Use Authorization
Case Number 2020-009481CUA
Residential Demolition
4034 20th Street


SUBJECT PROPERTY







*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.


Sanborn Map*


Conditional Use Authorization
Case Number 2020-009481CUA
Residential Demolition
4034 20th Street
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Aerial Photo – View 1


Conditional Use Authorization
Case Number 2020-009481CUA
Residential Demolition
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Aerial Photo – View 2


Conditional Use Authorization
Case Number 2020-009481CUA
Residential Demolition
4034 20th Street
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Aerial Photo – View 3
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Zoning Map


Conditional Use Authorization
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Residential Demolition
4034 20th Street







Site Photo
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Residential Demolition
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-- Attachment D -- 


 
I, Eli Wadley, write this letter to express my approval for the project located at 4034 20th Street, San 


Francisco, CA 94114 (“the Property”). I am a former tenant at the property, and specifically at 4034 20th Street, 
lower right unit (“the Premises”). I voluntarily vacated the Premises pursuant to a Buyout Agreement. I was 
advised by counsel in the negotiations of the Buyout Agreement, and I understand that it complied in full with 
the Buyout Ordinance (San Francisco Rent Ordinance, §37.9E). 
 
 
  
 Eli Wadley 
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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: 2020-007481CUA 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
Date: Thursday, August 26, 2021 9:34:10 AM
Attachments: 2020-007481CUA CCF Letter in Support(1204799.1).pdf

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

 
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: Lee, Carolyn <clee@lubinolson.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2021 5:32 PM
To: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>
Cc: Jairo Lopez <jlopez@chavezfoundation.org>; Cesar Toledo <ctoledo@chavezfoundation.org>;
'georgel@chavezfoundation.org' <georgel@chavezfoundation.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC)
<deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael
(CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; betsy.eddy@gmail.com; Olson, Charles
<colson@lubinolson.com>; Anderson, Beth <BAnderson@lubinolson.com>; ryan@zfplaw.com
Subject: 2020-007481CUA 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
 

 

Dear Supervisor Mandelman,
 
Our firm represents the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a nonprofit affordable housing developer, who
currently owns the vacant parcel of land located at 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard (the
“Property”), and who is also the developer and operator of Vista Del Monte Apartments located
adjacent to the Property.  Please review the attached correspondence from our firm addressing
concerns raised by neighbors on purported violations of affordable housing restrictions, none of
which are accurate.
 

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
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CHARLES R. OLSON 


Direct Dial: (415) 955-5020 


Email: colson@lubinolson.com 


August 25, 2021 


 


VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL  


 


Supervisor Rafael Mandelman 


c/o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors 


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 


City Hall, Room 244 


San Francisco, CA 94102 


rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org 


mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org 


 


Re: 2020-007841CUA 5367 Request for Conditional Use Authorization 


 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard (1900 Diamond Street) 


 


Dear Supervisor Mandelman: 


This firm represents the Cesar Chavez Foundation (“CCF”), a nonprofit affordable 


housing developer, who currently owns the vacant parcel of undeveloped land located at 5367 


Diamond Heights Boulevard (the “Property”) through one of its affiliates.  CCF is also the 


developer and operator of Vista Del Monte Apartments, a 104 unit affordable housing 


community located immediately adjacent to the Property.  CCF first acquired Vista Del Monte 


Apartments in 2000, and in 2004, used the proceeds of tax-exempt bonds issued by the 


California Statewide Communities Development Authority (“CSCDA”) to rehabilitate this 


affordable housing project.  One of CCF’s core missions is to promote, build, and manage over 


5,000 units of high quality, affordable housing for working families and seniors across 


California, Arizona, New Mexico and Texas, which includes the support of new housing 


developments in communities that need it.  The only relationship that exists now between CCF 


and Emerald Fund, the proposed developer of the Property, is that of seller and buyer under a 


purchase and sale agreement.  Any proceeds from the sale of the Property to Emerald Fund will 


be used by CCF to further its charitable mission. 


In correspondence to you dated August 16, 2021, from Betsy Eddy, she has expressed 


concern on behalf of some neighbors of the Property that CCF’s proposed sale of the Property 


constitutes a violation of recorded regulatory agreements and deed restrictions that require CCF 


to maintain the Property for affordable multifamily rental uses.  This is completely inaccurate.  


The Property and Vista Del Monte Apartments previously consisted of one parcel of land before 


it was subdivided into two parcels in 2019, of which only the Property is now the subject of 
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Emerald Fund’s application for a Conditional Use Authorization for a Planned Unit 


Development to develop 24 new residential units.  Prior to processing the subdivision with the 


San Francisco Department of Public Works, CCF worked with several public agencies that 


facilitated financing for the development and substantial rehabilitation of Vista Del Monte 


Apartments, including CSCDA, the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (“TCAC”) and 


the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”), and obtained the approval of 


these agencies to subdivide the parcel and sell the Property to a third party purchaser.  


Accordingly, CSCDA and TCAC terminated or released their respective regulatory agreements 


that contained affordability restrictions from the Property (recorded copies of which are attached 


hereto as Exhibit A and Exhibit B), and HUD stated that it had no basis to restrict the use of the 


undeveloped Property or to restrict the use of proceeds from the potential sale of the Property (a 


copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C).  There are absolutely no remaining deed 


restrictions, regulatory agreements, declarations, covenants, or any other recorded encumbrance 


on the Property that restrict its development to affordable housing, which can be demonstrated in 


the preliminary title report dated August 6, 2021 and attached hereto as Exhibit D. 


As to any regulatory agreement recorded for the benefit of Vista Del Monte Apartments, 


CCF remains in full compliance with every covenant, restriction and obligation.  Any and all tax-


exempt bond funds and HUD Section 8 funds that have been or will be received by CCF for the 


financing, construction, development, maintenance and operation of Vista Del Monte 


Apartments have been used and will continue to be used for such purposes.  No public funds 


have ever been appropriated to be used in connection with Emerald Fund’s planned development 


of the Property. 


Should you require any more information regarding the Property, Vista Del Monte 


Apartments, or CCF’s affordable housing mission, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Thank 


you for your attention. 


 Very truly yours, 


 


 


 


Charles R. Olson 


 


CRO/CJL 


cc: Jairo Lopez, Cesar Chavez Foundation (jlopez@chavezfoundation.org) 


 Cesar Toledo, Cesar Chavez Foundation (ctoledo@chavezfoundation.org) 


 George Lopez, Cesar Chavez Foundation (georgel@chavezfoundation.org)  


 Rich Hillis, San Francisco Planning Department (rich.hillis@sfgov.org) 


 Gabriela Pantoja, San Francisco Planning Department (gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org) 


 Joel Koppel, President (joel.koppel@sfgov.org) 


 Kathrin Moore, Vice President (kathrin.moore@sfgov.org) 


 Deland Chan, Commissioner (deland.chan@sfgov.org) 


 Sue Diamond, Commissioner (sue.diamond@sfgov.org) 
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 Frank S. Fung, Commissioner (frank.fung@sfgov.org) 


 Theresa Imperial, Commissioner (theresa.imperial@sfgov.org) 


 Rachael Tanner, Commissioner (rachael.tanner@sfgov.org) 


 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 


 Betsy Eddy (betsy.eddy@gmail.com) 


 Ryan Patterson (ryan@zfplaw.com)  


 


Attachments: 


Exhibit A – Partial Termination of Regulatory Agreement, Federal Credits 


Exhibit B – First Amendment to Regulatory Agreement and Declaration of Restrictive 


Covenants 


Exhibit C – Email from Marshall F. Scott, Account Executive, HUD dated November 16, 2020 


Exhibit D – Preliminary Title Report dated August 6, 2021 







EXHIBIT A 



































EXHIBIT B 


  











































EXHIBIT C 


  







1


Subject: Vista Del Monte CA39M000383 Lot Split and Selling of Undeveloped Land


Importance: High


From: Scott, Marshall F <Marshall.F.Scott@hud.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 1:23 PM
To: George Lopez <georgel@chavezfoundation.org>
Cc: Cesar Toledo <ctoledo@chavezfoundation.org>
Subject: Vista Del Monte CA39M000383 Lot Split and Selling of Undeveloped Land


Good afternoon George,


After speaking with our legal team, it has been determined Vista Del Monte did not need HUD’s approval to split the lot 
and therefore it is not considered an unauthorized lot split. Additionally, Vista Del Monte does not need HUD’s approval 
to sell the undeveloped land and HUD has no basis or legal authority to restrict the use of the undeveloped land or 
restrict the use of the proceeds from the potential sale of the undeveloped land. If you have any questions, please let 
me know.


Thank you,


Marshall Scott, Account Executive
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Multifamily West Region
San Francisco Regional Office
One Sansome Street, Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA 94104
Phone: 415.489.6669
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Commonwealth Land Title Company 
2150 John Glenn Dr. Suite 400 


Concord, CA 94520 
Phone:  (925) 288-8000 


 


 


 


Commonwealth Land Title Company 


888 S. Figueroa St #2100  


Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Attn:  Cheryl Greer 
 
Your Reference No:   


Our File No: 09173226 
Title Officer: Jeff Martin 
e-mail: Jeff.Martin@titlegroup.fntg.com 
Phone: (925) 288-8062 
Fax: (925) 288-6413 
 


 
Property Address: Parcel B Book 049 Page 200,  San Francisco, California 


UPDATED PRELIMINARY REPORT “D” 


Dated as of August 6, 2021 at 7:30 a.m. 


In response to the application for a policy of title insurance referenced herein, Commonwealth Land Title Company hereby 
reports that it is prepared to issue, or cause to be issued, as of the date hereof, a policy or policies of title insurance describing 
the land and the estate or interest therein hereinafter set forth, insuring against loss which may be sustained by reason of any 
defect, lien or encumbrance not shown or referred to as an exception herein or not excluded from coverage pursuant to the 
printed Schedules, Conditions and Stipulations or Conditions of said policy forms. 
The printed Exceptions and Exclusions from the coverage and Limitations on Covered Risks of said policy or policies are set 
forth in Attachment One.  The policy to be issued may contain an arbitration clause. When the Amount of Insurance is less 
than that set forth in the arbitration clause, all arbitrable matters shall be arbitrated at the option of either the Company or the 
Insured as the exclusive remedy of the parties. Limitation on Covered Risks applicable to the CLTA and ALTA Homeowner's 
Policies of Title Insurance which establish a Deductible Amount and a Maximum Dollar Limit of Liability for certain coverages 
are also set forth in Attachment One.  Copies of the policy forms should be read.  They are available from the office which 
issued this report. 


The policy(s) of title insurance to be issued hereunder will be policy(s) of Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Company. 


Please read the exceptions shown or referred to below and the exceptions and exclusions set forth in Attachment One of 


this report carefully.  The exceptions and exclusions are meant to provide you with notice of matters which are not covered 


under the terms of the title insurance policy and should be carefully considered.  It is important to note that this preliminary 


report is not a written representation as to the condition of title and may not list all liens, defects, and encumbrances affecting 


title to the land.  


This report (and any supplements or amendments hereto) is issued solely for the purpose of facilitating the issuance of a policy 
of title insurance and no liability is assumed hereby.  If it is desired that liability be assumed prior to the issuance of a policy 
of title insurance, a Binder or Commitment should be requested. 
 







Order No:  09173226-917-CG8-JM0 
 


 


SCHEDULE A 
 
The form of policy of title insurance contemplated by this report is: 
 
ALTA Extended Owner's Policy of Title Insurance (6-17-06) 


 


The estate or interest in the land hereinafter described or referred to covered by this report is: 
 


A Fee  


 


Title to said estate or interest at the date hereof is vested in: 
 
Vista Del Monte Affordable Housing, Inc., a California non-profit benefit corporation 
 
The land referred to herein is situated in the County of San Francisco, State of California, and is described as follows: 
 


SEE EXHIBIT “A” ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 
All that certain real property situated in the County of San Francisco, State of California, described as follows: 
 
City of San Francisco 
 
Parcel B, as shown and delineated on Parcel Map NO. 9200, filed July 26, 2019, in Book 49 of Parcel Maps, Pages 199-200. 
 
Assessors Parcel Number: Lot 100, Block 7535 (a portion) – Current 
Assessors Parcel Number: Lot 108, Block 7535 - Future 
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SCHEDULE B – Section A 
 
The following exceptions will appear in policies when providing standard coverage as outlined below: 
 
 


1. (a)  Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes 
or assessments on real property or by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes 
or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public 
Records. 


2. Any facts, rights, interests or claims that are not shown by the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an 
inspection of the Land or that may be asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 


3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 


4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be 
disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey of the Land and not shown by the Public Records. 


5. (a)  Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; 
(c) water rights, claims or title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b) or (c) are shown by the 
Public Records. 


6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 
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SCHEDULE B – Section B 
 
At the date hereof Exceptions to coverage in addition to the printed exceptions and exclusions in said policy form would be 
as follows: 
 
1. Property taxes, which are a lien not yet due and payable, including any assessments collected with taxes to be levied 


for the fiscal year 2021-2022. 
 
2. The Land lies within the boundaries of a Mello Roos Community Facilities District ("CFD"), as follows: 


 
CFD No: 90-1 
For: School Facility Repair and Maintenance 
 
This property, along with all other parcels in the CFD, is liable for an annual special tax. This special tax is included 
with and payable with the general property taxes of the City and County of San Francisco. The tax may not be prepaid. 
 
Further information may be obtained by contacting: 
 
Chief Financial Officer 
San Francisco Unified School District 
135 Van Ness Ave. – Room 300 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Phone (415) 241-6542 


 
3. Prior to closing, Escrow must contact the County Tax Collector's Office to confirm all  amounts owing, including 


current fiscal year taxes, supplemental taxes, escaped assessments and any delinquencies.  
 
4. The lien of supplemental or escaped assessments of property taxes, if any, made pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 


3.5 (commencing with Section 75) or Part 2, Chapter 3, Articles 3 and 4, respectively, of the Revenue and Taxation 
Code of the State of California as a result of the transfer of title to the vestee named in Schedule A or as a result of 
changes in ownership or new construction occurring prior to Date of Policy. 


 
5. Intentionally deleted  
 
6. Intentionally deleted  
 
7. Intentionally deleted  


 
8. Matters contained in that certain document 


 
Entitled: Declaration of Use 
Executed by: Jose D. Bolanos 
Recording Date: September 4, 1998 
Recording No: Reel H213, Image 298, Instrument No. G419198, Official Records  
 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 


 
9. Intentionally deleted  
 
10. Intentionally deleted  
 
11. Intentionally deleted  
 
12. Intentionally deleted  
 
13. Intentionally deleted  
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14. Intentionally deleted  
 
15. Intentionally deleted  
 
16. Matters contained in that certain document 


 
Entitled: Order No. 176,740 
Executed by: the Director of Public Works 
Recording Date: March 14, 2007 
Recording No: Reel J347, Image 392, Instrument No. I352242, Official Records  
 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 


 
17. Intentionally deleted  
 
18. Intentionally deleted  
 
19. Intentionally deleted  
 
20. Intentionally deleted  


 
21. Intentionally deleted  
 
22. Any rights of the parties in possession of a portion of, or all of, said Land, which rights are not disclosed by the public 


records. 
 
The Company will require, for review, a full and complete copy of any unrecorded agreement, contract, license and/or 
lease, together with all supplements, assignments and amendments thereto, before issuing any policy of title insurance 
without excepting this item from coverage. 
 
The Company reserves the right to except additional items and/or make additional requirements after reviewing said 
documents. 


 
23. Matters which may be disclosed by an inspection and/or by a correct ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey of said Land 


that is satisfactory to the Company, and/or by inquiry of the parties in possession thereof. 
 
 
 


END OF SCHEDULE B EXCEPTIONS 


 


PLEASE REFER TO THE “NOTES AND REQUIREMENTS SECTION” WHICH FOLLOWS FOR 


INFORMATION NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS TRANSACTION 
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REQUIREMENTS SECTION: 
 
1. The Company will require the following documents for review prior to the issuance of any title insurance predicated 


upon a conveyance or encumbrance by the corporation named below: 
 
Name of Corporation: Vista Del Monte Affordable Housing, Inc 
 
a) A Copy of the corporation By-laws and Articles of Incorporation 
 
b) An original or certified copy of a resolution authorizing the transaction contemplated herein 
 
c) If the Articles and/or By-laws require approval by a ‘parent’ organization, a copy of the Articles and By-laws 


of the parent 
 
The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review of the requested 
documentation.  


 
 
2. The Company will require that an Owner’s Affidavit be completed by the party(s) named below before the issuance 


of any policy of title insurance. 
 
Party(s): vestees 
 
The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review of the requested 
Affidavit. 
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INFORMATIONAL NOTES SECTION 
 
 
1. The information on the attached plat is provided for your convenience as a guide to the general location of the subject 


property.  The accuracy of this plat is not guaranteed, nor is it a part of any policy, report or guarantee to which it may 
be attached. 


2. For wiring Instructions please contact your Title Officer or Title Company Escrow officer. 


3. Notice: Please be aware that due to the conflict between federal and state laws concerning the cultivation, distribution, 
manufacture or sale of marijuana, the Company is not able to close or insure any transaction involving Land that is 
associated with these activities. 


4. Pursuant to Government Code Section 27388.1, as amended and effective as of 1-1-2018, a Documentary Transfer 
Tax (DTT) Affidavit may be required to be completed and submitted with each document when DTT is being paid or 
when an exemption is being claimed from paying the tax. If a governmental agency is a party to the document, the 
form will not be required. DTT Affidavits may be available at a Tax Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder. 


5. Note:  The policy of title insurance will include an arbitration provision. The Company or the insured may demand 
arbitration. Arbitrable matters may include, but are not limited to, any controversy or claim between the Company and 
the insured arising out of or relating to this policy, any service of the Company in connection with its issuance or the 
breach of a policy provision or other obligation. Please ask your escrow or title officer for a sample copy of the policy 
to be issued if you wish to review the arbitration provisions and any other provisions pertaining to your Title Insurance 
coverage. 


6. Due to the special requirements of SB 50 (California Public Resources Code Section 8560 et seq.), any transaction 
that includes the conveyance of title by an agency of the United States must be approved in advance by the Company’s 
State Counsel, Regional Counsel, or one of their designees. 


 
7. Note:  There are NO conveyances affecting said Land recorded within 24 months of the date of this report. 
 
8. Note:  The Company is not aware of any matters which would cause it to decline to attach CLTA Endorsement Form 


116 indicating that there is located on said Land Multiple Family Dwelling, known as 49 Gold Mine Drive, San 
Francisco, CA 94131, to an Extended Coverage Loan Policy. 


 
9. Note:  The charge for a policy of title insurance, when issued through this application for title insurance, will be based 


on the Short Term Rate.  
 
10. Note:  Property taxes for the fiscal year shown below are PAID. For proration purposes the amounts were: 


 
Tax Identification No.: Lot 100, Block 7535 
Fiscal Year: 2020-2021 
1st Installment: $1,715.28 
2nd Installment: $1,715.28 
Exemption: $0.00 
Land: $19,007,491.00 
Improvements: $8,146,063.00 
Personal Property: $3,873.00 
 


 Affects this and other property 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 


CALIFORNIA LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION 


STANDARD COVERAGE POLICY – 1990 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees or 
expenses which arise by reason of: 
1. (a) Any law, ordinance or governmental regulation (including but not limited to building or zoning laws, ordinances, or regulations) restricting, 


regulating, prohibiting or relating (i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the land; (ii) the character, dimensions or location of any improvement 
now or hereafter erected on the land; (iii) a separation in ownership or a change in the dimensions or area of the land or any parcel of which the 
land is or was a part; or (iv) environmental protection, or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances or governmental regulations, except 
to the extent that a notice of the enforcement thereof or a notice of a defect, lien, or encumbrance resulting from a violation or alleged violation 
affecting the land has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy. 


(b) Any governmental police power not excluded by (a) above, except to the extent that a notice of the exercise thereof or notice of a defect, lien or 
encumbrance resulting from a violation or alleged violation affecting the land has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy. 


2. Rights of eminent domain unless notice of the exercise thereof has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but not excluding from coverage 
any taking which has occurred prior to Date of Policy which would be binding on the rights of a purchaser for value without knowledge. 


3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters: 
(a) whether or not recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but created, suffered, assumed or agreed to by the insured claimant; 
(b) not known to the Company, not recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but known to the insured claimant and not disclosed in writing to 


the Company by the insured claimant prior to the date the insured claimant became an insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the insured claimant; 
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy; or 
(e) resulting in loss or damage which would not have been sustained if the insured claimant had paid value for the insured mortgage or for the estate 


or interest insured by this policy. 
4. Unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage because of the inability or failure of the insured at Date of Policy, or the inability or failure of any 


subsequent owner of the indebtedness, to comply with the applicable doing business laws of the state in which the land is situated. 
5. Invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage, or claim thereof, which arises out of the transaction evidenced by the insured mortgage 


and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth in lending law. 
6. Any claim, which arises out of the transaction vesting in the insured the estate of interest insured by this policy or the transaction creating the interest of 


the insured lender, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency or similar creditors' rights laws. 


EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE - SCHEDULE B, PART I 


This policy does not insure against loss or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees or expenses) which arise by reason of: 
1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by 


the public records. 
Proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of 


such agency or by the public records. 
2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be ascertained by an inspection of the land or which 


may be asserted by persons in possession thereof. 
3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the public records. 
4. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in area, encroachments, or any other facts which a correct survey would disclose, and which are not 


shown by the public records. 
5. (a) Unpatented mining claims;  (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof;  (c) water rights, claims or title to 


water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b) or (c) are shown by the public records. 
6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the public records. 


CLTA HOMEOWNER'S POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE (12-02-13) 


ALTA HOMEOWNER'S POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE 


EXCLUSIONS 


In addition to the Exceptions in Schedule B, You are not insured against loss, costs, attorneys' fees, and expenses resulting from:  
1.  Governmental police power, and the existence or violation of those portions of any law or government regulation concerning:  


a. building;  
b. zoning;  
c. land use; 
d. improvements on the Land;  
e. land division; and  
f. environmental protection.  


This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 8.a., 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23 or 27.  
2.  The failure of Your existing structures, or any part of them, to be constructed in accordance with applicable building codes.  This Exclusion does not 


limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 14 or 15.  
3. The right to take the Land by condemning it.  This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 17.  
4.  Risks:  


a. that are created, allowed, or agreed to by You, whether or not they are recorded in the Public Records;  
b. that are Known to You at the Policy Date, but not to Us, unless they are recorded in the Public Records at the Policy Date;  
c. that result in no loss to You; or  
d. that first occur after the Policy Date - this does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 7, 8.e., 25, 26, 27 or 28.  


5. Failure to pay value for Your Title. 
6. Lack of a right:  


a. to any land outside the area specifically described and referred to in paragraph 3 of Schedule A; and  
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b. in streets, alleys, or waterways that touch the Land.  
This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 11 or 21.  


7. The transfer of the Title to You is invalid as a preferential transfer or as a fraudulent transfer or conveyance under federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, 
or similar creditors’ rights laws. 


8. Contamination, explosion, fire, flooding, vibration, fracturing, earthquake, or subsidence.  
9. Negligence by a person or an Entity exercising a right to extract or develop minerals, water, or any other substances. 


LIMITATIONS ON COVERED RISKS 


Your insurance for the following Covered Risks is limited on the Owner’s Coverage Statement as follows: 


• For Covered Risk 16, 18, 19, and 21 Your Deductible Amount and Our Maximum Dollar Limit of Liability shown in Schedule A. 


The deductible amounts and maximum dollar limits shown on Schedule A are as follows: 
 


Your Deductible Amount 
Our Maximum Dollar 


Limit of Liability 


Covered Risk 16: 
1.00% % of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$2,500.00 (whichever is less) $ 10,000.00 


Covered Risk 18: 
1.00% % of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$5,000.00 (whichever is less) $ 25,000.00 


Covered Risk 19: 
1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$5,000.00 (whichever is less) $ 25,000.00 


Covered Risk 21: 
1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$2,500.00 (whichever is less) $ 5,000.00 


 


2006 ALTA LOAN POLICY (06-17-06) 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or 
expenses that arise by reason of:  
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 


relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land;  
(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land;  
(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
(iv) environmental protection;  


or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations.  This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5.  


(b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk  6.  
2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 


(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 
(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing 


to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant;  
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11, 13 or 14); 


or  
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage.  


4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable doing-business laws of 
the state where the Land is situated. 


5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the Insured Mortgage 
and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending law. 


6. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction creating the lien of 
the Insured Mortgage, is 
(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 
(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 13(b) of this policy.   


7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 
date of recording of the Insured Mortgage in the Public Records.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 
11(b). 
The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 


the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 


EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 


(Except as provided in Schedule B - Part II,( t(or T)his policy does not insure against loss or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys’ 
fees or expenses, that arise by reason of: 


(PART I 


(The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 
the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 
1. (a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or 


by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown 
by the records of such agency or by the Public Records.  


2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims that are not shown by the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or that may be 
asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 


3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 
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4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete 
land survey of the Land and not shown by the Public Records. 


5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, claims or title to 
water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records. 


6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 


PART II 


In addition to the matters set forth in Part I of this Schedule, the Title is subject to the following matters, and the Company insures against loss or damage 
sustained in the event that they are not subordinate to the lien of the Insured Mortgage:) 


2006 ALTA OWNER’S POLICY (06-17-06) 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or 
expenses that arise by reason of:   
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 


relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 
(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
(iv) environmental protection; 


or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations.  This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5.   


(b) Any governmental police power.  This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 
2. Rights of eminent domain.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters   


(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant;   
(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing 


to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy;   
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant;   
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 9 and 10); or   
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Title.   


4.  Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction vesting the Title as 
shown in Schedule A, is 
(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer; or 
(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 9 of this policy. 


5. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 
date of recording of the deed or other instrument of transfer in the Public Records that vests Title as shown in Schedule A. 
The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 


the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 


EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 


This policy does not insure against loss or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys’ fees or expenses, that arise by reason of: 
(The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 


the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 
1. (a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or 


by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown 
by the records of such agency or by the Public Records.  


2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims that are not shown in the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or that may be 
asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 


3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 
4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete 


land survey of the Land and that are not shown by the Public Records. 
5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, claims or title to 


water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records. 
6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 
7. (Variable exceptions such as taxes, easements, CC&R’s, etc. shown here.) 


ALTA EXPANDED COVERAGE RESIDENTIAL LOAN POLICY (12-02-13) 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys’ fees or 
expenses which arise by reason of:  
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 


relating to  
(i)  the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(ii)  the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 
(iii)  the subdivision of land; or 
(iv)  environmental protection; 


or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations.  This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5, 6, 13(c), 13(d), 14 or 16. 


(b) Any governmental police power.  This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 5, 6, 13(c), 13(d), 14 or 
16. 
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2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8.   
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters  


(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 
(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing 


to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11, 16, 17, 18, 


19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27 or 28); or    
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage. 


4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable doing-business laws of 
the state where the Land is situated.   


5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the Insured Mortgage 
and is based upon usury, or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending law.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in 
Covered Risk 26. 


6. Any claim of invalidity, unenforceability or lack of priority of the lien of the Insured Mortgage as to Advances or modifications made after the Insured 
has Knowledge that the vestee shown in Schedule A is no longer the owner of the estate or interest covered by this policy. This Exclusion does not 
modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 11.  


7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching subsequent to Date of Policy. This 
Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 11(b) or 25.  


8.  The failure of the residential structure, or any portion of it, to have been constructed before, on or after Date of Policy in accordance with applicable 
building codes.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 5 or 6. 


9.  Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction creating the lien of 
the Insured Mortgage, is 
(a)  a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 
(b)  a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 27(b) of this policy.  


10. Contamination, explosion, fire, flooding, vibration, fracturing, earthquake, or subsidence.  
11. Negligence by a person or an Entity exercising a right to extract or develop minerals, water, or any other substances. 
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Notice of Available Discounts 


 
Pursuant to Section 2355.3 in Title 10 of the California Code of Regulations Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its 
subsidiaries ("FNF") must deliver a notice of each discount available under our current rate filing along with the 
delivery of escrow instructions, a preliminary report or commitment. Please be aware that the provision of this notice 
does not constitute a waiver of the consumer’s right to be charged the filed rate. As such, your transaction may not 
qualify for the below discounts. 
 
You are encouraged to discuss the applicability of one or more of the below discounts with a Company representative. 
These discounts are generally described below; consult the rate manual for a full description of the terms, conditions 
and requirements for such discount. These discounts only apply to transactions involving services rendered by the 
FNF Family of Companies. This notice only applies to transactions involving property improved with a one-to-four 
family residential dwelling. 
 
FNF Underwritten Title Company FNF Underwriter 
LTC – Lawyers Title Company CLTIC – Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Co. 
 
Available Discounts 


DISASTER LOANS (CLTIC) 
The charge for a Lender's Policy (Standard or Extended coverage) covering the financing or refinancing by an owner 
of record, within 24 months of the date of a declaration of a disaster area by the government of the United States or 
the State of California on any land located in said area, which was partially or totally destroyed in the disaster, will be 
50% of the appropriate title insurance rate. 
 
EMPLOYEE RATE (LTC and CLTIC) 
No charge shall be made to employees (including employees on approved retirement) of the Company or its 
underwritten, subsidiary or affiliated title companies for policies or escrow services in connection with financing, 
refinancing, sale or purchase of the employees' bona fide home property. Waiver of such charges is authorized only 
in connection with those costs which the employee would be obligated to pay, by established custom, as a party to the 
transaction. 
 
 
 
Notice of Available Discounts  Mod. 10/21/2011 
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Wire Fraud Alert 


This Notice is not intended to provide legal or professional advice. If you have any questions, please consult with a lawyer. 


All parties to a real estate transaction are targets for wire fraud and many have lost hundreds of thousands of dollars because they simply 
relied on the wire instructions received via email, without further verification. If funds are to be wired in conjunction with this real 


estate transaction, we strongly recommend verbal verification of wire instructions through a known, trusted phone number 


prior to sending funds. 


In addition, the following non‐exclusive self‐protection strategies are recommended to minimize exposure to possible wire fraud. 


• NEVER RELY on emails purporting to change wire instructions. Parties to a transaction rarely change wire instructions in the 
course of a transaction. 


• ALWAYS VERIFY wire instructions, specifically the ABA routing number and account number, by calling the party who 
sent the instructions to you. DO NOT use the phone number provided in the email containing the instructions, use phone 
numbers you have called before or can otherwise verify. Obtain the phone number of relevant parties to the transaction as 


soon as an escrow account is opened. DO NOT send an email to verify as the email address may be incorrect or the email 
may be intercepted by the fraudster.  


• USE COMPLEX EMAIL PASSWORDS that employ a combination of mixed case, numbers, and symbols. Make your 
passwords greater than eight (8) characters. Also, change your password often and do NOT reuse the same password for other 
online accounts.  


• USE MULTI-FACTOR AUTHENTICATION for email accounts. Your email provider or IT staff may have specific 
instructions on how to implement this feature.  


For more information on wire‐fraud scams or to report an incident, please refer to the following links: 


Federal Bureau of Investigation: Internet Crime Complaint Center: 
http://www.fbi.gov http://www.ic3.gov 
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FIDELITY NATIONAL FINANCIAL, INC.  


PRIVACY NOTICE 


Effective January 1, 2020 


Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its majority-owned subsidiary companies (collectively, “FNF,” “our,” or “we”) respect and are committed to 
protecting your privacy. This Privacy Notice explains how we collect, use, and protect personal information, when and to whom we disclose such 
information, and the choices you have about the use and disclosure of that information. 


A limited number of FNF subsidiaries have their own privacy notices.  If a subsidiary has its own privacy notice, the privacy notice will be 
available on the subsidiary’s website and this Privacy Notice does not apply.  
 
Collection of Personal Information 
FNF may collect the following categories of Personal Information: 


• contact information (e.g., name, address, phone number, email address); 


• demographic information (e.g., date of birth, gender, marital status); 


• identity information (e.g. Social Security Number, driver’s license, passport, or other government ID number); 


• financial account information (e.g. loan or bank account information); and 


• other personal information necessary to provide products or services to you. 
 
We may collect Personal Information about you from:  


• information we receive from you or your agent; 


• information about your transactions with FNF, our affiliates, or others; and  


• information we receive from consumer reporting agencies and/or governmental entities, either directly from these entities or through 
others. 


 
Collection of Browsing Information  
FNF automatically collects the following types of Browsing Information when you access an FNF website, online service, or application 
(each an “FNF Website”) from your Internet browser, computer, and/or device: 


• Internet Protocol (IP) address and operating system; 


• browser version, language, and type; 


• domain name system requests; and 


• browsing history on the FNF Website, such as date and time of your visit to the FNF Website and visits to the pages within the FNF 
Website. 
 


Like most websites, our servers automatically log each visitor to the FNF Website and may collect the Browsing Information described 
above. We use Browsing Information for system administration, troubleshooting, fraud investigation, and to improve our websites. 
Browsing Information generally does not reveal anything personal about you, though if you have created a user account for an FNF 
Website and are logged into that account, the FNF Website may be able to link certain browsing activity to your user account. 
 
Other Online Specifics 
Cookies. When you visit an FNF Website, a “cookie” may be sent to your computer. A cookie is a small piece of data that is sent to your 
Internet browser from a web server and stored on your computer’s hard drive. Information gathered using cookies helps us improve your 
user experience. For example, a cookie can help the website load properly or can customize the display page based on your browser 
type and user preferences. You can choose whether or not to accept cookies by changing your Internet browser settings. Be aware that 
doing so may impair or limit some functionality of the FNF Website.  
 
Web Beacons. We use web beacons to determine when and how many times a page has been viewed. This information is used to 
improve our websites.  
 
Do Not Track. Currently our FNF Websites do not respond to “Do Not Track” features enabled through your browser.  
 


Links to Other Sites.  FNF Websites may contain links to unaffiliated third-party websites. FNF is not responsible for the privacy practices 
or content of those websites. We recommend that you read the privacy policy of every website you visit.  
 
Use of Personal Information  
FNF uses Personal Information for three main purposes: 


• To provide products and services to you or in connection with a transaction involving you. 


• To improve our products and services. 


• To communicate with you about our, our affiliates’, and others’ products and services, jointly or independently. 
 
When Information Is Disclosed  
We may disclose your Personal Information and Browsing Information in the following circumstances:    


• to enable us to detect or prevent criminal activity, fraud, material misrepresentation, or nondisclosure; 
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• to nonaffiliated service providers who provide or perform services or functions on our behalf and who agree to use the information only 
to provide such services or functions;  


• to nonaffiliated third party service providers with whom we perform joint marketing, pursuant to an agreement with them to jointly market 
financial products or services to you; 


• to law enforcement or authorities in connection with an investigation, or in response to a subpoena or court order; or 


• in the good-faith belief that such disclosure is necessary to comply with legal process or applicable laws, or to protect the rights, 
property, or safety of FNF, its customers, or the public. 


 
The law does not require your prior authorization and does not allow you to restrict the disclosures described above. Additionally, we may 
disclose your information to third parties for whom you have given us authorization or consent to make such disclosure. We do not 
otherwise share your Personal Information or Browsing Information with nonaffiliated third parties, except as required or permitted by law. 
We do share Personal Information among affiliates (other companies owned by FNF) to directly market to you. Please see “Choices with 
Your Information” to learn how to restrict that sharing. 
 
We reserve the right to transfer your Personal Information, Browsing Information, and any other information, in connection with the sale 
or other disposition of all or part of the FNF business and/or assets, or in the event of bankruptcy, reorganization, insolvency, receivership, 
or an assignment for the benefit of creditors. By submitting Personal Information and/or Browsing Information to FNF, you expressly agree 
and consent to the use and/or transfer of the foregoing information in connection with any of the above described proceedings.  
 
Security of Your Information 
We maintain physical, electronic, and procedural safeguards to protect your Personal Information.  
 
Choices With Your Information  
If you do not want FNF to share your information among our affiliates to directly market to you, you may send an “opt out” request by 
email, phone, or physical mail as directed at the end of this Privacy Notice. We do not share your Personal Information with nonaffiliates 
for their use to direct market to you. 
 
Whether you submit Personal Information or Browsing Information to FNF is entirely up to you. If you decide not to submit Personal 
Information or Browsing Information, FNF may not be able to provide certain services or products to you.  
 
For California Residents: We will not share your Personal Information or Browsing Information with nonaffiliated third parties, except as 
permitted by California law. For additional information about your California privacy rights, please visit the “California Privacy” link on our 
website (https://fnf.com/pages/californiaprivacy.aspx) or call (888) 413-1748.  
 
For Nevada Residents: You may be placed on our internal Do Not Call List by calling (888) 934-3354 or by contacting us via the information set forth 
at the end of this Privacy Notice. Nevada law requires that we also provide you with the following contact information: Bureau of Consumer Protection, 
Office of the Nevada Attorney General, 555 E. Washington St., Suite 3900, Las Vegas, NV 89101; Phone number: (702) 486-3132; email: 
BCPINFO@ag.state.nv.us.  
For Oregon Residents:  We will not share your Personal Information or Browsing Information with nonaffiliated third parties for marketing 
purposes, except after you have been informed by us of such sharing and had an opportunity to indicate that you do not want a disclosure 
made for marketing purposes. 
 
For Vermont Residents: We will not disclose information about your creditworthiness to our affiliates and will not disclose your personal 
information, financial information, credit report, or health information to nonaffiliated third parties to market to you, other than as permitted 
by Vermont law, unless you authorize us to make those disclosures. 
 
Information From Children  
The FNF Websites are not intended or designed to attract persons under the age of eighteen (18).We do not collect Personal Information 
from any person that we know to be under the age of thirteen (13) without permission from a parent or guardian.  
 
International Users  
FNF’s headquarters is located within the United States. If you reside outside the United States and choose to provide Personal Information 
or Browsing Information to us, please note that we may transfer that information outside of your country of residence. By providing FNF 
with your Personal Information and/or Browsing Information, you consent to our collection, transfer, and use of such information in 
accordance with this Privacy Notice. 
 
FNF Website Services for Mortgage Loans 
Certain FNF companies provide services to mortgage loan servicers, including hosting websites that collect customer information on 
behalf of mortgage loan servicers (the “Service Websites”). The Service Websites may contain links to both this Privacy Notice and the 
mortgage loan servicer or lender’s privacy notice. The sections of this Privacy Notice titled When Information is Disclosed, Choices with 
Your Information, and Accessing and Correcting Information do not apply to the Service Websites. The mortgage loan servicer or lender’s 
privacy notice governs use, disclosure, and access to your Personal Information. FNF does not share Personal Information collected 
through the Service Websites, except as required or authorized by contract with the mortgage loan servicer or lender, or as required by 
law or in the good-faith belief that such disclosure is necessary: to comply with a legal process or applicable law, to enforce this Privacy 
Notice, or to protect the rights, property, or safety of FNF or the public. 
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Your Consent To This Privacy Notice; Notice Changes; Use of Comments or Feedback  
By submitting Personal Information and/or Browsing Information to FNF, you consent to the collection and use of the information in 
accordance with this Privacy Notice. We may change this Privacy Notice at any time. The Privacy Notice’s effective date will show the 
last date changes were made. If you provide information to us following any change of the Privacy Notice, that signifies your assent to 
and acceptance of the changes to the Privacy Notice. We may use comments or feedback that you submit to us in any manner without 
notice or compensation to you. 
 
Accessing and Correcting Information; Contact Us  
If you have questions, would like to correct your Personal Information, or want to opt-out of information sharing for affiliate marketing, 
send your requests to privacy@fnf.com, by phone to (888) 934-3354, or by mail to:    
 


Fidelity National Financial, Inc. 
601 Riverside Avenue 


Jacksonville, Florida 32204 
Attn: Chief Privacy Officer 


 
 







 


 


 







PIQ
 











Should you require any more information regarding the Property, Vista Del Monte Apartments, or
Cesar Chavez Foundation, please do not hesitate to contact us.
 
Thank you,
Carolyn Lee
 

  Carolyn J. Lee | LUBIN OLSON
Lubin Olson & Niewiadomski LLP | The Transamerica Pyramid | 600 Montgomery Street, 14th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: (415) 981-0550 | Facsimile: (415) 981-4343 | www.lubinolson.com | Email: clee@lubinolson.com

This message and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged information and are only for the use of the intended recipient
of this message. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by return email, and delete or destroy this and all copies
of this message and all attachments. Any unauthorized disclosure, use, distribution, or reproduction of this message or any attachments
is prohibited and may be unlawful.

 
 

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.lubinolson.com/&g=MTk2Zjk0NTE3YzFkM2ZjYw==&h=NTgzMGVlMjk0MjdlZjUwMDNlOGE0NTczYTM3ZjA3NTQzNDFiMjBlZjIzNWQ3ZTI1NzYwNWM1MmE1Nzc4ZGRmNw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmUxOTZkY2MwYzFiNWIxNjEyYWFkODlmNTJlZGUxYWQ5OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.lubinolson.com/&g=NzU3ZThhYTg5Mjg2NGU0Yw==&h=NjdkZTFiM2E1ODFjNTg4ZmFkMjg5NGM2NjIyMWFkOTQwZmFlODczMGZkNTM0MWUzMmZjZGNlZjQ4ZWQzNWNmZQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmUxOTZkY2MwYzFiNWIxNjEyYWFkODlmNTJlZGUxYWQ5OnYx
mailto:clee@lubinolson.com


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC)
Subject: FW: My objection to proposed project at 130 Townsend st. San Francisco CA
Date: Wednesday, August 25, 2021 2:22:36 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: Nilesh Parate <nparate@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, August 21, 2021 12:51 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Westhoff, Alex (CPC)
<alex.westhoff@sfgov.org>
Subject: My objection to proposed project at 130 Townsend st. San Francisco CA
 

 

 
To the Planning Department and Alex Westhoff,
 
I strongly object to any variance for the proposed project at 130 Townsend St. San Francisco
CA 
 
As a resident of that neighborhood, my objection is mainly about the lack of parking spaces.
Already that area has a lack of parking and you should not allow any new developments that
does not  adequately plan for parking spots for the expected  increase in number automobiles.
In this case you are actually considering eliminating a parking lot!? That will be horrible.
 
 
 
sincerely,
 
Nilesh Parate
88 King Street, Unit 1318

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@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


San Francisco, CA 94107
 
dated: 8/21/21



 
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: 4300 17th Street - 2019-013808CUA/VAR
Date: Wednesday, August 25, 2021 9:31:41 AM
Attachments: 4300 Opp Letter 2021.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: casey94114@yahoo.com <casey94114@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 4:53 PM
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4300 17th Street - 2019-013808CUA/VAR
 

 

Attached please find Comment on 4300 17th Street, 2019-013808CUA/VAR. 

Casey & Greg Rando
 

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



 
 
August 24, 2021 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission, Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator and 
Jeffrey Horn, San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
  RE:  Opposition to 4300 17th Street, 2019-013808CUAVAR 
 
Dear Commissioners, Mr. Teague and Mr. Horn: 
 
Once again, thank you for the opportunity to express our strong opposition to the plans that the 
developer, Scott Pluta, (“Developer”i) is proposing at 4300 17th Street.  Despite the revisions 
that have been made to the design, the plans would still have a severe and direct impact us (the 
adjacent next door neighbors), our downstairs neighbors at 4304 17th Street and our neighbors 
at 90 Ord Street.  While we realize the arguments for additional housing and below-market rate 
housing and the need to address the historical racism in the city of San Francisco are 
compelling, we do not believe that the proposed development warrants any variance from the 
Planning Code.   
 
Some of this comment letter is repeated from our previous comment letter because the issues 
remain or are even more relevant to the current version of the project.  The BMR-issue is 
particularly problematic and needs to be fleshed out with the Developer by the Commission.  
First, the rejections on the first iteration of the project and how they continue to apply to the new 
version. 
 
Planning Department Rejection 
 
The SF Planning Department found on April 27, 2020 that the proposed development was 
unacceptable and requested the Developer revise plans to conform with the Planning Code. 
The Planning Department found the following did not comply with the Planning Code: 
 


The Planning Department added, “[t]he Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) has 
reviewed the project and does not find the current proposal to be consistent with the 
Residential Design Guidelines. Eliminating (by developing upon) the subject property’s 
rear yard would have significant negative impacts to neighboring properties. RDAT does 
not support the project as designed, including lot split and variance request. 
RDAT recommends re-designing the proposal as a code compliant project that 


Casey & Greg Rando 
  4302 17th Street, San Francisco, CA   







maintains the required 45% rear yard. RDAT also recommends the project explore 
options in Section 136 (permitted obstructions) of the Planning code for allowable 
projections into rear yard and to consider options for ADUs in the rear yard. All 
requirements are identified in the attached Residential Design Guideline Matrix.”  


 
Nothing with this latest iteration has changed!  The 45% rear yard has not been 
maintained.   
 
The proposed project goes to the rear property line, and the setback on the west side of 
the property line is laughable, where the building juts back to the property line before the 
second floor!! 
 
The attempt to make up for this 45% requirement by having setbacks on the second or 
third floors at the rear is unacceptable.  Where is this in the Code??  There is no similar 
“setback” proposed on the west side either. 
 
Zoning Administrator Rejection 
 
At the Commission meeting, the Zoning Administrator agreed the variance was unacceptable 
and was a fatal flaw in the design.  From the Zoning Administrator website: 
 


A variance is a request for an exception from a Planning Code standard which would 
cause practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship if applied as written. Most quantitative 
development standards are eligible for a variance request, but common requests include 
a variance from rear yard, open space, dwelling unit exposure, or parking requirements. 
Certain provisions of the Planning Code, such as height, sign and use requirements, are 
not variable. 


 
The Zoning Administrator hears and makes determinations on variance applications. In 
order to grant a variance, the following findings must be met: 
 
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; 
 
[There are no extraordinary circumstances applying to the property, so this 
does not apply to this project.] 
 


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; 
 
[There are no extraordinary circumstances applying to the property, so this 
does not apply to this project.] 
 


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; 
 







[The Developer has not proven in any way that the 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 the 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 
 
[The Developer has not proven in any way that approval of the variance for his 
project will be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity.] 
 


5. That the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and 
intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. 
 
[The Developer has not proven or shown any evidence that the granting of 
these variances would be in harmony with the general purpose of the intent of 
this Code and would not adversely affect the Master Plan.  In fact, it could be 
argued that the Developer is in conflict with the Code and Master Plan, and is 
thus seeking all the required variances and CUAs he needs to build his 
project.] 


 
The Developer has not shown any required need for a variance from the Planning Code.  The 
Zoning Administrator should flatly reject his requests and this project. 
 
The True Purpose of the Project  
 
The Developer has stated many times on multiple platforms that the purpose of his project is: 
 


The purpose of this project is to build small scale, infill mixed-affordable housing in the 
Corona Heights neighborhood of San Francisco. Specifically at 4300 17th street, this 
project would add two deed-restricted Below Market Rate rental units and two market 
rate rental units to the City’s housing stock a mere 0.3 miles, or a five minute walk, from 
the transit-rich Castro neighborhood.  This is a first-of-its-kind approach to building 
affordable housing in San Francisco and could be a blueprint for hundreds of additional 
units of affordable housing throughout the City. 


 
Nowhere in the promotional project descriptions does he mention the real purpose of the project 
is to build his primary residence, a custom-built penthouse condominium.  He does state this in 
the Pre-Application Meeting materials, where he states that ”[t]he purpose of this project is 
twofold: (1) build the Applicant's home and permanent residence and (2) develop affordable 
housing to help address San Francisco's current housing crisis.” 
 
It should be noted, that in the original application, it appears that he really is not building any of 
the affordable housing units.   
 
With his latest iteration, it is not clear that the Developer is even proposing the three 
BMR units in the existing building.  He only mentions “constructing” the BMR ADU in the 
existing building.   
 







There is also no requirement that precludes the Developer from turning any of the 
proposed units into vacation and/or short-term rentals.  Has the City not been burned on 
this issue before?  Perhaps, a deed restriction is required. 
 
The story about the rent control and/or BMRs seems to have changed over time, and at this 
point, it’s still not clear what he is proposing.   
 
If the newly constructed unit in the new building is considered an ADU, should it not be rent-
controlled?  When you split a lot, isn’t the new unit created rent-controlled? 
 
Below Market Rate Rental Units/Rent Control 
 
The Developer states, “[s]pecifically the project would add two deed-restricted Below Market 
Rate (or “BMR”) rental units to be administered by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 
Community Development and two market rate units to the City’s housing stock.”  Although 
BMRs are a cornerstone of his marketing strategy, these were not presented at the Pre-
application meeting, and they do not seem to appear in either the CUA or Zoning Variance 
applications.  The Developer made many references in the Pre-Application meeting to ADUs 
and the needs, purposes and legislative goals for them.  He also brought up transit-oriented 
legislation and how his project fit the goals of this legislation, but BMRs were not discussed.   
 
Because he had to downscale the project, did the BMRs go away? 
 
What is going on now with these units? 
 
From the CUA Application:  
 


Granting this Conditional Use Authorization and the related variance application 
would lead directly to the addition of four incremental dwelling units to San 
Francisco’s Housing Stock.   Two of the four units would be ADUs, which the City 
considers “naturally affordable” rental housing.  All four new units would be rental units 
One of the two new ADUs would be rent-controlled.  And upon completion of the project, 
Applicant would relocate into a market-rate unit in the new building, thereby unlocking a 
second rent-controlled unit in the existing building. 
 


It is also not clear to me how this project even qualifies for the Mayor’s program, and how all of 
the newly constructed units aren’t rent controlled, particularly if these are considered ADUs. 
From what I can see on the Mayor’s office website, it looks like the Developer would be required 
to have the BMRs in the newly constructed building and would be required to have a minimum 
of 10 units.  The Developer can clarify, but again, it’s not clear to me how this bait-and-switch 
with the BMRs is legal.   
 
There is also nothing on the Mayor’s office website that indicates participation in this 
program provides a free pass from the Planning and Zoning Codes. 
 
Has the Developer contacted the City Attorney’s Office and/or the Mayor’s Office to 
discuss the deed restrictions for the BMRs? 
 
Personal Impacts of Proposed Project 
 







If the project were to be constructed, we would lose a significant amount of light and air on the 
eastern side of the house.  We would also lose a very large amount of natural light in the 
backyard.  We are not alone.  Our neighbors downstairs would also lose out and would live in 
even greater shadows.  The owners of 90 Ord Street would also lose light to their entire 
backyard and much of the back of their house.   
 
It still appears, the Developer has TEN light well windows currently planned on our property line.  
So, when we or our neighbors downstairs look out our kitchen windows, we will be looking 
directly into the Developer’s home or into his tenants’ homes.   
 
The Developer is proposing construction up to the lot line, so we would lose all the green space 
between the two properties.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The current iteration of this project should be rejected, as it does not conform to the Planning 
Code.  The Zoning Administrator has no option but to reject the application for variances.   
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Casey and Greg Rando 
 
 


 
i The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development uses, the term “developer” when referring to those 
entities who develop inclusionary housing.  This is the term that seems appropriate with regard to this 
development. 
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P.O. Box 14493



San Francisco, CA  94114

https://www.corbettneighbors.com



info@corbettneighbors.com

August 24, 2021



Planning Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org)

Mr. Jeffrey Horn, Senior Planner (jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org)  

Jonas P. Ionin (jonas.ionin@sfgov.org)



(ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION IN LIEU OF HARD COPY)



RE:  	 September 2, 2021 Hearing

	 Record No. 2019-013808CUAVAR; 4300 17th St. 



Gentlemen:



1. Memo in Opposition.  On behalf of Corbett Heights Neighbors (“CHN”), we attach to 
this letter of transmittal a PDF of our association’s latest memorandum in opposition to 
the grant of variances and conditional use authorizations in the above captioned 
matter, now calendared for the September 2, 2021 hearing. We file this memo now 
because until the Commission acts on September 2, we have no assurance that our 
request for Continuance, see the next point below, will be granted.  If it is, we 
respectfully request an opportunity to file another memo if necessary.



3. Continuance.  CHN’s president, Bill Holtzman, previously emailed Commission 
President Mr. Koppel seeking a continuance of this matter until October, which request 
was acknowledged to us by Mr. Ionin and we understand will be considered on 
September 2.  The reasons therefor were set forth in Mr. Holtzman’s email.  


2. Organized Opposition.  The last time this Project was heard, in November 2020, 
responding to a request from CHN Mr. Ionin informed us that CHN would be recognized, 
as it was, as “organized opposition.”  By this letter we respectfully make that request 
again for the next hearing on this matter, be it in September or otherwise.


Thank you for your courtesy in this matter.



Sincerely,

Paul Allen, CHN Secretary (sfcapaul@mac.com)



https://www.corbettneighbors.com
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Memorandum 


To:   Planning Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 
 Mr. Jeffrey Horn, Senior Planner (jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org) 


Re:   September 2 Hearing; 4300 17th St. (2019-013808UA/VAR) 


From: Corbett Heights Neighbors  (info@corbettneighbors.com) 1


 Paul Allen, CHN Secretary (sfcapaul@mac.com) 


Date:  August 24, 2021 


———————————————————————————————————— 


Executive Summary 


More than two years after the initial Application, 9 months from the last Commission 
hearing on this matter, and with most neighborhood and Staff objections dismissed, this 
Project continues to carry the same fatal flaw as it always has:  contrary to Code 
Sections 134 and 249.77, proposed “full lot coverage”  of two new 1458 square foot lots 2


created from the splitting of the extant 2916 square foot lot. As early as March 2020 the 
Residential Design Team concluded that the elimination of the property’s rear yard 
“would have significant negative impacts to neighboring properties,” and the Department 
recommended that the Project be redesigned “at a less intense scale that respects the 
mid-block open space and maintains adjacent properties’ access to light and air by 
providing adequate setbacks and yards.”   This was not done; the Project before the 3


 CHN is an 18 year old neighborhood association in the Corona Heights Neighborhood.  The 1


Project is within CHN’s boundaries.  CHN was a proponent of, and indeed spearheaded, the 
adoption of the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District code provision that is 
implicated in this Project.


 Executive Summary Conditional Use/Variance, Hearing Date November 19, 2020 at p. 3, 2


hereafter “2020 Executive Summary.”  Of course, we are not privy to the Staff Executive 
Summary that will attend this latest Project iteration in 2021 because it will be posted after 
public Comments are due.


 2020 Executive Summary, p. 3.3
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Commissioners has precisely the same full lot footprints and attendant effects as it did 9 
months ago.   For this reason, the CUAs and variances should be rejected. 


 As we did almost 10 months ago, we see no reasoned, principled basis — and certainly 
none is set forth in Sec. 303(c) or Sec. 249.77(e)(1) — to relieve the Project from the 
rear yard/set back requirement. This was the Department’s opinion 9 months ago; there 
are no new facts that support a contrary conclusion.  In this respect, the Project is the 
same.  Worse, if permission is granted, a terrible precedent will have been set, to the 
detriment of neighbors and neighborhoods alike, city wide.   


Almost ten months ago, in response to Sponsor’s marketing of the prior iteration of the 
Project as one of “mixed, affordable housing,” we observed:  “This is a bit like saying the 
Flood Building on Market Street towered majestically on the afternoon of April 18, 1906; 
there may be some truth to that statement but it conceals far more than it reveals.”  
Although this Project would add three units - one 592 square foot ADU in the extant 
building, two units (one for the Sponsor) in the new building - and although Sponsor 
sometimes touts the units as “affordable,”  there is no evidence that this will be the case 4


unless that is a condition of Commission approval or these promises are deed-
restricted; nor is there any assurance that one or more of these units will not be offered 
as holiday short term rentals rather than residences for San Franciscans.  Of course, 
marketing appeals have no place in a principled review of these applications.  5


The central issue here is not the number of CUAs or variances — lot size, lot area, open 
space, etc — and not who will live in the units.  Rather, the issue is that the Project has 
precisely the same fatal flaw as it did 9 months ago - utter destruction of the back yard 
and open space contrary to Code.  As we file these Comments with the Commission 
prior to the scheduled September 2, 2121 date of the hearing (we seek a Continuance) 
and before the scheduled release of the 2021 Staff Executive Summary a few days 
before that hearing, we can can conceive of no basis for a change to the Department’s 
position from what it was 9 months ago because nothing in the Project has changed 
relevant to this conclusion:  “The Department also finds the project not to be necessary, 
desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and to be detrimental to 
persons or adjacent properties in the vicinity.”  2020 Executive Summary, p. 4. 


 Project Application, May 21, 2021 at p. 34


 The addition of new or even affordable housing does not trump Code provisions, though we 5


acknowledge the existence of relevant state law.  If Sponsor’s argument is that “affordable” 
housing trumps the Code, then let us address this notion systematically, city wide, across all 
zoning districts with new Code provisions rather than on an ad hoc, standard free basis as is 
so evidently the case here.
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Discussion 


A Brief History of a 2 Year Project. 


In the November 2019 Application, Sponsor wrote that the purpose was two fold:  (1) 
build the applicant’s home and permanent residence and (2) develop affordable 
housing.  A year ago, one year from the original application and leading up to the 
November 2020 Commission hearing, the sponsor mostly deleted the first point for 
reasons that remain obscure.  But the size of the project remained the same as did its 
numerous violations of the Planning Code (without the grant of CUAs and variances).  
CHN’s November 10, 2020 Memorandum in Opposition to the Project pointed out the 
threadbare link to affordable housing.   


Even now, the shifting motivations leave us a bit confused, although perhaps we will 
hear more about this at the hearing.  The sponsor’s May 2021 application declares that 
“The purpose of this project is to build mixed-affordable housing…” and even states that 
two units would be “deed restricted Below Market Rate.” But there is no verification or 
further evidence that this Project, if consummated, has anything to do with affordable 
housing; or that those pronouncements will be carried out; or that the units would be 
declared “off limits” for short term rentals to tourists rather than made available to San 
Franciscans as residences.  As we wrote in our two Memoranda almost 10 months ago, 
we do not oppose affordable housing or greater residential density per se.  Regardless 
of motivation, generally a development must be evaluated for what it is and for what it 
does as a structure, or in this case structures; and for what it does to the neighborhood, 
neighbors, and the Code.   


Staff’s November 19, 2020 Executive Summary issued on the eve of the hearing 
opposed the grant of CUAs and variances; recommended that the Project be revised to 
be code conforming; and declared that the Project did not comply with the Residential 
Design Guidelines because, among other things, it “…would have significant negative 
impacts to neighboring properties.”  For these reasons and many more set forth in that 
document, Staff recommended that the Project be redesigned.  The Commission agreed 
with that recommendation. 


In the intervening months, the Project has been somewhat redesigned — although, 
oddly, not in any manner that ameliorates the central flaw of “full lot coverage” of two 
lots — and the Sponsor apparently has had meetings with Planning Staff.  However, as 
far as we can determine, there has been little to no outreach to Project opponents, 
certainly, not to CHN (designated as “organized opposition” in November 2020); and 
immediate neighbors have told us they have not been consulted or briefed either.   At 
the November 2020 hearing on this matter, numerous Project supporters from outside 
San Francisco phoned in their support; so it seems “outreach” extends to remote 
supporters, not neighbors.   
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The Latest Version of the Project Has the Same Central Flaw. 


Staff’s 2020 Executive Summary on the prior version of this Project said this:  


“The Department recommends that the proposal at this site be redesigned at a 
less intense scale that respects the mid-block open space and maintains 
adjacent properties’ access to light and air by providing adequate setbacks and 
yard.”  p. 3. 


What has changed?  With respect to this central conclusion - nothing: 


The 2020 proposal would split a 2916 square foot lot into two 1458 square foot lots, 
necessitating a variance from the 1750 minimum square foot requirement.  Sec. 
121(e)(2). The 2021 proposal?  Same. 
The 2020 proposal called for both structures, the old 4382 square foot structure and 
the new 5042 square foot structure, to “…be developed to a depth equal to their 
respective property lines, resulting in full lot coverage, therefore both lots would 
require a variance for rear yard,” implicating the Corona Heights Special Use District 
provisions as well as Sec.134. (2020 Executive Summary at p. 3, emphasis 
supplied.) This utter destruction of the back yard caused the Residential Design 
Advisory Team to decry the “…significant negative impacts to neighboring 
properties…”   In so far as the green space is concerned, this version of the Project 
has precisely the same effect.    


Of course, we acknowledge that the scale of the new building has been reduced by 
38% to 3128 square feet.  Although several variances and/or CUAs will be required (e.g. 
lot size, usable open space, etc.) the essential flaw of this project remains unaddressed, 
two years later, in defiance of code, common sense, the Staff, the Commission, and 
respect for neighbors and neighborhood alike:  “full coverage” of the yard. 


There is No Legal or Principled Basis to Grant a CUA/Variance. 
With respect, it seems to us that the central question remains as it was 9 months ago:  
What is the reasoned, principled basis to permit, quite literally, such wholesale 
destruction of the rear yard and open space contrary to Code?   We can conceive of 
none, and we have yet to see one articulated.   


Of course, the applications must be measured against the enumerations of both Sec. 
303(c) and the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District (Sec. 249.77), yet 
there is nothing there that warrants approval.  Regarding the latter, in the 2020 
Executive Summary (beginning at p. 6) Staff went through, seriatim, the terms for review 
of a CUA and concluded, not surprisingly, that the Project is “not compatible with the 
existing development of the District.” p. 7.   And there is certainly nothing in 303(c) that 
would support the grant of a CUA.  Further, adding the adjective “affordable” to the  new 
housing component — particularly without any evidence of or binding commitment from 
the Sponsor that this will be so — does nothing to advance that argument.  
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Of course, we do understand that the second and third floors of the new building have 
been scaled back.  But the “full lot” footprint remains.   


Finally, we wish to reiterate what we wrote in prior memoranda on this Project: CHN 
does not oppose affordable housing, ADUs, or even greater density consistent with 
Code.  We do oppose the applications here because, if granted, the Project would have 
serious, adverse consequences to neighbors and neighborhood alike; there is no legal 
or policy basis for approval; and a terrible precedent will have been set with adverse 
consequences city wide.  The Project should be rejected or returned for modifications 
consistent with Code. 


.
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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: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 12:29:27 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: Irina NUDELMAN <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "Irinanobhill@gmail.com" <Irinanobhill@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 at 11:50 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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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.

Irina NUDELMAN 
Irinanobhill@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94121

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED DECLARES AUGUST AS TRANSGENDER HISTORY MONTH

IN SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 12:29:02 PM
Attachments: 08.24.2021 Trans History Month.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, August 24, 2021 at 12:25 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED DECLARES AUGUST AS
TRANSGENDER HISTORY MONTH IN SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 24, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED DECLARES AUGUST AS

TRANSGENDER HISTORY MONTH IN SAN FRANCISCO
On the 55th anniversary of the Compton's Cafeteria Riots, San Francisco recognizes the

country's first Transgender History Month
 
San Francisco, CA — San Francisco Mayor London N. Breed today officially declared
August as Transgender History Month in San Francisco. Developed in partnership with the
Transgender District and Office of Transgender Initiatives, today's proclamation signing at
City Hall
launches a month of celebrating the history and cultural milestones of transgender people in
San Francisco.
 
The country's first Transgender History Month honors the 55th anniversary of the Compton's
Cafeteria Riots, which occurred in August 1966 in San Francisco's Tenderloin neighborhood,
marking the beginning of transgender activism in San Francisco. A response to violent and
constant police harassment, this incident was one of the first LGBTQ uprisings in United
States history, preceding the better known 1969 Stonewall riots in New York City.
 
“I am honored to join the transgender community today to declare August as Transgender
History Month in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “Our transgender community has a rich
cultural history in this city and is so important to our diverse identity. San Francisco has been
and always will be a place where everyone can seek refuge, sanctuary, and safety. Today, we
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TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, August 24, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED DECLARES AUGUST AS 


TRANSGENDER HISTORY MONTH IN SAN FRANCISCO 
On the 55th anniversary of the Compton's Cafeteria Riots, San Francisco recognizes the 


country's first Transgender History Month 


 


San Francisco, CA — San Francisco Mayor London N. Breed today officially declared August 


as Transgender History Month in San Francisco. Developed in partnership with the Transgender 


District and Office of Transgender Initiatives, today's proclamation signing at City Hall  


launches a month of celebrating the history and cultural milestones of transgender people in  


San Francisco. 


 


The country's first Transgender History Month honors the 55th anniversary of the Compton's 


Cafeteria Riots, which occurred in August 1966 in San Francisco's Tenderloin neighborhood, 


marking the beginning of transgender activism in San Francisco. A response to violent and 


constant police harassment, this incident was one of the first LGBTQ uprisings in United States 


history, preceding the better known 1969 Stonewall riots in New York City. 


 


“I am honored to join the transgender community today to declare August as Transgender 


History Month in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “Our transgender community has a rich 


cultural history in this city and is so important to our diverse identity. San Francisco has been 


and always will be a place where everyone can seek refuge, sanctuary, and safety. Today, we 


celebrate both our city’s pride and the transgender community.” 


 


The Tenderloin is home to The Transgender District, created in 2018 as Compton's Transgender 


Cultural District, the nation's first legally recognized district dedicated to the transgender, 


nonbinary, and intersex community. On August 29, the District will be hosting a neighborhood 


block party, “The Riot Party,” featuring food, live music, performances, and more. The event 


will also honor community members who have advanced trans rights in San Francisco and 


beyond. 


 


Today's event at City Hall was emceed by community icon Sister Roma of the Sisters of 


Perpetual Indulgence and included community speakers and honorees Tamara Ching, Camille 


Moran, Cecilia Chung, and more. Also giving remarks was Honey Mahogany, trans activist and 


chair of the San Francisco Democratic County Central Committee. The event concluded with the 


raising of the transgender pride flag over City Hall.   


 


"Transgender History Month is so iconic! I don't think the broader public realizes how many 


significant contributions to history, culture, social justice, and of course, popular culture that 
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transgender and gender non-conforming people have made," said Aria Sa'id, co-founder and 


President of The Transgender District. "On behalf of The Transgender District we are overjoyed 


to celebrate this incredible milestone." 


 


"We are grateful to have partnered with the Transgender District and Mayor London Breed to 


declare August as Transgender History Month in San Francisco," said Clair Farley, Executive 


Director of the Office of Transgender Initiatives. "San Francisco has long been a leader in 


fighting for trans rights and making critical investments to support our residents. This historic 


announcement is an important way to honor those that have paved the way for our movement 


and address the important work we have ahead to address the ongoing discrimination and 


violence facing trans and gender nonconforming communities." 


 


During the event, Mayor Breed announced several critical trans and LGBTQ community 


investments that were included in her recently signed citywide budget, including: 


 


• First of its kind Guaranteed Income Project for the Trans Community, prioritizing 


San Francisco residents most impacted by the pandemic and those disconnected from other 


benefits. Mayor Breed’s budget includes $2 million for the program over the next two 


years. 


• LGBTQ Senior Tele-mental health program and expanded digital access services. 


The new program will be funded through the Department of Adult and Aging Services 


(DAAS), and will increase services for LGBTQ seniors while adding much-need mental 


health resources to community members who have experienced increased isolation, 


depression, and anxiety due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The pilot project is funded at 


$900,000 over the next year. 


• Support for small businesses and arts and cultural programs, including $12 million 


to acquire a site to house the country’s first full-scale LGBTQ Museum.  


• Policies and initiatives that aim to break the cycle of violence and discrimination 


against transgender communities, especially against Black trans women who 


experience disproportionate levels of violence. Mayor Breed’s Dream Keeper Initiative 


invests $2.2 million for Black transgender equity programming over the next two years. 


 


For more information about San Francisco’s Office of Transgender Initiatives, please visit 


sf.gov/transcitysf, and to learn more about The Transgender District, please visit 


transgenderdistrictsf.com.  


 


### 



https://sfmayor.org/article/mayor-london-breed-signs-balanced-budget-support-economic-recovery-and-meet-citys-top

https://sf.gov/transcitysf

https://www.transgenderdistrictsf.com/





celebrate both our city’s pride and the transgender community.”
 
The Tenderloin is home to The Transgender District, created in 2018 as Compton's
Transgender Cultural District, the nation's first legally recognized district dedicated to the
transgender, nonbinary, and intersex community. On August 29, the District will be hosting a
neighborhood block party, “The Riot Party,” featuring food, live music, performances, and
more. The event will also honor community members who have advanced trans rights in San
Francisco and beyond.
 
Today's event at City Hall was emceed by community icon Sister Roma of the Sisters of
Perpetual Indulgence and included community speakers and honorees Tamara Ching, Camille
Moran, Cecilia Chung, and more. Also giving remarks was Honey Mahogany, trans activist
and chair of the San Francisco Democratic County Central Committee. The event concluded
with the raising of the transgender pride flag over City Hall. 
 
"Transgender History Month is so iconic! I don't think the broader public realizes how many
significant contributions to history, culture, social justice, and of course, popular culture that
transgender and gender non-conforming people have made," said Aria Sa'id, co-founder and
President of The Transgender District. "On behalf of The Transgender District we are
overjoyed to celebrate this incredible milestone."
 
"We are grateful to have partnered with the Transgender District and Mayor London Breed to
declare August as Transgender History Month in San Francisco," said Clair Farley, Executive
Director of the Office of Transgender Initiatives. "San Francisco has long been a leader in
fighting for trans rights and making critical investments to support our residents. This historic
announcement is an important way to honor those that have paved the way for our movement
and address the important work we have ahead to address the ongoing discrimination and
violence facing trans and gender nonconforming communities."
 
During the event, Mayor Breed announced several critical trans and LGBTQ community
investments that were included in her recently signed citywide budget, including:
 

First of its kind Guaranteed Income Project for the Trans Community, prioritizing
San Francisco residents most impacted by the pandemic and those disconnected from
other benefits. Mayor Breed’s budget includes $2 million for the program over the next
two years.
LGBTQ Senior Tele-mental health program and expanded digital access services.
The new program will be funded through the Department of Adult and Aging Services
(DAAS), and will increase services for LGBTQ seniors while adding much-need mental
health resources to community members who have experienced increased isolation,
depression, and anxiety due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The pilot project is funded at
$900,000 over the next year.
Support for small businesses and arts and cultural programs, including $12 million
to acquire a site to house the country’s first full-scale LGBTQ Museum.
Policies and initiatives that aim to break the cycle of violence and discrimination
against transgender communities, especially against Black trans women who
experience disproportionate levels of violence. Mayor Breed’s Dream Keeper Initiative
invests $2.2 million for Black transgender equity programming over the next two years.

 
For more information about San Francisco’s Office of Transgender Initiatives, please visit

https://www.transgenderdistrictsf.com/events
https://sfmayor.org/article/mayor-london-breed-signs-balanced-budget-support-economic-recovery-and-meet-citys-top
https://sf.gov/transcitysf


sf.gov/transcitysf, and to learn more about The Transgender District, please visit
transgenderdistrictsf.com.

 
###
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments for Commissioners Packets 3757 CUA #2020006404 September 2nd 2021
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 9:32:10 AM
Attachments: 3757 Comments.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. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2021 7:44 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory
(CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Speirs, Jeffrey
(CPC) <jeffrey.speirs@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comments for Commissioners Packets 3757 CUA #2020006404 September 2nd 2021

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

The first one did not “send”.
I think this pdf will work.
Please include this in the Commissioner’s packets for this project set for a hearing on September 2nd.
I hope I am timely, this time.
Thank you.
Georgia

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org



Re:  3757 21st Street. CUA 32020-006404 September 2, 2021


Dear Planning Commissioners:


I am sending all these attachments as part of my comments for the 
September 2nd CUA hearing for this project to illustrate the changes on this 
street and for further understanding of the context of this south side of 21st 
Street in relation to this project.


It does not include the huge SFH project on the 100’ x 100’ lot on the SE 
corner of Sanchez and 21st (aka 801 Sanchez).  


Or some of the many other projects that are proposed or underway or 
completed nearby all around Dolores Heights (or Noe Valley).  


But there is the fact of the Alteration project at 3751 21st Street, (two lots 
away) is now selling its entitlement per the photo below after a recent 
approval.


What is my point citing all this other activity in the attached photos as 
context for this project?


For this project at 3757 21st it is unfortunate that it is being demolished 
because from the real estate ads it looks like a very sound and very nice, 
livable home.  


It seems contrary to City policy to demolish sound housing given we are in 
a housing crisis especially since this will become a very pricey property 
(mega-mansion) with a very, very marginal ADU that is likely to be 
absorbed by the rest of the house.


Obviously even if it had been an “Alteration” as originally proposed it would 
have wound up needing the CUA because of the Demo Calcs.







But if the Demo Calcs had been adjusted per Section 317 (b) (2) (D) 
and had more stringent thresholds perhaps the design for this project 
would not have veered into a Demolition.   


As an Alteration it was unable to meet the thresholds….which have 
never been adjusted since they were set in 2009…..but if they had 
been adjusted per Section 317 (b0 (2) (D) perhaps the existing house 
at 3757 21st could have sought a “reasonable” Alteration…..which 
was the actual intent of and what Section 317 wanted to achieve as 
housing policy in the RH neighborhoods.


I recognize this is a theoretical/philosophical question that should not 
be thrust at Staff  but one I think the Commissioners should grapple 
with. That is why I have been plaguing everyone with this since 2014!  
And that is the main point of these comments.  As President Koppel 
asked former Director Rahaim back in 2020 just prior to the SIP:
“What about the Demo Calcs”.


But again with regard to this project at 3757 21st, this is the construction of 
a large single family home with a meager ADU and the demolition of a 
sound, very livable, attractive but more modest home. 


I have also attached right below the web ad for the site when it sold for $2.3 
million in August 2019, followed by all the photos.  The existing house looks 
pretty nice! 


But beyond the Demo Calc issue, to put it succinctly:  This Demolition does 
not meet the Relative Affordability criterion of Section 317.


Thank you very much and take good care and be well and safe.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish


Attachments:
1. Link to web ad for 3757 21st Street
2,  3757 21st Street Original Demo Calcs
3,  3751 21st Street Entitlement for Sale Web AD
4,  3751 21st Street Demo Calcs







5. Three photos of 3749 21st Street
6. Three photos of 3790 21st Street


#1
https://www.redfin.com/CA/San-Francisco/3757-21st-St-94114/home/1073771
https://www.redfin.com/CA/San-Francisco/3757-21st-St-94114/home/1073771


#2
3757 21st Street Original Demo Calcs for Alteration Permit



https://www.redfin.com/CA/San-Francisco/3757-21st-St-94114/home/1073771





#3
3751 21st Street Entitlement for Sale (rendering of 
proposed project in between 3749 and 3753 21st 
Street)







#4
3751 21st Street Demolition Calculations completed in 
2019 prior to 2020 Staff correction in method to do the 
Calcs as delineated in July 2020 §317 Code 
Implementation Document







#5
Three photos of 3749 21st Street:  Currently, During 2014 
Alteration (no published Demolition Calcs) and Original 
House prior to work











There is one more the extreme Alteration on this block (I don’t think there 
are any published Demolition Calcs for this project either) on the NE corner 
of 21st and Noe.  


That would be 3790 21st which was originally a two unit building that was 
being sold for $7.9 million earlier this year, but was apparently recently 
removed from the market.  







#6 Photos show before, during the work and now











 
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, August 24, 2021 9:26:36 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: jake shemano <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "jshemano@gmail.com" <jshemano@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 at 8:57 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.

jake shemano 
jshemano@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94118

 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: File #2021-004810 CRV August 26, 2021 Planning Commission agenda
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 9:24:33 AM
Attachments: PlanningProceduresChangesNo2_18Aug2021.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. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2021 10:21 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: File #2021-004810 CRV August 26, 2021 Planning Commission agenda

-----Original Message-----
From: factory 1 design <design@factory1.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 12:54 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Cc: 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>; Hillis, Rich (CPC)
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Chion, Miriam (CPC) <miriam.chion@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura
(CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Race & Equity in all Planning
Coalition (REP) <all_planning_forthe_people@googlegroups.com>
Subject: File #2021-004810 CRV August 26, 2021 Planning Commission agenda

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

Dear Planning Commission President Koppel-

Please find the attached follow up letter from Race and Equity in all Planning Coalition regarding File #2021-
004810 CRV, for the August 26, 2021 Planning Commission agenda.

Best.

Larisa Pedroncelli
member, Race and Equity in all Planning Coalition

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org



18 August 2021


Planning Commission President, Joel Koppel
Planning Commissioners Kathrin Moore (Vice-President), Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank
Fung, Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner
Planning Staff, Laura Lynch


Re: File #2021-004810 CRV
August 26, 2021 Planning Commission agenda


Dear Planning Commission and Planning Staff,


Please accept these comments on behalf of the Race & Equity in all Planning Coalition in
response to the proposed changes to Commission Rules and Regulations as referenced above,
scheduled to be heard at the Planning Commission hearing Thursday, August 26.


The REP Coalition previously wrote to you about our concerns with the proposed changes to
Planning Commission Rules and Regulations, and we appreciate having had an opportunity to
meet with Planning staff about our concerns. Together we explored how Rules and Regulations
changes can meet the needs of the Planning Department while also meeting urgent equity
issues that communities throughout San Francisco are experiencing.


Unfortunately, we find the latest version of the proposed Rules and Regulations changes still
works against the Department's stated "commitment to racial and social equity." In fact, the
proposed Rules and Regulations changes are poised to impose the opposite effect which is to
limit debate and complete presentation of community analysis of development proposals that
will have detrimental impacts. Planning Commissioners need to know, in full and complete
detail, the analysis of impacts by vulnerable communities, otherwise the Commission is forced
to make decisions with an imbalance of information, weighted heavily in favor of the project
sponsor, which works directly against any aspirations of equity.


Article I, Section 2 of the proposed Rules & Regulations states "The Commission directs the
Planning Department to ensure the diverse voices of San Francisco are given the opportunity to
be heard and represented at all public meetings of the Commission."


We are concerned that these proposed Rules and Regulations work against this commitment
to democratic and inclusive process. In addition, we are concerned that the Planning
Department is moving farther away from community-led processes than even these Rules &
Regulations indicate, as SB-35 and other permit streamlining measures are encouraged by
Planning staff. In the August 9, 2021 edition of the SF Chronicle, the article "How One SF
Housing Project Is Using State Laws to Circumvent Neighborhood Protest" reports Planning



https://www.sfchronicle.com/sf/article/How-one-S-F-housing-project-is-using-state-laws-16375684.php?sid=5476ccfd3b35d0d75490416e&utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_content=headlines&utm_campaign=sfc_morningfix

https://www.sfchronicle.com/sf/article/How-one-S-F-housing-project-is-using-state-laws-16375684.php?sid=5476ccfd3b35d0d75490416e&utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_content=headlines&utm_campaign=sfc_morningfix





Director Hillis as saying, "... developers will likely increasingly use state law to circumvent local
codes."


The low income, BIPOC and marginalized communities the REP Coalition represents need to
retain the ability to fully express our views at Planning Commission hearings on matters that
directly affect our lives, without the restriction of arbitrary time limits.


Article I, Section 2 says that "The Commission directs the Planning Department to ensure the
diverse voices of San Francisco are given the opportunity to be heard and represented with
reasonable accommodations at all public meetings of the Commission."


The REP Coalition is concerned that the proposed changes transfer too much discretion to
Planning to establish what is "reasonable," and also limit the ability for our communities to
present our substantive issues, leaving only the minimum amount of time for our voices to meet
a performative "heard and represented" qualification, without being  truly represented and taken
seriously. Accordingly, we propose amending Appendix A of San Francisco Planning
Commission Rules & Regulations as follows:


a. Do not shorten the time for any member of the public to speak in any type of case.


b. Do not expand the powers of the chair to change ANY rule, time or procedure during the
meeting.


c. Discretionary Review. Rebuttal should remain and be 3 minutes.


d. Discretionary Review. Testimony by members of the public should be allowed for three
minutes instead of "up to three minutes" each.


e. Mandatory Discretionary Review. For items that have already been heard, and that are
still open for public comment, the same rule should apply for projects being heard for the
first time, that "Testimony by members of the public" should be for three minutes, instead
of  "for up to three minutes" each.


f. Cases (CU; Office Allocation; Downtown Project). Under no circumstances should public
comment be less than 3 minutes.


If a case has been heard and public comment is still open when that project comes back
for another hearing, the organized opposition should have another ten minutes to
present its case rather than being cut to three minutes, especially since there is still a
minimum of three speakers, and the organized opposition is asked to refrain from having
other neighborhood members comment.


g. Cases (CU; Office Allocation; Downtown Project). For items that have already been
heard, and that are still open for public comment, the same rule should apply for projects
being heard for the first time, that "Testimony by members of the public" should be for
three minutes instead of "for up to three minutes" each.







h. CEQA Appeals of Negative Declarations. If an item has already been heard, and the
hearing is still open, at the subsequent hearing, Appellants should not be limited to three
minutes. These hearings are highly technical, so this limitation does not allow the
Appellants to completely and clearly state their case. If a hearing is still open and
ongoing, it means that the voice of the Appellant still needs to be heard in its completely
and clearly stated argument.


These changes come from underrepresented communities, and if implemented would represent
positive steps forward in giving the diverse voices of San Francisco the opportunity to be heard
and represented in land use and development decisions that impact our communities. We offer
the following recommendations for your consideration:


1. Enforce meeting procedures


a. Public comment should be allowed to be fully expressed by ensuring it is not ever
reduced or shortened for expediency by the arbitrary discretion of the
Commission Chair, or acting Chair.


b. Presentations on project appeals should not ever be reduced from 5 minutes to 3
minutes.


c. General public comment should not be limited to fifteen minutes total, as this is
an important time for the public to address the Commission on matters that the
Commission is not considering on that particular agenda, but may be of great
importance to communities.


d. All general public comment should be heard at the beginning of the agenda, with
no portion moved to the end of the meeting.


e. Meeting access information including the call-in number and access code, must
be published with the agenda for the meeting, and cannot be changed between
the publishing of the agenda and the time of the meeting.


2. Change the format and description of item project notices


a. Language access: Make it very clear, in simple language, how the public can
provide comments, both in writing and in person, with dates, deadlines, Limited
English Proficiency and disabled accessibility information, etc.


b. Identify and agree upon a pool of experienced, professional, and community
trusted interpreters that can be present for interpretation. It is important that
communities support the choice of interpreters to ensure that their public
comment is authentic and fully represented. For less common languages not
covered by the San Francisco Language Access Ordinance, a language line
service should also be available.







c. How to access interpretation support needs to be clearly communicated to
residents and prominent on the notices, on the agenda, at the beginning of
Planning Commission hearings and when agenda items commence that are
located in bilingual communities.


d. Noticing needs to be 30 days and the full text of notices needs to be provided in
all threshold languages identified within the San Francisco Language Access
Ordinance, to allow non-English speakers time to reach out to the Planning
Department and Community Organizations to answer questions about a project
and learn about how they can provide comment in both writing and in person.


e. Notices need to provide culturally competent, contextual translation performed by
agreed upon, community supported translators.


f. Project notices currently are impossible to understand, even for people who work
in development and on land use issues. A plain language description of all
projects should be prominently displayed at the project site, and should also be
featured most prominently in mailed, written notices. Example: "This project
proposes to demolish the existing building on this site and build 20 stories of
housing with 400 units on top of 5 large retail spaces, all on top of an
underground 200 space parking garage." Include a clear and complete 3-D
rendering of the proposed project if it involves significant alterations, or new
construction of any kind.


3. Disability access


a. All meetings should be accessible to everyone and include livestreams with ASL
interpretation and/or captioning.


b. Meeting agendas must include information about accessibility issues that have
already been addressed and contact information for requesting additional
accommodations.


Sincerely,


Race and Equity in All Planning Coalition


cc Rich Hillis, Director, Planning Department
Miriam Chion, Equity Director, Planning Department









 
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, August 24, 2021 8:47:57 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: Amy Anton <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "amyanton2000@yahoo.com" <amyanton2000@yahoo.com>
Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 at 8:15 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.

Amy Anton 
amyanton2000@yahoo.com

San Francisco, California 94110

 



From: Lynch, Laura (CPC)
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary; CPC.1101-1123SutterEIR; Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Young, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1101-1123 Sutter Street Draft EIR - Notice of Availability - CPC
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 4:37:51 PM
Attachments: 1101-1123 Sutter St Project Public Draft EIR.pdf

 
Commissioners, please see below and the attached.
 
Thank you,
Laura
 
Laura Lynch, Senior Planner
Manager of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7554| 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: Christine Kronenberg 
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 11:00 AM
To: CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
Cc: Young, David (CPC) <david.l.young@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1101-1123 Sutter Street Draft EIR - Notice of Availability
 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
 
To whom it may concern,
 
A draft environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the San Francisco Planning
Department in connection with the 1101-1123 Sutter Street project, see Notice of Availability
(attached). The EIR is available for public review and comment on the City’s Planning Department’s
Negative Declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs).
 
The public comment period for this draft EIR is from August 18, 2021 to October 5, 2021. Written
comments should be sent to David Young, San Francisco Planning Department, 49 South Van Ness
Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or emailed to CPC.1101-1123SutterEIR@sfgov.org.
Written comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on October 5, 2021.
 
If you have questions concerning the environmental review of this project, please email CPC.1101-
1123SutterEIR@sfgov.org or call (628) 652-7494.
 
Thank you,
Christine Kronenberg
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Chapter S 
Summary  


This summary chapter provides an overview of the topics and issues addressed in this environmental impact 


report (EIR), which has been prepared for the proposed 1101–1123 Sutter Street project (proposed project). The 


San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency responsible for preparing this EIR in compliance with the 


California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  


Following the sections summarizing the proposed project, the project sponsor’s objectives, and the project 


impacts and mitigation measures, a table presents the environmental impacts of the proposed project, the level 


of significance of the environmental impacts, and applicable mitigation measures identified to reduce or lessen 


the significant impacts. Another table presents the mitigation measures from the project’s initial study. This 


summary chapter also describes the alternatives to the proposed project that are addressed in this EIR and 


provides a table that compares the characteristics and environmental impacts of the alternatives to those of the 


proposed project, as well as other project alternatives. This summary chapter concludes with a summary of 


environmental issues to be resolved and areas of known controversy. 


S.1 Project Synopsis 


The project sponsor, 1101 Sutter Affordable, LP, proposes the redevelopment of 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street in 


San Francisco’s Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The project site is 0.68 acres (29,700 square feet) and 


includes two parcels, Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 0692-001 and 0692-019. The project site is composed of the 


eastern half of the block bounded by Larkin and Polk streets on the east and west, respectively, and Sutter and 


Hemlock streets on the north and south, respectively.  


The proposed project would rehabilitate the existing three-story building at 1101 Sutter Street and demolish the 


existing building and surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street and construct a new 14-story, 150-foot-tall building 


(up to 161 feet to top of rooftop mechanical equipment). Together, the two buildings would provide 237,808 


gross square feet of uses: 221 residential units (44 of which would be provided as very-low-income housing 


units); 8,330 square feet of commercial and childcare uses; 11,637 square feet of open space; 59 vehicle parking 


spaces; and 164 bicycle spaces.1 Although the buildings would be separate structures, the design of the 


proposed project would create a single, cohesive development.  


Chapter 2, Project Description, of this EIR provides a detailed description of the proposed project. 


 
1 The project as proposed includes a 50 percent increase in density as it meets the requirements of the state density bonus law based on the number of 


affordable units and level of affordability and would seek concessions and waivers, consistent with the law. 
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S.2 Project Sponsor’s Objectives 


The project sponsor and developer is 1101 Sutter Affordable, LP. The project sponsor’s objectives for the 


proposed project are to: 


• Develop a well-designed, financially feasible mixed-use project with residential housing units that 
contributes the following services to support the well-being of the community: new retail, restaurant, and 


commercial spaces for the benefit of neighborhood residents and businesses; and a childcare center for the 


benefit of both the project’s and neighborhood’s residents. 


• Increase the supply of housing in the City and County of San Francisco, including affordable housing, in an 
area designated for higher density due to its proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and regional 


transit. Maximize housing on a site that currently has no housing and incorporate on-site affordable units. 


• Create a more attractive, interesting, and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit users, and 


future residents.  


• Construct a single, cohesive development occupying the project site consisting of high-quality, 


contemporary urban design. 


• Retain historic resources where it is economically and structurally feasible to rehabilitate the building’s 


interior space for new commercial and residential uses.  


S.3 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 


The planning department published a notice of preparation of an EIR on December 17, 2020, announcing its 


intent to prepare and distribute an EIR.  


The planning department determined that the proposed project would result in significant impacts on historic 


architectural resources. Therefore, this EIR is prepared to address these impacts.  


The initial study checklist prepared by the planning department for the proposed project found that environmental 


impacts in the following areas would be less than significant or less than significant with implementation of the 


mitigation measures: land use and land use planning, population and housing, cultural resources (archeological 


resources only), tribal cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 


wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and services systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, 


hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agriculture and forest 


resources, and wildfire. Therefore, these areas are not further evaluated in this EIR. 


Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Identified in the EIR, p. S-7, summarizes all impacts 


identified for the proposed project and lists their level of significance as either:  


• No Impact (NI). No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment expected 


• Less-Than-Significant Impact (LTS). Impact that does not exceed the defined significance criteria or would be 


eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing local, state, and 
federal laws and regulations 


• Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation (LSM). Impact that is reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through implementation of the identified mitigation measure(s) 
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• Significant Impact (S). A substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change or impact that meets the 
significance criteria, before mitigation 


• Significant and Unavoidable Impact, no Feasible Mitigation (SU). Impact that exceeds the defined significance 


criteria and cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing 
local, state, and federal laws and regulations and for which there are no feasible mitigation measures 


• Significant and Unavoidable Impact, after Feasible Mitigation (SUM). Impact that exceeds the defined 


significance criteria and can be reduced through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and 
regulations and/or implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, but cannot be reduced to a less-


than-significant level 


For any impacts found to be significant, corresponding mitigation measures are included and the level of 


significance after mitigation is indicated. As noted in Table S-1, the EIR identified project mitigation measures 


that would reduce, but not avoid, significant impacts on historic architectural resources.  


The initial study identified mitigation measures that would avoid significant adverse impacts related to cultural 


resources (archeology and human remains), tribal cultural resources, air quality (construction-related impacts), 


and biological resources. Those mitigation measures are summarized in Table S-2, Mitigation Measures in the 


Initial Study, p. S-9, and these topics are not further addressed in this EIR.  
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Table S-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Identified in the EIR 


Environmental Impacts 


Significance Prior to 


Mitigation  Mitigation Measures 


Significance after 


Mitigation 


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


Impact CR-1: The proposed 


rehabilitation of the existing 1101 


Sutter Street building would not cause 


a substantial adverse change to an 


individual historic architectural 


resource. 


LTS  None required.  LTS 


Impact CR-2: The proposed 


demolition of the existing 1123 Sutter 


Street building would have a 


substantial adverse effect on an 


individual historic architectural 


resource. 


S  Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Historical Documentation  


Prior to the issuance of demolition permits, the project sponsor shall undertake 


Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-level documentation of the subject 


property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping. The documentation shall 


be funded by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who 


meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as 


appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 


Qualification Standards (36 CFR, part 61). The professional overseeing the 


documentation shall meet with San Francisco Planning Department staff for 


review and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one 


aspect may commence. The documentation shall consist of the following: 


• Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, 
scale, and dimension of the subject property. The planning department 
preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-built 
set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.). The planning 
department preservation staff will assist the consultant in determining the 
appropriate level of measured drawings. 


• HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and the exterior 
of the subject property. Large-format negatives are not required. The scope of 
the digital photographs shall be reviewed by planning department preservation 
staff for concurrence, and all digital photography shall be conducted according 
to current National Park Service standards. The photography shall be 
undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS 
photography. 


• HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report, per the HABS 
Historical Report Guidelines. 


SUM 
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Environmental Impacts 


Significance Prior to 


Mitigation  Mitigation Measures 


Significance after 


Mitigation 


• Video Recordation of the Historic Resource: Digital video recordation shall be 
undertaken prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits. The project 
sponsor shall undertake video documentation of the affected historic resource 
and its setting. The video recordation will be scoped with and approved by 
planning department preservation staff prior to issuance of a site permit. The 
documentation shall be conducted and narrated by a qualified professional 
who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as 
appropriate) set forth by the Secretary’s qualification standards (36 CFR, part 
61). The documentation shall include as much information as possible – using 
visuals in combination with narration – about the materials, construction 
methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of the historic 
resource.  


• The professional(s) shall prepare the documentation and the planning 
department shall monitor its preparation. The professional(s) shall submit the 
completed documentation for review and approval by the planning department 
preservation staff before issuance of building permits. The final approved 
documentation shall be provided to the planning department and offered to 
repositories including, but not limited to: the San Francisco Public Library; the 
Environmental Design Library at the University of California, Berkeley; the 
California Historical Resources Information System Northwest Information 
Center; San Francisco Architectural Heritage; and the California Historical 
Society. Further, a softcover book shall be produced that includes the content 
from the historical report, historical photographs, HABS photography, and 
measured drawings. The book shall be made available to the public for 
distribution. 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Interpretation  


The project sponsor shall facilitate the development of an interpretive program 


focused on the history of the project site. The interpretive program should be 


developed and implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated 


experience in displaying information and graphics to the public in a visually 


interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator. As feasible, coordination 


with local artists should occur. The primary goal of the program is to educate 


visitors and future residents about the property’s historical themes, associations, 


and lost contributing features within broader historical, social, and physical 


landscape contexts. These themes would include but not be limited to the subject 


property’s historic significance as Halsted & Co. 


An outline for the interpretative program shall be prepared for review and approval 


by planning department staff. The outline will lay out the various components of 


the interpretive program that shall be developed in consultation with an 
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Environmental Impacts 


Significance Prior to 


Mitigation  Mitigation Measures 


Significance after 


Mitigation 


architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 


Qualification Standards, and approved by planning department staff prior to 


issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. 


The interpretative program may include but not be limited to the installation of 


permanent on-site interpretive displays or development of digital/virtual 


interpretive products. All interpretative material shall be publicly available. For 


physical interpretation the plan shall include the proposed format and accessible 


location of the interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and written 


narratives. The interpretative plan should also explore contributing to digital 


platforms that are publicly accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone 


applications. Interpretive material could include elements such as virtual 


museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites. 


The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive program 


shall be approved by Planning Department Preservation staff prior to issuance of a 


Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-2c: Historical Architectural Salvage  


Prior to the issuance of demolition permits that would remove character-defining 


features as part of construction of the proposed project, the project sponsor shall 


consult with planning department preservation staff as to whether any such 


features may be salvaged, in whole or in part, during demolition/alteration. The 


project sponsor shall make a good faith effort to salvage materials of historical 


interest to be utilized as part of the interpretative program. The project sponsor 


shall prepare a salvage plan for review and approval by planning department staff 


prior to issuance of any site demolition permit. 


Impact CR-3: The construction of the 


proposed new building on the project 


site would not have a substantial 


adverse effect on individual off-site 


historical resources or historic 


districts. 


LTS  None required. LTS  


Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, 


in combination with other past, 


present, and reasonably foreseeable 


LTS None required. LTS 
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Environmental Impacts 


Significance Prior to 


Mitigation  Mitigation Measures 


Significance after 


Mitigation 


future projects in the project vicinity, 


would not result in a significant 


cumulative impact on a historic 


architectural resource. 


NOTES:  


LTS = less-than-significant impact, no mitigation required 


S = significant impact  


SUM = significant and unavoidable impact, with implementation of feasible mitigation 


 


Table S-2 Mitigation Measures in the Initial Study 


Environmental Topic Mitigation Measures 


Cultural Resources M-CR-2: Accidental Discovery  


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally 


discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) and (c), on tribal 


cultural resources as defined in CEQA Statute section 21074, and on human remains and associated or unassociated funerary 


objects. 


The project sponsor shall distribute the planning department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime 


contractor, and to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms), 


or utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being 


undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including 


machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental 


Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor[s], and utilities 


firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


A preconstruction training shall be provided to all construction personnel performing or managing soil disturbing activities 


prior to the start of soils disturbing activities on the project. The training may be provided in person by a qualified 


archeologist or using a video and include a handout prepared by a qualified archeologist. The video and materials shall be 


provided by or reviewed and approved by the ERO. The purpose of the training is to enable personnel to identify 


archeological resources that may be encountered and to instruct them on what to do if a potential discovery occurs. Images 


of expected archeological resource types and archeological testing and data recovery methods should be included in the 


training. 
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Environmental Topic Mitigation Measures 


The project sponsor shall provide the ERO with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, 


subcontractor[s], and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have taken the preconstruction training.  


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the 


project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-


disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be 


undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain 


the services of an archeological consultant from the Qualified Archaeological Consultants List maintained by the planning 


department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological 


resource retains sufficient integrity and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is 


present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant 


shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if 


warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. The ERO may also determine that the 


archeological resource is a tribal cultural resource and will consult with affiliated Native Americans tribal representatives, if 


warranted. 


Measures might include preservation in situ of the archeological resource, an archeological monitoring program, an 


archeological testing program, or an archeological interpretation program. If an archeological interpretive, monitoring, 


and/or testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning Division guidelines for such 


programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the 


archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 


If human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects are discovered during any soils disturbing activity, all 


applicable state and federal laws shall be followed, including immediate notification of the San Francisco Office of the Chief 


Medical Examiner, and in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains are Native American 


remains, notification to the California State Native American Heritage Commission is required, who shall appoint a Most 


Likely Descendant (MLD) (California Public Resources Code, section 5097.98).  


The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, 


ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days after the discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an 


agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity 


(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[d]). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 


recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated 


funerary objects. Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO 


to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human 


remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or 


objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such an agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the 
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archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is reached state regulations shall be followed including the 


reinternment of the human remains and associated burial objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not 


subject to further subsurface disturbance (California Public Resources Code, section 5097.98). 


All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review 


and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.  


The archeological consultant shall submit an Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to the ERO. The ARR shall evaluate the 


historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research 


methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. It shall include a curation and 


deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. Formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) shall be attached to 


the ARR as an appendix. 


The project archeological consultant shall also submit an Archeological Public Interpretation Plan if a significant 


archeological resource is discovered during a project. The Archeological Public Interpretation Plan shall describe the 


interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, 


the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program.  


Once approved by the ERO, copies of the ARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest 


Information Center shall receive one copy, and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the ARR to the Northwest 


Information Center. The Environmental Planning Division of the planning department shall receive one bound copy and one 


unlocked searchable PDF copy on of the ARR along with geographic information system shapefiles of the site and feature 


locations and copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the 


National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. Digital files should be submitted via USB or 


other stable storage device. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final 


report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 


M-TCR-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 


In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American origin, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), 


the project sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether preservation in place would be feasible 


and effective. If it is determined that preservation in place of the tribal cultural resource would be both feasible and effective, 


then the archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Resource Preservation Plan, which shall be implemented by 


the project sponsor during construction. The consultant shall submit a draft Archeological Resource Preservation Plan to the 


planning department for review and approval. 


If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project sponsor, determines that 


preservation in place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement 


an interpretive program for the tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. A Tribal Cultural 


Resources Interpretation Plan produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and 


approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed 
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locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or 


artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist 


installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and 


interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays. 


Air Quality M-AQ-2: Clean Off-Road Construction Equipment 


The project sponsor shall comply with the following: 


A. Engine Requirements 


1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire 


duration of construction activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection 


Agency or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards. 


2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines (e.g., generators) shall be 


prohibited.  


3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more than two minutes at any 


location, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-


road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs 


in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the 


two-minute idling limit. 


4. The project sponsor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of 


construction equipment and require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in 


accordance with manufacturer specifications. 


B. Waivers 


1. The planning department’s environmental review officer or designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of 


power requirement of subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If 


the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for on-site power 


generation meets the requirements of subsection (A)(1). 


2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if a particular piece of Tier 4 off-road equipment 


is technically not feasible, the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating 


modes, or there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not Tier 4 compliant. If the ERO 


grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the following 


table, or another alternative that results in comparable reductions of diesel particulate matter. 


Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 


COMPLIANCE ALTERNATIVE ENGINE EMISSION STANDARD EMISSIONS CONTROL 
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1 Tier 2 ARB Level 3 VDECS 


2 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 


3 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 


How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be met, 


then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines 


that the contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then 


the contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that the contractor 


cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the contractor must 


meet Compliance Alternative 3. 


C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan  


Before starting on-site construction activities, the contractor shall submit a construction emissions minimization plan 


(plan) to the ERO for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor will meet the 


requirements of section A. 


1. The plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off-road 


equipment required for every construction phase. The description may include (as reasonably available at the time of 


plan submission), but is not limited to, equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, 


engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 


hours of operation. For VDECS installed, the description may include technology type, serial number, make, model, 


manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For 


off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 


2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the plan have been incorporated into the 


contract specifications. The plan shall include a certification statement that the project sponsor agrees to comply 


fully with the plan. 


3. The project sponsor shall make the plan available to the public for review on site during working hours. The project 


sponsor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also state 


that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to 


request to inspect the plan. The project sponsor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each 


side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 


D. Monitoring  


After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit reports every six months to the ERO documenting 


compliance with the plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of 
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occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the 


start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan. 


Biological Resources M-BI-1: Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer Areas 


Nesting birds and their nests shall be protected during construction by implementation of the following measure: 


a) To the extent feasible, the project sponsor shall conduct initial activities including, but not limited to, vegetation 


removal, tree trimming or removal, ground disturbance, building demolition, site grading, and other construction 


activities that may compromise breeding birds or the success of their nests outside of the nesting season (January 15 


through August 31).  


b) If construction during the bird nesting season cannot be fully avoided, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct pre-


construction nesting surveys within 7 days prior to the start of construction or demolition at areas that have not been 


previously disturbed by project activities or after any construction breaks of 7 days or more. Typical experience 


requirements for a “qualified biologist” include a minimum of four years of academic training and professional 


experience in biological sciences and related resource management activities and a minimum of two years of experience 


in biological monitoring or surveying for nesting birds. Surveys of suitable habitat shall be performed in publicly 


accessible areas within 100 feet of the project site in order to locate any active nests of common bird species and within 


200 feet of the project site to locate any active raptor (birds of prey) nests. 


c) If active nests are located during the preconstruction nesting bird surveys a qualified biologist shall evaluate if the 


schedule of construction activities could affect the active nests; if so, the following measures shall apply, as determined 


by the biologist: 


i. If construction is not likely to affect the active nest or nesting behavior, construction may proceed without restriction; 


however, a qualified biologist shall regularly monitor the nest at a frequency determined appropriate for the 


surrounding construction activity to confirm there is no adverse effect. Spot-check monitoring frequency would be 


determined on a nest-by-nest basis considering the particular construction activity, duration, proximity to the nest, 


and physical barriers that may screen activity from the nest. The qualified biologist may revise their determination at 


any time during the nesting season in coordination with the planning department. 


ii. If it is determined that construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist shall establish a no-disturbance 


buffer around the nest and all project work shall halt within the buffer until a qualified biologist determines the nest 


is no longer in use. These buffer distances shall be equivalent to the survey distances (100 feet for passerines and 200 


feet for raptors); however, the buffers may be adjusted if an obstruction, such as a building, is within line of sight 


between the nest and construction and the biologist determines the construction activity, including noise, is not 


affecting nesting behaviors.  


iii. Modifying nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction activities within the buffer, and/or modifying 


construction methods in proximity to active nests shall be done at the discretion of the qualified biologist and in 
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coordination with the planning department, who would notify the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 


Necessary actions to remove or relocate an active nest shall be coordinated with the planning department and 


approved by CDFW. 


iv. Any work that must occur within established no-disturbance buffers around active nests shall be monitored by a 


qualified biologist. If adverse effects in response to project work within the buffer are observed and could 


compromise the nest, work within the no-disturbance buffer(s) shall halt until the nest is vacated, young have 


fledged, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 


v. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area and survey buffers amid construction activities are assumed to be 


habituated to construction-related or similar noise and disturbance levels, so exclusion zones around nests may be 


reduced or eliminated in these cases as determined by the qualified biologist in coordination with the planning 


department, who would notify CDFW. Work may proceed around these active nests as long as the nests and their 


occupants are not directly affected. 


d) In the event inactive nests are observed within or adjacent to the project site at any time throughout the year, any 


removal or relocation of the inactive nests shall be at the discretion of the qualified biologist in coordination with the 


planning department, who would notify and seek approval from the CDFW, as appropriate. Work may proceed around 


these inactive nests. 
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S.4 Summary of Project Alternatives 


The four alternatives analyzed in chapter 5 of this EIR are the No Project Alternative, Full Preservation Alternative, 


Partial Preservation Alternative 1, and Partial Preservation Alternative 2, as shown in Table S-3, Comparison of 


Alternatives for CEQA Analysis, p. S-18. These alternatives represent a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed 


project that would feasibly attain project objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse 


environmental impact to historic architectural resources. The selected alternatives were based on the Secretary of the 


Interior Standards and applicable land use regulations pertaining to the site. These alternatives are: 


• No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, no changes would be made to the existing structures at 1101–


1123 Sutter Street. The buildings on the site would continue with automotive repair/parking uses at 1101 
Sutter Street and mortuary uses at 1123 Sutter Street, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description. 


• Full Preservation Alternative. Under the Full Preservation Alternative, 1101 Sutter Street would be retained and 
rehabilitated, similar to the proposed project; 1123 Sutter Street would be retained, a two-level addition would be 


constructed above the existing building, and the interior would be redeveloped; and an 18-story, 200-foot tall 


residential tower would be constructed on the parking lot at the west side of the project site (on the existing 
surface parking lot). The overall size of the alternative would be smaller than the proposed project, with 115 


dwelling units (approximately 110,736 gross square feet of residential uses), less amenity and open space, and the 


same amount of commercial, childcare, and garage uses as the proposed project.  


• Partial Preservation Alternative 1. Under the Partial Preservation Alternative 1, both 1101 Sutter Street and 
1123 Sutter Street would be retained, with a four-story addition above each building, and an 18-story, 200-


foot-tall residential tower would be constructed on the parking lot at the west side of the project site (on the 
existing surface parking lot). The overall size of this alternative would be smaller than the proposed project, 


but larger than the Full Preservation Alternative, with 151 dwelling units (approximately 133,227 gross square 
feet of residential uses), less amenity and open space, and the same amount of commercial, childcare, and 


garage uses as the proposed project.  


• Partial Preservation Alternative 2. Under the Partial Preservation Alternative 2, there would be no change to 
1101 Sutter Street. There would be a 12-level addition to the existing building on 1123 Sutter Street and a 


new, stand alone 14-story building with a height of 150 feet. Overall this alternative would construct 182 
dwelling units for a total of 168,153 residential square feet and would add a total of 26 new stories. There 


would be less amenity space and less open space, but the same amount of commercial, office, childcare, 
and garage space. Approximately 46,714 square feet within the two historic buildings would be retained for 


adaptive reuse. The overall size of this alternative would be smaller than the proposed project but larger 
than the Full Preservation Alternative and Partial Preservation Alternative 1.  


Table S-3 compares the development program and impacts identified for the proposed project and the project 


alternatives. Table S-4 compares the alternatives ability to meet the project objectives. Table S-5 shows which 


character-defining features of 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street would be retained under each project alternative. 


Table S-6 compares the impacts for each alternative and the proposed project related to historic architectural 


resources and wind. 
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Table S-3 Comparison of Alternatives for CEQA Analysis 


 Proposed Project 


No Project 


Alternative 


(Existing 


Conditions) 


Full Preservation 


Alternative 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


DESCRIPTION 


BUILDING HEIGHT/STORIES 


1101 Sutter Street No change 


from existing 


45 feeta 


Three stories 


plus partially 


below-grade 


garage 


Same as 


project  


85 feet 


7 stories 


(existing 


building plus 4 


additional 


levels, set back 


20 feet along 


Sutter and 


Larkin streets)  


Same as 


project 


1123 Sutter Street, east side 


of parcel 


150 feeta  


14 stories  


25 feeta  


1 story with 


partial 


mezzanine 


plus partially 


below-grade 


garage 


45 feet 


3 stories 


(existing 


building plus 2-


level addition, 


set back 25 


feet along 


Sutter and 


Hemlock 


streets) 


65 feet  


5 stories 


(existing 


building plus 4-


level addition, 


set back 25 


feet along 


Sutter Street)  


150 feet 


14 stories 


(existing 


building plus 


12 level 


addition, no 


setback) 


1123 Sutter Street, west side 


of parcel  


0 feet 


(surface 


parking lot) 


200 feet/ 


18 stories 


200 feet/ 


18 stories 


150 feet/ 


14 stories 


RESIDENTIAL UNITS 


Number of Units 221 0 115 151 214 


GROSS SQUARE FEET BY USE 


Residential 177,306 0 110,736 133,227 168,153 


Common Amenities for 


Residents 


12,201 0 3,378 3,378 3,378 


Commercial 4,575 51,596 Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Childcare 3,755 0 Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Open Space 11,637 0 1,607 2,903 1,607 


Garage/Vehicular and Bicycle 


Parking 


15,125 Included in 


commercial 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


SOURCE: David Baker Associates 2021. 
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NOTE:  
a Height above Sutter Street grade 


Table S-4 Comparison of Alternatives Retention of Character-Defining Features 


Character-Defining Feature 


Full Preservation 


Alternative 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Ra PRb NRc R PR NR R PR NR 


1101 Sutter Street: 


Three-story height and massing x    x  x   


Concrete and brick masonry construction x   x   x   


Stucco finish scored to resemble stone masonry x   x   x   


Molded cement plaster ornament, with spandrel panels & urns x   x   x   


Sheet metal cornice x   x   x   


Grid-like fenestration pattern x   x   x   


Divided-lite “industrial” wood sash windows x   x   x   


1123 Sutter Street:   


One-story-with-mezzanine height  x   x    x 


Simple rectangular form and massing  x   x    x 


Primary façade element: seven bay symmetrical arrangement; 


two side entrances and one center entrance separated by two 


fenestration bays 


x   x   x   


Primary façade element: recessed fenestration and entryways x   x   x   


Primary façade element: custom, cast iron street light fixtures at 


each entrance along Sutter Street 


x   x   x   


Primary façade element: pairs of wood casement windows and 


plantar boxes 


x   x   x   


Classical Revival style element: eight pairs of Doric columns x   x   x   


Classical Revival style element: Plaster ornament in swag motif 


and circular medallions with geometric Greek key molding 


x   x   x   


Metal clathri screens x   x   x   


First floor interior element: reception area including rotunda 


and main corridor 


 x   x   x  


First floor interior element: west and east chapels   x   x   x 


First floor interior element: three suites of interconnected 


bereavement rooms 


 x   x   x  


SOURCE: ARG 2021. 


NOTES: 
a Retained 
b Partially Retained 
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c Not Retained 


Table S-5 Comparison of Alternatives Ability to Meet Project Sponsor’s Objectives 


Objective/Alternative Proposed Project No Project 


Full 


Preservation 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Develop a well-designed, 


financially feasible mixed-use 


project with residential housing 


units that contributes the 


following services to support 


the well-being of the 


community: new retail, 


restaurant, and commercial 


spaces for the benefit of 


neighborhood residents and 


businesses; and a child care 


center for the benefit of both 


the project’s and 


neighborhood’s residents. 


Meets Does not 


meet 


Partially 


meets. Would 


contribute 


services to 


the well-


being of the 


community. 


However, 


there would 


be a 48% 


reduction in 


unit count 


from the 


proposed 


project 


Partially 


meets. Would 


contribute 


services to 


the well-


being of the 


community. 


However, 


there would 


be a 32% 


reduction in 


unit count 


from the 


proposed 


project 


Partially meets. 


Would 


contribute 


services to the 


well-being of 


the community. 


However, there 


would be a 3% 


reduction in 


unit count from 


the proposed 


project 


Increase the city’s supply of 


housing, including affordable 


housing, in an area designated 


for higher density due to its 


proximity to downtown and 


accessibility to local and 


regional transit. Maximize 


housing on a site that currently 


has no housing and incorporate 


on-site affordable units. 


Meets  Does not 


meet 


Partially 


meets – 106 


fewer units 


than 


proposed 


project 


Partially 


meets - 70 


fewer units 


than 


proposed 


project 


Partially meets - 


7 fewer units 


than proposed 


project 


Create a more attractive, 


interesting and engaging street-


level experience for pedestrians, 


transit users, and future 


residents.  


Meets Does not 


meet 


Meets Meets  Meets 


Construct a single, cohesive 


development occupying the 


project site consisting of high-


quality, contemporary urban 


design. 


Meets Does not 


meet 


Meets Meets Meets 
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Objective/Alternative Proposed Project No Project 


Full 


Preservation 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Retain historic resources where 


it is economically and 


structurally feasible to 


rehabilitate the building’s 


interior space for new 


commercial and residential 


uses.  


Partially Meets 


(fully preserves 


1101 Sutter and 


demolishes 


1123 Sutter) 


Does not 


meet 


Meets (fully 


preserves 


1101 Sutter 


and retains 


the majority 


of character-


defining 


features and 


some interior 


spaces at 


1123 Sutter) 


Partially 


meets 


(retains 


façade-


related 


character-


defining 


features at 


both 1101 


and 1123 


Sutter and 


some interior 


spaces at 


1123 Sutter, 


but 4-story 


additions at 


both 


buildings 


only partially 


retain height- 


and massing-


related 


character-


defining 


features) 


Partially meets 


(fully preserves 


1101 Sutter and 


retains façade-


related 


character-


defining 


features and 


some interior 


spaces at 1123 


Sutter, but 12-


story addition 


on top of 1123 


Sutter does not 


retain height- 


and massing-


related 


character-


defining 


features) 


SOURCE: ARG 2021. 


Table S-6 Comparison of Alternatives Historic Architectural Resources and Wind Impacts 


Impact Proposed Project No Project Full Preservation 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES  


Impact CR-1: 1101 Sutter Street  LTS NI LTS SUM LTS 


Impact CR-2: 1123 Sutter Street SUM NI LTS SUMa SUMa 


Impact CR-3: Offsite Resources LTS NI LTS LTS LTS 


Impact C-CR-1: Cumulative LTS NI LTS LTS LTS 


WINDC 


Impact WI‐1: Wind Hazards LTS NI SUM SUM LTS 


Impact C-WI-1: Cumulative LTS NI LTS LTS LTS 


NOTES: 
a Significant and unavoidable impact with implementation of feasible mitigation but with reduced severity than the proposed project () 
b Significant and unavoidable impact with implementation of feasible mitigation with an increase in severity than the proposed project () 
c Evaluated in the initial study (see Appendix A). 


LTS = less-than-significant impact, no mitigation required 
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NI = no impact 


SUM = significant and unavoidable impact with implementation of feasible mitigation 


 


The No Project Alternative is considered the overall environmentally superior alternative because the significant 


impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 


However, the No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project sponsor’s objectives. If the No Project 


Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA requires selection of the “environmentally superior alternative other 


than the no project alternative” from among the proposed project and the other alternatives evaluated.  


The environmentally superior alternative would be the Full Preservation Alternative. This alternative would reduce 


Impact CR-2 by proposing only a two-level addition to 1123 Sutter Street which would not substantially impact the 


historic resource’s ability to convey its historic significance. However, this alternative would not avoid a wind hazard 


impact (Impact WI-1) due to a new 200-foot, 18-story building on the west side of the 1123 Sutter Street parcel. 


S.5 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved 


Publication of the notice of preparation initiated a 30‐day public review and comment period that began on 


December 17, 2020 and ended on January 22, 2021. Individuals and agencies that received these notices 


included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, and potentially interested parties, including 


regional and state agencies. During the review and comment period, a total of three commenters submitted 


comments to the planning department. The Native American Heritage Commission commented on Assembly 


Bill 52 tribal cultural resources notification and consultation requirements. Other commenters on the notice of 


preparation commented on impacts to the adjacent buildings, including construction noise and debris control; 


access to sunlight and views; and project merits. The planning department has considered the comments made 


by the public in preparation of the initial study and the draft EIR for the proposed project. There are no known 


areas of controversy or issues to be resolved. 


Comments expressing support for the proposed project or opposition to it will be considered independently of 


the environmental review process by city decision makers as part of their decision to approve, modify, or 


disapprove the proposed project.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 


This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes the potential environmental effects associated with the 


proposed 1101–1123 Sutter Street project (proposed project). This chapter describes the type, purpose, and 


function of the EIR and describes the environmental review process for the project. 


1.A Project Summary 


The proposed project would involve rehabilitation of the existing three-story building at 1101 Sutter Street, along 


with demolishing the existing building and surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street, and constructing a new 14-


story, 150-foot-tall building (up to 161 feet as measured to the top of rooftop mechanical equipment).1, 2 


Together, the rehabilitated building at 1101 Sutter Street and the new building at 1123 Sutter street would 


provide 237,808 gross square feet of uses – 221 residential units (44 of which would be very-low-income housing 


units); 8,330 square feet of commercial and childcare uses; 11,637 square feet of open space; 59 vehicular 


parking spaces; and 164 bicycle spaces.  


1.B Purpose of This EIR 


The San Francisco Planning Department, serving as lead agency responsible for administering the 


environmental review on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco (the city), determined that the proposed 


project required the preparation of an EIR. 


The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before a decision can be made to approve a 


project that could pose potential adverse physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the 


environmental effects of the project.3 The information contained in an EIR is reviewed and considered by the 


decision makers before arriving at a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify a project. 


CEQA requires that the lead agency neither approve nor implement a project unless the project’s significant 


environmental effects have been reduced to a less‐than‐significant level, essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or 


substantially lessening” the expected impact, except when certain findings are made. If the lead agency approves a 


project that will result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less‐than‐


significant levels, the agency must state the reasons for its action in writing; demonstrate that its action is based on 


the EIR or other information in the record; and adopt a statement of overriding considerations. 


The planning department has prepared this EIR to provide the public and responsible and trustee agencies 


reviewing the proposed project with information about the potential effects of the project on the environment. 


This EIR describes the potential environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project; 


 
1 Architectural Resources Group, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, Draft, November 4, 2019. 
2 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Record No. 2019-022850ENV, 1101–1123 Sutter Street. 
3 California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21189.3, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended. The CEQA statutes are available at: 


https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=PRC&division=13.&title=&part=&chapter. 
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identifies mitigation measures for reducing impacts to a less‐than‐significant level where feasible; and evaluates 


alternatives to the project. 


This document is a project‐level focused EIR and is intended as an informational document that, in and of itself, 


does not determine whether a project will be approved but aids the planning and decision-making process by 


disclosing the potential for significant and adverse impacts. In conformance with CEQA, this EIR provides 


information addressing the environmental consequences of the project and identifies possible means of 


reducing or avoiding its potentially significant impacts. The CEQA Guidelines define the role and expectations for 


this EIR as follows:4 


• Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency 


decisionmakers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect[s] of a project, identify 


possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The 
public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information which may be 
presented to the agency (Section 15121[a]). 


• Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 


decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account 


of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not 
be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. 


Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main 
points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 


completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (Section 15151). 


1.C Environmental Review Process 


The environmental review process for a focused EIR per CEQA Guidelines section 15183 includes the following 


steps: publication of a notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR; publication of a draft EIR for public review and 


comment; preparation and publication of responses to public and agency comments on the draft EIR; and 


certification of the final EIR. The EIR process provides an opportunity for the public to review and comment on 


the proposed project’s potential environmental effects and to further inform the environmental analysis. 


The planning department prepared an initial study for the proposed project. Based on the analysis in the initial 


study (see Appendix A, Initial Study), the proposed project would result in significant impacts on historic 


architectural resources. 


Therefore, further environmental review of the proposed project is required for the topic of historic architectural 


resources. This focused EIR has been prepared to examine the proposed project’s specific impacts on historic 


architectural resources; identify mitigation for potentially significant impacts; and analyze whether proposed 


mitigation measures would reduce the significant environmental impacts to less-than-significant levels. This 


focused EIR also analyzes alternatives to the proposed project that could substantially reduce or eliminate one 


or more significant impacts of the proposed project and could still feasibly attain most of the basic project 


objectives. The other environmental topics are addressed in the initial study, which determined that the 


 
4 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. The CEQA Guidelines 


are available at: https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Browse/Home/California/CaliforniaCodeofRegulations?guid= 


I95DAAA70D48811DEBC02831C6D6C108E&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default). 
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proposed project’s potential impacts on those topics would be less than significant or would be reduced to less-


than-significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the initial study. 


1.C.1 Notice of Preparation of an EIR 


1101 Sutter Affordable, LP, filed an environmental evaluation application with the planning department on 


December 12, 2019. The filing of the application initiated the environmental review process. During the 


subsequent review process, the project sponsor revised the project plans. This EIR evaluates the most recent 


proposed project plans dated June 7, 2021. 


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines sections 15063 and 15082, the planning department, as lead agency, 


published and distributed an NOP (see Appendix B, Notice of Preparation of an EIR); the NOP includes a project 


description and indicates topics to be addressed in the EIR. The NOP anticipated that the EIR would include a 


focused assessment of impacts to historic architectural resources, and that the initial study would analyze 


environmental impacts related to the following topics: land use and land use planning, population and housing, 


subsurface cultural (archeological) resources and human remains, tribal cultural resources, transportation and 


circulation, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, 


public services, biological resources, geology and soils, paleontological resources, hydrology and water quality, 


hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agriculture and forest resources, and wildfire.  


Publication of the NOP initiated a 30‐day public review and comment period that began on December 17, 2020 


and ended on January 22, 2021 (see Appendix B). During the review and comment period, a total of three 


commenters submitted letters to the planning department. The Native American Heritage Commission 


commented on Assembly Bill 52 tribal cultural resources notification and consultation requirements. Other 


commenters on the NOP commented on impacts to the adjacent buildings, including construction noise and 


debris control, access to sunlight and views, and project merits. The planning department has considered the 


comments made by the public in preparation of the initial study and draft EIR for the proposed project. There are 


no known areas of controversy or issues to be resolved. 


1.C.2 Draft EIR and Public Participation 


The CEQA Guidelines and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 encourage public participation in the 


planning and environmental review processes. The city will provide opportunities for the public to present 


comments and concerns regarding this EIR and its CEQA process. These opportunities will occur during a public 


review and comment period and a public hearing before the San Francisco Planning Commission. 


The draft EIR is available for public review and comment on the planning department’s Environmental Review 


Documents web page under the review category Environmental Impact Reports and Negative Declarations.5 A USB 


or paper copy of the draft EIR will be mailed upon request. Referenced materials will also be made available for 


review upon request. Please contact CPC.1101-1123SutterEIR@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7494 to make a request. 


Written comments should be addressed to David Young, San Francisco Planning Department, 49 South Van Ness 


Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to CPC.1101-1123SutterEIR@sfgov.org. The public 


comment period for this draft EIR is from August 18, 2021 to October 5, 2021. 


 
5 San Francisco Planning Department, “Environmental Review Documents,” web page, available at: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-


documents, accessed February 2021. 
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The San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission will hold a public hearing on this draft EIR to consider 


providing its comments on the draft EIR. The public hearing will be held September 15, 2021 beginning at 12:30 


p.m. Please be advised that due to the COVID-19 emergency, the historic preservation commission may be 


required to conduct this hearing remotely. Additional information may be found on the planning department's 


website.6 


The planning commission will hold a public hearing on this EIR during the 45‐day public review and comment 


period for the EIR to solicit public comment on the information presented in the draft EIR. The public hearing will 


be held on September 30, 2021, beginning at 1 p.m. or later. Please be advised that due to the COVID-19 


emergency, the planning commission may be required to conduct this hearing remotely. Additional information 


may be found on the planning department's website.7 


In addition, members of the public are invited to submit written comments on the adequacy and accuracy of the 


draft EIR. Written public comments may be submitted to: 


San Francisco Planning Department 


Attention: David Young, Environmental Coordinator  


49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


CPC.1101-1123SutterEIR@sfgov.org 


Comments are most helpful when they address the environmental analysis itself or suggest specific alternatives 


and/or additional measures that would better mitigate significant environmental impacts of the proposed project. 


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate 


with the planning commission. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact 


information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on 


the department’s website or in other public documents. 


1.C.3 Final EIR and EIR Certification 


Following the close of the public review and comment period, the City will prepare and publish a document 


titled “Responses to Comments,” which will contain all written and recorded oral comments on this draft EIR and 


written responses to those comments, along with copies of the letters or emails received, a transcript of the 


public hearing, and any necessary revisions to the draft EIR. The draft EIR and the responses to comments 


document will constitute the final EIR. Not less than 10 days prior to the planning commission hearing to 


consider certification of the final EIR, the final EIR will be made available to the public and to any board(s), 


commission(s) or department(s) that will carry out or approve the proposed project. The planning commission, 


in an advertised public meeting(s), will consider the documents and, if found adequate, will certify that the final 


EIR: (1) has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) was presented to the planning commission, which 


then reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR prior to approving the proposed 


project; and (3) reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.  


 
6 San Francisco Planning Department, website: https://sfplanning.org. 
7 San Francisco Planning Department, website: https://sfplanning.org. 
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CEQA requires that agencies shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the project’s significant 


environmental impacts have been reduced to a less‐than‐significant level, essentially eliminating, avoiding, or 


substantially lessening the potentially significant impacts, except when certain findings are made. If an agency 


approves a project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts that cannot feasibly be 


mitigated to less‐than‐significant levels (that is, significant and unavoidable impacts), the agency must state the 


reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that mitigation is infeasible based on the EIR or other information 


in the record, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations. 


1.C.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


At the time of project approval, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require agencies to adopt a mitigation 


monitoring and reporting program as a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant 


impacts on the environment (CEQA section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section 15097).8, 9 This EIR identifies 


and presents mitigation measures that would form the basis of such a monitoring and reporting program. Any 


mitigation and improvement measures adopted by the lead agency as conditions for approval of the project 


would be included in the monitoring and reporting program. 


 
8 California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21189.3, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended.  
9 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended.  
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Chapter 2 
Project Description 


This chapter describes the proposed 1101–1123 Sutter Street project (proposed project) evaluated in this 


environmental impact report (EIR). Topics addressed in this chapter include an overview of the project; a 


description of the project location and existing conditions at the site; the project sponsor’s objectives; a 


description of the project characteristics; and the intended uses of this EIR, including the required approvals. 


2.A Project Overview 


The project site includes 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street in San Francisco, California, as shown on Figure 2-1, Project 


Location, p. 2-6. The project site is 0.68 acres (29,700 square feet) and includes two parcels, Assessor’s Parcel 


Numbers (APNs) 0692-001 and 0692-019, shown on Figure 2-2, Project Site, p. 2-7. The project site is composed 


of the eastern half of the block bounded by Larkin and Polk streets on the east and west, respectively, and Sutter 


and Hemlock streets on the north and south, respectively. The project site is located in the Downtown/Civic 


Center neighborhood. A summary of the project site characteristics is provided in Table 2-1. 


Table 2-1 Project Site Characteristics 


Lot 


Characteristics 


1101 SUTTER STREET 1123 SUTTER STREET TOTAL 


Assessor’s Parcel Number 0692-001 0692-019 — 


Area 9,000 square feet 20,700 square feet 29,700 square feet 


Width 75 feet 172.5 feet 247.5 feet 


Length 120 feet 120 feet 120 feeta 


SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2020. 


NOTE: 
a Total length is not additive. 


 


The proposed project would involve rehabilitating the existing three-story building at 1101 Sutter Street and 


demolishing the existing building and surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street and constructing a new 14-story, 


150-foot-tall building (up to 161 feet to the top of rooftop mechanical equipment). Together, the two buildings 


would provide 237,808 gross square feet of uses: 221 residential units (44 of which would be provided as very-


low-income housing units); 8,330 square feet of commercial and childcare uses; 11,637 square feet of open 


space; 59 vehicle parking spaces; and 164 bicycle parking spaces.1 


Although the buildings would be separate structures, the design of the proposed project creates a single, 


cohesive development. The buildings would have shared residential lobbies, as well as shared common open 


 
1 The project as proposed includes a 50 percent increase in density as it meets the requirements of the state density bonus law based on the number of 


affordable units and level of affordability and would seek concessions and waivers, consistent with the law. 
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spaces and residential amenities. In addition, both parking garages would be accessible to the residents and 


commercial users of both buildings. Mechanical equipment and service spaces, such as heating, ventilation, and 


air-conditioning units and the electrical and fire rooms, would be located in 1123 Sutter Street and would serve 


both buildings. The existing uses and proposed project characteristics are summarized in Table 2-2. Refer to 


Table 2-3, Project Characteristics, p. 2-13, for a detailed breakdown of the square footage by land use type. 


The existing 35,876-square-foot three-story auto-repair and parking garage at 1101 Sutter Street, which has been 


determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, would be rehabilitated for new uses;2 it 


would become a mixed-use residential building with approximately 2,187 square feet of ground-floor 


commercial uses and 21 residential units on the ground, second, and third floors. The existing partially below-


grade garage would provide 28 vehicle parking spaces and 24 bicycle parking spaces.3 The project sponsor is 


seeking Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits for 1101 Sutter Street.4, 5 Tax credits are available for the rehabilitation 


of buildings that are determined by the Secretary of the Interior, through the National Park Service, to be 


“certified historic structures” (see Appendix C). The State Historic Preservation Office and the National Park 


Service review rehabilitation work to ensure that it complies with the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 


The rehabilitation of the existing building at 1101 Sutter Street would be completed in conformance with 


Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 


Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.6, 7  


The existing 15,720-square-foot, one-story plus partial mezzanine mortuary building at 1123 Sutter Street, which 


is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources,8, 9 would be demolished along with its 


surface parking lot, and an approximately 211,636-square-foot, 150-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with 


6,163 square feet of ground-floor commercial and childcare uses and 200 residential units would be constructed. 


The building would include approximately 31 vehicle parking spaces and a total of 164 bicycle parking spaces. 


The vehicle parking spaces and 96 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided in a partially below-grade 


parking garage.10, 11 The remaining 44 bicycle parking spaces would be provided within the Sutter Street ground-


floor level of the building, accessible from the residential lobby, and 24 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be 


provided along the sidewalk on Hemlock and Sutter streets. 


 
2 National Park Service, Historic Preservation Certification Application, State Historic Preservation Office Review & Recommendation Sheet, Significance – 


Part 1, Heald’s Engineering and Automobile School, 1101 Sutter Street, San Francisco, CA 94109. Date application received by State Historic Preservation 


Office: July 12, 2019. Date of transmittal to National Park Service: August 23, 2019.  
3 Due to downhill slope of project site, the garage is located below grade along Sutter Street and at grade along Hemlock Street. 
4 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part I – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
5 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 2 – Description of Rehabilitation, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
6 Weeks and Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 


Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings, National Park Service Technical Preservation Services, Washington, DC, 1995 (revised by A. Grimmer 2017). 
7 National Park Service, Historic Preservation Certification Application – Part 2, Description of Rehabilitation for Heald’s Engineering and Automobile 


School, 1101 Sutter Street, San Francisco, CA 94109. Date application received by State Historic Preservation Office: July 12, 2019. Date of transmittal to 


National Park Service: August 23, 2019. 
David Baker Architects, Drawings for 1101 Sutter Street Rehabilitation for the State Office of Historic Preservation, February 5, 2021. 
8 Architectural Resources Group, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, Draft, November 4, 2019. 
9 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Record No. 2019-022850ENV, 1101–1123 Sutter Street. 
10 The Hemlock Street grade is approximately 10 feet below the Sutter Street grade. Due to downhill slope of project site, the garage is located below grade 


along Sutter Street and at grade along Hemlock Street. 
11 As defined in planning code section 155.1, class 1 spaces are spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and 


work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees; class 2 spaces are spaces located in a publicly accessible, 


highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use. 
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Table 2-2 Summary of Existing and Proposed Uses 


Component/Use 


1101 Sutter Street 1123 Sutter Street 


Net Change Project Total EXISTING PROPOSED EXISTING PROPOSED 


GENERAL 


Number of 


Building(s) 


1 1 1 1 No change 2 


Number of Stories Three 


stories 


plus 


partially 


below-


grade 


garage 


Same as 


existing 


One story 


with partial 


mezzanine 


plus 


partially 


below-


grade 


garage 


14 stories plus 


partially below-


grade garage 


Increase of 11 


stories above 


the tallest 


existing 


building 


— 


Building Height 


(feet) 


45 feet 


above 


Sutter 


Street 


grade 


Same as 


existing 


25 feet 


above 


Sutter 


Street 


grade 


150 feet above 


Sutter Street 


grade plus 11-


foot-tall rooftop 


equipment 


enclosure 


Increase of 105 


feet above the 


tallest existing 


building 


— 


Total (gsf) 35,876 26,172 15,720 211,636 202,618 237,808 


LAND USE 


Land Uses Auto-


repair 


and 


parking 


garage 


Ground-floor 


commercial 


with 3-story 


residential 


Mortuary 


with 


surface 


parking lot 


Ground-floor 


commercial with 


14-story 


residential 


— — 


Number of 


Dwelling Units  


0 20 0 200 221 221 


Residential (gsf) 0 17,927 0 159,379 177,306 177,306 


Common 


Amenities for 


Residents (gsf) 


0 2,386 0 9,815 12,201 12,201 


Commercial (gsf) 35,876 2,187 15,720 2,388 −47,021 4,575 


Childcare (gsf) 0 0 0 3,755 3,755 3,755 


Open Space 


(gsf/type) 


0 0 0 11,637a 11,637 11,637 


Garage (gsf) —b 5,135 —b 9,990 —b 15,125 


PARKING 


Vehicle parking 


spaces  


109 28c 35d 31c, e −85 59 
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Component/Use 


1101 Sutter Street 1123 Sutter Street 


Net Change Project Total EXISTING PROPOSED EXISTING PROPOSED 


Bicycle parking 


spaces 


0 24 0 140 164 164 


SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021. 


NOTES: 


gsf = gross square feet; — = not applicable.  
a The total open space consists of 8,630 square feet of common open space and 3,007 of private open space provided on balconies. 
b Garage space is accounted for in the commercial square footage. 
c Located in a partially below-grade garage. 
d The existing parking at 1101 Stutter consists of 12 spaces in garage and 23 spaces in surface parking lot. 
e A freight loading area for tenants moving in and out, delivery trucks, and other service vehicles would be provided at the Hemlock Street ground-floor 


level of the 1123 Sutter Street building adjacent to the garage entrance ramp.  


2.A.1 Open Space 


The proposed project would create approximately 11,637 square feet of private and common open space. All of 


the open space would be located within the proposed building at 1123 Sutter Street as follows: approximately 


3,007 square feet of private open space would be provided in residential balconies and approximately 8,630 


square feet of common open space would be provided at the outdoor entry court on Hemlock Street and 


rooftop decks on levels 7 and 14.12 Residents of 1101 Sutter Street and commercial tenants of the proposed 


project would have access to the common open space.  


2.A.2 Circulation 


The circulation and access of the buildings would be designed such that pedestrian access to ground-floor 


commercial and childcare uses would primarily occur from Sutter Street. Pedestrian access to the residential 


units in both buildings would be provided from the main residential lobby on Sutter Street and a second 


residential entrance on Hemlock Street.  


Vehicle access to the garages of both buildings would occur via curb cuts along Hemlock Street.13 The four 


existing curb cuts along Hemlock Street would be removed and replaced by a 34-foot-wide curb cut at the 


garage entrance to 1123 Sutter Street and an 18-foot-wide curb cut at the garage entrance to 1101 Sutter Street.  


Pedestrian curb ramps, crosswalks, and signals are provided at the nearest intersection of Larkin Street and 


Sutter Street to facilitate pedestrian crossing, with the exception of a curb ramp at the southwest corner of the 


intersection for pedestrians traveling east–west across Larkin Street. The proposed project would add a curb 


ramp at this location.  


2.A.3 Parking and Loading 


As discussed above and summarized in Table 2-2, the proposed project would provide a total of 59 vehicle 


parking spaces in the 1123 and 1101 Sutter Street garages. In addition, the project would include reconfiguring 


the on-street parking along Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets in the immediate vicinity of the project, resulting 


in a net removal of six parking spaces and construction of two new white-curb passenger loading zones. The 


 
12 Open space would not be provided within the 1101 Sutter Street building to rehabilitate it in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 


for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
13 A curb cut is a solid ramp graded down from the top surface of a sidewalk to the surface of an adjoining street. 



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sidewalk
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project would involve replacement of six existing parking spaces along the south side of Sutter Street with eight 


parking spaces and two white-curb passenger loading zones; three existing parking spaces along Larkin Street 


would be replaced with four parking spaces; and nine existing parking spaces on the south side of Hemlock 


Street across the street from the project would be eliminated to accommodate the new sidewalk on the north 


side of Hemlock Street. 


2.A.4 Sidewalks and Streetscape 


Sidewalk improvements and modification of parking and loading areas would occur along the project frontage 


on Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets. The sidewalk on Hemlock Street would generally be widened from 7 feet 


to 14 feet to create a planter strip for street trees and to accommodate bicycle parking.  


Two existing curb cuts along Sutter Street and two existing curb cuts along Larkin Street would be removed. The 


existing 12-foot-wide sidewalks along Sutter and Larkin streets would be maintained.  


The three existing street trees located along Larkin Street would remain and the existing tree in the surface 


parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street would be removed. In addition, 15 new street trees would be planted along 


Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets.  
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2.B Project Location 


The project site is composed of the eastern half of the block bounded by Larkin and Polk streets on the east and 


west, respectively, and Sutter and Hemlock streets on the north and south, respectively, as shown on Figure 2-1, 


p. 2-6. The approximately 0.68-acre (29,700-square-foot) rectangular site comprises two adjacent lots (APNs 


0692-001 and 0692-019). The two existing buildings and a surface parking lot on the site occupy the entire extent 


of the two lots. The project site slopes downhill from north to south, with an approximately 5 percent grade, from 


an elevation of approximately 130 feet to 123 feet.  


Van Ness Avenue is the primary north–south road in the project vicinity and is 1.5 blocks west of the site. Sutter 


and Hemlock streets are one-way east–west roads, and Larkin and Polk streets are one-way north–south roads. 


The closest San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) stop is at Civic Center, approximately 0.75 miles 


southeast of the site, and the closest San Francisco Municipal Railway Metro stop is at Polk Street and Sutter 


Street, about 0.5 blocks west of the site. The nearest bus stop is located on the north side of Sutter Street near 


the intersection with Larkin Street. The following San Francisco Municipal transit lines operate within a 0.25-mile 


radius of the project site: 2-Clement, 3-Jackson, 10-Townsend, 19-Polk, 27-Bryant, 38-Geary and 38R-Geary 


Rapid, 47-Van Ness, 49-Van Ness/Mission, 54-Felton, and 90-San Bruno Owl. 


The project site is zoned NCD (Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District). The maximum allowed floor area 


ratio for the non-residential uses on the site is 2.5:1, as specified in San Francisco Planning Code section 723.14 


There is no floor area ratio requirement for residential uses within this zoning district.  


2.C Project Vicinity and Surrounding Land Uses 


The project site is within the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood located approximately 0.5 miles north of the Civic 


Center, which includes the city hall and other government buildings, and the performing arts complex, which includes 


Davies Symphony Hall, the Opera House, and Herbst Theater. The surrounding area consists primarily of three‐ to six‐


story brick-and-concrete mixed‐use buildings with commercial uses on the ground floor and apartments or 


residential hotel rooms on the upper floors. A two-story building with a grocery store and restaurants is on the same 


block, west of the project site, and a two-story community youth center is across Hemlock Street to the south of the 


project site. Buildings adjacent to and across the street from the project site range from about 20 to 60 feet in height 


and some buildings on adjacent blocks reach up to about 130 feet in height.  


The buildings in the vicinity of the project site were constructed in the early 1900s, with the exception of the 


immediately adjacent building west of the site (1151 Sutter Street, a nine‐unit condominium complex with office 


space on the ground floor), which was built in 2009.15 Many of the buildings to the north, east, and south of the 


project site are contributors to the Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel Historic District, which is listed in the 


National Register. However, the existing buildings on the project site are not contributors to this district, nor are 


other buildings on the block, west of the project site.16 


 
14 As defined in planning code section 102.11, floor area ratio is the ratio of the gross floor area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot. In cases 


where portions of the gross floor area of a building project horizontally beyond the lot lines, all such projecting gross floor area shall also be included in 
determining the floor area ratio. 
15 National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel District, June 24, 1991. 
16 National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel District, June 24, 1991. 
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The eastern portion of the site (1101 Sutter Street) is within the 130-E Height and Bulk District, and the western 


portion of the site (1123 Sutter Street) is located within the 65-A Height and Bulk District. The height and bulk 


districts surrounding the project site are 130-E, 80-A, and 80-T to the north, east, and south, and 65-A, 130-V, and 


130-E to the west. The project site and the properties adjacent to and across the street from the project site are 


zoned NCD (Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District). The NCD zoning extends to areas north of the 


project site, while areas to the east, south, and west are predominantly zoned RC-4 (High-Density Residential 


Commercial Combined District).  


2.D Existing Conditions 


Information pertaining to the two existing buildings on the project site is summarized in Table 2-2, p. 2-3, and a 


detailed description of these buildings, their uses, and surrounding streetscape is provided in this section. 


2.D.1 1101 Sutter Street 


1101 Sutter Street is a three-story building with a partially below-grade garage located on the smaller of the two 


parcels (APN 0692-001) that compose the project site, shown on Figure 2-2, p. 2-7. The property slopes downhill 


to the south, so the garage is at grade along Hemlock Street and below grade along Sutter Street. As illustrated in 


Photo 1 of Figure 2-3, Photos of Existing Buildings, the frame of the building is reinforced concrete, with brick 


infill. The surface of the building is clad in stucco that has been lightly scored to resemble masonry. The building 


was constructed in 1920 as a training school for automobile mechanics and related occupations. Primary vehicle 


access to the automobile repair portion of the building is from two automobile entry bays along Sutter Street 


and an entry bay along Larkin Street near the intersection with Sutter Street (shown on Figure 2-2, p. 2-7, and 


Photo 1 of Figure 2-3, p. 2-10). There is no dedicated pedestrian entrance; pedestrians also enter the building 


through these entry bays. There are also two garage entrances to the 1101 Sutter Street building, as indicated on 


Figure 2-2, p. 2-7; one is located along Hemlock Street and one is located along Larkin Street, near the 


intersection with Hemlock Street. A single curb cut serves the two entry bays along Sutter Street. There is also a 


curb cut at the entry bay along Larkin Street, a curb cut at the garage entrance along Larkin Street, and a curb 


cut at the garage entrance along Hemlock Street.  


The building was determined eligible for listing in the National Register and the California Register and is 


considered a historical resource under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).17 The building is 


currently used as a parking garage and for automobile repair. 


  


 
17 National Park Service, Historic Preservation Certification Application, State Historic Preservation Office Review & Recommendation Sheet, Significance – 


Part 1, Heald’s Engineering and Automobile School, 1101 Sutter Street, San Francisco, CA 94109. Date application received by State Historic Preservation 


Office: July 12, 2019. Date of transmittal to National Park Service: August 23, 2019. 
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Photo 2: View of 1123 Sutter Street from Sutter Street, north of the project site.


Photo 1: View of 1101 Sutter Street from the intersection Sutter and Larkin streets, northwest of the project site.
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2.D.2 1123 Sutter Street 


1123 Sutter Street is a one-story plus partial mezzanine building with a partially below-grade garage/basement 


located on the second parcel (APN 0692-019), shown on Figure 2-2, p. 2-6, and Photo 2 of Figure 2-3, p. 2-10. The 


building is currently used as a mortuary. A surface parking lot that serves the building is immediately to the west 


and is accessed from a curb cut/driveway on Sutter Street. The property slopes downhill to the south, so the 


garage is at grade along Hemlock Street at the rear of the property and below grade along Sutter Street at the 


front of the property. The building comprises two older commercial structures, both of which were constructed 


of brick and concrete with a combination of steel and heavy timber framing. These buildings were combined into 


one building in 1926 and given a new façade to unify the primary street frontage, shown on Photo 2 of Figure 2-3, 


p. 2-10; however, the building still visually appears as two buildings on the south façade along Hemlock Street. 


The building has undergone relatively few alterations since it was completed in 1926 and has been used as a 


funeral home since that time. 


The Hemlock Street ground-floor level of 1123 Sutter Street contains 12 vehicle parking spaces, storage, 


mechanical rooms, and a casket showroom. The first floor contains a reception area, two chapels, three suites of 


interconnected bereavement rooms, and several toilet rooms. The mezzanine contains business offices, 


embalming/preparation rooms, a break room, and restrooms. Pedestrian access to the building occurs through 


the front entrance along Sutter Street. The building was determined eligible for listing in the California Register 


and is considered a historical resource under CEQA.18  


2.D.3 Parking 


On-street vehicle parking in the project vicinity is provided on Sutter, Larkin, Hemlock, and Polk streets. As 


shown on Figure 2-2, p. 2-7, there are six existing parking spaces along the south side of Sutter Street, three 


existing parking spaces along the west side of Larkin Street, and nine existing parking spaces on the south side of 


Hemlock Street across the street from the project. There are no permanent loading spaces along the project site, 


but the six parking spaces in front of 1123 Sutter Street are used as a loading zone during funeral services.  


Parking is also located onsite at 1101 Sutter Street and 1123 Sutter Street. There are 109 parking spaces within 1101 


Sutter Street, 12 within the garage at 1123 Sutter Street, and 23 on the surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street.  


2.D.4 Street Trees 


There are three street trees along the parcel frontage on Larkin Street, and there is one tree located within the 


surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street. 


2.E Project Sponsor’s Objectives 


The project sponsor and developer is 1101 Sutter Affordable, LP. The project sponsor’s objectives for the 


proposed project are to: 


• Develop a well-designed, financially feasible mixed-use project with residential housing units that 


contributes the following services to support the well-being of the community: new retail, restaurant, and 


 
18 Architectural Resources Group, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, Draft, November 4, 2019. 
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commercial spaces for the benefit of neighborhood residents and businesses; and a childcare center for the 
benefit of both the project’s and neighborhood’s residents. 


• Increase the supply of housing in the City and County of San Francisco, including affordable housing, in an 


area designated for higher density due to its proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and regional 
transit. Maximize housing on a site that currently has no housing and incorporate onsite affordable units. 


• Create a more attractive, interesting, and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit users, and 
future residents.  


• Construct a single, cohesive development occupying the project site consisting of high-quality, 


contemporary urban design. 


• Retain historic resources where it is economically and structurally feasible to rehabilitate the building’s 


interior space for new commercial and residential uses.  


2.F Project Characteristics 


The proposed project would involve rehabilitating the existing building at 1101 Sutter Street and demolishing 


the existing building and surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street and constructing a new 14-story, 150-foot-tall 


building (up to 161 feet to top of rooftop mechanical equipment). Together, the two buildings would provide 


237,808 gross square feet of uses: 221 residential units; 8,330 square feet of commercial and childcare uses; 


11,637 square feet of open space; 59 vehicle parking spaces; and 164 bicycle parking spaces. Each building is 


described further in this section.  


The proposed project would rehabilitate the existing three-story parking garage at 1101 Sutter Street into a 


mixed-use residential building with ground-floor commercial and retail space and common amenities for 


residents. The ground, second, and third floors would contain 21 residential units. The existing partially below-


grade garage would be converted to bicycle and vehicle parking.  


The existing one-story plus partial mezzanine mortuary at 1123 Sutter Street would be demolished, and a new 


14-story, 150-foot-tall building would be constructed (with maximum height up to 161 feet to top of rooftop 


mechanical equipment enclosure). The Sutter Street ground-floor level would contain commercial and retail 


space, a childcare center, and common amenities for residents. The proposed building at 1123 Sutter Street 


would provide the main residential lobby for both buildings and would have an interior connection to the 1101 


Sutter Street building. The upper floors would contain 200 residential units, as well as common amenities and 


open space at the Hemlock Street ground-floor level and on the 7th and 14th levels. This building would also 


have partially below-grade garage with bicycle and vehicle parking and would include a second residential 


entrance and a commercial space accessed from Hemlock Street.  


The project characteristics are summarized in Table 2-3 and the proposed site plan is shown on Figure 2-4, p. 2-


15. Figures 2-5 through 2-8, pp. 2-16 through 2-19, show the proposed floor plans; Figure 2-9, p. 2-20, shows the 


proposed street parking and loading plan; Figure 2-10, p. 2-21, shows the proposed building cross-sections; and 


Figures 2-11 and 2-12, pp. 2-22 and 2-23, show visual simulations for the project. 
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Table 2-3 Project Characteristics 


Characteristic 1101 Sutter Street 1123 Sutter Street Total 


LOT DIMENSIONS 


Assessor’s Parcel Number 0692-001 0692-019 — 


Size 9,000 square feet 20,700 square feet 29,700 square feet 


Width 75 feet 172.5 feet 247.5 feet 


Length 120 feet 120 feet 120 feet 


PROPOSED USES AREA (GROSS SQUARE FEET) 


Residential 17,927 159,379 177,306 


Common Amenities for 


Residentsa 


2,386 9,815 12,201 


Commercial 2,187 2,388 4,575 


Childcare 0 3,755 3,755 


Circulation and Serviceb 3,672 36,300 39,972 


Garage 5,135 9,990 15,125 


Total 31,307 221,627 252,934 


Total per Planning Code 


Section 102.9c 


26,172 211,636 237,808 


PROPOSED UNITS AMOUNT (PERCENTAGE) 


Total Dwelling Units 21 (100%) 200 (100%) 221 (100%) 


Studio 0 (0%) 82 (41%) 82 (37%) 


1-Bedroom 14 (67%) 36 (18%) 50 (23%) 


2-Bedroom 7 (33%) 82 (41%) 89 (40%) 


Commercial One space One space Two spaces 


Childcare None One space One space 


Vehicle Parking Spaces 28d 31e 59 


Bicycle Parking Spaces 24f 140g 164 


OPEN SPACE AREA (SQUARE FEET) 


Common (Ground Floor and 


Decks on Levels 7 and 14) 


0 8,630h 8,630 


Private Balconies  0 3,007i 3,007 


Total Open Space 0 11,637 11,637 


BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS LEVELS/HEIGHT 


Levels Three levels (ground 


floor –commercial and 


residential; two stories 


residential)  


14 levels (ground floor – main 


residential 


lobby/commercial/childcare; 12 


stories residential; one-story 


— 
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Characteristic 1101 Sutter Street 1123 Sutter Street Total 


deck/common space); roof to 


contain solar panels and 


mechanical equipment)  


Height 45 feet above Sutter 


Street grade (same as 


existing) 


150 feet above Sutter Street 


grade plus 11-foot-tall enclosure 


for rooftop mechanical 


equipment 


— 


Garage One level partially 


below gradej  


One level partially below gradej 


(parking garage/ outdoor entry 


court and second residential 


entrance/commercial)  


— 


Loading Areas None in garage A freight loading area for 


residents moving in and out, 


delivery trucks, and other 


service vehicles would be 


provided at the Hemlock Street 


ground floor level adjacent to 


the garage entrance ramp 


Shared loading zones for 


project: two on-street 


white-curb passenger 


loading zones along 


Sutter Street and an off-


street freight loading area 


within the 1123 Sutter 


Street building 


SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021. 


NOTES: 


 – = not applicable.  
a Common amenities include residential lobbies on the Sutter Street and Hemlock Street ground-floor levels, and gym and other common spaces 


located on levels 7 and 14. 


b Circulation and service uses are those that support the main uses, such as hallways and service spaces for mechanical equipment. 
c Gross floor area per planning code section 102.9 excludes certain areas, such as garage and bicycle parking areas. 
d Vehicle parking spaces: 28 parking spaces would be located in the garage. 
e Vehicle parking spaces: 31 parking spaces would be located in the garage, of which 2 would be accessible to persons with disabilities. An additional 


two spaces would be car-sharing spaces. 
f Bicycle parking spaces: 24 class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be located in the garage. 
g Bicycle parking spaces: 96 class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be located in the garage, 44 class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be located inside 


1123 Sutter Street accessible at the Sutter Street ground-floor level, and 24 class 2 parking spaces would be located outside along Hemlock Street 
and Sutter Street. 


h Common open space: 336 square feet would be located at the outdoor entry court on Hemlock Street, 2,985 square feet would be located on a deck 
located on level 7, and 5,309 square feet would be provided on level 14. 


i Private open space: 3,007 square feet of private open space would be located across 46 balconies, providing an average of 65 square feet of private 
open space per unit. 


j Due to the downhill slope of the project site, the garage is located below grade along Sutter Street and at grade along Hemlock Street. 
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Proposed Garage Plan
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Proposed Sutter Street and Hemlock Street Ground Floor Level Plan
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Proposed Floor Plans - Levels 2 through 13
1101-1123 Sutter Street Project EIR


FIGURE 2-7SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021
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Proposed Floor Plan - Levels 2 and 3


Proposed Floor Plan - Levels 7 through 13


Note: The proposed floor plan for Levels 4 
through 6 has a similar layout at 1123 Sutter 
Street, but 1101 Sutter Street is a three story 
building and does not contain any units at 
these levels.











 
  








  






 
  








  


Proposed Floor Plans - Level 14 and Roof
1101-1123 Sutter Street Project EIR


FIGURE 2-8SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021
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Proposed Floor Plan - Level 14


Roof Plan
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Proposed Street Parking and Loading Plan
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Building Cross-Sections
1101-1123 Sutter Street Project EIR


FIGURE 2-10SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021
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East-West Building Cross-Section


North-South Building Cross-Section











   










  










Visual Simulations
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FIGURE 2-11SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021
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Visual Simulation - View from corner of Larkin and Hemlock streets


Visual Simulation - View from east of the intersection of Sutter and Larkin streets











   






Visual Simulation - Aerial View from Northwest
1101-1123 Sutter Street Project EIR
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2.F.1 Residential 


As presented in Table 2-3, p. 2-13, the proposed project would involve constructing 221 residential units 


consisting of a mix of approximately 37 percent studio units, 23 percent one-bedroom units, and 40 percent two-


bedroom units. The building at 1101 Sutter Street would be rehabilitated to contain 21 residential units (a mix of 


67 percent one-bedroom units and 33 percent two-bedroom units), and the building constructed at 1123 Sutter 


Street would contain 200 residential units (a mix of 41 percent studios, 18 percent one-bedroom units, and 41 


percent two-bedroom units). Figure 2-7, Proposed Floor Plans – Levels 2 through 13, p. 2-18, shows the typical 


proposed floor plan for levels 2 and 3 for 1101 Sutter Street and levels 2 through 6 and 7 through 13 for 1123 


Sutter Street. The main residential lobby to both buildings would be accessed from Sutter Street, and a second 


residential entrance for both buildings would be accessed from Hemlock Street (shown on Figure 2-6, Proposed 


Sutter Street and Hemlock Street Ground-Floor Level Plan, p. 2-17). 


The proposed project would be subject to planning code sections 415.1 through 415.11 (Inclusionary Affordable 


Housing Program). The proposed project would comply with planning code section 415 by providing 20 percent 


of the total project units as very-low-income housing units. This results in an additional 44 units provided at 


very-low-income. Under the state density bonus law, a project including this level of affordability is entitled to: 


(1) a 50 percent density bonus above the maximum allowable residential density under the City and County of 


San Francisco (city) general plan and planning code standards for the nearest residential district;19 (2) three 


concessions/incentives; and (3) waivers of development standards that would preclude development of the 


project with the bonus density. In this case, the 50 percent density bonus allows for 72 additional units above the 


149-unit base project. Therefore, the proposed 221 residential units would be consistent with the state density 


bonus law. The concessions and waivers are described under Section 2.G.1, Required Approvals, p. 2-31.  


2.F.2 Commercial 


The proposed project would contain approximately 4,575 square feet of commercial uses at the Hemlock and 


Sutter street ground-floor levels of 1101 Sutter Street and 1123 Sutter Street, as shown on Figure 2-6, p. 2-17. The 


building at 1101 Sutter Street would be renovated to contain 2,187 square feet of ground-floor commercial space 


with frontage at the corner of Sutter and Larkin streets. The building at 1123 Sutter Street would contain 2,388 


square feet of commercial space with frontage along Sutter Street, as shown on Figure 2-6, p. 2-17. 


2.F.3 Childcare 


The building at 1123 Sutter Street would provide an approximately 3,755-square-foot space intended for use as a 


childcare facility with an outdoor childcare play area that faces Hemlock Street (shown on Figure 2-6, p. 2-17). 


The primary access to this space would be from an entrance located on Sutter Street.  


2.F.4 Parking Garage, Trash Storage, and Mechanical Equipment 


Each building would have a separate garage, with access from Hemlock Street. Although physically separated, 


each garage would be accessible to residents and commercial users of both buildings. As shown in Figure 2-5, 


Proposed Garage Plan, p. 2-16, the garages would provide a total of 59 vehicle parking spaces. A total of 31 


parking spaces would be located in the garage at 1123 Sutter Street, 2 of which would be accessible to persons 


 
19 The nearest residential district is zoned RC-4 and allows a residential unit density of three units per lot or up to one unit per 200 square feet of lot area. 


The project site has a lot area of 29,700 square feet; therefore, 149 residential units is the base project before the density bonus is applied.  
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with disabilities. An additional 2 spaces would be car-sharing spaces. Except for the accessible and car-sharing 


spaces, vehicle parking at 1123 Sutter Street would be provided via a single-level puzzle system.20 An additional 


28 parking spaces would be located in the garage at 1101 Sutter Street. Parking at 1101 Sutter Street would be 


provided via a two-level puzzle system.21  


Figure 2-5, p. 2-16, shows the bicycle and vehicle parking layout of the garages and Figure 2-6, p. 2-17, shows the 


bicycle parking available on the Sutter Street ground-floor level and sidewalks adjacent to the buildings. The 


garages would provide a total of 164 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, with 24 of the spaces located in the garage of 


1101 Sutter Street and 96 located in the garage of 1123 Sutter Street, and an additional 44 class 1 bicycle parking 


spaces at the ground-floor level of 1123 Sutter Street. Four class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be provided 


along Hemlock Street near the entrance to the proposed retail space. An additional 20 class 2 bicycle parking 


spaces would be provided along Sutter Street near the entrances to the commercial space. 


Trash storage would be located in the garage service areas of both buildings. The building’s maintenance staff 


would move the trash from both buildings to the curb of Hemlock Street for pickup. The garage would be 


secured and accessible to residents and commercial tenants only. 


The garage at 1123 Sutter Street would contain an electrical room and a fire room that would serve both 


buildings (see location indicated in Figure 2-5, p. 2-16). A backup 800-kilowatt emergency diesel generator would 


serve both buildings and would be contained in an acoustic enclosure on the level 7 deck at 1123 Sutter Street 


(see location indicated in Figure 2-7, p. 2-18). In addition, as shown in Figure 2-8, Proposed Floor Plans – Level 14 


and Roof, p. 2-19, solar panels and mechanical equipment to serve both buildings would be installed on the roof 


of 1123 Sutter Street, including the heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning system; water heaters; and water 


storage tanks. 


2.F.5 Circulation and Access 


The project would include changes to the sidewalks and curb cuts adjacent to the project site. In total, six curb 


cuts would be removed and two would be replaced. Figure 2-2, p. 2-7, depicts existing conditions on the project 


site and Figure 2-9, Proposed Street Parking and Loading Plan, p. 2-20, depicts proposed changes to the 


streetscape of the project site. On Sutter Street, the existing 12-foot-wide sidewalk would be maintained; 


however, the existing curb cut leading to the surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street would be removed, and the 


existing curb cut leading to the entry bays of the garage at 1101 Sutter Street would be removed. On Larkin 


Street, the existing 12-foot-wide sidewalk would be maintained but the two existing curb cuts leading to the 


entry bay and the garage entrance would be removed.  


On Hemlock Street, the existing 7-foot-wide sidewalk would be replaced by a 14-foot-wide sidewalk, as shown 


on Figure 2-9, p. 2-20. The four existing curb cuts leading to three garage entrances and one doorway of the 


existing Hemlock Street ground-floor levels at 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street would be removed and replaced with 


two new curb cuts. A 34-foot-wide curb cut would be located at the garage entrance to 1123 Sutter Street and 


would provide vehicle access to the garage and off-street freight loading area. An 18-foot-wide curb cut would be 


located at the garage entrance to 1101 Sutter Street and would provide access to this garage. 


 
20 A puzzle system (also known as a pallet system) is an automated parking system that moves cars using a grid of simple interconnected automated 
conveyors that slide vehicle pallets (with or without a vehicle on top) east, west, north, and south around the garage.  
21 A two-level puzzle system is a similar automated parking system that allows vehicle pallets to be moved vertically across two levels, as well as east, west, 


north, and south around the garage. 
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Pedestrian curb ramps, crosswalks, and signals are provided at the nearest intersection of Larkin Street/Sutter 


Street to facilitate pedestrian crossing, with the exception of a curb ramp at the southwest corner of the 


intersection, for pedestrians traveling east–west across Larkin Street. The proposed project would include 


adding a curb ramp at this location.  


Proposed on-street parking and loading alignments are shown on Figure 2-9, p. 2-20. The project would 


reconfigure the on-street parking along Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets in the immediate vicinity of the 


project, resulting in a net removal of six parking spaces and construction of two white-curb passenger loading 


zones. The six existing parking spaces adjacent to the project site along the south side of Sutter Street would be 


replaced with two white-curb passenger loading zones and eight parking spaces. One loading zone would be at 


the front of 1101 Sutter Street and the other loading zone would be at the front of the proposed childcare facility 


at 1123 Sutter Street. The three existing parking spaces adjacent to the project site along the west side of Larkin 


Street would be replaced with four parking spaces. The nine existing parking spaces adjacent to the project site 


on the south side of Hemlock Street would be eliminated to provide space for the sidewalk widening along 


Hemlock Street. In addition to the on-street loading zones, a freight loading area for residents moving in and out, 


delivery trucks, and other service vehicles would be provided at the Hemlock Street ground-floor level of the 


1123 Sutter Street building adjacent to the garage entrance ramp, as shown on Figure 2-6, p. 2-17.  


As described previously, the primary residential entrances for both buildings would be accessed from Sutter 


Street. The residential entrance to 1123 Sutter Street would contain the main residential lobby to both buildings 


and would include a lounge and mailroom. An interior connection would be located between the main 


residential lobby at 1123 Sutter Street and the common space at 1101 Sutter Street. A second residential 


entrance would be accessed from the Hemlock Street ground-floor level, with stairs leading to the main 


residential lobby on the Sutter Street ground floor. One elevator located in 1101 Sutter Street would provide 


access to the building’s residential units; three elevators located in 1123 Sutter Street would provide access to 


the building’s residential units. A staircase would also be provided in each building. 


Primary access to the bicycle parking on the ground floor of 1123 Sutter Street would be through the main 


residential lobby (shown on Figure 2-6, p. 2-17). Primary access to the bicycle parking area of the 1123 Sutter 


Street garage would be through the elevators in the main residential lobby (shown on Figure 2-5, p. 2-16). 


2.F.6 Open Space 


The proposed project would provide a total of 11,637 square feet of open space, with 49 square feet of common 


open space per unit and 65 square feet of private open space per unit, which exceeds the amount of open space 


required by planning code section 135.22 Approximately 8,630 square feet of common open space would be 


located at 1123 Sutter Street and would be accessible to residents of both 1101 Sutter Street and 1123 Sutter 


Street, as well as to commercial tenants of the building. The locations of proposed common open spaces are 


shown on Figures 2-6, 2-7, and 2-8, pp. 2-17 through 2-19, and would consist of an outdoor entry court along 


Hemlock Street, a common deck on level 7, and a common deck on level 14. The common open space areas 


would include both landscape and hardscape areas. Approximately 3,007 square feet of private open space 


would be provided in 46 private residential balconies at 1123 Sutter Street.  


 
22 Planning code section 135 requires that a minimum of 36 square feet of private usable open space or 48 square feet of common usable open space be provided 


for each dwelling unit. The project provides 65 square feet of private open space per unit and 49 square feet of common open space per unit. 
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2.F.7 Street Trees 


Planning code section 138.1 requires one street tree to be planted for every 20 feet of frontage. The project site 


has a total of approximately 247.5 feet of frontage along Sutter and Hemlock streets, and approximately 120 feet 


of frontage along Larkin Street. Therefore, 30 street trees are required for the proposed project.  


The proposed project would remove the existing tree in the surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street. The three 


existing street trees located along Larkin Street would remain. In addition, 15 new street trees would be planted 


along Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets (Figure 2-9, p. 2-20). Street-level landscaped areas totaling about 582 


square feet would also be developed, providing an equivalent of seven street trees.23 Therefore, development of 


the proposed project would provide a total of 25 equivalent street trees. Details of the streetscape plan, including 


the number and location of tree plantings, would be finalized during the building permit review process. 


2.F.8 Building Design 


Although the rehabilitated 1101 Sutter Street building and proposed 1123 Sutter Street building would be 


separate structures with different designs and façades, they would be a cohesive development with shared 


residential lobbies, shared common open spaces, and shared residential amenities. The parking garages would 


be separate but would be accessible to residents and commercial users of both buildings. Mechanical 


equipment and service spaces, such as heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning units and the electrical and fire 


rooms, would be located in 1123 Sutter Street and would serve both buildings. Visual simulations of the building 


are presented in Figure 2-11, Visual Simulations, and Figure 2-12, Visual Simulation – Aerial View from Northwest, 


pp. 2-22 and 2-23, respectively. 


The project sponsor intends to rehabilitate the 1101 Sutter Street building in accordance with the Secretary of 


the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.24 Within the interior of the building, non-load-


bearing walls, ramps, the basement slab, and the roof would be demolished, and the openings where the ramps 


are located would be infilled to create full floor plates. A new basement slab and structural upgrades would be 


installed. The exterior of the building would be maintained primarily as it currently is, with modifications to 


support the change in use from garage and automobile repair to commercial/residential uses on the ground 


floor, as further described below. 


The primary change to the exterior of the building would be the enclosure of the entry bays along Sutter Street 


and Larkin Street with new glazed storefronts (Figure 2-11, p. 2-22). The southern Larkin Street garage entrance 


would be enclosed with stucco and a new window to match the size, configuration, and detailing of the adjacent 


windows. The garage entrance along Hemlock Street would remain open and would be used for entry into the 


garage of the rehabilitated building; however, the curb cut outside this garage entrance would be replaced as 


part of the sidewalk improvements described in Section 2.F.5, Circulation and Access, p. 2-25. The windows 


throughout the building would be either repaired or replaced in kind if the existing windows are too damaged for 


repair. The exterior finish and other decorative features would be repaired as needed. Section 3.B, Historic 


 
23 Where it is not feasible to place a street tree, San Francisco Public Works considers 75 square feet of landscaping equivalent to one street tree. 
24 National Park Service, Historic Preservation Certification Application – Part 2, Description of Rehabilitation for Heald’s Engineering and Automobile School, 
1101 Sutter Street, San Francisco, CA 94109. Date application received by State Historic Preservation Office: July 12, 2019. Date of transmittal to National 


Park Service: August 23, 2019. 


David Baker Architects, Drawings for 1101 Sutter Street Rehabilitation for the State Office of Historic Preservation, February 5, 2021. 
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Architectural Resources, provides a detailed discussion of the proposed rehabilitation of the historic character-


defining features of the building. 


As shown on Figure 2-12, p. 2-23, the proposed 1123 Sutter Street building would be composed of three different 


massing elements. The massing element adjacent to the 1101 Sutter Street building would be clad in a series of 


windows grouped together by a single façade element that would extend from the ground floor at Sutter Street 


and the ground floor at Hemlock Street to the top of the building. Next, the building mass would transition to a 


façade consisting of a panelized wall system made up of composite panels and large glass openings. The 


Hemlock Street elevation would have a series of projections to create balconies for each unit as shown on Figure 


2-11, p. 2-22. The third massing element would step down at level 7 to a height of approximately 66 feet above 


Sutter Street grade to meet the height of the neighboring building at the western edge of the project site (1151 


Sutter Street), which has a height of about 56 feet.  


2.F.9 Construction Activities 


Construction is anticipated to begin in May 2022 and would occur over approximately 30 months. Construction 


hours would typically be from 7 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. Limited evening work (3:30 p.m. to 


5:30 p.m.) and work on Saturdays (7 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.) would be required. Construction workers would park at 


nearby parking lots or take public transportation to the site.  


Construction would entail excavation to approximately 1 foot below the basement slab of the existing building at 


1101 Sutter Street (to approximately 18 feet below the Sutter Street grade and 3 feet below the Hemlock Street 


grade) and an additional 3.5 to 5 feet at some locations for new footings and an elevator pit, respectively. 


Limited permeation grouting of the sand beneath the footings may be required to meet the bearing capacity 


recommendations for the building.25 At the 1123 Sutter Street lot, construction would entail excavation to 


approximately 18 feet below the Sutter Street grade (approximately 8 feet below the Hemlock Street grade) and 


an additional 5 feet at two locations for elevator pits. A total of 9,320 cubic yards of soil would be hauled from the 


site. Details of construction for each building are described further below.  


Hemlock Street and its northern sidewalk adjacent to the project site would be closed to traffic and pedestrians 


and used for construction staging for the duration of construction. Construction activities would also require the 


closure of a portion of the southern parking lane on Sutter Street adjacent to the project site; this area would 


also be used for construction staging. The sidewalks on Sutter Street and along Larkin Street would generally 


remain open, although temporary closures would be required to complete proposed streetscape improvements 


(i.e., curb cut removal and street tree planting).  


A. 1101 SUTTER STREET  


Construction activities at 1101 Sutter Street would generally include the following phases: (1) abatement and 


demolition; (2) excavation and structural upgrades; (3) construction of the interior components of the building; 


and (4) finishing of interiors and rehabilitation of the exterior. Abatement would be required for asbestos-


containing materials and lead-based paint in the existing building.26 This would be followed by demolition, 


which would consist of the removal of all non-concrete components of the building (e.g., non-load-bearing 


 
25 Permeation grouting refers to the process of injecting grout into small gaps within soil or rock, into small gaps between these materials and an existing 
structure, and/or into small cracks within structures themselves. Permeation grouting can be used to create or improve a water barrier and to reduce 


foundation and structure deformations under load. 
26 NorBay Consulting, Pre-Demolition Asbestos and Lead Inspection 1101 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, April 3, 2019. 
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interior walls and wooden stairs) followed by the removal of concrete components (e.g., ramps and basement 


slab on grade) and roofing.27 Concrete components removed would include the vehicle ramps inside the 


building; the openings where the ramps are located would be infilled to create full, usable floor plates. The 


existing basement slab would be removed, the ground underneath would be excavated up to approximately 1 


foot, and a new basement slab would be installed. An elevator pit would be excavated to a depth of about 5 feet 


below the foundation. Structural upgrades would involve the installation of interior concrete shear walls and the 


installation of three new footings to a depth of about 3.5 feet below the foundation.28 Limited permeation 


grouting of the sand beneath the footings may be required to meet the bearing capacity recommendations for 


the building. Rough-in, finishing of the interiors, and rehabilitation of the exterior would then occur.  


Approximately 520 cubic yards of soil would be excavated and removed from the site. The excavated soils would 


be disposed of at an appropriate facility, depending on soil quality. It is not anticipated that any soil would be 


imported to the site. The proposed construction activities at 1101 Sutter Street would occur over an approximate 


duration of 22 months, concurrent with the construction of 1123 Sutter Street, described in the following section.  


B. 1123 SUTTER STREET  


Construction activities at 1123 Sutter Street would occur over approximately 30 months and would generally 


entail the following phases: (1) site preparation and demolition; (2) excavation and shoring; (3) foundation and 


below-grade construction; (4) construction of the building; and (5) finishing of interiors. Site preparation and 


demolition would occur over approximately one month and would include utility disconnection and hazardous 


materials abatement.29 Abatement would be required for asbestos-containing materials and lead-based-paint in 


the existing building.30  


Excavation and shoring would occur over approximately two months. During this phase, the 1123 Sutter Street 


parcel would be cleared of existing fill and demolition debris and excavated. The elevations of the existing 


basements on the 1123 Sutter Street parcel range from 0 feet below Sutter Street grade at the northern side of 


the surface parking lot to 6 feet below Sutter Street grade at the southern side of the surface parking lot. The 


elevations of the existing basement of the mortuary building are approximately 8.5 feet below the Sutter Street 


grade at the western side of the building and approximately 11 feet below Sutter Street grade at the eastern side 


of the building. The proposed project would excavate the entire 1123 Sutter Street parcel to depths of 


approximately 18 feet below the Sutter Street grade (approximately 10 feet below the Hemlock Street grade). 


Additionally, two elevator pits would be excavated to a depth of about 5 feet below the foundation. 


Approximately 8,800 cubic yards of soil would be excavated and removed from the site. The excavated soils 


would be disposed of at an appropriate facility, depending on soil quality. It is not anticipated that any soil 


would be imported to the site.  


Foundation and below-grade construction would occur over approximately one month and would include 


installation of a reinforced mat foundation. Underpinning of the neighboring buildings to the west (1151 Sutter 


Street) and east (1101 Sutter Street) may be required to provide support of the building foundations during 


construction of the proposed building at 1123 Sutter Street. The underpinning would likely involve the 


 
27 A total area of approximately 8,600 square feet would be demolished. 
28 A shear wall is a wall designed to resist lateral forces, often for earthquake-safe design.  
29 A total area of approximately 45,400 square feet would be demolished. 
30  NorBay Consulting, Pre-Demolition Asbestos and Lead Inspection 1123 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, April 4, 2019. 
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installation of hand-excavated piers combined with permeation grouting to harden the soils underneath the 


building and reduce caving potential.31  


Pile-driving techniques would not be used to construct the foundation, although a shoring system involving 


soldier pile installation may be required around the perimeter of the construction excavation area.32, 33 The piles 


would be installed in pre-drilled holes and would not require the use of impact or vibratory driving methods.34 


No other use of piles is anticipated to occur during construction. Tiebacks may be needed on the north, south, 


and west sides of the site to support the shoring system.35  


The construction of the building, including framing and rough-in, exterior, and interior finishing, would occur 


over the remaining 26 months of the construction period. 


2.G Intended Uses of the EIR 


This is a project-specific EIR, intended to inform the public and decision makers of the impacts that the 


proposed project could have on historical architectural resources, and to present mitigation measures and 


feasible alternatives to avoid or reduce significant impacts. 


The San Francisco Planning Department prepared an initial study for the proposed project indicating that the project 


would result in significant impacts on historical architectural resources (refer to Appendix A). For all the other 


environmental topics, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts or impacts that would be 


reduced to less than significant through the implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, the planning 


department has prepared this draft EIR to address the project’s impacts on historical architectural resources.36 


This draft EIR is available for public review and comment during the public review period noted in Section 1.C.2, 


Draft EIR and Public Participation, p. 1-4, during which time the San Francisco Planning Commission will hold a 


public hearing on the draft EIR. Following the close of the public comment period, the planning department will 


prepare and publish a response to comments document, containing all substantive comments received on the 


draft EIR, as well as the planning department’s responses to those comments. The document may also contain 


specific changes to the draft EIR. The draft EIR, together with the responses to comments document, including 


revisions to the draft EIR (if any) will be considered by the planning commission at a public meeting for certification 


and certified as a final EIR if deemed adequate, accurate, and objective. No discretionary approvals may be granted 


for the project until the planning commission certifies the EIR as adequate, accurate, and objective. 


 
31 Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Development, 1101–1123 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, 


October 23, 2020. 
32 Piles are a method by which the load of building weight can be distributed deep into the earth. Soldier piles are made of wide-flanged steel H sections 
that are driven into the ground prior to excavation; as excavation proceeds, horizontal wooden sheeting is inserted behind the H pile flanges. 
33 Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Development, 1101–1123 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, 


October 23, 2020. 
34 Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Development, 1101–1123 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, 


October 23, 2020. 
35 A tieback is a structural element commonly used to provide additional stability to retaining walls. 
36 Applicable CEQA regulations and guidelines are: California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.; CEQA Guidelines section 15000 et seq.; and San 


Francisco Administrative Code, chapter 31. 
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2.G.1 Required Approvals 


The proposed project would be subject to compliance and permitting requirements under local regulations. The 


anticipated approvals necessary for the implementation of the proposed project are listed below. 


A. ACTIONS BY THE SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 


• Approval of a conditional use authorization for new construction on a lot greater than 2,500 square feet 
(planning code section 121.1). 


• Approval of a conditional use authorization to exceed the non-residential use size limit (planning code 
section 121.2).  


• Certification of the final EIR and adoption of CEQA findings. 


B. DENSITY BONUS WAIVERS AND CONCESSIONS 


• Dwelling unit exposure waiver (planning code section 140) to allow for one studio unit per level, on levels 2 


through 4 at 1123 Sutter Street, that would not meet the requirements for exposure to qualifying open space 


• Height waiver (planning code section 260) to allow a maximum building height of 150 feet above the 


midpoint of Sutter Street, rather than the allowable maximum building height of 130 feet 


• Bulk control waiver (planning code section 270) to allow the floors above 65 feet in height to be developed 
with a plan length of 131 feet and plan diagonal of 164 feet, rather than the allowable maximum plan length 


of 110 feet and maximum plan diagonal of 140 feet 


• Rear yard waiver (planning code section 134) to allow the 3,000 square feet of required open area to be 


provided throughout the site rather than provided in a standard rear yard 


• Setback waiver (planning code section 261.1) to allow 2,200 square feet of setback to be provided along Hemlock 
Street, which would meet the minimum required setback of 1,875 square feet but would not be within the 


standard 10-foot setback area from the street; rather, it would be at variable distances from the street (at some 
points more than 10 feet from the street, at some points less than 10 feet from the street). 


• Active ground-floor use concession (planning code sections 145.4 and 145.1) to allow a 26-foot garage 
loading/entrance width at the proposed 1123 Sutter Street garage, in addition to the existing 12-foot garage 


entrance width at the existing 1101 Sutter Street garage, for a total of 38 feet, which exceeds the maximum 
allowable parking/loading entrance width of 20 feet.  


C. ACTIONS BY CITY DEPARTMENTS  


• Department of Public Health  


– Approval of project compliance with article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (Maher ordinance) prior 
to commencement of any excavation work and approval of any soil mitigation plan that may be required  


– Approval of a ventilation plan demonstrating compliance with Article 38 of the health code that 
establishes air pollutant exposure zones and requires installation of enhanced ventilation systems in 


buildings located within these zones  


– Issuance of a certification of registration for a backup diesel generator 


• Department of Building Inspection  
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– Approval of site permit  


– Demolition, grading, and building permits for the demolition of the existing buildings and construction of 
the new building 


• San Francisco Department of Public Works, Bureau of Streets and Mapping  


– Street and sidewalk permits for any modifications to public streets, sidewalks, protected trees, street 
trees, or curb cuts. 


• San Francisco Department of Public Works  


– A waiver of the requirement for 30 equivalent street trees, as the proposed project would provide 25 


equivalent street trees  


– Approval of a street space permit 


• San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency  


– Approval of the proposed curb modifications, parking modifications, parking garage operations plan, and 


special traffic permit (including traffic control plan) 


• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission  


– Approval of any changes to sewer laterals  


– Approval of an erosion and sediment control plan prior to commencing construction  


– Compliance with post-construction stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control plan 


(which is required for projects that result in ground disturbance of an area greater than 5,000 square feet) 


D. ACTIONS BY OTHER AGENCIES 


• Bay Area Air Quality Management District  


– Issuance of permits for installation and operation of the emergency generator 
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Chapter 3 
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 


Mitigation Measures 


3.A Introduction 


This chapter provides a project-level impact analysis of the physical environmental effects of implementing 


the proposed 1101–1123 Sutter Street project (proposed project). The San Francisco Planning Department 


prepared an initial study for the proposed project indicating that the project would result in significant 


impacts on historic architectural resources (Appendix A). For all other environmental topics, the proposed 


project would result in less-than-significant impacts or impacts that would be reduced to less than significant 


through the implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, this chapter focuses on the project’s potential 


impacts to historic architectural resources. 


3.A.1 Format of the Environmental Analysis 


The environmental topic considered in this section, historic architectural resources, includes an introduction, a 


discussion of the environmental setting, regulatory framework, and impacts and mitigation measures. The 


information provided in the analysis section is as follows: 


• Introduction. This subsection includes a brief description of the types of impacts that are analyzed, as well 
as a summary of the impacts that were scoped out in the initial study; that is, impacts that were determined 


to result in a less-than-significant impact.  


• Regulatory Framework. This subsection describes the relevant federal, state, and local regulatory 


requirements that are directly applicable to the environmental topic.  


• Environmental Setting. This subsection presents a description of the existing, baseline physical conditions of 
the project site and surroundings (e.g., existing land uses, building descriptions), at the time of issuance of 
the notice of preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) in sufficient detail and breadth to allow a 
general understanding of the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  


• Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This subsection evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result 


in adverse effects on the existing physical environment. The significance criteria for evaluating 


environmental impacts are defined at the beginning of the impact analysis section, followed by the 
approach to analysis, a discussion of the impacts of the proposed project, and mitigation measures, if 
required. Project-specific impacts are discussed first, followed by cumulative analysis. 


3.A.2 Significance Determinations 


Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or 


potentially substantial, adverse change in the physical environment. The CEQA Guidelines direct that this 


determination be based on scientific and factual data, including the entire record for the project, and not on 







Chapter 3.  


Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 


3.A. Introduction 


3-2 Environmental Impact Report 


August 2021 


Case No. 2019-022850E 
1101–1123 Sutter Street Project 


argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated evidence. The significance criteria used in this EIR are based on the 


planning department’s Environmental Planning Division guidance regarding the thresholds of significance used 


to assess the severity of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The planning department’s 


guidance is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications.1 The specific significance criteria 


used to analyze historical architectural resources are presented before the discussion of impacts. The categories 


used to designate impact significance are as follows:  


• No Impact (NI). An impact is considered not applicable (no impact) if there is no potential for impacts, or the 
environmental resource does not occur in the project area or the area of potential effect. 


• Less-Than-Significant Impact (LTS). This determination applies if there is a potential for a limited impact that 


does not exceed the defined significance criteria or would be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant 
level through compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 


• Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation (LSM). This determination applies if the project would result in 
an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria, but feasible mitigation is available that would reduce 


the impact to a less-than-significant level. 


• Significant Impact (S). This determination applies if the project would result in a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change that meets the significance criteria, before mitigation. 


• Significant and Unavoidable Impact, no Feasible Mitigation (SU). This determination applies if the project 
would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria, but for which there appears to be no 


feasible mitigation available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the impact 


would be significant and unavoidable. 


• Significant and Unavoidable Impact, after Implementation of Feasible Mitigation (SUM). This determination 


applies if it is certain that the project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria and 
mitigation is available to lessen the impact, but the residual effect after implementation of the measure 


would remain significant. Therefore, the impact is significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


3.A.3 Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures 


Mitigation measures are identified, where feasible, for impacts considered significant or potentially significant 


consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, which states that an EIR “shall describe feasible measures 


which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” CEQA requires that mitigation measures have an essential 


nexus and be roughly proportional to the significant effect identified in the EIR. The project sponsor has 


indicated that if the project were approved, they would incorporate all mitigation measures identified in this EIR 


as part of the project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, mitigation measures are not required for 


environmental impacts that are not found to be significant. Therefore, for resource topics for which this EIR and 


initial study found the proposed project’s physical environmental impact to be less than significant, the planning 


department could identify measures that would further lessen the already less-than-significant impacts of the 


project; these measures would be identified as “improvement measures.” At this time, the EIR and initial study 


have not identified such improvement measures. Impacts are numbered and shown in bold type, and the 


corresponding mitigation measures, where identified, are numbered and indented, and follow impact 


 
1 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N. Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. The CEQA Guidelines 


are available at: https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Browse/Home/California/CaliforniaCodeofRegulations?guid= 


I95DAAA70D48811DEBC02831C6D6C108E&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default). 
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statements. Impacts and mitigation measures are numbered consecutively and include an abbreviated reference 


to the impact section (i.e., CR for Cultural Resources). 


3.A.4 Approach to Analysis 


A. PROJECT ANALYSIS 


To evaluate the project impacts, this EIR addresses historic architectural impacts related to the rehabilitation of 


the existing 1101 Sutter Street building, a property determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of 


Historic Places and the California Register of Historical Resources, and the demolition of the existing building 


and surface parking lot at 1123 Sutter Street, which is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical 


Resources, and the construction of a new 14-story, 150-foot-tall building, as described in Chapter 2, Project 


Description. 


B. CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 


CEQA defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects, which, when considered together, are 


considerable, or which can compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Section 15130 of the CEQA 


Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts that may be individually limited but 


cumulatively significant. These impacts could result from the proposed project alone, or together with other 


projects. The CEQA Guidelines state: “The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 


environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 


present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” Cumulative impacts could result from 


individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over time. 


As described in the initial study, this EIR uses a list-based approach to determine the appropriate reasonably 


foreseeable future projects for consideration in the cumulative analysis. As of the publication of the notice of 


preparation of an EIR (see Appendix B of this EIR), there were 10 development, renovation, and/or change‐of‐use 


projects within approximately a 0.25-mile radius of the project site that were considered in the cumulative 


analysis. Table 1, p. 14, of the initial study lists relevant projects, and the locations of the cumulative projects are 


shown on Figure 1, p. 16, of the initial study and also included in Table 3-1 below. 
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Table 3-1 Cumulative Projects within 0.25 miles of Project Site 


Address Record ID 


Approximate 


Distance from 


Project Site 


(feet) Project Description 


955 Post 


Street 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 


2015-


015950PRJ 


340 The project would demolish the existing two-story automobile repair 


garage building and construct an eight-story, 80-foot-tall mixed-use 


residential and commercial building over a basement with 69 


residential units and approximately 1,538 square feet of ground-floor 


retail space. The residential portion of the project would include nine 


three-bedroom units, 36 two-bedroom units, and 24 one-bedroom 


units. In addition, the project would provide approximately 4,945 total 


square feet of common outdoor space at the basement level. Five 


dwelling units on the sixth story would also include private outdoor 


patios. 


1033 Polk 


Street 


2014.0914PRJ 410 The project would demolish the existing building and construct an 


eight-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with ground-


floor retail space and residential uses above. The ground floor would 


contain approximately 605 gross square feet of retail space, the 


residential lobby, and required mechanical space. The proposed 


project would include a total of 19 residential units, including 18 one-


bedroom units and one two-bedroom unit, above the ground-floor 


retail space. 


3 Meacham 


Place 


2020-


007597PRJ 


460 The project would change the use of the existing buildings from single-


family dwelling and office to group housing (congregate residence). 


1000 Sutter 


Street 


2020-


008130PRJ 


460 The City and Episcopal Community Services, as co-applicants, propose 


to purchase the Granada Hotel and enter into an agreement with 


Episcopal Community Services to operate the project as permanent 


supportive housing for formerly homeless individuals. The Granada 


Hotel is located at 1000 Sutter Street, a 232-unit single-room 


occupancy hotel. Eighty units are currently occupied by low-income 


individuals, primarily reliant on short-term rental subsidy vouchers; 


152 units are vacant. Episcopal Community Services and the City agree 


to restrict the property for at least 55 years to provide affordable 


housing and to serve households who are homeless, at risk of 


homelessness, or impacted by COVID-19. 


Episcopal Community Services plans to provide on-site support 


services that include intensive case management; individual health 


and wellness plans, which may include substance use disorder 


treatment and/or behavioral health services; financial assistance, 


including help with benefit programs and entitlements; and job-


readiness, vocational, occupational, and educational training. 



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sidewalk
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Address Record ID 


Approximate 


Distance from 


Project Site 


(feet) Project Description 


1240 Bush 


Street 


2020-


004634PRJ 


580 The project would add five new accessory dwelling units to an existing 


16-unit building. Exposure is non-compliant for three of the proposed 


dwelling units. 


1200 Van 


Ness Avenue 


2015-


012577PRJ 


610 The project would construct a 13-story, 130-foot-tall building with 


259,621 gross square feet of mixed use (retail/commercial/residential) 


space and a parking garage for 368 cars in five below-grade levels. The 


project retail uses could include a grocery store, medical offices and 


clinics on Level 2 through Level 5, and an eight-story residential tower 


with 95 dwelling units (71 one bedrooms and 24 two bedrooms). 


1525 Pine 


Street 


2015-


009955PRJ 


700 The project would demolish the existing one-story commercial 


restaurant and construct a new eight-story mixed-use commercial and 


residential building. The project relies on State Density Bonus 


provisions for an additional six units over the base density of 15 units, 


for a total of 21 residential units.  


921 O’Farrell 


Street 


2018-


014727PRJ 


1,030 The project would demolish the existing two-story commercial 


building and construct a 14-story, 130-foot-tall residential tower with 


ground-floor commercial and common space. 


1501 Van 


Ness Avenue 


2020-


000549PRJ 


1,140 The project would demolish a sales kiosk at an existing Chevron 


station and construct a new, larger sales kiosk; modify the existing 


fueling canopy structural columns; remove four existing underground 


fuel storage tanks and associated piping; and install three new 


underground fuel storage tanks and piping. 


901 Van Ness 


Avenue 


2018-


001547PRJ 


1,420 The project would remodel an existing automobile sales facility. Work 


would include demolition of existing non-original interior partitions 


and existing glazing for new entrance at Olive Street; construction of 


new offices at Historic Showroom and new mezzanine, stairs, landing, 


opening and entry at Olive Street; new vestibule and opening, 


partitions, finishes, and architectural features associated with these 


areas; and exterior restoration of original conditions. 


SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, October 2020. 


NOTE:  


The anticipated construction periods of the cumulative projects are not known; therefore, the cumulative analyses assume that construction of the 


cumulative projects could overlap with construction of the proposed project. 


3.B Historical Architectural Resources 


3.B.1 Introduction 


A historical resource is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) as one that is listed in, or determined 


eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. This subsection describes historic 


architectural resources on the project site; identifies potential historic architectural resources in the vicinity of 
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the project site; and evaluates potential direct and indirect impacts to those resources that could result from the 


proposed project. 


For the purposes of this EIR, the term historical architectural resource is used to distinguish such resources from 


archeological resources, which may also be considered historical resources under CEQA. The initial study (see 


Appendix B) concluded that with implementation of standard mitigation measures for unanticipated discovery, 


the proposed project would not cause significant adverse impacts to archeological resources pursuant to CEQA 


Guidelines section 15064.5 or human remains. Therefore, further discussion of archeological and other cultural 


resources is not required in this EIR. 


Project impacts on historical resources are analyzed in two steps. The first analysis determines whether a project 


may impact a resource that falls within the definition of historical resource(s) under CEQA. If the project is found 


to impact historical resources, a second analysis then determines whether the project would cause a substantial 


adverse change to the resource. A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 


historical resource is one that may have significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 


Section 21084.1). 


This chapter is based on information provided in the Historical Resource Evaluation prepared by Architectural 


Resources Group (ARG) for 1123 Sutter Street for the proposed project (see Appendix D) and a part I and part II 


historic resource evaluation response prepared by the planning department for 1101–1123 Sutter Street that 


includes a determination regarding the historical resource status of the buildings on the project site and the 


potential project impacts to historic district resources.2, 3, 4 Photographs of the existing buildings are on the 


project site are shown on Figure 2-3, on p. 2-10.  


3.B.2 Regulatory Framework 


This subsection describes the applicable state and local laws and regulations that pertain to the identification 


and regulation of historic architectural resources. There are no federal laws or regulations that apply to this 


project site, because the project is not federally funded and does not require federal permitting.  


However, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project sponsor is seeking Federal Rehabilitation 


Tax Credits for 1101 Sutter Street (see Appendix C) and the project description specifically states that 1101 Sutter 


Street would be rehabilitated in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards.5, 6 As such, modifications to this 


building are being reviewed by the National Park Service for conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 


Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 


Reconstructing Historic Buildings.7   


 
2 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 4, 2019. 
3 San Francisco Planning Department, Part I Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, July 2020. 
4 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020. 
5 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part I – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
6 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 2 – Description of Rehabilitation, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
7 Weeks and Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 


Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services, Washington, DC, 


1995 (revised by A. Grimmer 2017). 
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A. FEDERAL 


National Register of Historic Places 


While there is no federal nexus for this project, as described above, resources were evaluated in consideration of 


National Register designation criteria. The National Register is the United States’ official list of districts, sites, 


buildings, structures, and objects worthy of preservation. Overseen by the National Park Service, under the U.S. 


Department of the Interior, the National Register was authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act, as 


amended. Its listings encompass all national historic landmarks, as well as historic areas, administered by the 


National Park Service. 


National Register guidelines for the evaluation of historical significance were developed to be flexible and to 


recognize the accomplishments of all who have made significant contributions to the nation’s history and 


heritage. Its criteria are designed to guide state and local governments, federal agencies, and others in 


evaluating potential entries in the National Register. For a property to be listed in, or determined eligible for 


listing in, the National Register, it must be demonstrated to possess integrity and to meet at least one of the 


following criteria: 


The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity 
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 


A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 


B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 


C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 


D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 


Integrity is defined in the National Register guidance, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria,” as “the ability 


of a property to convey its significance. To be listed in the National Register of Historic Places, a property must 


not only be shown to be significant under the National Register criteria, but it also must have integrity.”8. The 


National Register criteria recognize seven aspects or qualities that, in various combinations, define integrity. 


These are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association: 


• Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic event occurred. 


• Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. 


• Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property. 


 
8 National Park Service, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, National Park Service, Cultural Resources, available at: 


https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf, 1990 (revised 1997).  
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• Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time and 
in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 


• Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any given period 


in history or prehistory. 


• Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 


• Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property 


National Register guidance further asserts that properties must be completed at least 50 years ago to be 


considered for eligibility. Properties completed less than 50 years before evaluation must be proven to be 


“exceptionally important” (criteria consideration to be considered for listing). 


B. STATE 


CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


The State of California implements the National Historic Preservation Act through its statewide comprehensive 


cultural resource surveys and preservation programs. The California Office of Historic Preservation is part of the 


California Department of Parks and Recreation and implements the policies of the National Historic Preservation 


Act on a statewide level. The office of historic preservation also maintains the California Historical Resources 


Inventory. The State Historic Preservation Officer is an appointed official who implements historic preservation 


programs in the state’s jurisdiction and is housed at the historic preservation office. 


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 


CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a), in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations,9 defines a historical 


resource as: 


1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for 


listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 


2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the Public 


Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements 


section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally 


significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of 


evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 


3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines 


to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 


agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered to 


be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial 


evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be 


“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of 


Historical Resources… 


4. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of 


Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to 


 
9 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 
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section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey (meeting 


the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from 


determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code 


sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 


Therefore, under the CEQA Guidelines, even if a resource is not included on any local, state, or national register, 


or identified in a qualifying historical resources survey, a lead agency may still determine that any resource is a 


historical resource for the purposes of CEQA if there is substantial evidence supporting such a determination. A 


lead agency must consider a resource to be historically significant if it finds that the resource meets the criteria 


for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). 


CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 


The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by state and local agencies, private 


groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the state and to indicate which resources 


deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change.”10 The criteria for 


eligibility for listing in the California Register are based on National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria.11 


Certain resources are determined by the statute to be automatically included in the California Register, including 


California properties formally determined eligible for or listed in the National Register.12 


To be eligible for listing in the California Register as a historical resource, a prehistoric or historic‐period resource 


must be significant at the local or state level under one or more of the following criteria adapted from the CEQA 


Guidelines section 15064.5(a)(3)13: 


• Criterion 1: Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 


• Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 


• Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 


represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 


• Criterion 4: Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 


For a resource to be eligible for listing in the California Register, it must also retain enough integrity to be 


recognizable as a historical resource and to convey its significance.14 A resource that does not meet the National 


Register integrity threshold may still be eligible for listing in the California Register. 


SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC 
PROPERTIES 


Where a project has been determined to conform with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 


of Historic Properties (Secretary’s Standards), the project’s impact on historical resources would be considered 


mitigated to below a level of significance and therefore not significant, per section 15126.4(b)(1) of the CEQA 


 
10 California Public Resources Code section 5024.1(a). 
11 California Public Resources Code section 5024.1(b). 
12 California Public Resources Code section 5024.1(d). 
13 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 
14 Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the 


resource’s period of significance.” California Office of Historic Preservation, Technical Assistant Series No. 7, How to Nominate a Resource to the California 


Register of Historic Resources, Sacramento, CA: California Office of State Publishing, September 4, 2001. 
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Guidelines. In most cases, a project that demonstrates conformance with the Secretary’s Standards is 


categorically exempt from CEQA, as described in the CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)(1):  


Where maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, 
conservation or reconstruction of the historical resource will be conducted in a manner 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings, the project’s impact on the historical resource shall generally be 
considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not significant. 


The Secretary’s Standards is a series of concepts focused on maintaining, repairing, and replacing historic 


materials, as well as designing new additions or making alterations. The standards function as common-sense 


historic preservation principles that promote historic preservation best practices. There are four distinct 


approaches that may be applied to the treatment of historical resources: 


• Preservation focuses on the maintenance and repair of existing historic materials and retention of a 


property’s form as it has evolved over time.  


• Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing 
uses while retaining the property’s historic character.  


• Restoration depicts a property at a particular period of time in its history, while removing evidence of other periods.  


• Reconstruction recreates vanished or non-surviving portions of a property for interpretive purposes. 


The choice of treatment depends on a variety of factors, including the property’s historical significance, physical 


condition, proposed use, and intended interpretation. Rehabilitation was determined to be the most 


appropriate treatment option for the proposed project because it allows for a compatible use for the property 


through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features that conveys its historical 


and architectural values.  


The CEQA Guidelines provide general design and technical recommendations to assist in applying the 


Secretary’s Standards to a specific property. Together, the Secretary’s Standards and the CEQA Guidelines 


provide a framework that guides important decisions concerning proposed changes to a historic property. 


Standards for Rehabilitation 


1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its 


distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.  


2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials 


or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.  


3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a 


false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 


historic properties, will not be undertaken.  


4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.  


5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 


characterize a property will be preserved.  
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6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration 


requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, 


and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary 


and physical evidence.  


7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 


Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.  


8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, 


mitigation measures will be undertaken.  


9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, 


features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated 


from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and 


massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.  


10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if 


removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment 


would be unimpaired. 


C. LOCAL 


SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN 


The draft preservation element of the San Francisco General Plan, which contains objectives and policies that 


promote the protection and preservation of historic architectural resources, was published in 2007 but has not 


been formally adopted and is still in progress by the planning department. However, the commitment of the City 


and County of San Francisco (the city) to historic preservation is codified generally in section 101.1 of the San 


Francisco Planning Code, which sets forth eight priority policies, including policy 7, which requires that 


landmarks and historic buildings be preserved, and further states:  


The purpose of the Preservation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is to provide 
background information related to historic preservation and to outline a comprehensive set 
of objectives and policies for the preservation and enhancement of San Francisco’s historic 
resources. Historic resources include buildings, sites, structures, cultural landscapes, 
districts, and objects that are historically and/or archaeologically significant. 


The general plan’s urban design element addresses historic preservation and includes the following objective 


and policies15: 


• Objective 2: Conservation of resources that provide a sense of nature, continuity with the past, and freedom 
from overcrowding. 


– Policy 2.4: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote 


the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development. 


– Policy 2.5: Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original 


character of such buildings. 


 
15 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, available online at https://generalplan.sfplanning.org/, 1945 (as amended). 
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– Policy 2.6: Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings. 


PLANNING DEPARTMENT CEQA REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR HISTORICAL RESOURCES 


As a certified local government and the lead agency in CEQA determinations,16 the city has instituted guidelines for 


initiating CEQA review of historic resources. The planning department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historical 


Resources incorporates the state’s CEQA Guidelines into the city’s existing regulatory framework.17 To facilitate the 


review process, the planning department has established the following categories to establish the baseline 


significance of historic properties based on their inclusion in cultural resource surveys and/or historic districts: 


Category A – Historical Resources is divided into two sub-categories: 


• Category A.1 – Resources listed on or formally determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register. 


These properties will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Only the removal of the 


property’s status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register by the California 
Historic Resources Commission will preclude evaluation of the property as a historical resource under CEQA. 


• Category A.2 – Adopted local registers, and properties that have been determined to appear or may become 
eligible for inclusion in the California Register. These properties will be evaluated as historical resources for 
purposes of CEQA. Only a preponderance of the evidence demonstrating that the resource is not historically 


or culturally significant will preclude evaluation of the property as a historical resource. In the case of 
Category A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local register, generally the “preponderance of the 


evidence” must consist of evidence that the appropriate decision maker has determined that the resource 
should no longer be included in the adopted survey or register. 


– Where there is substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional judgment, of a clear 


mistake, or that the property has been destroyed, this may also be considered a “preponderance of the 


evidence that the property is not a historical resource.” 


• Category B – Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review. Properties that do not meet the criteria for 
listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for which the city has information indicating that further consultation and 


review will be required for evaluation whether a property is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 


• Category C – Properties Determined Not to Be Historical Resources or Properties for which the City Has No 
Information Indicating that the Property is a Historical Resource. Properties that have been affirmatively 


determined not to be historical resources, properties less than 45 years of age, and properties for which the 
City has no information. 


SAN FRANCISCO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION AND PLANNING CODE,  
ARTICLES 10 AND 11 


The San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission is a seven‐member body that makes recommendations to 


the San Francisco Board of Supervisors on landmark designations, historic district designations, and individual 


resource designations in historic districts. The historic preservation commission reviews and provides comments 


on environmental documents under CEQA for projects affecting historical resources and reviews and comments 


 
16 Certified local government means a local government that has been certified by the National Park Service to carry out the purposes of the National 


Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC section 470 et seq.) as amended, pursuant to section 101(c) of that act and the regulations adopted under the act 
that are set forth in Part 61 (commencing with section 61.1) of Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
17 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16, City and County of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Review 


Procedures for Historic Resources, March 31, 2008.  
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on any agreements proposed under the National Historic Preservation Act where the city would be a signatory. 


The historic preservation commission also approves certificates of appropriateness for landmarks and 


properties in article 10 historic districts. The city reviews the historical resources designated under articles 10 


and 11 of the planning code when it evaluates project impacts on historical resources. Article 10 describes 


procedures regarding the preservation of sites and areas of special character or special historical, architectural, 


or aesthetic interest or value, such as officially designated city landmarks and buildings included in locally 


designated historic districts. Article 11 of the planning code designated six downtown conservation districts. 


3.B.3 Environmental Setting 


The project site is composed of the eastern half of the block bounded by Larkin and Polk streets on the east and 


west, respectively, and Sutter and Hemlock streets on the north and south, respectively. The project site is 


located in the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The project site includes 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street, 


located on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 0692-001 and 0692-019, respectively.  


The project site is located approximately 0.5 miles north of the Civic Center, which includes the city hall and 


other government buildings, and the performing arts complex, which includes Davies Symphony Hall, the opera 


house, and Herbst Theater. The surrounding area consists primarily of three‐ to six‐story brick-and-concrete 


mixed‐use buildings with commercial uses on the ground floor and apartments or residential hotel rooms on the 


upper floors. A two-story building with a grocery store and restaurants is on the same block, west of the project 


site, and a two-story community youth center is across Hemlock Street to the south of the project site. Buildings 


adjacent to and across the street from the project site range from about 20 to 60 feet in height and some 


buildings on adjacent blocks reach up to about 130 feet in height.  


The buildings in the vicinity of the project site were constructed in the early 1900s, with the exception of the 


adjacent building immediately west of the site (1151 Sutter Street), which is a nine‐unit condominium complex 


with office space on the ground floor that was built in 2009. Many of the buildings to the north, east, and south of 


the project site are contributors to the National Register-listed Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel Historic District. 


However, the existing buildings on the project site are not contributors to this district, nor are other buildings on 


the block, west of the project site.  


The historical resources on the project site are summarized in Table 3-2. The existing buildings on the project site 
were examined in several historical studies, including the William Kostura report for 1101 Sutter Street, Historic 
Preservation Certification Application: Part 1 – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by Christopher VerPlanck, 


ARG 2019 report for 1123 Sutter Street and the two historic resource evaluation responses (parts I and II) 


prepared by the planning department.18, 19, 20, 21, 22 The historic resource evaluation prepared by ARG evaluated 
1123 Sutter Street and found the building individually eligible for listing in the California Register under criteria 1, 


2, and 3, but not eligible as a contributor to the adjacent historic district. ARG’s findings received concurrence 
from the planning department in the part I historic resource evaluation response. The planning department 


summarized the historic status of 1101 Sutter Street as part of the part II historic resource evaluation response 
and agreed with previous evaluations that found the building eligible for listing in the California Register under 


 
18 William Kostura, Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures, prepared for San Francisco Department of City Planning, 2010. 
19 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part I – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
20 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 4, 2019.  
21 San Francisco Planning Department, Part I Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, July 2020. 
22 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020.  
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criteria 1 and 3, but not eligible as a contributor to the adjacent historic district. Therefore, both 1101 and 1123 
Sutter Street qualify as individually eligible historical resources under CEQA but are not contributors to the 
adjacent Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel historic district, nor are they within the boundaries of this historic 


district.  


A. HISTORICAL ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES ON THE PROJECT SITE 


This section describes the two historical architectural resources on the project site – 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street 


(Table 3-2). 


Table 3-2 Historic Architectural Resources Eligibility Status (within Project Site) 


Building APN 


Date of 


Construction Uses/Building Characteristics Significance 


1101 Sutter Street  0692-001 1920 Three-story reinforced 


concrete automobile 


repair/garage building 


• NR-eligible  


• CRHR-eligible 


• Historical resource for 
CEQA 


1123 Sutter Street 0692-019 1926 One-story brick building/ 


commercial retail uses 


• CRHR-eligible  


• Historical resource for 
CEQA 


SOURCE: William Kostura 2010; ARG 2019; San Francisco Planning Department 2019. 


NOTES:  


APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number 


NR = National Register of Historic Places 


CRHR = California Register of Historical Resources  


CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act 


1101 SUTTER STREET 


BUILDING DESCRIPTION  


Built in 1920, the building at 1101 Sutter Street on APN 0692-001 is a three-story-over-basement, reinforced-


concrete frame (with brick infill), commercial garage with a flat roof concealed behind a raised parapet, and is 


finished in stucco on the three street-facing façades.23 Constructed as an automobile mechanics trade school, 


the otherwise utilitarian building exhibits a modest amount of Classical Revival ornament. Although all three of 


the street-facing façades are finished in stucco, only the north and east façades, which face Sutter and Larkin 


streets respectively, exhibit ornamentation. The stucco on these two façades is scored to imitate stone masonry 


construction. In contrast, the windowless west façade, which is mostly concealed behind the adjoining building 


at 1123 Sutter Street, is painted brick without any ornament or fenestration. 


The north (primary) façade along Sutter Street contains the main entrance to the building. At street level, the first 


floor consists of two double-width, open-air vehicular bays. Created after 1935, these bays provide access to a 


small surface parking lot in the left bay (formerly a gas station) and a ramp up to the second and third floors in 


the right bay. Visible at the rear of the left bay is a corrugated-metal roll-up door and a pedestrian door protected 


behind a metal security gate. To the right of the pedestrian entrance is a small business office that projects into 


 
23 San Francisco Planning Department, Part I Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, July 2020. 
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the parking lot area. A narrow band of scored stucco separates the first and second floors on the north façade. 


The second- and third-floor levels are identical, consisting of four rectangular window openings on each floor 


level. Each opening contains a multi-lite wood window divided into three sections by vertical mullions.24, 25 The 


narrow corner sections of each window contain operable pivot sashes divided into six lites each. The wider 


central section of each window is fixed and divided into 15 lites. A horizontal mullion runs along the top of the 


windows, forming a transom. Separating the second- and third-floor levels is a row of recessed spandrels 


ornamented with plaster urns.26 The north façade is capped by a narrow plaster molding, a frieze embellished 


with roundels, a molded sheet-metal cornice, and a raised parapet.27 There is a 1960s-era backlit blade sign that 


reads “PARK” attached to the northeast corner of the building. 


The east façade of the building along Larkin Street is very similar to the north façade except that it is one bay 


longer. In addition, because the terrain slopes downhill toward the south, a portion of the basement is 


daylighted at the southeast end of the building. The first-floor level contains two vehicular entrances, including 


one in the second bay that provides access to the basement and an open-air entrance at the right that provides 


access to the previously described parking lot at the front of the building. The basement entrance contains a 


non-historic metal roll-up door with a hollow-core metal pedestrian door to the right. Above it is a band of 


plywood paneling that encloses an original window. The entrance to the parking lot contains no fenestration. 


The remaining three bays at the first-floor level contain multi-lite wood windows matching those previously 


described on the north façade, except that they are higher. Metal security bars are attached in front of the 


windows in the third and fourth bays. There is also a daylight window illuminating the basement level in the first 


bay. Above the first floor, the second- and third-floor levels are finished and detailed exactly like the north 


façade, including the windows, spandrels, and cornice.  


The south façade of the subject property faces Hemlock Street, a narrow mid-block alley connecting Polk and 


Larkin streets. Similar to the north façade, the south façade is four bays wide and is finished in stucco, but the 


stucco is not scored, aside from a narrow return adjoining Larkin Street. More of the basement level is exposed 


on this façade than along Larkin Street. At the left side of the south façade is a vehicular entrance that provides 


access to the basement. It contains a non-historic, corrugated-metal roll-up door. Daylight windows are located 


in the remaining three bays. The first-floor level contains three large windows. The window in the left bay was 


modified in the early 1990s when the roll-up door was installed, and it now contains a non-historic anodized-


aluminum window. The remaining three bays contain multi-lite wood windows that match those on the north 


and east façades. The second- and third-floor levels are identical, each containing four multi-lite wood windows. 


There is no ornament on the south facade, and it terminates with a blank frieze and raised parapet. 


The west façade of the subject property faces the interior of the block. It is windowless and made of painted 


brick without any ornament. 


BUILDING HISTORY  


The building at 1101 Sutter Street was built in 1920 by architect Samuel S. Heiman and contractor Monson 


Brothers. In spring of 1921, Heald’s Business College’s Engineering and Automobile School moved into the new 


building at 1101 Sutter Street. Heald’s Business College was founded in San Francisco in 1863 by Edward P. Heald 


as a business college and trade school for working-class and lower-middle-class San Franciscans. The college, 


 
24 A lite is a single pane of glass. 
25 A mullion is a bar/element (real or simulated) dividing the panes of glass in a window.  
26 A spandrel refers to the space between the top of the window in one story and the sill of the window in the story above. 
27 A roundel is a circular decorative element, such as a disc or a round panel or window. 
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which offered courses in accounting, typewriting, mercantile law, banking, mechanical drawing, business 


English, and many other subjects, was the first business college in the western United States. The engineering 


and automobile school, which had previously been located at 1220 Post Street, near the heart of Van Ness Auto 


Row, decided to lease the building at 1101 Sutter Street because it was much larger than the school’s previous 


facilities and enrollment was steadily growing. The engineering and automobile school remained at 1101 Sutter 


Street from 1921 until 1935, when it moved to 915 North Point Street.  


In 1935, 1101 Sutter Street’s new tenant commissioned several improvements to the building to convert it into a 


commercial parking garage. In addition to parking, Roy Court’s Sutter-Larkin Garage offered ancillary services 


like lubrication and other light maintenance and repairs, washing and polishing, and sales of gasoline and oil. In 


early 1950, a new lessee named Leonard D. Salzberg took over Sutter-Larkin Garage. Like most other garage 


proprietors, Salzberg accepted hourly, daily, and monthly tenants and he offered a range of services, including 


washing and polishing, gasoline and oil sales, and light repairs.  


In 1962, the building was leased to Halsted & Co., the funeral home located next door at 1123 Sutter Street. In 


April of that year, Halsted & Co. used the building to maintain and park its hearses, as well as to provide parking 


for its clients. Halsted & Co. did not occupy the entire building; Botta's Foreign Car Repair was also a tenant. The 


building also housed a small gas station operated at various times by Atlantic Richfield and Standard Oil Co. In 


1972, Halsted & Co purchased the building, using a portion of the building for its funeral home business and 


leasing the rest to three separate auto service businesses.  


From 1987 to present, the building has continued to function as a parking garage as well as supporting various 


other automotive-related businesses. By 1992, Halsted & Co. had relocated all of its public parking to a surface 


lot next to its mortuary and its hearse storage and maintenance facilities to a garage beneath the parking lot.  


EVALUATION  


The building at 1101 Sutter Street was previously evaluated as part of the Van Ness Automobile Row historic 


resources survey and was given a status code of 3CS, indicating it is individually eligible for listing in the 


California Register. The building was found to be eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with Heald’s 


Business College’s Engineering and Automobile School, an engineering and automobile school with a period of 


significance of 1920–1935. The building was also found to be eligible for its general automobile-related use as a 


school and garage with a period of significance extending to 1961. The building was most recently evaluated for 


National Register eligibility as part of the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit application. This application 


determined the building to be eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion C as an excellent and 


well-preserved example of a commercial garage dating to the 1920s.28 


The planning department agrees with the previous evaluations from the Van Ness Automobile Row historic 


resources survey and the National Register eligibility form and finds the building to be individually eligible for 


listing in the California Register under criteria 1 and 3, with a period of significance extending from the building’s 


construction in 1920 up until its last use as a public parking garage in 1961. With regard to the building’s 


potential to contribute to the adjacent Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel Historic District, the city concurred with 


ARG’s finding that the odd-numbered side of the block that includes the project site is not representative of the 


adjacent historic district’s high concentration of apartment buildings constructed almost entirely between 1906 


and 1925. The block containing the proposed project site includes an automobile garage (1101 Sutter Street), a 


 
28 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020.  
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funeral parlor with a surface parking lot (1123 Sutter Street), and a contemporary apartment building, all 


buildings which cannot be clearly associated with an apartment/hotel district.  


BUILDING INTEGRITY  


The former engineering and automobile school building at 1101 Sutter Street has undergone relatively few 


alterations in its almost a century of existence. The only notable alterations included the opening of the first-


floor bays on Sutter Street in the 1950s to insert a small gas station, the replacement of two original wood 


vehicular doors with overhead roll-up doors in the 1990s, and the installation of metal security bars in front of 


several of the first-floor windows around the same time. Signage on the exterior has been changed periodically 


since 1935, but it is all easily reversible or removable.29 Overall, the building retains sufficient integrity to convey 


its significance as an engineering and automobile school as well as a parking garage. 


CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES  


The character-defining features of this building are its height and massing; concrete and brick masonry construction; 


stucco finish scored to resemble stone masonry; molded cement plaster ornament, including spandrel panels and 


urns; sheet metal cornice; grid-like fenestration pattern; and divided-lite industrial sash windows.30 


1123 SUTTER STREET 


BUILDING DESCRIPTION  


The building at 1123 Sutter Street is a one‐story‐over‐basement building with a partial mezzanine.31 The building 


comprises two older circa 1915 commercial structures, both of which are constructed of brick and concrete with 


a combination of steel and heavy timber framing. In 1926 the two structures were combined into one building 


and given a unified Sutter Street façade. The roof of the building is composed of several flat- and gable‐roofed 


sections concealed behind a raised parapet. The interior contains three floor levels, including a basement, which 


contains storage, mechanical rooms, and a casket showroom. The first floor contains a reception area, two 


chapels, three suites of interconnected bereavement rooms, and several toilet rooms. The mezzanine contains 


business offices, embalming/preparation rooms, a break room, and toilet rooms. 1123 Sutter Street has 


undergone relatively few alterations since it was completed in 1926. 


The primary façade of 1123 Sutter Street faces north. It is massed as a horizontal rectangle, seven bays wide, and 


articulated as an enframed window wall with the fenestration recessed back several feet from the sidewalk 


property line. The outer enframing element is flush with the sidewalk and is embellished with a frieze consisting 


of a plaster swag motif and a flattish cornice/fascia embellished with an abstract, almost Art Deco, motif. Clad in 


either terra cotta or cast concrete, the enframing element is bounded along its inner sides by a Greek key 


molding and a repeating pattern of circular medallions. The frieze is supported by eight pairs of Doric columns. 


Entrances are located in the corner and center bays and consist of pairs of glazed, single‐panel wood doors. 


Above the doors are metal clathri screens.32 Non‐historic metal awnings extend out from the entrances above the 


sidewalk. Pairs of custom cast-iron street-light fixtures flank each of the entrances as well. The other four bays 


 
29 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part I – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation.  
30 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020. 
31 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 4, 2019.  
32 Clathri refers to lattice-like screening made of wooden or iron bars.  
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contain pairs of wood casement windows and planter boxes at the first-floor level and metal clathri screens at 


the mezzanine level. 


The west façade, which faces the parking lot, is entirely utilitarian. Finished in stucco over brick, the west façade 


is almost entirely concealed behind a heavy growth of vines. The rear section, which is kept free of vines, is 


simply articulated by a louvered vent and a pair of wood casement windows. 


The south façade, which faces Hemlock Street, is clad in exposed brick laid in American common bond. Based 


on the south façade’s fenestration pattern, as well as a visible seam, it is clear that the building was assembled 


from two structures. Entirely utilitarian, the south façade is articulated by an asymmetrical arrangement of door 


and window openings, most of which have been bricked in for security and seismic strengthening. At the lower 


part (basement level), there are three freight bays that have been partially infilled with brick; all are protected 


behind metal security bars. At the first-floor level are several windows that have been enclosed within metal 


flanges with security bars. At the mezzanine level is a pair of large double‐hung wood windows at the far west 


end. Metal exhaust stacks and plumbing vents are attached all across the south façade. 


BUILDING HISTORY  


The original buildings on the current site appear to have been demolished in the 1906 earthquake, followed by 


two buildings constructed circa 1915. In 1925, William A. Halsted of Halsted & Co. acquired the site and engaged 


architect August Nordin to remodel two one‐story (with basement) buildings (1119–1129 Sutter Street) into one 


building with a mezzanine for use as an undertaking establishment. The new mortuary was established at 1123 


Sutter Street by 1926. In 1950, the property was still in use as an undertaking business, and a one‐story private 


garage was added at the rear of the parking area to the west of the building. The garage was constructed of 


fireproof materials, with reinforced-concrete walls and concrete columns. Aside from the construction of the 


one‐story garage (over basement) adjacent to the main building in 1950, 1123 Sutter Street has undergone only 


minor modifications since it was remodeled for use as a mortuary in 1926.33 


EVALUATION  


The building at 1123 Sutter is individually eligible for listing in the California Register under criteria 1, 2, and 3. The 


building is significant under Criterion 1 for its association with Halsted & Co., one of the earliest and most 


prominent funeral establishments in San Francisco. The building is also significant under Criterion 2 for its 


association with William A. Halsted, a prominent representative of the undertaking profession and a foremost 


citizen who occupied a place of honor among San Francisco’s funeral establishments. Finally, the building is 


significant under Criterion 3 as an early 20th century mortuary designed in the Classical Revival style by master 


architect August Nordin. The building has a period of significance of 1926–1930, which reflects the span from when 


it was rehabilitated by August Nordin for use as a mortuary by Halsted & Co. to the death of William A. Halsted, the 


firm’s founder.34 The building was not recommended as a contributor to the adjacent historic district, because the 


historic use of the building and its type is not compatible with the significance of the district.35 


BUILDING INTEGRITY  


The building at 1123 Sutter Street retains all 7 aspects of integrity. 1123 Sutter Street has not been moved and 


retains integrity of location. The building has been minimally altered over time and retains integrity of design, 


 
33 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 3, 2019.  
34 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020. 
35 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 3, 2019. 
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materials, and workmanship. The built environment surrounding 1123 Sutter Street retains a high concentration 


of early 20th century buildings, including nearby contributors to the adjacent historic district; as such, the 


building retains integrity of setting and feeling. Although William A. Halsted passed away in 1930, the funeral 


business continued under his name until 2019 and the property maintains integrity of association. Therefore, the 


building at 1123 Sutter Street retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance as a mortuary establishment 


run by Halsted & Co., its association with William A. Halsted himself, and as an early 20th century mortuary 


designed by master architect August Nordin. 


CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES  


The character-defining features of this building include its one-story-with-mezzanine height; simple rectangular 


form and massing; its primary façade (including: seven-bay symmetrical arrangement of two side entrances and 


one center entrance separated by two fenestration bays; recessed fenestration and entryways; custom cast-iron 


street-light fixtures at each entrance along Sutter Street; and pairs of wood casement windows and planter 


boxes); its Classical Revival style on the primary façade (including: eight pairs of Doric columns; plaster ornament 


in swag motif and circular medallions with geometric Greek key molding; and metal clathri screens); and its first-


floor interior spaces (including: reception area including rotunda and main corridor; west and east chapels; and 


three suites of interconnected bereavement rooms).36 


B. HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE VICINITY 


Known historic resources in the project vicinity include historic districts as described below. Historic district 


resources identified in an adopted local register of historical resources under CEQA Guidelines 


section 15064.5(a)(2) – as these nearby buildings and historic districts are – are considered historical resources 


under CEQA. 


The project site is located on the south side of Sutter Street between Polk and Larkin streets in the 


Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The surrounding neighborhood consists of three- to six-story brick-and-


concrete mixed-use buildings with commercial on the ground floor and apartments or residential hotel rooms 


on the upper floors. To the north and south of the project site is the National Register-listed Lower Nob Hill 


Apartment Hotel Historic District. North of the project site are three contributing multi-unit apartment buildings: 


1114, 1122, and 1136 Sutter Street (Glen Arm Apartments). The entire block south of the project site, which is 


bounded by Hemlock and Post streets (to the north and south) and Polk and Larkin streets (to the west and 


east), is within the boundaries of the historic district.  


HISTORIC DISTRICTS 


As described previously, there is one National Register-listed historic district in the project vicinity – the Lower 


Nob Hill Apartment Hotel Historic District, which is adjacent to the project site. A brief description of this historic 


district is provided as follows. 


The project site is adjacent to the western boundary of the National Register-listed historic district, which is 


characterized by three- to seven-story multi-unit residential buildings, most of which were constructed between 


1906 and 1925. Listed in 1991, the district contains approximately 296 contributing and 35 non-contributing 


properties.37 The district encompasses seven whole blocks and several partial blocks on the south slope of Nob 


 
36 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020. 
37 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part I – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
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Hill within the area roughly bounded by Pine Street to the north, Stockton Street to the east, Geary Street to the 


south, and Polk Street to the west. According to the historic district’s National Register nomination form: 


The Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel Historic District is significant under Criterion C as a very 
large, virtually intact, architecturally consistent, densely packed inner-city residential area 
hardly matched anywhere in California . . . It is [also] significant under Criterion A as the 
intense concentration of the dwellings of great numbers of persons, many of them white 
collar workers in the city’s retail and financial centers, which were the largest and most 
important in all of California during most of the period of significance. The context for both 
kinds of significance is multiple unit residential buildings in California, 1870‐1940. 38 


The district’s period of significance is from 1906, when the 1906 Earthquake and subsequent fire obliterated 


much of the area, to 1940, an arbitrary date 50 years prior to the nomination’s submission, so selected because 


the district’s social significance continues into the present. Significant dates within the 1906–1940 period include 


1906, the date of the earthquake and fire, and 1915, the year of the Panama‐Pacific International Exposition in 


San Francisco, for which many of the district’s buildings were constructed.39 


The character‐defining features of the historic district include a Sullivanesque composition with regard to the 


proportion of wall to windows, flat roofs, projecting cornices, and placement of ornamentation;40 Classical 


ornamentation; parapets with heavily molded, galvanized-iron cornices; fire escapes; and slightly projecting bay 


windows. Cladding types include stucco and brick, or a combination thereof, and decorative detailing appears in 


marble, terra cotta, and tile accents.41 


3.B.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 


This section describes the impact analysis related to historic architectural resources for the proposed project. It 


describes the significance thresholds and the methods used to determine the impacts of the proposed project 


and evaluates the impacts on historic architectural resources to conclude whether an impact would be 


significant. Measures to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or compensate for) significant 


impacts accompany the discussion of each identified significant impact. 


A. SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 


Thresholds for determining the significance of impacts in this analysis were determined and are consistent with 


the environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which has been adopted and modified by the 


planning department. For the purposes of this analysis, the following applicable threshold was used to 


determine whether implementation of the project would result in a significant historic architectural resources 


impact. Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant effect on historic architectural 


resources if the project would: 


 
38 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for the Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel District, 


June 26, 1991. 
39 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 4, 2019. 
40 The style was initiated by Louis Sullivan, a prominent turn-of-the-century architect and applies principles of Classical design to the new steel-framed 
skyscrapers arising in the 1890s. The style involves the use of ornament and design to delineate a tall building into three distinct parts – an entry level, a 


mid-section, and a top. 
41 ARG, 1123 Sutter Street Historic Resource Evaluation, prepared for Martin Building Company, November 4, 2019. 
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• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or 
Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code,  


CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b) establishes the criteria for assessing a significant environmental impact on 


historical resources. It states that a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 


significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” The 


CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(1) defines “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 


resource” as a “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 


surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” Per CEQA 


Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(2), the significance of a historic architectural resource is considered to be 


“materially impaired” when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner the physical 


characteristics that justify the inclusion of the resource in the California Register, or that justify the inclusion of 


the resource in a local register, or that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as determined by 


the lead agency for the purposes of CEQA.42 


B. APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 


Once a resource has been identified as significant, it must be determined whether the project would cause a 


“substantial adverse change” that materially impairs the significance of the resource. For historic buildings and 


structures, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(3) provides that a project that follows the Secretary of the 


Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 


Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings generally shall be considered to have mitigated impacts on a 


historical resource to a level below significance.43 A project that complies with the Secretary’s Standards benefits 


from a regulatory presumption that it would have a less‐than‐significant adverse impact on the environment.  


Projects that do not comply with the Secretary’s Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change 


in the significance of a historic resource and would require further analysis by the planning department to 


determine whether the historic resource would be “materially impaired” by the project under CEQA Guidelines 


section 15064.5(b). Material impairment occurs when there is demolition or alteration of the resource’s physical 


characteristics that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in the California Register or 


other applicable listing. Mitigation for effects on historical architectural resources may involve avoidance of the 


resource, revision of a proposed project to minimize the effect, or, where avoidance or minimization is not 


feasible, documentation of the resource, which would not reduce effects on a historical architectural resource to 


a less-than-significant level. 


The analysis below summarizes the findings of the ARG 2019 report and historic resource evaluation responses 


parts I and II prepared by the planning department. 


C. IMPACT EVALUATION 


This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts to historic architectural resources. 


 
42 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 
43 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 
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Impact CR-1: The proposed rehabilitation of the existing 1101 Sutter Street building would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to an individual historic architectural resource. (Less than Significant) 


As previously discussed, 1101 Sutter Street is a historical resource eligible for listing in the California Register 


under Criterion 1 for its association with Heald’s Business College’s Engineering and Automobile School, an 


engineering and automobile school with a period of significance of 1920–1935, and under Criterion 3 as an 


excellent and well-preserved example of a commercial garage dating to the 1920s. As noted in the project 


description, the project sponsor proposes to rehabilitate 1101 Sutter Street  in conformance with the Secretary’s 


Standards and is seeking Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits for the rehabilitation, which is currently under review 


by the National Park Service.44  


The building would be rehabilitated with compatible new uses: it would become a mixed-use residential building with 


approximately 2,187 square feet of ground-floor commercial uses and 21 residential units on the ground, second, and 


third floors. The existing partially below-grade garage would provide 28 vehicle parking spaces and 24 bicycle parking 


spaces.  


Conversion of the existing parking garage building into a residential building would require minimal changes to 


its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships and the historic character of the property 


would be rehabilitated in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards. Rehabilitation is defined as “the act or 


process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while 


preserving those portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.”45 The details of 


the proposed rehabilitation were provided to the National Park Service as part of the historic preservation 


certification application to obtain Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits for 1101 Sutter Street and were reviewed by 


planning department preservation staff.46, 47 The building would be rehabilitated for a compatible new use in a 


manner consistent with the Secretary’s Standards such that distinctive materials, features, and finishes would be 


preserved and deteriorated materials would be repaired rather than replaced. Therefore, the planning 


department determined that rehabilitation of the building at 1101 Sutter Street would be completed in 


accordance with the Secretary’s Standards.48 According to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(3), a project that 


follows the Secretary’s Standards shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant impact on the 


historical resource.49 Therefore, the rehabilitation of 1101 Sutter Street would result in a less-than-significant 


impact under CEQA, with no mitigation required. 


Impact CR-2: The proposed demolition of the existing 1123 Sutter Street building would have a 
substantial adverse effect on an individual historic architectural resource. (Significant and 


Unavoidable with Mitigation) 


The proposed project would require the demolition of 1123 Sutter Street. As discussed above, 1123 Sutter Street 


is an individual historical resource eligible for listing in the California Register under criteria 1, 2, and 3. The 


 
44 Weeks and Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 


Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services, Washington, DC, 1995 (revised by A. Grimmer 2017). 
45 Weeks and Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring 


& Reconstructing Historic Buildings, p. 75, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services, Washington, DC, 1995 (revised by A. Grimmer 2017). 
46 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part I – Evaluation of Significance, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 


Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
47 VerPlanck, C., National Park Service Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 2 – Description of Rehabilitation, prepared by VerPlanck Historic 
Preservation Consulting, San Francisco, CA, 2019. Submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
48 San Francisco Planning Department, Part II Historic Resources Evaluation Response for 1101–1123 Sutter Street, November 2020. 
49 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 
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building is significant under Criterion 1 for its association with Halsted & Co., one of the earliest and most 


prominent funeral establishments in San Francisco. The building is also significant under Criterion 2 for its 


association with William A. Halsted, a prominent representative of the undertaking profession and a foremost 


citizen who occupied a place of honor among San Francisco’s funeral establishments. Finally, the building is 


significant under Criterion 3 as an early 20th century mortuary designed in the Classical Revival style by master 


architect August Nordin. The building has a period of significance of 1926–1930, which reflects the span from 


when it was rehabilitated by August Nordin for use as a mortuary by Halsted & Co. to the death of Halsted, the 


firm’s founder. Demolition of 1123 Sutter Street would materially impair the significance of the resource and 


would therefore cause a substantial adverse change to the individual historical resource, which is considered a 


significant impact under CEQA. 


Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a: Historical Documentation; M-CR-2b: Interpretation; and M-CR-


2c: Historical Architectural Salvage, would lessen the impact of the proposed demolition of the historical 


resource at 1123 Sutter Street.  


Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Historical Documentation. Prior to the issuance of demolition 
permits, the project sponsor shall undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-level 
documentation of the subject property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping. The 


documentation shall be funded by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who 


meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the 


Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR, part 61). The professional 
overseeing the documentation shall meet with San Francisco Planning Department staff for review and 
approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one aspect may commence. The 


documentation shall consist of the following: 


• Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and 


dimension of the subject property. The planning department preservation staff will accept the 
original architectural drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, 
etc.). The planning department preservation staff will assist the consultant in determining the 


appropriate level of measured drawings. 


• HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and the exterior of the subject 
property. Large-format negatives are not required. The scope of the digital photographs shall be 
reviewed by planning department preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital photography 
shall be conducted according to current National Park Service standards. The photography shall be 


undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS photography. 


• HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report, per the HABS Historical 


Report Guidelines. 


• Video Recordation of the Historic Resource: Digital video recordation shall be undertaken prior 
to the issuance of demolition or site permits. The project sponsor shall undertake video 


documentation of the affected historic resource and its setting. The video recordation will be 
scoped with and approved by planning department preservation staff prior to issuance of a site 
permit. The documentation shall be conducted and narrated by a qualified professional who meets 
the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the 


Secretary’s qualification standards (36 CFR, part 61). The documentation shall include as much 
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information as possible – using visuals in combination with narration – about the materials, 
construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of the historic resource.  


The professional(s) shall prepare the documentation and the planning department shall monitor its 


preparation. The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation for review and approval by 
the planning department preservation staff before issuance of building permits. The final approved 
documentation shall be provided to the planning department and offered to repositories including, but 
not limited to: the San Francisco Public Library; the Environmental Design Library at the University of 


California, Berkeley; the California Historical Resources Information System Northwest Information 


Center; San Francisco Architectural Heritage; and the California Historical Society. Further, a softcover 
book shall be produced that includes the content from the historical report, historical photographs, 
HABS photography, and measured drawings. The book shall be made available to the public for 
distribution. 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Interpretation. The project sponsor shall facilitate the development of 
an interpretive program focused on the history of the project site. The interpretive program should be 


developed and implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying 
information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit 


curator. As feasible, coordination with local artists should occur. The primary goal of the program is to 
educate visitors and future residents about the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost 


contributing features within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts. These themes 
would include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic significance as Halsted & Co. 


An outline for the interpretative program shall be prepared for review and approval by planning 


department staff. The outline will lay out the various components of the interpretive program that shall 


be developed in consultation with an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards, and approved by planning department staff prior to issuance of a 


site permit or demolition permit. 


The interpretative program may include but not be limited to the installation of permanent on-site 


interpretive displays or development of digital/virtual interpretive products. All interpretative material 
shall be publicly available. For physical interpretation the plan shall include the proposed format and 
accessible location of the interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and written narratives. The 


interpretative plan should also explore contributing to digital platforms that are publicly accessible, such 
as the History Pin website or phone applications. Interpretive material could include elements such as 
virtual museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites. 


The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive program shall be approved by 


Planning Department Preservation staff prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-2c: Historical Architectural Salvage. Prior to the issuance of demolition 
permits that would remove character-defining features as part of construction of the proposed project, 


the project sponsor shall consult with planning department preservation staff as to whether any such 
features may be salvaged, in whole or in part, during demolition/alteration. The project sponsor shall 


make a good faith effort to salvage materials of historical interest to be utilized as part of the 
interpretative program. The project sponsor shall prepare a salvage plan for review and approval by 
planning department staff prior to issuance of any site demolition permit. 
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 


Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a, 2b, and 2c would be required in order to document and interpret the significance 


of 1123 Sutter Street for the public. These mitigation measures would create a collection of preservation 


materials that would be available to the public and inform future research. The mitigation would partially 


compensate for impacts associated with the proposed project through comprehensive documentation and 


memorialization of the resource. However, these measures would not be enough to avoid, rectify, reduce, or 


compensate for the loss of the building at 1123 Sutter Street. Because adverse change would still occur, the 


impact would be significant and unavoidable after application of mitigation. 


Impact CR-3: The construction of the proposed new building on the project site would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on individual historical resources or offsite historic districts. (Less than 
Significant) 


The increase in height adjacent to existing historical resources has the potential to bring significant changes to a 


historical resource’s setting, thereby potentially compromising the integrity of the resource. In order to 


determine significant changes to the integrity of a historical resource’s location and context it is important to 


understand the specific setting and context in question. The setting of 1101 Sutter is in the dense urban fabric of 


the Upper Tenderloin neighborhood that features a wide variety in the height and bulk of individual buildings. 


The wide variety of height and bulk of buildings in the subject project’s vicinity would be considered part of the 


character of the neighborhood. As an example of this variation in height are two buildings across the street from 


the subject property at the southeast corner of Sutter and Larkin streets. On the southeast corner of Sutter and 


Larkin streets is the 2-story Portola Apartments at 1048 Sutter Street, while immediately adjacent is The Hotel 


Carlton at 1075 Sutter Street, a 9-story brick-clad Renaissance Revival hotel building.  A 7-story change in height 


from one building to the next is common in this neighborhood and demonstrates the new construction of a 14-


story tower next to the existing 3-story parking garage 1101 Sutter Street would not impact this historic resource’s 


setting because it is located in a neighborhood where disparate heights and bulks from one building to the next 


are common. Additionally, the significance of 1101 Sutter Street is as the Heald’s Engineering Automotive and 


Engineering School and as a commercial garage that has no significant association with the adjacent funeral 


home at 1123 Sutter Street, or the neighboring apartment/hotel buildings that contribute to the Lower Nob Hill 


Apartment Hotel historic district. Therefore, the new construction adjacent to 1101 Sutter Street would not 


interrupt any connection between this building and the surrounding historical resources. 


One historic district is located in the project vicinity – the Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel Historic District. The 


existing buildings on the project site are not considered contributors to the district; therefore, the proposed 


project would not directly affect this resource. However, the construction of the proposed new building may 


indirectly affect the district by altering the existing visual setting of these offsite historical resources. The 


following analysis examines the proposed project’s compatibility with and indirect impact to the adjacent 


historic district. 


Although the proposed project is surrounded on three sides by the National Register-listed historic district, the 


size and scale of the new construction would not have indirect impacts on the setting of the district. The historic 


district is characterized almost exclusively by three- to seven-story residential buildings that fill their front lot 


lines and share a single stylistic orientation. The proposed project would be across the street from the historic 


district and would involve rehabilitation of 1101 Sutter Street and construction of a new mixed-use residential 


building (1123 Sutter Street) that would be 14 stories tall (up to 150 feet in height) and with no setbacks. 


Although the new construction would be taller than the contributing buildings within the historic district, the 
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overall massing and scale of the proposed building would be compatible with the dense urban character that 


defines the neighborhood, as discussed above, and the proposed project would not have an indirect impact on 


the district. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact the ability of the historic district to convey its 


historical significance.  


Construction activities on the project site may result in varying degrees of temporary ground vibration, 


depending on the specific construction equipment used and operations involved. For the potential for 


continuous/frequent intermittent vibration to result in damage to structures, Caltrans indicates a threshold of 


0.25 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) for “historic and some old buildings”. Project-


generated groundborne noise and vibration levels at nearby sensitive receptors that are historic structures 


(including 1101 Sutter Street) are not predicted to exceed the Caltrans recommended damage criteria of 0.25 


in/sec PPV for the potential to damage “historic and some older buildings”. At these locations, and in other 


surrounding areas where vibration would not be expected to cause cosmetic damage, vibration levels may still 


be perceptible. However, as with any type of construction, perceptible vibration would be anticipated.50 See the 


discussion in the Initial Study under section E6, Noise starting on p. 46.  


Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse change on an offsite 


individual historic architectural resource or historic district. The proposed project would have a less-than-


significant impact on offsite historic architectural resources, and no mitigation measures are required. 


D. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects, 
would not result in a significant cumulative impact on historic architectural resources. (Less than 


Significant) 


The geographic scope for cumulative impacts to historic architectural resources includes the project site and 


adjacent properties, because construction on properties adjacent to a historic architectural resource may 


sometimes generate vibration that could damage the resource. In some cases, historic architectural resources are 


part of historic districts, so impacts can extend beyond the project site and adjacent properties into the rest of the 


district. Cumulative projects considered in this analysis are presented in the initial study (see Appendix A of this EIR) 


in Table 1, p. 14, and are shown on Figure 1, p. 16, of the initial study and also provided in Table 3-1, above. 


The buildings on the project site are individually-eligible historical resources and do not contribute to any 


historic districts. In addition, there are no immediately adjacent historic resources, and as described in Section 


E.6, Noise, of the initial study (p. 47), construction would not result in vibration impacts to historical resources 


that are located across the street from the project site. Vibration effects are highly localized, and vibration 


attenuates rapidly from the source. Therefore, vibration impacts attributable to vibration generating activities 


generally would be limited to buildings and structures adjacent to the project site.51 


 
50 Dudek. Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment for the 1101-1123 Sutter Street Project (Case No. 2019-022850ENV), City of San Francisco, California. 
2021. Submitted to the City of San Francisco Planning Department.  
51  Dudek. Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment for the 1101-1123 Sutter Street Project (Case No. 2019-022850ENV), City of San Francisco, California. 


2021. Submitted to the City of San Francisco Planning Department. 
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While several of the cumulative projects would entail the demolition of existing structures and historical 


resources may be adversely affected, the impacts of the cumulative projects would not combine with the 


impacts of the proposed project related to historic architectural resources to result in a significant cumulative 


impact because the adverse impacts to the historic resources on the project site are limited to the individually-


eligible resource at 1123 Sutter Street. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably 


foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact to historic architectural resources 


and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  
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Chapter 4 
Other CEQA Issues 


This chapter addresses the growth‐inducement potential, significant environmental effects that cannot be 


avoided, and significant irreversible changes of the proposed 1101–1123 Sutter Street project (proposed 


project), as well as areas of controversy and issues to be resolved. 


4.A Growth-Inducing Impacts 


This section analyzes the growth‐inducement potential of the proposed project, as required by the California 


Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d) requires that an environmental impact 


report (EIR) evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a project. A project is considered growth inducing if it 


would directly or indirectly foster substantial economic or population growth, or the construction of substantial 


amounts of additional housing units. Examples of projects likely to result in significant adverse growth 


inducement include extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve project-


specific demand or development of new residential subdivisions in areas that are sparsely developed or 


undeveloped. The environmental effects of project‐induced growth are considered secondary or indirect 


impacts of the project. Growth can result in a variety of indirect environmental impacts, including increased 


demand on community services and public service infrastructure; increased traffic and noise; and degradation of 


air and water quality. 


Assessing the growth‐inducement potential of the proposed project involves determining whether or not 


construction of the project would remove an obstacle to population growth, and therefore directly or indirectly 


support more economic or population growth or residential construction in the surrounding environment, 


beyond that anticipated in planning documents. 


The project site is located on an infill site, surrounded by urban uses; it would not result in the extension of 


infrastructure into undeveloped areas or the construction of a residential project in an area that is undeveloped. 


The proposed project would result in an incremental increase in population in the project area by replacing 


approximately 51,596 square feet of commercial uses on the site with approximately 177,306 gross square feet of 


residential uses (221 new dwelling units) and approximately 8,330 gross square feet of commercial and childcare 


uses. The proposed project is anticipated to have approximately 504 new residents and approximately 31 


employees. As further described in Section E.2, Population and Housing, of the project’s initial study (see 


Appendix A to this EIR), this growth would be consistent with applicable plans and policies for the area, including 


the San Francisco General Plan and the Association of Bay Area Governments’ “Projections 2040” (a statistical 


compendium of demographic, economic, and land use changes in coming decades). 


The proposed project would provide for high-density residential growth supported by existing facilities, and would 


not require expansion of existing infrastructure, public services, community facilities, public services, or public 


utilities. Although this growth might have otherwise occurred at other Bay Area locations, the proposed project 


would focus growth on an underused infill site that is near transit, employment areas, and public amenities. 







Chapter 4.  


Other CEQA Issues 


4.B. Significant Unavoidable Impacts 


4-2 Environmental Impact Report 


August 2021 


Case No. 2019-022850E 
1101–1123 Sutter Street Project 


Therefore, implementation of the proposed project, which would result in an incremental increase in population 


consistent with growth already envisioned in regional, local, and area plans, would not have a direct or indirect 


growth‐inducing impact. 


4.B Significant Unavoidable Impacts 


In accordance with section 21067 of CEQA and sections 15126(b) and 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the 


purpose of this section is to identify project‐related environmental impacts that could not be eliminated or 


reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with the implementation of all identified mitigation measures. The 


findings in this chapter are subject to final determination by the San Francisco Planning Commission as part of 


its certification of this EIR. 


As described in Section 3.B, Historic Architectural Resources, of this EIR, under Impact CR-2, the proposed 


project would demolish 1123 Sutter Street, an individual historical resource eligible for listing on the California 


Register of Historical Resources and a CEQA historical resource. Demolition of 1123 Sutter Street would 


materially impair the significance of the resource and would therefore cause a substantial adverse change to the 


individual historical resource, which is considered a significant impact under CEQA. Implementation of 


Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a: Historical Documentation; M-CR-2b: Interpretation; and M-CR-2c: Historical 


Architectural Salvage, pp. 3-21 and 3-22, would lessen the impact of the proposed demolition of the historical 


resource at 1123 Sutter Street. However, even with implementation of these mitigation measures, the impact to 


this historic architectural resource would remain significant and unavoidable. Moreover, there is no feasible 


mitigation measure that could avoid this project‐related historic architectural resource impact. Therefore, the 


impact to the individually eligible historic resource on the project site would remain significant and unavoidable. 


4.C Significant Irreversible Changes 


In accordance with sections 15126.2(c) and 15127 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must identify any significant 


irreversible environmental changes that could result from implementation of the proposed project. Such 


significant irreversible environmental changes may include current or future uses of nonrenewable resources, 


secondary or growth‐inducing impacts that commit future uses of nonrenewable resources, and secondary or 


growth‐inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses. According to the CEQA Guidelines, 


irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to ensure that such current consumption is 


justified. In general, such irreversible commitments include the uses of resources, such as energy and materials 


used to construct a proposed project, as well as the energy and natural resources (including water) that would 


be required to sustain a project and its inhabitants or occupants over the usable life of the project. Consumption 


of nonrenewable resources includes increased energy consumption, conversion of agricultural lands, and lost 


access to mining reserves.  


As discussed in Section E.18, Energy Resources, p. 131 of the initial study (see Appendix A), consumption of 


nonrenewable energy would occur during the approximately 30-month construction period and during the 


operational phase of the proposed project. Construction-related energy use would be temporary, and compared to 


projects in other states and the country as a whole, construction projects in California and in the Bay Area use the 


most energy-efficient equipment available to meet state and local goals for criteria air pollutant and greenhouse 


gas emissions reductions. As a result, construction activities would not have a measurable effect on regional energy 


supplies or on peak energy demand and would not result in inefficient or wasteful use of fuel or energy. During 
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operations, compliance with state building code energy conservation standards would ensure that the proposed 


project would not have a measurable effect on regional energy supplies or on peak energy demand. The proposed 


project would also be consistent with the City and County of San Francisco’s greenhouse gas reduction strategy. In 


addition, as discussed in Section E.5, Transportation and Circulation, p. 30 of the initial study, the project site is in a 


transit‐rich area that has relatively low vehicle miles traveled per capita compared to the rest of the Bay Area. 


Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not lead to a wasteful use of fuel. 


As discussed in “No Impact or Not Applicable Environmental Topics,” p. 11 of the initial study, the project site is 


within an urbanized area in the city that is not zoned for agricultural uses and does not contain any prime 


farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, forest land, or land under a Williamson Act 


contract. Therefore, no existing agricultural lands would be converted to non‐agricultural uses. In addition, the 


project site does not contain known mineral resources and does not serve as a mining reserve; therefore, 


development of the proposed project would not result in the loss of access to mining reserves.  


Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact associated with the consumption of 


nonrenewable resources. No significant environmental damage, such as accidental spills or an explosion of a 


hazardous material, is anticipated with implementation of the proposed project. Compliance with federal, state, 


and local regulations would ensure that construction and operation activities at the project site would not result 


in the release of hazardous materials into the environment and that associated impacts would be less than 


significant (refer to Section E.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp. 122-123 of the initial study). As such, no 


irreversible changes – such as those that might result from construction of a large‐scale mining project, a 


hydroelectric dam project, or other industrial project – would result from development of the proposed project. 


4.D Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved 


Publication of the notice of preparation of an EIR initiated a 30‐day public review and comment period that 


began on December 17, 2020 and ended on January 22, 2021 (see Appendix B). During the review and comment 


period, a total of three commenters submitted letters to the planning department. The Native American Heritage 


Commission commented on Assembly Bill 52 tribal cultural resources notification and consultation 


requirements. Other commenters on the notice of preparation commented on impacts to the adjacent buildings, 


including construction noise and debris control; access to sunlight and views; and project merits. The planning 


department has considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the initial study and draft EIR for 


the proposed project. There are no known areas of controversy or issues to be resolved.  
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Chapter 5 
Alternatives 


5.A Introduction 


This chapter describes and evaluates the four alternatives to the proposed 1101–1123 Sutter Street project 


(proposed project), including the No Project Alternative, Full Preservation Alternative, Partial Preservation 


Alternative 1, and Partial Preservation Alternative 2; analyzes the impacts to historic architectural resources for 


each alternative; analyzes the impacts to other topics; and describes the environmentally superior alternative. 


Alternatives considered but rejected from further consideration are also described. 


The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15126.6(a) states that an environmental 


impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that 


would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any 


significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 


to the proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 


foster informed decision making and public participation. The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the 


alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, 


and comparison with the proposed project. 


Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting alternatives1: 


• Identifying Alternatives. The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 


alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly 
(CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6[b]). 


• Range of Alternatives. The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish 


most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the 


significant effects (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6[c]). The specific alternative of “No Project” (referred to as 
the No Project Alternative) shall also be evaluated along with its impacts (CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6[e][1]). 


• Evaluation of Alternatives. The alternatives should be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 


lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only 
the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 
The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed so as to foster meaningful public 


participation and informed decision‐making (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6[f]). An EIR is not required to 


consider alternatives that are infeasible (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6[a]). 


 
1 14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–N, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, as amended. The CEQA Guidelines 


are available at: https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Browse/Home/California/CaliforniaCodeofRegulations?guid= 
I95DAAA70D48811DEBC02831C6D6C108E&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default). 


https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Browse/Home/California/CaliforniaCodeofRegulations?guid=I95DAAA70D48811DEBC02831C6D6C108E& 


originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default). 
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As stated above, the intent of the alternatives analysis is to consider designs and development programs that 


could avoid or lessen significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the proposed project. As identified in 


Section 3.B, Historic Architectural Resources, of this EIR, if implemented, the proposed project would result in a 


significant and unavoidable impact related to the demolition of 1123 Sutter Street, a historic resource under 


CEQA (see Impact CR-2 on p. 3-20). The focus of the alternatives analysis is on the topic of historic architectural 


resources. All other environmental topics were identified as less than significant or less than significant with 


mitigation in the initial study (see Appendix A to this EIR). 


5.B Summary of Project Alternatives 


Several alternatives and variations on the alternatives were considered for analysis in this EIR that would 


substantially reduce or avoid the significant unavoidable impact that was identified in this draft EIR. Many 


alternatives that were rejected were found to be infeasible or failed to meet the project sponsor’s key project 


objectives and are described at the end of this chapter. 


The four alternatives selected for detailed analysis in this EIR, including the No Project Alternative, represent a 


reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen the significant 


adverse environmental impacts to historic architectural resources. These alternatives are as follows: 


• No Project Alternative 


• Full Preservation Alternative 


• Partial Preservation Alternative 1 


• Partial Preservation Alternative 2 


The project sponsor; the project architects, David Baker Architects; and the historic preservation architects for 


the project, Architectural Resources Group (ARG), developed preservation alternatives for the proposed project 


in consultation with San Francisco Planning Department historic preservation staff. The screening process for 


identifying viable EIR alternatives included consideration of the following criteria: ability to meet the project 


objectives, including maximizing housing on the site; potential ability to substantially lessen or avoid significant 


environmental effects associated with the proposed project; and potential feasibility. 


5.B.1 Alternatives Selection 


A. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 


As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project sponsor’s objectives for the proposed project are to: 


• Develop a well-designed, financially feasible mixed-use project with residential housing units that 
contributes the following services to support the well-being of the community: new retail, restaurant, and 
commercial spaces for the benefit of neighborhood residents and businesses; and a childcare center for the 


benefit of both the project’s and neighborhood’s residents. 


• Increase the supply of housing in the City and County of San Francisco, including affordable housing, in an 


area designated for higher density due to its proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and regional 
transit. Maximize housing on a site that currently has no housing and incorporate onsite affordable units. 
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• Create a more attractive, interesting, and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit users, and 
future residents.  


• Construct a single, cohesive development occupying the project site consisting of high-quality, 


contemporary urban design. 


• Retain historic resources where it is economically and structurally feasible to rehabilitate the building’s 
interior space for new commercial and residential uses. 


During the development and selection process for the project alternatives, all potential alternatives were 


considered for their ability to meet the stated project objectives. 


B. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 


Key issues and considerations in the development of the alternatives included the following: 


• The process consisted of developing a range of schemes that would achieve either full or partial 


preservation of the two historic resources on the project site. The schemes had differing building heights and 
massing for the additions proposed to be constructed above the 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street buildings. 


Various setbacks up to 25 feet from the existing building façades were evaluated for the proposed additions 
above 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street to reduce potential impacts to the historic buildings. In addition, a tower 


with varying heights was proposed to be constructed on the surface parking lot of 1123 Sutter Street. 


• In addition to historic preservation, a primary goal in the development of alternatives was to maximize the 


number of residential units on the site while avoiding potentially significant environmental impacts, 
primarily pertaining to wind and shadow, related to the increased building heights on the site. In order to 


maximize the number of residential units, the development of the alternatives took into account the height 


and bulk restrictions for each parcel.  


Initial alternatives included building towers and additions with maximum heights of up to 150 feet, similar to the 


maximum height of the proposed project. After several initial schemes within this framework, taller alternatives 


were developed that further increased the building heights to 200 feet at the west side of 1123 Sutter Street in 


order to maximize housing. Three preservation alternatives were ultimately identified for presentation to the 


Historic Preservation Commission on February 3, 2021: a full preservation alternative and two partial 


preservation alternatives. The Full Preservation Alternative, Partial Preservation Alternative 1, and Partial 


Preservation Alternative 2B would each include a new 200-foot building on 1123 Sutter Street. However, a wind 


analysis conducted by RWDI for all three alternative schemes concluded that due to this height, wind speeds at 


several entrances along Sutter Street would likely exceed the comfort and hazard criteria, with Partial 


Preservation Alternative 2B creating the most severe wind conditions. RWDI recommended several design 


modifications such as planters, tall guardrails, and wind screens to achieve more favorable wind conditions. The 


intent in developing these alternatives was primarily to preserve the historical architectural resources at the site 


and to minimize impacting these resources to the extent possible while also meeting the objectives of the 


project to provide new residential units. Overall, the proposed alternatives reduced impacts compared to the 


proposed project on historic architectural resources, but would have increased wind impacts due to the 200-foot 


height of the tower designed to provide the required housing units. These alternatives were presented to the 


Historic Preservation Commission and modifications to the proposed alternatives were suggested in order to 


further reduce potential environmental impacts. The design of these alternatives went through a rigorous 


process attempting to balance the objectives of the project along with minimizing impacts to the historical 
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architectural resources. Unfortunately, there was no design option available that accomplished all the project 


goals and did not create an increase in potential wind impacts as compared to the project.   


C. HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION REVIEW AND COMMENT 


Consistent both with Historic Preservation Commission resolution 0746 regarding evaluation of preservation 


alternatives in the EIR process and with planning department policy, the commission had the opportunity to 


provide early feedback on the draft alternatives. On February 3, 2021, planning department staff and the project 


sponsor presented the three draft preservation alternatives to the commission.2 The commission generally 


found that the alternatives represented a reasonable range of alternatives for the EIR analysis, that with some 


revisions would meet objectives of avoiding or reducing the significant adverse effects of the proposed project 


on historic architectural resources. Some members of the Historic Preservation Commission found that Partial 


Preservation Alternative 2B was less successful in responding to the character-defining height and massing of 


the two historic resources on site. The Historic Preservation Commission encouraged modifications to the 


alternatives that would retain additional portions of the 1123 Sutter Street Mortuary building, including some of 


its interior spaces and existing openings to provide an active streetscape, and suggested modifying the additions 


to 1123 Sutter Street to reflect the architectural character of the building in all of the preservation alternatives. 


The commission also remarked on the unique architectural quality of the mortuary at 1123 Sutter Street. 


In response to commission comments, exterior and interior modifications were made to the Full Preservation 


Alternative and Partial Preservation Alternative 1, and a new Partial Preservation Alternative 2 was developed to 


incorporate the retained elements of the façade and some interior spaces of 1123 Sutter Street, replacing the 


previous Partial Preservation Alternative 2B. The addition would display a fenestration pattern and would be 


clad in materials that respond to the character-defining features of 1123 Sutter Street. In addition, this revised 


alternative would avoid the significant wind impacts from the 200-foot-high tower on the western portion of the 


site by reducing the height of the tower to 150 feet, similar to the proposed project. With the building height 


limited to 150 feet, wind speeds for this alternative would be slightly more severe than the original design, but 


according to the RWDI wind analysis would remain appropriate for the intended use and would comply with the 


City’s wind hazard criterion.  


Along with the new Partial Preservation Alternative 2, this chapter analyzes the Full Preservation Alternative and 


Partial Preservation Alternative 1 originally presented to the commission with minor modifications to the 


building exterior and interior.  


Table 5-1 provides a comparison of the alternative features and impact summary. The following discussion of 


historic resources impacts of the project alternatives is based on an analysis prepared by ARG that is included in 


Appendix D of this EIR.3 Table 5-2 provides a comparison of each alternative’s ability to meet project objectives. 


Table 5-3 shows which character-defining features of 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street would be retained for each 


project alternative. Table 5-4 includes a comparison of historic architectural resources and wind impacts for each 


project alternative. 


 
2 San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission, Memo From the Historic Preservation Commission Re Meeting Notes from Review and Comment at the 
February 3, 2021 HPC Hearing for Preservation Alternatives for 1011-1123 Sutter Street, March 12, 2021.  
3 ARG (Architectural Resources Group), 1101–1123 Sutter Street Preservation Alternatives Memorandum, May 4, 2021. This document is included in the EIR as 


Appendix D.  
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Table 5-1 Comparison of Alternatives for CEQA Analysis 


 Proposed Project 


No Project Alternative 


(Existing Conditions) 


Full 


Preservation 


Alternative 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


DESCRIPTION 


BUILDING HEIGHT/STORIES 


1101 Sutter Street No change 


from existing 


45 feeta 


Three stories plus 


partially below-


grade garage 


Same as 


project  


85 feet 


7 stories 


(existing 


building plus 4 


additional 


levels, set back 


20 feet along 


Sutter and 


Larkin streets)  


Same as 


project 


1123 Sutter Street, east 


side of parcel 


150 feeta  


14 stories  


25 feeta  


1 story with partial 


mezzanine plus 


partially below-


grade garage 


45 feet 


3 stories 


(existing 


building plus 


2-level 


addition, set 


back 25 feet 


along Sutter 


and Hemlock 


streets) 


65 feet  


5 stories 


(existing 


building plus 4-


level addition, 


set back 25 feet 


along Sutter 


Street)  


150 feet 


14 stories 


(existing 


building plus 


12 level 


addition, no 


setback) 


1123 Sutter Street, west 


side of parcel  


0 feet 


(surface parking 


lot) 


200 feet/ 


18 stories 


200 feet/ 


18 stories 


150 feet/ 


14 stories 


RESIDENTIAL UNITS 


Number of Units 221 0 115 151 214 


GROSS SQUARE FEET BY USE 


Residential 177,306 0 110,736 133,227 168,153 


Common Amenities for 


Residents 


12,201 0 3,378 3,378 3,378 


Commercial 4,575 51,596 Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Childcare 3,755 0 Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Open Space 11,637 0 1,607 2,903 1,607 


Garage/Vehicular and 


Bicycle Parking 


15,125 Included in 


commercial 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


Same as 


project 


SOURCE: David Baker Associates 2021. 


NOTE:  
a Height above Sutter Street grade 
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Table 5-2 Comparison of Alternatives Ability to Meet Project Sponsor’s Objectives 


Objective/Alternative 


Proposed 


Project No Project Full Preservation 


Partial Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Develop a well-designed, 


financially feasible mixed-


use project with 


residential housing units 


that contributes the 


following services to 


support the well-being of 


the community: new 


retail, restaurant, and 


commercial spaces for the 


benefit of neighborhood 


residents and businesses; 


and a child care center for 


the benefit of both the 


project’s and 


neighborhood’s residents. 


Meets Does not 


meet 


Partially meets. 


Would 


contribute 


services to the 


well-being of 


the community. 


However, there 


would be a 48% 


reduction in 


unit count from 


the proposed 


project 


Partially meets. 


Would contribute 


services to the 


well-being of the 


community. 


However, there 


would be a 32% 


reduction in unit 


count from the 


proposed project 


Partially meets. Would 


contribute services to 


the well-being of the 


community. However, 


there would be a 3% 


reduction in unit count 


from the proposed 


project 


Increase the city’s supply 


of housing, including 


affordable housing, in an 


area designated for higher 


density due to its 


proximity to downtown 


and accessibility to local 


and regional transit. 


Maximize housing on a 


site that currently has no 


housing and incorporate 


on-site affordable units. 


Meets  Does not 


meet 


Partially meets 


– 106 fewer 


units than 


proposed 


project 


Partially meets - 


70 fewer units 


than proposed 


project 


Partially meets - 7 


fewer units than 


proposed project 


Create a more attractive, 


interesting and engaging 


street-level experience for 


pedestrians, transit users, 


and future residents.  


Meets Does not 


meet 


Meets Meets  Meets 


Construct a single, 


cohesive development 


occupying the project site 


consisting of high-quality, 


contemporary urban 


design. 


Meets Does not 


meet 


Meets Meets Meets 
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Objective/Alternative 


Proposed 


Project No Project Full Preservation 


Partial Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Retain historic resources 


where it is economically 


and structurally feasible 


to rehabilitate the 


building’s interior space 


for new commercial and 


residential uses.  


Partially 


Meets (fully 


preserves 


1101 Sutter 


and  


demolishes 


1123 


Sutter) 


Does not 


meet 


Meets (fully 


preserves 1101 


Sutter and 


retains the 


majority of 


character-


defining 


features and 


some interior 


spaces at 1123 


Sutter) 


Partially meets 


(retains façade-


related character-


defining features 


at both 1101 and 


1123 Sutter and 


some interior 


spaces at 1123 


Sutter, but 4-


story additions at 


both buildings 


only partially 


retain height- and 


massing-related 


character-


defining features) 


Partially meets (fully 


preserves 1101 Sutter 


and retains façade-


related character-


defining features and 


some interior spaces at 


1123 Sutter, but 12-


story addition on top 


of 1123 Sutter does not 


retain height- and 


massing-related 


character-defining 


features) 


SOURCE: ARG 2021. 


Table 5-3 Comparison of Alternatives Retention of Character-Defining Features 


Character-Defining Feature 


Full Preservation 


Alternative 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Ra PRb NRc R PR NR R PR NR 


1101 Sutter Street: 


Three-story height and massing x    x  x   


Concrete and brick masonry construction x   x   x   


Stucco finish scored to resemble stone masonry x   x   x   


Molded cement plaster ornament, with spandrel panels & urns x   x   x   


Sheet metal cornice x   x   x   


Grid-like fenestration pattern x   x   x   


Divided-lite “industrial” wood sash windows x   x   x   


1123 Sutter Street:   


One-story-with-mezzanine height  x   x    x 


Simple rectangular form and massing  x   x    x 


Primary façade element: seven bay symmetrical arrangement; 


two side entrances and one center entrance separated by two 


fenestration bays 


x   x   x   


Primary façade element: recessed fenestration and entryways x   x   x   


Primary façade element: custom, cast iron street light fixtures at 


each entrance along Sutter Street 


x   x   x   
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Character-Defining Feature 


Full Preservation 


Alternative 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 


Preservation 


Alternative 2 


Ra PRb NRc R PR NR R PR NR 


Primary façade element: pairs of wood casement windows and 


plantar boxes 


x   x   x   


Classical Revival style element: eight pairs of Doric columns x   x   x   


Classical Revival style element: Plaster ornament in swag motif 


and circular medallions with geometric Greek key molding 


x   x   x   


Metal clathri screens x   x   x   


First floor interior element: reception area including rotunda 


and main corridor 


 x   x   x  


First floor interior element: west and east chapels   x   x   x 


First floor interior element: three suites of interconnected 


bereavement rooms 


 x   x   x  


SOURCE: ARG 2021. 


NOTES: 
a Retained 
b Partially Retained 
c Not Retained 


Table 5-4 Comparison of Alternatives Historic Architectural Resources and Wind Impacts 


Impact Proposed Project No Project Full Preservation 


Partial 
Preservation 


Alternative 1 


Partial 
Preservation 


Alternative 2 


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES  


Impact CR-1: 1101 Sutter 


Street  


LTS NI LTS SUM LTS 


Impact CR-2: 1123 Sutter 


Street 


SUM NI LTS SUMa SUMa 


Impact CR-3: Offsite 


Resources 


LTS NI LTS LTS LTS 


Impact C-CR-1: Cumulative LTS NI LTS LTS LTS 


WINDc 


Impact WI‐1: Wind Hazards LTS NI SUM SUM LTSb 


Impact C-WI-1: Cumulative LTS NI LTS LTS LTSb 


SOURCE:  ARG 2021. 


NOTES: 
a Significant and unavoidable impact with implementation of feasible mitigation but with less severity than the proposed project () 
b Less-than-significant impact with implementation of feasible mitigation with an increase in severity than the proposed project () 
c Evaluated in the initial study (see Appendix A). 


LTS = less-than-significant impact, no mitigation required 


NI = no impact 
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SUM = significant and unavoidable impact with implementation of feasible mitigation 


N/A = not applicable 


5.C No Project Alternative 


5.C.1 Description 


CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) describes the “No Project” Alternative as the circumstance under which 


the proposed project does not proceed. Consideration of the No Project Alternative is required under 


section 15126(f) of the CEQA Guidelines. The purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to 


allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not 


approving the proposed project, per CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(1). 


Under the No Project Alternative, no changes would be made to the existing historic structures on the project 


site. The historic character-defining features of the parking garage at 1101 Sutter Street and the funeral home at 


1123 Sutter Street would be retained; no modifications, repairs, or restoration activities would be conducted. No 


residential or childcare uses would be constructed on the site. 


5.C.2 Impacts 


The No Project Alternative would continue existing conditions on the project site. Under this alternative, the two 


existing buildings, both historic architectural resources, would not be rehabilitated or demolished. Therefore, the 


No Project Alternative would avoid the project’s significant unavoidable impact to historic architectural 


resources (Impact CR-2: NI; reduced).  


5.C.3 Achievement of Project Objectives 


The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project sponsor’s objectives listed in Section 2.E, Project 


Sponsor’s Objectives, of this EIR. 


5.D Full Preservation Alternative 


5.D.1 Description 


Under the Full Preservation Alternative, 1101 Sutter Street would be retained and rehabilitated, similar to the 


proposed project; 1123 Sutter Street would be retained, a two-level addition would be constructed above the 


existing building, and the interior would be redeveloped; and an 18-story, 200-foot-tall residential tower would 


be constructed on the parking lot at the west side of the project site (on the existing surface parking lot; see 


Figure 5-1, Full Preservation Alternative). 
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FIGURE 5-1SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021
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The overall size of the alternative would be smaller than the proposed project, with 115 dwelling units 


(approximately 110,736 gross square feet of residential uses), less amenity and open space, and the same 


amount of commercial, childcare, and garage uses as the proposed project. 


Details about the buildings would be as follows: 


• 1101 Sutter Street would remain as described for the proposed project at the exterior. The project proposes 


to rehabilitate the existing building with no additions or major changes to the building’s design.  


• 1123 Sutter Street would remain as in current conditions at the exterior, modified by the construction of a 
two-story addition. The addition would be set back 25 feet from both the north façade at Sutter Street and 
the south façade at Hemlock Street, with a maximum height of 45 feet, and its architectural design details, 


material palette, and fenestration pattern would generally reflect the color palate and pattern of fenestration 


of the primary façade of the existing historic building at 1123 Sutter Street. Interior demolition and new 


construction for adaptive reuse would partially retain and rehabilitate interior spaces including the 
lobby/waiting room and rotunda/main entry to a sufficient degree to provide a transition between the 


portion of the building that would be retained and new spaces behind. The west and east chapels, which are 
also interior character-defining features, would not be retained. 


• The new residential tower on the existing surface parking lot would have architectural design details, 


material palette, and fenestration patterns that would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed 
project but would be 18 stories (200 feet in height) as opposed to the proposed project which would be 14 


stories (150 feet in height). 


The Full Preservation Alternative would minimally alter the façades, height, and massing of the existing buildings 


at the project site by locating the majority of new construction at the existing surface parking lot. 


5.D.2 Impacts 


Similar to the proposed project, 1101 Sutter Street would be retained and rehabilitated. Unlike the proposed 


project, the Full Preservation Alternative includes the retention of 1123 Sutter Street. In addition, the proposed 


new 200-foot-tall building on the existing surface parking lot would be similar in design to the proposed project.  


Similar to the proposed project, the rehabilitation of 1101 Sutter Street in accordance with the Secretary of the 


Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties would allow for the retention and reuse of the 


building and avoid any substantial adverse change to this individual historic architectural resource. The Full 


Preservation Alternative would retain all the character-defining features of 1101 Sutter Street. It would maintain the 


three street-facing façades of 1101 Sutter Street at Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets. As such, all the character-


defining features associated with fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be fully retained. The Full 


Preservation Alternative would fully retain the height and massing of 1101 Sutter Street. 1101 Sutter Street does not 


have any interior character-defining features; therefore, changes to the interior of the building would not affect the 


resource. Impacts under this alternative would be less than significant (Impact CR-1: LTS; similar). 


The Full Preservation Alternative would retain many of the character-defining features of 1123 Sutter Street. The 


Full Preservation Alternative would maintain the primary (north) and rear (south) façades of 1123 Sutter Street. 


As such, all the character-defining features associated with fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be 


fully retained. The Full Preservation Alternative would include constructing a rectangular-plan addition atop 


1123 Sutter Street that would be set back 25 feet from the north façade at Sutter Street and the south façade at 
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Hemlock Street, and as such would partially retain the character-defining features of that building relating to 


height and massing. The interior demolition and new construction for adaptive reuse would partially retain and 


rehabilitate interior spaces, and as such would partially retain the interior character-defining features of the 


building.  


Overall, the new two-level addition to 1123 Sutter Street would not have significant adverse impacts on the 


historic resource’s ability to convey its historic significance. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the Full 


Preservation Alternative would not have a significant adverse impact to 1123 Sutter Street, and Project Mitigation 


Measures M-CR-2a: Historical Documentation; M-CR-2b: Interpretation; and M-CR-2c: Historical Architectural 


Salvage, identified for the proposed project, would not be applicable. Impacts under this alternative would be 


less than significant (Impact CR-2: LTS; reduced). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Full Preservation Alternative would not materially alter offsite historic 


resources and would not have substantial adverse effects on the adjacent Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel 


Historic District. Impacts under this alternative would be less than significant (Impact CR-3: LS; similar). Also similar 


to the cumulative conditions under the proposed project, the Full Preservation Alternative, in combination with 


other cumulative projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, potential cumulative 


impacts would be less than significant (Impact C-CR-1: LTS; similar). 


However, unlike the proposed project, the proposed 200-foot-tower under this alternative has the potential to 


create significant wind impacts due to its location on the site and the substantially lower height of surrounding 


buildings. With the west tower height increased by 50 feet compared to the proposed project, wind conditions 


along adjacent sidewalks would be expected to be more severe than for the proposed project.4 The highest wind 


speeds are predicted downwind (east) of the project site, near the intersections of Sutter and Larkin streets, and 


further east along Sutter and Post streets. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative would be anticipated to 


cause an exceedance of the wind hazard criterion at public pedestrian areas near the project site and impacts 


could be significant. RWDI recommended several design modifications such as planters, tall guardrails, and wind 


screens to achieve more favorable wind conditions. However, these strategies would have to be tailored to fit the 


design intent of the building and would require further assessment of their impact on wind conditions. As such, 


while mitigation measures could be developed to reduce this impact, it is not known if this impact could be 


reduced to less-than-significant level and this analysis conservatively identifies this impact as significant and 


unavoidable, with implementation of mitigation (Impact WI-1: SUM; increased). Cumulative impacts would likely 


remain less than significant, similar to the proposed project, due to the already densely built surrounding 


environment and intervening buildings between the alternative and cumulative projects (Impact C-WI-1: LTS; 


similar).  


Overall, the Full Preservation Alternative would have reduced impacts compared to the proposed project on 


historic architectural resources because it would retain 1123 Sutter Street and avoid the project’s significant 


unavoidable impacts to the resource, but it would have increased wind impacts due to the 200-foot height of the 


tower (significant and unavoidable).  


 
4 Rowan William Davies & Irwin Inc., 1101–1123 Sutter Street, Alternatives Screening-Level Wind Analysis, January 21, 2021. 
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5.D.3 Achievement of Project Objectives 


The Full Preservation Alternative would fully meet three of the project objectives listed in Section 2.E, Project 


Sponsor’s Objectives, and would partially achieve two of the objectives, as described below. Overall, it would 


meet or partially meet the project objectives. 


The Full Preservation Alternative would fully meet objectives 3, 4, and 5. Objective 3 is to create a more attractive, 


interesting, and engaging street-level experience and objective 4 is to construct a single, cohesive development 


occupying the project site consisting of high-quality, contemporary urban design. The Full Preservation 


Alternative would achieve both these objectives through the building design and articulation at the first floor, 


retention of both existing historic resources on the site, and their incorporation into the overall project design. 


Objective 5 is to retain historic resources where it is economically and structurally feasible to rehabilitate the 


building’s interior space for new commercial and residential uses. The Full Preservation Alternative would meet 


this objective by fully preserving 1101 Sutter Street and retaining the majority of character-defining features and 


some interior spaces at 1123 Sutter Street to the extent that is economically and structurally feasible. 


The Full Preservation Alternative would partially meet objectives 1 and 2. Objective 1 is for a well-designed, 


financially feasible mixed-use project with residential housing units that contributes services to support the well-


being of the community. While the Full Preservation Alternative would contribute services to the well-being of 


the community, it would have a 48 percent reduction in unit count compared to the proposed project. Objective 


2 is to increase the City and County of San Francisco’s supply of housing, including affordable housing, and 


maximize housing on the site. The Full Preservation Alternative partially meets this objective, as it would provide 


106 fewer units than the proposed project. Therefore, overall, the Full Preservation Alternative would meet or 


partially meet the project objectives as compared to the proposed project. 


5.E Partial Preservation Alternative 1 


5.E.1 Description 


Under the Partial Preservation Alternative 1, both 1101 Sutter Street and 1123 Sutter Street would be retained, 


with a four-story addition above each building, and an 18-story, 200-foot-tall residential tower would be 


constructed on the parking lot at the west side of the project site (on the existing surface parking lot); see Figure 


5-2, Partial Preservation Alternative 1. 


The overall size of this alternative would be smaller than the proposed project but larger than the Full 


Preservation Alternative, with 151 dwelling units (approximately 133,227 gross square feet of residential uses), 


less amenity and open space, and the same amount of commercial, childcare, and garage uses as the proposed 


project.  


Details about the buildings would be as follows: 


• 1101 Sutter Street would remain as described for the proposed project at the exterior but would have a four-
story addition that would be set back 20 feet from both Sutter and Larkin streets, with a height of up to 85 


feet. The architectural design details, material palette, and fenestration pattern of the addition would 
generally reflect the color palate and pattern of fenestration of the primary façade of the existing historic 
building at 1123 Sutter Street. This alternative would maintain the three street-facing facades of 1101 Sutter 
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Street at Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets, and as such, all of the character-defining features associated 
with fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be fully retained.  


• 1123 Sutter Street would remain as in the existing conditions at the exterior but would be modified with the 


construction of a four-story addition. The addition would be set back 25 feet from the north façade at Sutter 
Street and would have a maximum height of 65 feet. The architectural design details, material palette, and 
fenestration pattern of the addition would generally reflect the color palate and pattern of fenestration of the 
primary façade of the existing historic building at 1123 Sutter Street. This alternative would maintain the 


primary (north) and rear (south) facades of 1123 Sutter Street, and as such, all of the character-defining 
features associated with fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be fully retained. Interior 
demolition and new construction for adaptive reuse would partially retain and rehabilitate interior spaces 
including the lobby/waiting room and rotunda/main entry to a sufficient degree to provide a transition 
between the portion of the building that would be retained and new spaces behind. The west and east 


chapels, which are also interior character-defining features, would not be retained. 


• The new tower on the existing surface parking lot would have architectural design details, material palette, and 
fenestration patterns that would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project but would be 18 
stories (200 feet in height) as opposed to the proposed project which would be 14 stories (150 feet in height). 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would retain character-defining features associated with fenestration, 


cladding, and façade details but would alter the height and massing of both existing buildings with vertical 


additions, while in-filling the former at-grade parking lot.  
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FIGURE 5-2SOURCE: David Baker Architects 2021
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5.E.2 Impacts 


Unlike the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would include constructing a four-story addition 


on 1101 Sutter, although it would still retain the exterior of the building. While this alternative would also retain the 


exterior of 1123 Sutter Street – unlike the proposed project, which would demolish the structure – it would also 


construct a four-story addition on this building. In addition, the proposed new 200-foot-tall building on the existing 


surface parking lot would be similar in design to the proposed project but would have an increased height.  


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would retain most of the character-defining features of 1101 Sutter Street. It 


would maintain the three street-facing façades of 1101 Sutter Street at Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets, and 


as such, all the character-defining features associated with fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be 


fully retained. Unlike the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would include constructing a 


rectangular-plan four-story addition atop 1101 Sutter Street, which would be set back 20 feet from the north 


façade at Sutter Street and the east façade at Larkin Street, and as such would only partially retain the building’s 


character-defining features relating to height and massing. Due to the four-story addition atop the existing three-


story building, the building’s height and massing would be modified. This would be a substantial adverse 


change to the individual historical resource, which is considered a significant impact. Even with implementation 


of mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project under Impact CR-2 (described below), 


this impact would remain significant and unavoidable (Impact CR-1: SUM; increased).  


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would retain many of the character-defining features of 1123 Sutter Street. 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would maintain the primary (north) and rear (south) façades of 1123 Sutter 


Street, and as such, all the character-defining features associated with fenestration, cladding, and façade details 


would be fully retained. The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would include constructing a rectangular-plan 


four-story addition atop 1123 Sutter Street that would be set back 25 feet from the north façade at Sutter Street, 


and as such would partially retain the character-defining features of both buildings relating to height and 


massing. At 1123 Sutter Street, interior demolition and new construction for adaptive reuse would partially retain 


and rehabilitate interior spaces including the lobby/waiting room and rotunda/main entry to a sufficient degree 


to provide a transition between the portion of the building that would be retained and new spaces behind. 


Despite the retention of the exterior of the building, the new four-level addition to 1123 Sutter Street would have 


significant adverse impacts on the historic resource’s ability to convey its historic significance. While this impact 


would be reduced compared to the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would still result in a 


significant adverse impact to 1123 Sutter Street, and Project Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a: Historical 


Documentation; M-CR-2b: Interpretation; and M-CR-2c: Historical Architectural Salvage, identified for the 


proposed project, would be applicable. Even with implementation of these mitigation measures, this impact 


would remain significant and unavoidable (Impact CR-2: SUM; somewhat reduced). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would not materially alter offsite historic 


resources and would not have substantial adverse effects on the adjacent Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel 


Historic District. Impacts under this alternative would be less than significant (Impact CR-3: LTS; similar). Also 


similar to the cumulative conditions under the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1, in 


combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, 


potential cumulative impacts would be less than significant (Impact C-CR-1: LTS; similar). 


However, unlike the proposed project, the proposed 200-foot-high tower has the potential to create significant 


wind impacts due to its location on the site and the substantially lower height of surrounding buildings. Under the 
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Partial Preservation Alternative 1, with the west tower height increased by 50 feet compared to the proposed 


project, wind conditions along adjacent sidewalks would be expected to be more severe than for the proposed 


project.5 The highest wind speeds are predicted downwind (east) of the project site, near the intersections of Sutter 


and Larkin streets, and farther east along Sutter and Post streets. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 


would be anticipated to cause an exceedance of the wind hazard criterion at public pedestrian areas near the 


project site, and impacts could be significant. While mitigation measures could be developed to reduce this impact, 


it is not known whether this impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level; therefore, this analysis 


conservatively identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable with implementation of feasible mitigation 


(Impact WI-1: SUM; increased). Cumulative impacts would likely remain less than significant, similar to the 


proposed project, due to the already densely built-up surrounding environment and the intervening buildings 


between the alternative project site and nearby cumulative projects (Impact C-WI-1: LS; similar).  


Overall, while the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would retain the exterior of both historic resources on the site 


in contrast with the proposed project that would only retain 1101 Sutter Street, it would have increased impacts 


(new significant unavoidable impacts) associated with 1101 Sutter Street, and somewhat reduced impacts, 


although still significant and unavoidable, associated with 1123 Sutter Street, compared to the proposed project. 


Although Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would have increased impacts on 1101 Sutter Street in comparison 


with the proposed project, this alternative sought to balance impacts to historic resources across the larger site 


by retaining portions of both 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street. The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would have 


increased significant and unavoidable wind impacts due to the 200-foot height of the tower.  


5.E.3 Achievement of Project Objectives 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would fully meet two of the project objectives listed in Section 2.E, Project 


Sponsor’s Objectives, and would only partially achieve three of the objectives, as described below. Overall, it 


would meet or partially meet the project objectives. 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would fully meet objectives 3 and 4. Objective 3 is to create a more 


attractive, interesting, and engaging street-level experience and objective 4 is to construct a single, cohesive 


development occupying the project site consisting of high-quality, contemporary urban design. The Partial 


Preservation Alternative 1 would achieve both these objectives through the building design and articulation at 


the first floor, the retention of the exterior of the historic resources on the site, and their incorporation into the 


overall project design.  


The Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would partially meet objectives 1, 2, and 5. Objective 1 is for a well-


designed, financially feasible mixed-use project with residential housing units that contributes services to 


support the well-being of the community. While the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would contribute services 


to the well-being of the community, it would have a 32 percent reduction in unit count (reduction of 70 units). 


Objective 2 is to increase the city’s supply of housing, including affordable housing, and to maximize housing on 


the site. As noted above, this alternative would provide 70 fewer units than the proposed project; therefore, it 


only partially meets this objective. Objective 5 is to retain historic resources where it is economically and 


structurally feasible to rehabilitate the building’s interior space for new commercial and residential uses. The 


Partial Preservation Alternative 1 partially meets this objective, as it retains many of the character-defining 


features at both 1101 and 1123 Sutter Street; however, the four-story additions on both buildings would only 


partially retain height- and massing-related character-defining features, and at 1123 Sutter Street, interior 


 
5 Rowan William Davies & Irwin Inc., 1101–1123 Sutter Street, Alternatives Screening-Level Wind Analysis, January 21, 2021. 
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demolition and new construction for adaptive reuse would partially retain and rehabilitate interior spaces 


including the lobby/waiting room and rotunda/main entry, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts to 


both resources. Therefore, overall, the Partial Preservation Alternative 1 would have partial (moderate) 


achievement of the project objectives compared to the proposed project. 


5.F Partial Preservation Alternative 2 


5.F.1 Description 


Under Partial Preservation Alternative 2, a 14-story, 150-foot-tall tower at the site of the at-grade parking lot at 


the western edge of the project site would be constructed, with architectural design details and a material palate 


and fenestration pattern the same or similar to those of the proposed project; 1101 Sutter Street would have the 


same building exterior with no additions or major changes to the building’s design; 1123 Sutter Street would 


have the primary (north) façade and some interior features retained but would be modified with construction of 


a 12-story vertical addition.  


Details about the buildings are as follows: 


• 1101 Sutter Street would remain as described for the proposed project, including the building exterior, with 
no additions or major changes to the building’s design. All of the character-defining features associated with 


fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be fully retained. The height and massing of 1101 Sutter 
Street would also be fully retained. 


• 1123 Sutter Street would maintain the primary (north) façade, but would include the construction of a 12-


story addition up to a 150-feet height. A three-story, shallowly recessed horizontal hyphen consisting of 
mostly glass would separate the existing facade from the new tower above, which would not include a 


setback. The architectural design details, material palette, and fenestration pattern of the addition would 
generally reflect the color palate and pattern of fenestration of the primary façade of the existing historic 


building at 1123 Sutter Street. All the character-defining features associated with fenestration, cladding, and 
façade details would be fully retained, however, height and massing at 1123 Sutter Street would not be 
retained. Some interior character-defining features of the building, including the lobby/waiting room and 


rotunda/main entry, would be partially retained and rehabilitated to a sufficient degree to provide a 
transition between the portion of the building that would be retained and the new spaces. The west and east 


chapels, which are also interior character-defining features, would not be retained. 


• The new tower on the existing surface parking lot would have architectural design details, material palette, and 


fenestration patterns that would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project. 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would minimally alter the façades of the existing buildings at the project 


site, and would alter the height and massing of 1123 Sutter Street with a vertical addition, while in-filling the 


former at-grade parking lot (See Figure 5-3, Partial Preservation Alternative 2). This alternative would also retain 


some interior character-defining features of the existing building at 1123 Sutter Street.  
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5.F.2 Impacts 


Similar to the proposed project, 1101 Sutter Street would be retained and rehabilitated. Unlike the proposed 


project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would retain some exterior and interior character-defining features 


of 1123 Sutter Street along with the construction of a 12-story addition to the existing building. The Partial 


Preservaiton Alternative 2 would also see the construction of a 14-story 150-foot-tall building on the existing 


surface parking lot that would be similar in design to the proposed project.  


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would maintain the three street-facing facades of 1101 Sutter Street at 


Sutter, Larkin, and Hemlock streets. As such, all of the character-defining features associated with fenestration, 


cladding, and façade details would be fully retained. The Partial Preservation 2 Alternative would retain the 


height and massing of 1101 Sutter Street. 1101 Sutter Street does not have any interior character-defining 


features; therefore, changes to the interior of the building would not affect the resource. Impacts under this 


alternative would be less than significant (Impact CR 1: LTS; similar). 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would construct a 12-story vertical addition at 1123 Sutter Street, 


comprising a three-story, shallowly recessed horizontal connecting feature or ‘hyphen’ between the existing 


building and the remaining volumn of the addition. This hyphen would be located above the historic building 


consisting mostly of glass, and a nine-story volume above the hyphen with no setback. The Partial Preservation 


Alternative 2 would maintain the primary (north) facade of 1123 Sutter Street, and as such, all of the character-


defining features associated with fenestration, cladding, and façade details would be fully retained. Additionally, 


this alternative would retain some interior character-defining features of the building, including the 


lobby/waiting room and rotunda/main entry. Despite the retention of the exterior façade and some interior 


features of the building, the new 12-story addition to 1123 Sutter Street would not retain the character-defining 


features of height and massing of 1123 Sutter Street and would have significant adverse impacts on the ability of 


the building to convey its historic significance. Although the Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would lessen the 


impact on 1123 Sutter Street in comparison with the proposed project which proposes full demolition, it would 


still result in a significant adverse impact to 1123 Sutter Street , and Project Mitigation Measures M CR 2a: 


Historical Documentation; M CR 2b: Interpretation; and M CR 2c: Historical Architectural Salvage, identified for 


the proposed project, would be applicable. Even with implementation of these mitigation measures, this impact 


would remain significant and unavoidable (Impact CR 2: SUM; somewhat reduced). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would not materially alter offsite historic 


resources (buildings) and would not have substantial adverse effects on the adjacent Lower Nob Hill Apartment 


Hotel Historic District. Impacts under this alternative would be less than significant (Impact CR-3: LTS; similar). Also 


similar to the cumulative conditions under the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative 2, in 


combination with other cumulative projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, 


potential cumulative impacts would be less than significant (Impact C-CR-1: LTS; similar). 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 proposes a new 14-story 150-foot-tower at the site of the at-grade parking 


lot, along with a 12-story addition to the existing building at 1123 Sutter Street that would also reach 150 feet. 


With the same building heights as the proposed project, wind conditions along adjacent sidewalks would be 


expected to be similar to the proposed project. The wind analysis conducted by RWDI states that wind activity 


would be slightly more severe at building entrances, sideways, walkways, and above-grade terraces, but these 


slightly increased conditions would not exceed the wind hazard criterion. Therefore, the Partial Preservation 


Alternative 2 would not be anticipated to cause an exceedance of the wind hazard criterion at public pedestrian 


areas near the project site and impacts would be less than significant (Impact WI-1: LTS; increased). Cumulative 
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impacts would likely remain less than significant, similar to the proposed project, due to the building heights 


and already densely built surrounding environment and intervening buildings between the alternative and 


cumulative projects (Impact C-WI-1: LTS; increased). 


5.F.3 Achievement of Project Objectives 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would fully meet two of the project objectives listed in Section 2.E, Project 


Sponsor’s Objectives, and would only partially achieve three of the objectives, as described below. Overall, it 


would meet or partially meet the project objectives. 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would fully meet objectives 3 and 4. Objective 3 is to create a more 


attractive, interesting, and engaging street-level experience and objective 4 is to construct a single, cohesive 


development occupying the project site consisting of high-quality, contemporary urban design. The Partial 


Preservation Alternative 2 would achieve both these objectives through the building design and articulation at 


the first floor, retention of both existing historic resources on the site, and their incorporation into the overall 


project design. 


The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would partially meet objectives 1, 2, and 5. Objective 1 is for a well-


designed, financially feasible mixed-use project with residential housing units that contributes services to 


support the well-being of the community. Since this alternative would result in a 3 percent reduction in unit 


count compared to the proposed project, it would not achieve this objective to the same extent as the proposed 


project. Objective 2 is to increase the City and County of San Francisco’s supply of housing, including affordable 


housing, and maximize housing on the site. The Partial Preservation Alternative 2 would meet the objective of 


increasing housing supply; however, it would provide 7 fewer units than the proposed project. This alternative 


would still be subject to Section 415 of the San Francisco Planning Code which governs the provision of 


affordable housing (or an in-lieu fee). Objective 5 is to retain historic resources where it is economically and 


structurally feasible to rehabilitate the building’s interior space for new commercial and residential uses. The 


Partial Preservation Alternative 2 partially meets this objective, similar to the determination for the proposed 


project. This alternative would fully retain all character-defining features at 1101 Sutter Street, similar to the 


proposed project; and, at 1123 Sutter Street, would fully retain the character-defining features that relate to 


fenestration, cladding, and façade details, unlike the proposed project. However, this alternative would only 


partially retain some character-defining interior spaces; and would not retain character-defining features that 


relate to building height and massing in regard to propose changes at 1123 Sutter Street, but would retain more 


character-defining features than the proposed project. Therefore, overall, the Partial Preservation Alternative 2 


would meet or partially meet the project objectives. 


5.G Environmentally Superior Alternative 


CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) requires identification of an environmentally superior alternative if the proposed 


project has significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The environmentally superior 


alternative is the alternative that best avoids or lessens any significant effects of the proposed project, even if the 


alternative would impede to some degree the attainment of some of the project objectives.  


The No Project Alternative is considered the overall environmentally superior alternative because the significant 


impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 


However, the No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project sponsor’s objectives. If the No Project 
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Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA requires selection of the “environmentally superior alternative other 


than the no project alternative” from among the proposed project and the other alternatives evaluated.  


The environmentally superior alternative would be the Full Preservation Alternative. This alternative would reduce 


Impact CR-2 by proposing only a two-level addition to 1123 Sutter Street which would not substantially impact the 


historic resource’s ability to convey its historic significance. However, this alternative could create a new significant 


and unavoidable wind hazard impact (Impact WI-1) due to a new 200-foot, 18-story building on the west side of the 


1123 Sutter Street parcel. Therefore, this alternative would eliminate one significant impact while resulting in a 


different significant impact not associated with the proposed project. 


5.H Alternatives Considered but Rejected 


Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c), an EIR should “identify any alternatives that were considered by 


the lead agency but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying 


the lead agency’s determination.” As described above, the screening process for identifying viable EIR 


alternatives included consideration of the following criteria: ability to meet the project objectives, including 


maximizing housing on the site; potential ability to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental effects 


associated with the proposed project; and potential feasibility. 


As described in Section 5.A, Introduction, pp. 5-2 through 5-5, various heights for additions above 1101 and 1123 


Sutter Street as well as various setbacks from the existing building façades were evaluated to reduce potential 


impacts to the historic buildings. Alternatives considered but rejected are shown in Figure 5-4. A tower with 


varying heights was evaluated for the surface parking lot of 1123 Sutter Street. Building heights for the 


alternatives considered but rejected were as follows: on the 1101 Sutter Street parcel, the schemes prepared had 


heights ranging from 55 feet (one-story addition) to 190 feet (15-story addition); on the 1123 Sutter Street 


building, the schemes had heights ranging from 35 feet (one-story addition) to 65 feet (four-story addition); and 


on the surface parking lot on 1123 Sutter Street, the schemes had heights ranging from 150 feet (14-story tower) 


to 200 feet (19-story tower). Previous alternatives considered were deemed infeasible due to various reasons: 


some rejected alternatives featured reduced setbacks that did not sufficiently preserve the character-defining 


features of the historic buildings, others would have required cost structural renovations for smaller additions 


that would only net a few additional residential units and did not meet project objectives, while others created 


potentially significant shadow impacts caused by the construction of taller additions on the 1101 Sutter Street 


site. Regarding shadow impacts, it was determined that alternatives involving a 190-foot tower at 1101 Sutter 


would cast a shadow onto the Redding Elementary School athletic field and playground. As discussed above, 


the Partial Preservation Alternative 2B was also rejected by the Historic Preservation Commission as they felt it 


did not sufficiently respond to the character-defining height and massing of the historic resources on the site 


and wanted to see an alternative that preserved some of the interior spaces at 1123 Sutter Street.  
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Eric Nytko

		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.





Eric Nytko 
enytko@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Please support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		David Schmidt

		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.





David Schmidt 
davidnaturesf@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Brian Overland

		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.





Brian Overland 
brian.overland@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








We NEED new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Mick Dimas

		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,





We need homes not more homeless!





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.





Mick Dimas 
mickdimas@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Molly Pam

		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.





Molly Pam 
chefmollypam@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Katherine Ripley

		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,





Hello Supervisor Mandelman and others,





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). This project seems reasonable and a great step to adding more housing units. Please know families in the neighborhood support this and please help ensure it goes forward! 





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.





Thanks, 
Brandon Ripley 
Glen Park





Katherine Ripley 
sfripleys@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Katherine Ripley

		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.





Katherine Ripley 
sfripleys@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Rebecca Haseltine

		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.





Rebecca Haseltine 
haseltine@earthlink.net





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Adam Jancsek

		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.





Adam Jancsek 
acjancsek@gmail.com





Carmel, California 94402








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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 	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.





TK Polevoy 
tk.polevoy@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94108








 









 
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: 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd - Regulatory Agreement Releases and Amendments
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 10:17:25 AM
Attachments: Updated Title Report on Lot 108.pdf

Partial Termination RA_TCAC_VDMR_20210602_REC.pdf
TCAC 2016 Approval.pdf
CSCDA - 1st Amend to Reg Agmt.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: Marc Babsin <marc@emeraldfund.com>
Date: Saturday, August 21, 2021 at 6:21 AM
To: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)"
<rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)"
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>, "Jain, Devyani (CPC)" <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas
(CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Sheyner, Tania (CPC)" <tania.sheyner@sfgov.org>, "Young,
David (CPC)" <david.l.young@sfgov.org>, Betsy Eddy <betsy.eddy@gmail.com>, Steve Chaffin
<schaffin2000@gmail.com>, Olga Milan-Howells <olga@milanhowells.com>, Ryan Patterson
<ryan@zfplaw.com>, "SVettel@fbm.com" <SVettel@fbm.com>, Craig Etlin
<CEtlin@sflaw.com>, Tom Temprano <ttemprano@gmail.com>, "Short, Carla (DPW)"
<Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>, "Crawford, Nicholas (DPW)" <nicholas.crawford@sfdpw.org>
Subject: 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd - Regulatory Agreement Releases and Amendments
 

 

Supervisor Mandelman and Director Hillis,
 
In response to letters from Betsy Eddy of Aug 16 and Ryan Patterson of Aug 17, please find
documents evidencing that both regulatory agreements that applied to the Vista del Monte project
and site have been amended by TCAC and CSCDA, respectively, and no longer apply to the lot (Lot
108) that is under consideration for entitlement of 24 homes. 
 
Counsel for the Cesar Chavez Foundation will be providing a letter with fuller explanation early next
week. 
 
In the meantime, please find an updated title report for Lot 108 indicating an absence of any

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



 


 


Commonwealth Land Title Company 
2150 John Glenn Dr. Suite 400 


Concord, CA 94520 
Phone:  (925) 288-8000 


 


 


 


Commonwealth Land Title Company 


888 S. Figueroa St #2100  


Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Attn:  Cheryl Greer 
 
Your Reference No:   


Our File No: 09173226 
Title Officer: Jeff Martin 
e-mail: Jeff.Martin@titlegroup.fntg.com 
Phone: (925) 288-8062 
Fax: (925) 288-6413 
 


 
Property Address: Parcel B Book 049 Page 200,  San Francisco, California 


UPDATED PRELIMINARY REPORT “D” 


Dated as of August 6, 2021 at 7:30 a.m. 


In response to the application for a policy of title insurance referenced herein, Commonwealth Land Title Company hereby 
reports that it is prepared to issue, or cause to be issued, as of the date hereof, a policy or policies of title insurance describing 
the land and the estate or interest therein hereinafter set forth, insuring against loss which may be sustained by reason of any 
defect, lien or encumbrance not shown or referred to as an exception herein or not excluded from coverage pursuant to the 
printed Schedules, Conditions and Stipulations or Conditions of said policy forms. 
The printed Exceptions and Exclusions from the coverage and Limitations on Covered Risks of said policy or policies are set 
forth in Attachment One.  The policy to be issued may contain an arbitration clause. When the Amount of Insurance is less 
than that set forth in the arbitration clause, all arbitrable matters shall be arbitrated at the option of either the Company or the 
Insured as the exclusive remedy of the parties. Limitation on Covered Risks applicable to the CLTA and ALTA Homeowner's 
Policies of Title Insurance which establish a Deductible Amount and a Maximum Dollar Limit of Liability for certain coverages 
are also set forth in Attachment One.  Copies of the policy forms should be read.  They are available from the office which 
issued this report. 


The policy(s) of title insurance to be issued hereunder will be policy(s) of Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Company. 


Please read the exceptions shown or referred to below and the exceptions and exclusions set forth in Attachment One of 


this report carefully.  The exceptions and exclusions are meant to provide you with notice of matters which are not covered 


under the terms of the title insurance policy and should be carefully considered.  It is important to note that this preliminary 


report is not a written representation as to the condition of title and may not list all liens, defects, and encumbrances affecting 


title to the land.  


This report (and any supplements or amendments hereto) is issued solely for the purpose of facilitating the issuance of a policy 
of title insurance and no liability is assumed hereby.  If it is desired that liability be assumed prior to the issuance of a policy 
of title insurance, a Binder or Commitment should be requested. 
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SCHEDULE A 
 
The form of policy of title insurance contemplated by this report is: 
 
ALTA Extended Owner's Policy of Title Insurance (6-17-06) 


 


The estate or interest in the land hereinafter described or referred to covered by this report is: 
 


A Fee  


 


Title to said estate or interest at the date hereof is vested in: 
 
Vista Del Monte Affordable Housing, Inc., a California non-profit benefit corporation 
 
The land referred to herein is situated in the County of San Francisco, State of California, and is described as follows: 
 


SEE EXHIBIT “A” ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 
All that certain real property situated in the County of San Francisco, State of California, described as follows: 
 
City of San Francisco 
 
Parcel B, as shown and delineated on Parcel Map NO. 9200, filed July 26, 2019, in Book 49 of Parcel Maps, Pages 199-200. 
 
Assessors Parcel Number: Lot 100, Block 7535 (a portion) – Current 
Assessors Parcel Number: Lot 108, Block 7535 - Future 
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SCHEDULE B – Section A 
 
The following exceptions will appear in policies when providing standard coverage as outlined below: 
 
 


1. (a)  Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes 
or assessments on real property or by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes 
or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public 
Records. 


2. Any facts, rights, interests or claims that are not shown by the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an 
inspection of the Land or that may be asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 


3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 


4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be 
disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey of the Land and not shown by the Public Records. 


5. (a)  Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; 
(c) water rights, claims or title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b) or (c) are shown by the 
Public Records. 


6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 
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SCHEDULE B – Section B 
 
At the date hereof Exceptions to coverage in addition to the printed exceptions and exclusions in said policy form would be 
as follows: 
 
1. Property taxes, which are a lien not yet due and payable, including any assessments collected with taxes to be levied 


for the fiscal year 2021-2022. 
 
2. The Land lies within the boundaries of a Mello Roos Community Facilities District ("CFD"), as follows: 


 
CFD No: 90-1 
For: School Facility Repair and Maintenance 
 
This property, along with all other parcels in the CFD, is liable for an annual special tax. This special tax is included 
with and payable with the general property taxes of the City and County of San Francisco. The tax may not be prepaid. 
 
Further information may be obtained by contacting: 
 
Chief Financial Officer 
San Francisco Unified School District 
135 Van Ness Ave. – Room 300 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Phone (415) 241-6542 


 
3. Prior to closing, Escrow must contact the County Tax Collector's Office to confirm all  amounts owing, including 


current fiscal year taxes, supplemental taxes, escaped assessments and any delinquencies.  
 
4. The lien of supplemental or escaped assessments of property taxes, if any, made pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 


3.5 (commencing with Section 75) or Part 2, Chapter 3, Articles 3 and 4, respectively, of the Revenue and Taxation 
Code of the State of California as a result of the transfer of title to the vestee named in Schedule A or as a result of 
changes in ownership or new construction occurring prior to Date of Policy. 


 
5. Intentionally deleted  
 
6. Intentionally deleted  
 
7. Intentionally deleted  


 
8. Matters contained in that certain document 


 
Entitled: Declaration of Use 
Executed by: Jose D. Bolanos 
Recording Date: September 4, 1998 
Recording No: Reel H213, Image 298, Instrument No. G419198, Official Records  
 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 


 
9. Intentionally deleted  
 
10. Intentionally deleted  
 
11. Intentionally deleted  
 
12. Intentionally deleted  
 
13. Intentionally deleted  
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14. Intentionally deleted  
 
15. Intentionally deleted  
 
16. Matters contained in that certain document 


 
Entitled: Order No. 176,740 
Executed by: the Director of Public Works 
Recording Date: March 14, 2007 
Recording No: Reel J347, Image 392, Instrument No. I352242, Official Records  
 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 


 
17. Intentionally deleted  
 
18. Intentionally deleted  
 
19. Intentionally deleted  
 
20. Intentionally deleted  


 
21. Intentionally deleted  
 
22. Any rights of the parties in possession of a portion of, or all of, said Land, which rights are not disclosed by the public 


records. 
 
The Company will require, for review, a full and complete copy of any unrecorded agreement, contract, license and/or 
lease, together with all supplements, assignments and amendments thereto, before issuing any policy of title insurance 
without excepting this item from coverage. 
 
The Company reserves the right to except additional items and/or make additional requirements after reviewing said 
documents. 


 
23. Matters which may be disclosed by an inspection and/or by a correct ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey of said Land 


that is satisfactory to the Company, and/or by inquiry of the parties in possession thereof. 
 
 
 


END OF SCHEDULE B EXCEPTIONS 


 


PLEASE REFER TO THE “NOTES AND REQUIREMENTS SECTION” WHICH FOLLOWS FOR 


INFORMATION NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS TRANSACTION 
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REQUIREMENTS SECTION: 
 
1. The Company will require the following documents for review prior to the issuance of any title insurance predicated 


upon a conveyance or encumbrance by the corporation named below: 
 
Name of Corporation: Vista Del Monte Affordable Housing, Inc 
 
a) A Copy of the corporation By-laws and Articles of Incorporation 
 
b) An original or certified copy of a resolution authorizing the transaction contemplated herein 
 
c) If the Articles and/or By-laws require approval by a ‘parent’ organization, a copy of the Articles and By-laws 


of the parent 
 
The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review of the requested 
documentation.  


 
 
2. The Company will require that an Owner’s Affidavit be completed by the party(s) named below before the issuance 


of any policy of title insurance. 
 
Party(s): vestees 
 
The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review of the requested 
Affidavit. 
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INFORMATIONAL NOTES SECTION 
 
 
1. The information on the attached plat is provided for your convenience as a guide to the general location of the subject 


property.  The accuracy of this plat is not guaranteed, nor is it a part of any policy, report or guarantee to which it may 
be attached. 


2. For wiring Instructions please contact your Title Officer or Title Company Escrow officer. 


3. Notice: Please be aware that due to the conflict between federal and state laws concerning the cultivation, distribution, 
manufacture or sale of marijuana, the Company is not able to close or insure any transaction involving Land that is 
associated with these activities. 


4. Pursuant to Government Code Section 27388.1, as amended and effective as of 1-1-2018, a Documentary Transfer 
Tax (DTT) Affidavit may be required to be completed and submitted with each document when DTT is being paid or 
when an exemption is being claimed from paying the tax. If a governmental agency is a party to the document, the 
form will not be required. DTT Affidavits may be available at a Tax Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder. 


5. Note:  The policy of title insurance will include an arbitration provision. The Company or the insured may demand 
arbitration. Arbitrable matters may include, but are not limited to, any controversy or claim between the Company and 
the insured arising out of or relating to this policy, any service of the Company in connection with its issuance or the 
breach of a policy provision or other obligation. Please ask your escrow or title officer for a sample copy of the policy 
to be issued if you wish to review the arbitration provisions and any other provisions pertaining to your Title Insurance 
coverage. 


6. Due to the special requirements of SB 50 (California Public Resources Code Section 8560 et seq.), any transaction 
that includes the conveyance of title by an agency of the United States must be approved in advance by the Company’s 
State Counsel, Regional Counsel, or one of their designees. 


 
7. Note:  There are NO conveyances affecting said Land recorded within 24 months of the date of this report. 
 
8. Note:  The Company is not aware of any matters which would cause it to decline to attach CLTA Endorsement Form 


116 indicating that there is located on said Land Multiple Family Dwelling, known as 49 Gold Mine Drive, San 
Francisco, CA 94131, to an Extended Coverage Loan Policy. 


 
9. Note:  The charge for a policy of title insurance, when issued through this application for title insurance, will be based 


on the Short Term Rate.  
 
10. Note:  Property taxes for the fiscal year shown below are PAID. For proration purposes the amounts were: 


 
Tax Identification No.: Lot 100, Block 7535 
Fiscal Year: 2020-2021 
1st Installment: $1,715.28 
2nd Installment: $1,715.28 
Exemption: $0.00 
Land: $19,007,491.00 
Improvements: $8,146,063.00 
Personal Property: $3,873.00 
 


 Affects this and other property 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 


CALIFORNIA LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION 


STANDARD COVERAGE POLICY – 1990 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees or 
expenses which arise by reason of: 
1. (a) Any law, ordinance or governmental regulation (including but not limited to building or zoning laws, ordinances, or regulations) restricting, 


regulating, prohibiting or relating (i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the land; (ii) the character, dimensions or location of any improvement 
now or hereafter erected on the land; (iii) a separation in ownership or a change in the dimensions or area of the land or any parcel of which the 
land is or was a part; or (iv) environmental protection, or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances or governmental regulations, except 
to the extent that a notice of the enforcement thereof or a notice of a defect, lien, or encumbrance resulting from a violation or alleged violation 
affecting the land has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy. 


(b) Any governmental police power not excluded by (a) above, except to the extent that a notice of the exercise thereof or notice of a defect, lien or 
encumbrance resulting from a violation or alleged violation affecting the land has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy. 


2. Rights of eminent domain unless notice of the exercise thereof has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but not excluding from coverage 
any taking which has occurred prior to Date of Policy which would be binding on the rights of a purchaser for value without knowledge. 


3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters: 
(a) whether or not recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but created, suffered, assumed or agreed to by the insured claimant; 
(b) not known to the Company, not recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but known to the insured claimant and not disclosed in writing to 


the Company by the insured claimant prior to the date the insured claimant became an insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the insured claimant; 
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy; or 
(e) resulting in loss or damage which would not have been sustained if the insured claimant had paid value for the insured mortgage or for the estate 


or interest insured by this policy. 
4. Unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage because of the inability or failure of the insured at Date of Policy, or the inability or failure of any 


subsequent owner of the indebtedness, to comply with the applicable doing business laws of the state in which the land is situated. 
5. Invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage, or claim thereof, which arises out of the transaction evidenced by the insured mortgage 


and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth in lending law. 
6. Any claim, which arises out of the transaction vesting in the insured the estate of interest insured by this policy or the transaction creating the interest of 


the insured lender, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency or similar creditors' rights laws. 


EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE - SCHEDULE B, PART I 


This policy does not insure against loss or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees or expenses) which arise by reason of: 
1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by 


the public records. 
Proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of 


such agency or by the public records. 
2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be ascertained by an inspection of the land or which 


may be asserted by persons in possession thereof. 
3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the public records. 
4. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in area, encroachments, or any other facts which a correct survey would disclose, and which are not 


shown by the public records. 
5. (a) Unpatented mining claims;  (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof;  (c) water rights, claims or title to 


water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b) or (c) are shown by the public records. 
6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the public records. 


CLTA HOMEOWNER'S POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE (12-02-13) 


ALTA HOMEOWNER'S POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE 


EXCLUSIONS 


In addition to the Exceptions in Schedule B, You are not insured against loss, costs, attorneys' fees, and expenses resulting from:  
1.  Governmental police power, and the existence or violation of those portions of any law or government regulation concerning:  


a. building;  
b. zoning;  
c. land use; 
d. improvements on the Land;  
e. land division; and  
f. environmental protection.  


This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 8.a., 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23 or 27.  
2.  The failure of Your existing structures, or any part of them, to be constructed in accordance with applicable building codes.  This Exclusion does not 


limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 14 or 15.  
3. The right to take the Land by condemning it.  This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 17.  
4.  Risks:  


a. that are created, allowed, or agreed to by You, whether or not they are recorded in the Public Records;  
b. that are Known to You at the Policy Date, but not to Us, unless they are recorded in the Public Records at the Policy Date;  
c. that result in no loss to You; or  
d. that first occur after the Policy Date - this does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 7, 8.e., 25, 26, 27 or 28.  


5. Failure to pay value for Your Title. 
6. Lack of a right:  


a. to any land outside the area specifically described and referred to in paragraph 3 of Schedule A; and  
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b. in streets, alleys, or waterways that touch the Land.  
This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 11 or 21.  


7. The transfer of the Title to You is invalid as a preferential transfer or as a fraudulent transfer or conveyance under federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, 
or similar creditors’ rights laws. 


8. Contamination, explosion, fire, flooding, vibration, fracturing, earthquake, or subsidence.  
9. Negligence by a person or an Entity exercising a right to extract or develop minerals, water, or any other substances. 


LIMITATIONS ON COVERED RISKS 


Your insurance for the following Covered Risks is limited on the Owner’s Coverage Statement as follows: 


• For Covered Risk 16, 18, 19, and 21 Your Deductible Amount and Our Maximum Dollar Limit of Liability shown in Schedule A. 


The deductible amounts and maximum dollar limits shown on Schedule A are as follows: 
 


Your Deductible Amount 
Our Maximum Dollar 


Limit of Liability 


Covered Risk 16: 
1.00% % of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$2,500.00 (whichever is less) $ 10,000.00 


Covered Risk 18: 
1.00% % of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$5,000.00 (whichever is less) $ 25,000.00 


Covered Risk 19: 
1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$5,000.00 (whichever is less) $ 25,000.00 


Covered Risk 21: 
1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A or 


$2,500.00 (whichever is less) $ 5,000.00 


 


2006 ALTA LOAN POLICY (06-17-06) 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or 
expenses that arise by reason of:  
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 


relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land;  
(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land;  
(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
(iv) environmental protection;  


or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations.  This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5.  


(b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk  6.  
2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 


(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 
(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing 


to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant;  
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11, 13 or 14); 


or  
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage.  


4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable doing-business laws of 
the state where the Land is situated. 


5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the Insured Mortgage 
and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending law. 


6. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction creating the lien of 
the Insured Mortgage, is 
(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 
(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 13(b) of this policy.   


7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 
date of recording of the Insured Mortgage in the Public Records.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 
11(b). 
The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 


the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 


EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 


(Except as provided in Schedule B - Part II,( t(or T)his policy does not insure against loss or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys’ 
fees or expenses, that arise by reason of: 


(PART I 


(The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 
the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 
1. (a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or 


by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown 
by the records of such agency or by the Public Records.  


2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims that are not shown by the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or that may be 
asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 


3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 
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4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete 
land survey of the Land and not shown by the Public Records. 


5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, claims or title to 
water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records. 


6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 


PART II 


In addition to the matters set forth in Part I of this Schedule, the Title is subject to the following matters, and the Company insures against loss or damage 
sustained in the event that they are not subordinate to the lien of the Insured Mortgage:) 


2006 ALTA OWNER’S POLICY (06-17-06) 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or 
expenses that arise by reason of:   
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 


relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 
(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
(iv) environmental protection; 


or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations.  This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5.   


(b) Any governmental police power.  This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 
2. Rights of eminent domain.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters   


(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant;   
(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing 


to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy;   
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant;   
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 9 and 10); or   
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Title.   


4.  Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction vesting the Title as 
shown in Schedule A, is 
(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer; or 
(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 9 of this policy. 


5. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 
date of recording of the deed or other instrument of transfer in the Public Records that vests Title as shown in Schedule A. 
The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 


the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 


EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 


This policy does not insure against loss or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys’ fees or expenses, that arise by reason of: 
(The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage.  In addition to the above Exclusions from Coverage, 


the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 
1. (a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or 


by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown 
by the records of such agency or by the Public Records.  


2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims that are not shown in the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or that may be 
asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 


3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 
4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete 


land survey of the Land and that are not shown by the Public Records. 
5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, claims or title to 


water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records. 
6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 
7. (Variable exceptions such as taxes, easements, CC&R’s, etc. shown here.) 


ALTA EXPANDED COVERAGE RESIDENTIAL LOAN POLICY (12-02-13) 


EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 


The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys’ fees or 
expenses which arise by reason of:  
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 


relating to  
(i)  the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(ii)  the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 
(iii)  the subdivision of land; or 
(iv)  environmental protection; 


or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations.  This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5, 6, 13(c), 13(d), 14 or 16. 


(b) Any governmental police power.  This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 5, 6, 13(c), 13(d), 14 or 
16. 
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Attachment One (6-5-14) CA & NV 


2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8.   
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters  


(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 
(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing 


to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 
(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11, 16, 17, 18, 


19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27 or 28); or    
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage. 


4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable doing-business laws of 
the state where the Land is situated.   


5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the Insured Mortgage 
and is based upon usury, or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending law.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in 
Covered Risk 26. 


6. Any claim of invalidity, unenforceability or lack of priority of the lien of the Insured Mortgage as to Advances or modifications made after the Insured 
has Knowledge that the vestee shown in Schedule A is no longer the owner of the estate or interest covered by this policy. This Exclusion does not 
modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 11.  


7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching subsequent to Date of Policy. This 
Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 11(b) or 25.  


8.  The failure of the residential structure, or any portion of it, to have been constructed before, on or after Date of Policy in accordance with applicable 
building codes.  This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 5 or 6. 


9.  Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction creating the lien of 
the Insured Mortgage, is 
(a)  a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 
(b)  a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 27(b) of this policy.  


10. Contamination, explosion, fire, flooding, vibration, fracturing, earthquake, or subsidence.  
11. Negligence by a person or an Entity exercising a right to extract or develop minerals, water, or any other substances. 
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Notice of Available Discounts 


 
Pursuant to Section 2355.3 in Title 10 of the California Code of Regulations Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its 
subsidiaries ("FNF") must deliver a notice of each discount available under our current rate filing along with the 
delivery of escrow instructions, a preliminary report or commitment. Please be aware that the provision of this notice 
does not constitute a waiver of the consumer’s right to be charged the filed rate. As such, your transaction may not 
qualify for the below discounts. 
 
You are encouraged to discuss the applicability of one or more of the below discounts with a Company representative. 
These discounts are generally described below; consult the rate manual for a full description of the terms, conditions 
and requirements for such discount. These discounts only apply to transactions involving services rendered by the 
FNF Family of Companies. This notice only applies to transactions involving property improved with a one-to-four 
family residential dwelling. 
 
FNF Underwritten Title Company FNF Underwriter 
LTC – Lawyers Title Company CLTIC – Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Co. 
 
Available Discounts 


DISASTER LOANS (CLTIC) 
The charge for a Lender's Policy (Standard or Extended coverage) covering the financing or refinancing by an owner 
of record, within 24 months of the date of a declaration of a disaster area by the government of the United States or 
the State of California on any land located in said area, which was partially or totally destroyed in the disaster, will be 
50% of the appropriate title insurance rate. 
 
EMPLOYEE RATE (LTC and CLTIC) 
No charge shall be made to employees (including employees on approved retirement) of the Company or its 
underwritten, subsidiary or affiliated title companies for policies or escrow services in connection with financing, 
refinancing, sale or purchase of the employees' bona fide home property. Waiver of such charges is authorized only 
in connection with those costs which the employee would be obligated to pay, by established custom, as a party to the 
transaction. 
 
 
 
Notice of Available Discounts  Mod. 10/21/2011 
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Wire Fraud Alert 


This Notice is not intended to provide legal or professional advice. If you have any questions, please consult with a lawyer. 


All parties to a real estate transaction are targets for wire fraud and many have lost hundreds of thousands of dollars because they simply 
relied on the wire instructions received via email, without further verification. If funds are to be wired in conjunction with this real 


estate transaction, we strongly recommend verbal verification of wire instructions through a known, trusted phone number 


prior to sending funds. 


In addition, the following non‐exclusive self‐protection strategies are recommended to minimize exposure to possible wire fraud. 


• NEVER RELY on emails purporting to change wire instructions. Parties to a transaction rarely change wire instructions in the 
course of a transaction. 


• ALWAYS VERIFY wire instructions, specifically the ABA routing number and account number, by calling the party who 
sent the instructions to you. DO NOT use the phone number provided in the email containing the instructions, use phone 
numbers you have called before or can otherwise verify. Obtain the phone number of relevant parties to the transaction as 


soon as an escrow account is opened. DO NOT send an email to verify as the email address may be incorrect or the email 
may be intercepted by the fraudster.  


• USE COMPLEX EMAIL PASSWORDS that employ a combination of mixed case, numbers, and symbols. Make your 
passwords greater than eight (8) characters. Also, change your password often and do NOT reuse the same password for other 
online accounts.  


• USE MULTI-FACTOR AUTHENTICATION for email accounts. Your email provider or IT staff may have specific 
instructions on how to implement this feature.  


For more information on wire‐fraud scams or to report an incident, please refer to the following links: 


Federal Bureau of Investigation: Internet Crime Complaint Center: 
http://www.fbi.gov http://www.ic3.gov 
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FIDELITY NATIONAL FINANCIAL, INC.  


PRIVACY NOTICE 


Effective January 1, 2020 


Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its majority-owned subsidiary companies (collectively, “FNF,” “our,” or “we”) respect and are committed to 
protecting your privacy. This Privacy Notice explains how we collect, use, and protect personal information, when and to whom we disclose such 
information, and the choices you have about the use and disclosure of that information. 


A limited number of FNF subsidiaries have their own privacy notices.  If a subsidiary has its own privacy notice, the privacy notice will be 
available on the subsidiary’s website and this Privacy Notice does not apply.  
 
Collection of Personal Information 
FNF may collect the following categories of Personal Information: 


• contact information (e.g., name, address, phone number, email address); 


• demographic information (e.g., date of birth, gender, marital status); 


• identity information (e.g. Social Security Number, driver’s license, passport, or other government ID number); 


• financial account information (e.g. loan or bank account information); and 


• other personal information necessary to provide products or services to you. 
 
We may collect Personal Information about you from:  


• information we receive from you or your agent; 


• information about your transactions with FNF, our affiliates, or others; and  


• information we receive from consumer reporting agencies and/or governmental entities, either directly from these entities or through 
others. 


 
Collection of Browsing Information  
FNF automatically collects the following types of Browsing Information when you access an FNF website, online service, or application 
(each an “FNF Website”) from your Internet browser, computer, and/or device: 


• Internet Protocol (IP) address and operating system; 


• browser version, language, and type; 


• domain name system requests; and 


• browsing history on the FNF Website, such as date and time of your visit to the FNF Website and visits to the pages within the FNF 
Website. 
 


Like most websites, our servers automatically log each visitor to the FNF Website and may collect the Browsing Information described 
above. We use Browsing Information for system administration, troubleshooting, fraud investigation, and to improve our websites. 
Browsing Information generally does not reveal anything personal about you, though if you have created a user account for an FNF 
Website and are logged into that account, the FNF Website may be able to link certain browsing activity to your user account. 
 
Other Online Specifics 
Cookies. When you visit an FNF Website, a “cookie” may be sent to your computer. A cookie is a small piece of data that is sent to your 
Internet browser from a web server and stored on your computer’s hard drive. Information gathered using cookies helps us improve your 
user experience. For example, a cookie can help the website load properly or can customize the display page based on your browser 
type and user preferences. You can choose whether or not to accept cookies by changing your Internet browser settings. Be aware that 
doing so may impair or limit some functionality of the FNF Website.  
 
Web Beacons. We use web beacons to determine when and how many times a page has been viewed. This information is used to 
improve our websites.  
 
Do Not Track. Currently our FNF Websites do not respond to “Do Not Track” features enabled through your browser.  
 


Links to Other Sites.  FNF Websites may contain links to unaffiliated third-party websites. FNF is not responsible for the privacy practices 
or content of those websites. We recommend that you read the privacy policy of every website you visit.  
 
Use of Personal Information  
FNF uses Personal Information for three main purposes: 


• To provide products and services to you or in connection with a transaction involving you. 


• To improve our products and services. 


• To communicate with you about our, our affiliates’, and others’ products and services, jointly or independently. 
 
When Information Is Disclosed  
We may disclose your Personal Information and Browsing Information in the following circumstances:    


• to enable us to detect or prevent criminal activity, fraud, material misrepresentation, or nondisclosure; 
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• to nonaffiliated service providers who provide or perform services or functions on our behalf and who agree to use the information only 
to provide such services or functions;  


• to nonaffiliated third party service providers with whom we perform joint marketing, pursuant to an agreement with them to jointly market 
financial products or services to you; 


• to law enforcement or authorities in connection with an investigation, or in response to a subpoena or court order; or 


• in the good-faith belief that such disclosure is necessary to comply with legal process or applicable laws, or to protect the rights, 
property, or safety of FNF, its customers, or the public. 


 
The law does not require your prior authorization and does not allow you to restrict the disclosures described above. Additionally, we may 
disclose your information to third parties for whom you have given us authorization or consent to make such disclosure. We do not 
otherwise share your Personal Information or Browsing Information with nonaffiliated third parties, except as required or permitted by law. 
We do share Personal Information among affiliates (other companies owned by FNF) to directly market to you. Please see “Choices with 
Your Information” to learn how to restrict that sharing. 
 
We reserve the right to transfer your Personal Information, Browsing Information, and any other information, in connection with the sale 
or other disposition of all or part of the FNF business and/or assets, or in the event of bankruptcy, reorganization, insolvency, receivership, 
or an assignment for the benefit of creditors. By submitting Personal Information and/or Browsing Information to FNF, you expressly agree 
and consent to the use and/or transfer of the foregoing information in connection with any of the above described proceedings.  
 
Security of Your Information 
We maintain physical, electronic, and procedural safeguards to protect your Personal Information.  
 
Choices With Your Information  
If you do not want FNF to share your information among our affiliates to directly market to you, you may send an “opt out” request by 
email, phone, or physical mail as directed at the end of this Privacy Notice. We do not share your Personal Information with nonaffiliates 
for their use to direct market to you. 
 
Whether you submit Personal Information or Browsing Information to FNF is entirely up to you. If you decide not to submit Personal 
Information or Browsing Information, FNF may not be able to provide certain services or products to you.  
 
For California Residents: We will not share your Personal Information or Browsing Information with nonaffiliated third parties, except as 
permitted by California law. For additional information about your California privacy rights, please visit the “California Privacy” link on our 
website (https://fnf.com/pages/californiaprivacy.aspx) or call (888) 413-1748.  
 
For Nevada Residents: You may be placed on our internal Do Not Call List by calling (888) 934-3354 or by contacting us via the information set forth 
at the end of this Privacy Notice. Nevada law requires that we also provide you with the following contact information: Bureau of Consumer Protection, 
Office of the Nevada Attorney General, 555 E. Washington St., Suite 3900, Las Vegas, NV 89101; Phone number: (702) 486-3132; email: 
BCPINFO@ag.state.nv.us.  
For Oregon Residents:  We will not share your Personal Information or Browsing Information with nonaffiliated third parties for marketing 
purposes, except after you have been informed by us of such sharing and had an opportunity to indicate that you do not want a disclosure 
made for marketing purposes. 
 
For Vermont Residents: We will not disclose information about your creditworthiness to our affiliates and will not disclose your personal 
information, financial information, credit report, or health information to nonaffiliated third parties to market to you, other than as permitted 
by Vermont law, unless you authorize us to make those disclosures. 
 
Information From Children  
The FNF Websites are not intended or designed to attract persons under the age of eighteen (18).We do not collect Personal Information 
from any person that we know to be under the age of thirteen (13) without permission from a parent or guardian.  
 
International Users  
FNF’s headquarters is located within the United States. If you reside outside the United States and choose to provide Personal Information 
or Browsing Information to us, please note that we may transfer that information outside of your country of residence. By providing FNF 
with your Personal Information and/or Browsing Information, you consent to our collection, transfer, and use of such information in 
accordance with this Privacy Notice. 
 
FNF Website Services for Mortgage Loans 
Certain FNF companies provide services to mortgage loan servicers, including hosting websites that collect customer information on 
behalf of mortgage loan servicers (the “Service Websites”). The Service Websites may contain links to both this Privacy Notice and the 
mortgage loan servicer or lender’s privacy notice. The sections of this Privacy Notice titled When Information is Disclosed, Choices with 
Your Information, and Accessing and Correcting Information do not apply to the Service Websites. The mortgage loan servicer or lender’s 
privacy notice governs use, disclosure, and access to your Personal Information. FNF does not share Personal Information collected 
through the Service Websites, except as required or authorized by contract with the mortgage loan servicer or lender, or as required by 
law or in the good-faith belief that such disclosure is necessary: to comply with a legal process or applicable law, to enforce this Privacy 
Notice, or to protect the rights, property, or safety of FNF or the public. 
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Your Consent To This Privacy Notice; Notice Changes; Use of Comments or Feedback  
By submitting Personal Information and/or Browsing Information to FNF, you consent to the collection and use of the information in 
accordance with this Privacy Notice. We may change this Privacy Notice at any time. The Privacy Notice’s effective date will show the 
last date changes were made. If you provide information to us following any change of the Privacy Notice, that signifies your assent to 
and acceptance of the changes to the Privacy Notice. We may use comments or feedback that you submit to us in any manner without 
notice or compensation to you. 
 
Accessing and Correcting Information; Contact Us  
If you have questions, would like to correct your Personal Information, or want to opt-out of information sharing for affiliate marketing, 
send your requests to privacy@fnf.com, by phone to (888) 934-3354, or by mail to:    
 


Fidelity National Financial, Inc. 
601 Riverside Avenue 


Jacksonville, Florida 32204 
Attn: Chief Privacy Officer 
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regulatory agreements plus executed amendments and releases related to the two regulatory
agreements. 
 
Feel free to reach out with any questions. 
 
Best,
Marc 
 
Marc Babsin 
1900 Diamond
415-794-9083
 
 



 
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: Subject: Scoping Comments for UCSF New Hospital at Parnassus Heights (NHPH)
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 10:16:24 AM
Attachments: 2021-08-21 Sierra Club - UCSF NHPH Scoping letter.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: Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>
Date: Saturday, August 21, 2021 at 12:07 PM
To: "Campus Planning - EIR (UCSF)" <EIR@ucsf.edu>, Barry Hermanson
<barry@hermansons.com>, "Wong, Lily (UCSF)" <lily.wong3@ucsf.edu>
Cc: "ChanStaff (BOS)" <chanstaff@sfgov.org>, "MandelmanStaff, [BOS]"
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>, "MelgarStaff (BOS)" <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean
(BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Safai, Ahsha (BOS)" <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>, "Walton,
Shamann (BOS)" <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>, "Haney, Matt (BOS)"
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Gordon (BOS)" <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron
(BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Ronen, Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Stefani,
Catherine (BOS)" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)"
<board.of.supervisors@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>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"Campus Planning - EIR (UCSF)" <EIR@ucsf.edu>
Subject: Subject: Scoping Comments for UCSF New Hospital at Parnassus Heights (NHPH)
 

 

PLEASE CONFIRM RECEIPT for scoping comments.  THANK YOU.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
---------------

San Francisco Group, SF Bay Chapter

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



 
 


 
 
Email:  barry at hermansons.com                       (415) 255-9494 
 


1 


 
 


 


San Francisco Group, SF Bay Chapter 
Serving San Francisco County  


 
August 21, 2021 
 


Ms. Diane Wong 
UCSF Campus Planning 
654 Minnesota Street 
San Francisco, CA  94143 
 


EIR@ucsf.edu 
  


Subject:   Scoping Comments for UCSF New Hospital at Parnassus Heights (NHPH) 
 


Dear Ms. Wong,  
The Sierra Club submitted a letter on January 4, 2021, with concerns about the Comprehensive 
Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).  Following up on that letter, we request that the following be covered in 
the Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF NHPH. 
Transportation 
What will be the projected increase in daily population in this area, due to this project? 
What will be the distance(s) for people commuting to and from the project site? 
How many additional trips will be by private automobile?  How many automobile trips will be by ride-
share?  How many automobile trips will be by single-occupants? 
How many trips will be by public transportation?   How will public transportation be upgraded and/or 
expanded to handle the increased population?  What will be the cost of upgrading the public 
transportation to handle the increased population?  How will the upgrade of public transportation be 
financed?   
What will be the increase in greenhouse gases due to the increased commuting population?  How will 
this increase in greenhouse gases be mitigated? 
Jobs and Housing Balance 
How many new staff members, students, and workforce employees will be coming to the UCSF campus 
on Parnassus by 2030 and by 2050? 
How many housing units will be developed by 2030 and 2050?  If this number does not equal the 
number of new staff members, students and workforce employees, then how and where will they be 
housed?  What will be the impact of developing new housing on the surrounding neighborhood?  Will 
there be gentrification?  How many existing residents may lose their homes?  What is the economic, 
age, and racial make-up of those residents who will lose their homes?  What will be the percent of new 
affordable housing and how many units will this be?  When will the affordable housing be built? 
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Open Space – Shadows and Wind 
What will be the impact of the new hospital in terms of shadows on Golden Gate Park, the Park Nursery, 
the two neighboring schools and a neighboring park and playground, as well as the Reserve.  
What will be the impact of the new hospital on habitat, on birds and on other wildlife?  For example, 
what measures will be taken to avoid bird collisions with the many windows?     
What will be the impact in terms of wind on the site, on the neighboring areas, on proposed and existing 
plantings, and on the public open spaces?  For example, will there be wind baffles or design features to 
decrease windspeed and a stringent requirement for a low wind speed throughout the project?   
The CPHP had proposed adding outdoor heating elements to mitigate the wind conditions on the 
project.  What is the impact of the outdoor heating elements on greenhouse gas emissions and cities 
being urban heat islands?   Are building and open space designs that naturally protect open space from 
wind and preserve natural sunlight being proposed?   
Conclusion 
The Sierra Club understands the importance of up-to-date facilities for medical care; however, we would 
also like to put forward the idea that a healthy environment is important for the well-being of local 
communities and to combat climate change.  A project of this magnitude needs to address its 
environmental and social equity impacts.   
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 


Barry Hermanson 
Barry Hermanson 
On behalf of the 
San Francisco Group Executive Committee 
 
cc:   San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
 San Francisco Planning Commission 







Serving San Francisco County               

 

August 21, 2021
 

Ms. Diane Wong
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street
San Francisco, CA  94143
 

EIR@ucsf.edu
 

Subject:   Scoping Comments for UCSF New Hospital at Parnassus Heights (NHPH)
 

Dear Ms. Wong,

The Sierra Club submitted a letter on January 4, 2021, with concerns about the Comprehensive
Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).  Following up on that letter, we request that the following be
covered in the Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF NHPH.

Transportation

What will be the projected increase in daily population in this area, due to this project?

What will be the distance(s) for people commuting to and from the project site?

How many additional trips will be by private automobile?  How many automobile trips will be by
ride-share?  How many automobile trips will be by single-occupants?

How many trips will be by public transportation?   How will public transportation be upgraded
and/or expanded to handle the increased population?  What will be the cost of upgrading the public
transportation to handle the increased population?  How will the upgrade of public transportation
be financed? 

What will be the increase in greenhouse gases due to the increased commuting population?  How
will this increase in greenhouse gases be mitigated?

Jobs and Housing Balance

How many new staff members, students, and workforce employees will be coming to the UCSF
campus on Parnassus by 2030 and by 2050?

How many housing units will be developed by 2030 and 2050?  If this number does not equal the
number of new staff members, students and workforce employees, then how and where will they be
housed?  What will be the impact of developing new housing on the surrounding neighborhood? 
Will there be gentrification?  How many existing residents may lose their homes?  What is the
economic, age, and racial make-up of those residents who will lose their homes?  What will be the
percent of new affordable housing and how many units will this be?  When will the affordable
housing be built?

Open Space – Shadows and Wind

What will be the impact of the new hospital in terms of shadows on Golden Gate Park, the Park
Nursery, the two neighboring schools and a neighboring park and playground, as well as the Reserve.

What will be the impact of the new hospital on habitat, on birds and on other wildlife?  For example,
what measures will be taken to avoid bird collisions with the many windows?   

What will be the impact in terms of wind on the site, on the neighboring areas, on proposed and



existing plantings, and on the public open spaces?  For example, will there be wind baffles or design
features to decrease windspeed and a stringent requirement for a low wind speed throughout the
project? 

The CPHP had proposed adding outdoor heating elements to mitigate the wind conditions on the
project.  What is the impact of the outdoor heating elements on greenhouse gas emissions and cities
being urban heat islands?   Are building and open space designs that naturally protect open space
from wind and preserve natural sunlight being proposed? 

Conclusion

The Sierra Club understands the importance of up-to-date facilities for medical care; however, we
would also like to put forward the idea that a healthy environment is important for the well-being of
local communities and to combat climate change.  A project of this magnitude needs to address its
environmental and social equity impacts. 

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Barry Hermanson
Barry Hermanson

On behalf of the
San Francisco Group Executive Committee
 
cc:          San Francisco Board of Supervisors

                San Francisco Planning Commission



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

JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for August 26, 2021
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 3:00:11 PM
Attachments: 20210826_cal.docx

20210826_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20210826.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2021.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for August 26, 2021. Yes we’re back. No definitive word on resuming
live hearings in City Hall, yet.
 
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
 

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

via video and teleconferencing



Thursday, August 26, 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:

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




Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 

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



Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

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



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

 

Privacy Policy

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



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

 

Accessible Meeting Information

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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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

至少48個小時提出要求。



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

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





Remote Access to Information and Participation 



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



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



Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 146 739 4778



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.	2020-007481CUA	(G. PANTOJA: (628) 652-7380)

5367 DIAMOND HEIGHTS BOULEVARD (1900 DIAMOND STREET) – east side of Diamond Heights Boulevard and between Gold Mine Drive and Diamond Street; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 7535 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.2, 303, and 304 for the subdivision of an existing approximately 34, 714 square foot lot into six new lots and the construction of a detached parking garage and 14 residential buildings (10 duplexes and 4 four single-family residences) for a total of 24 residential dwelling units, 36 off-street parking spaces, and 48 Class 1 bicycle-parking spaces within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The dwelling units will range in size from 1,789 to 3,954 square feet in area and contain three to four bedrooms. Under the Planned Unit Development, the proposal is seeking exceptions from the lot area (Planning Code Section 121), front setback (Planning Code Section 132), and rear yard (Planning Code Section 134) requirements. The proposal is also seeking a Conditional Use Authorization required per interim controls Board File No. 201370 (Resolution No. 10-21) for the construction of a residential development that does not maximize the principally permitted residential density of the subject lot. 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).

(Proposed for Continuance to October 14, 2021)



2.	2019-011944OFA	(A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314)

660 03RD STREET – west side between Brannan and Townsend Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 3787 (District 6)) – Request for an Office Development Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321, and 322, to legalize approximately 36,699 square feet of office use within a four-story former industrial building within a CMUO (Central SoMa-Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Code Section 31.04(h).31.04.

(Proposed for Continuance to October 14, 2021)



3a.	2018-015983CUA	(L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320)

136 DELMAR STREET – east side of Delmar Street, between Frederick and Piedmont Streets; Lot 067A in Assessor’s Block 1270 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing one-story over basement, single-family dwelling and new construction of a three-story over basement, two-family dwelling. The subject property is located within the a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 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

(Proposed for Continuance to ---, October 21, 2021)



3b.	2018-015983VAR	(L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320)

136 DELMAR STREET – east side of Delmar Street, between Frederick and Piedmont Streets; Lot 067A in Assessor’s Block 1270 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the front setback pursuant to Planning Code Section 132. The subject property is located within the a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Proposed for Continuance to ---, October 21, 2021)



4.	2020-000788CUA	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313)

722 WISCONSIN STREET – west side between 20th and 22nd Streets; Lot 014 in Assessor’s Block 4097 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303, and 317 to allow for the demolition of an existing Residential Unit and the construction of a new two-unit residence. The new dwelling units will have a one-bedroom unit (measuring approximately 800 square feet) and a three-bedroom unit (approximately 3,603 square feet). The project is located in a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 8, 2021)

	WITHDRAWN



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



5.	2021-003142CUA	(M. GIACOMUCCI: (628) 652-7414)

333 FREMONT STREET – north side of Fremont Street and between Folsom and Harrison Streets; Lot 331 in Assessor’s Block 3747 (District 6) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 827, to install a new Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility (for AT&T Mobility) at the rooftop of an existing residential building consisting of installation of twelve (12) panel antennas in four (4) sectors, and ancillary equipment as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the RH DTR (Rincon Hill Downtown Residential) Zoning District and an 85/250-R 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

6.	2021-003994CUA	(R. BALBA: (628) 652-7331)

3995 ALEMANY BOULEVARD – south side between St. Charles and Worcester Avenues; Lot 012 in Assessor's Block 7126A (District 7) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 713, to establish a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. Paris Baguette, an approximately 1,000-square-foot limited restaurant) inside an existing H-Mart grocery store within an a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. There will be no expansion of the existing building envelope. 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 



7.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for July 29, 2021 – Joint Rec and Park

· Draft Minutes for July 29, 2021 – Regular Hearing

· 



8.	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.



[bookmark: _Hlk77320379]9.	2021-004810CRV – COMMISSION RULES AND REGULATIONS – The San Francisco Planning Commission will consider adopting amendments to their Rules and Regulations, in accordance with San Francisco Charter, Article IV, Section 4.104.

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 15, 2021)

Note: On July 15, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to August 26, 2021 by a vote of +5 -0 (Koppel and Chan absent).


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



10.	Director’s Announcements



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

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



12.	2021-005562PCAMAP	(V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525)

SMALL BUSINESS ZONING CONTROLS IN CHINATOWN AND NORTH BEACH AND ON POLK STREET [BF 210600] – Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments – Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) allow neighborhood-serving Social Service and Philanthropic Facility uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts with conditional use authorization; 2) change the provision for abandonment of a use that exceeds a use size maximum in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts; 3) change the use size limit and use size maximum in the Chinatown Community Business District; 4) exempt Institutional Community uses and Legacy Business Restaurants in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts from use size limits; 5) allow lot mergers under certain conditions in the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District; and 6) exclude the portion of Powell Street south of Union Street from the North Beach Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service Subdistrict; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approveal with Modification



13.	2019-021884ENV	(J. MCKELLERMCKELLAR: (628) 652-7563)

SFMTA: 2500 MARIPOSA STREET – north side of Mariposa Street, the entire block bounded by 17th, Mariposa, Bryant, and Hampshire streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3971 – Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would demolish the existing Potrero Trolley Coach Division Facility (Potrero Yard), a California Register of Historic Resources–eligible historic resource and replace it with a new transit facility to accommodate the expansion of the SFMTA’s transit vehicle fleet. The project would include bus parking and circulation (up to 213 buses); SFMTA maintenance, operation, and administrative uses; and joint development (residential and commercial) uses as part of a joint development program between SFMTA and a private project co-sponsor. The new, approximately 1,300,000 gross-square-foot structure would rise to heights ranging from 75 to 150 feet across the site. It would contain a three-level, approximately 75-foot-tall replacement transit facility (723,000 gross square feet) plus a joint development with a mix of commercial (33,000 gross square feet) and residential uses (up to 544,000 gross square feet and 575 units). The majority of residential development would be atop the replacement transit facility on floors 7 seven through 13. The proposed project includes four variants that consider modifications to limited features or aspects of the project: the Emergency Exit Relocation Variant; the Joint Development Lobby Relocation Variant; the Active 17th 17th Street Variant; and the Employee and Family Support Variant, which would include a child care use. The project site is within the a Public (P) Use District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. 

Written comments will be accepted at CPC.PotreroYardEIR@sfgov.org or at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on August 31, 2021.

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment



	2018-013451PRJ	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

2135 MARKET STREET – NEED LANGUAGE



14.	2020-009481CUA	(J. HORN: (628) 652-7366)

4034 20TH STREET – north side between Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot 016 in Assessor's Block 3601 (District 8)) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing two-story, 2,840 900 gross-square-foot, three-family dwelling and to construct two new three-story-over-basement one-family dwellings, each to be located on a new lot created through the subdivision of the existing 5,700 square foot (50’ x 114’) lot. A total of two Accessory Dwelling Units are proposed, one to be located in each of the new single-family dwellings. The project is located within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One-Family) Zoning District, Dolores Heights SUD (Special Use District) (PC Section 241)40-X Height and Bulk District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District Dolores Heights Special Use District (PC Section 241). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 2June 17, 2021)



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

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



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.



Proposition F

Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.
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Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78 
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26 


 


 
 
 
 


Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance. 


  



https://sfplanning.org/resource/planning-commission-packet-august-26-2021

https://sfgovtv.org/planning
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Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement  
The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants 
of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone  ha ve ne ve r 
ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their tradi ti onal  ter r itory.  As 
guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by a cknow le dging the  
Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples. 
 
Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other a gencie s of the  
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violati on of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724;  fa x ( 415) 
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San 
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Pr ivacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act 
and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and i ts 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be ma de 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these s ubmis si ons. T hi s 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submi t  
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that member s of the  publ i c  ma y 
inspect or copy. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Ci vi c Ce nter  or  Van Ne s s 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible servi ces,  
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Ar ts Par ki ng 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print  age ndas  or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretar y@sfgov. or g at  l e ast  72 hours  i n 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or  
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or  r el ate d 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
S PANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un a par ato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
FILIPINO:  Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  


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



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Re mote Access to Information and Participation  
 


In a ccordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-pla ce -  a nd t he 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders a nd supplemental directions -  a ggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down a nd reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was a uthorized to resume their hearing schedule t hrough 
the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meet ings wi ll be 
held via videoconferencing and a llow for r emote p ublic comment. T he Commission strongly 
encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, i n a dva nce of t he hea ring t o 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to str ea m 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 146 739 4778 
 
The public comment call-in line number  will a lso be p rovided on t he Depa rtment’s webpa ge 
https://sfplanning.org/ a nd 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. CO NSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


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


 
1. 2020-007481CUA (G. PANTOJA: (628) 652-7380) 


5367 DIAMOND HEIGHTS BOULEVARD (1900 DIAMOND STREET) – east side between Gold 
Mine Drive and Diamond Street; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 7535 (District 8) – Request for 
Conditional Use Authorization for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 209.2, 303, and 304 for the subdivision of an existing approximately 34, 714 
square foot lot into six new lots and the construction of a detached parking garage and 14 
residential buildings (10 duplexes and four single-family residences) for a total of 24 
residential dwelling units, 36 off-street parking spaces, and 48 Class 1 bicycle-parking 
spaces within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and 
Bulk District. The dwelling units will range in size from 1,789 to 3,954 square feet in area 
and contain three to four bedrooms. Under the Planned Unit Development, the proposal is 
seeking exceptions from the lot area (Planning Code Section 121), front setback (Planning 
Code Section 132), and rear yard (Planning Code Section 134) requirements. The proposal 
is also seeking a Conditional Use Authorization required per interim controls Board File No. 
201370 (Resolution No. 10-21) for the construction of a residential development that does 
not maximize the principally permitted residential density of the subject lot. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed for Continuance to October 14, 2021) 


 
2. 2019-011944OFA (A. WESTHOFF: (628) 652-7314) 


660 03RD STREET – west side between Brannan and Townsend Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor’s 
Block 3787 (District 6) – Request for O ffice  De ve lopme nt Authoriz ation pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 321, and 322, to legalize approximately 36,699 square feet of 
office use within a four-story former industrial building within a CMUO (Central SoMa-
Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed for Continuance to October 14, 2021) 


 
3a. 2018-015983CUA (L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320) 


136 DELMAR STREET – east side between Frederick and Piedmont Streets; Lot 067A in 
Assessor’s Block 1270 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing one-story over basement, 
single-family dwelling and new construction of a three-story over basement, two-family 
dwelling. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval 



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
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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 October 21, 2021) 


 
3b. 2018-015983VAR (L. HOAGLAND: (628) 652-7320) 


136 DELMAR STREET – east side between Frederick and Piedmont Streets; Lot 067A in 
Assessor’s Block 1270 (District 8) – Request for a Variance  from the front setback pursuant 
to Planning Code Section 132. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-
House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
(Proposed for Continuance to October 21, 2021) 
 


4. 2020-000788CUA (C. FEENEY: (628) 652-7313) 
722 WISCONSIN STREET – west side between 20th and 22nd Streets; Lot 014 in Assessor’s 
Block 4097 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 209.1, 303, and 317 to allow for the demolition of an existing Residential 
Unit and the construction of a new two-unit residence. The new dwelling units will have a 
one-bedroom unit (measuring approximately 800 square feet) and a three-bedroom unit 
(approximately 3,603 square feet). The project is located in a RH-2 (Residential – House, 
Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 8, 2021) 


 WITHDRAWN 
 
B. CO NSENT CALENDAR  


 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
5. 2021-003142CUA (M. GIACOMUCCI: (628) 652-7414) 


333 FREMONT STREET – north side between Folsom and Harrison Streets; Lot 331 in 
Assessor’s Block 3747 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 827, to install a new Macro Wireless Telecommunications 
Services Facility (for AT&T Mobility) at the rooftop of an existing residential building 
consisting of installation of twelve (12) panel antennas in four (4) sectors, and ancillary 
equipment as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. The subject 
property is located within the RH DTR (Rincon Hill Downtown Residential) Zoning District 
and 85/250-R 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 



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/2021-003142CUA.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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6. 2021-003994CUA (R. BALBA: (628) 652-7331) 
3995 ALEMANY BOULEVARD – south side between St. Charles and Worcester Avenues; Lot 
012 in Assessor's Block 7126A (District 7) – Request for Conditional Use  Authoriz ation 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, and 713, to establish a Formula Retail Use 
(d.b.a. Paris Baguette, an approximately 1,000-square-foot limited restaurant) inside an 
existing H-Mart grocery store within a NC-S (Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. There will be no expansion of the 
existing building envelope. 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. CO MMISSION MATTERS  
 


7. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for July 29, 2021 – Joint Rec and Park 
• Draft Minutes for July 29, 2021 – Regular Hearing 


 
8. 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. 
 


9. 2021-004810CRV – COMMISSION RULES AND REGULATIONS – The San Francisco Planning 
Commission will consider adopting amendments to their Rules and Regulations, in 
accordance with San Francisco Charter, Article IV, Section 4.104. 
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 15, 2021) 
Note: On July 15, 2021, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to August 26, 
2021 by a vote of +5 -0 (Koppel and Chan absent). 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


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


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment 
may be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-003994CUA.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/20210729_RecParkJnthrg_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20210729_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-004810CRVc4.pdf
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F. REGULAR CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
12. 2021-005562PCAMAP (V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525) 


SMALL BUSINESS ZONING CONTROLS IN CHINATOWN AND NORTH BEACH AND ON POLK 
STREET [BF 210600] – Planning Code  and Zoning M ap Ame ndme nts – Ordinance 
amending the Planning Code to 1) allow neighborhood-serving Social Service and 
Philanthropic Facility uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts with conditional use 
authorization; 2) change the provision for abandonment of a use that exceeds a use size 
maximum in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts; 3) change the use size limit and use size 
maximum in the Chinatown Community Business District; 4) exempt Institutional 
Community uses and Legacy Business Restaurants in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts from 
use size limits; 5) allow lot mergers under certain conditions in the Polk Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District; and 6) exclude the portion of Powell Street south of 
Union Street from the North Beach Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and 
Business or Professional Service Subdistrict; affirming the Planning Department’s 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and general welfare findings pursuant to 
Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Modification 


 
13. 2019-021884ENV (J. MCKELLAR: (628) 652-7563) 


SFMTA: 2500 MARIPOSA STREET – north side of Mariposa Street, the entire block bounded 
by 17th, Mariposa, Bryant, and Hampshire streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3971 – Public 
Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would de molish 
the existing Potrero Trolley Coach Division Facility (Potrero Yard), a California Register of 
Historic Resources–eligible historic resource and replace it with a new transit facility to 
accommodate the expansion of the SFMTA’s transit vehicle fleet. The project would 
include bus parking and circulation (up to 213 buses); SFMTA maintenance, operation, and 
administrative uses; and joint development (residential and commercial) uses as part of a 
joint development program between SFMTA and a private project co-sponsor. The new, 
approximately 1,300,000 gross-square-foot structure would rise to heights ranging from 
75 to 150 feet across the site. It would contain a three-level, approximately 75-foot-tall 
replacement transit facility (723,000 gross square feet) plus a joint development with a mix 
of commercial (33,000 gross square feet) and residential uses (up to 544,000 gross square 
feet and 575 units). The majority of residential development would be atop the 
replacement transit facility on floors seven through 13. The proposed project includes four 
variants that consider modifications to limited features or aspects of the project: the 
Emergency Exit Relocation Variant; the Joint Development Lobby Relocation Variant; the 
Active 17th Street Variant; and the Employee and Family Support Variant, which would 
include a child care use. The project site is within a Public (P) Use District and 65-X Height 
and Bulk District.  
Written comments will be accepted at CPC.PotreroYardEIR@sfgov.org or at t he  Pl anni ng 
De partment until 5:00 p.m. on August 31, 2021. 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2021-005562PCA.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-021884ENV.pdf

mailto:CPC.PotreroYardEIR@sfgov.org
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Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment 
 


14. 2020-009481CUA (J. HORN: (628) 652-7366) 
4034 20TH STREET – north side between Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot 016 in Assessor's 
Block 3601 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing two-story, 2,900 gross-square-foot, 
three-family dwelling and to construct two new three-story-over-basement one-family 
dwellings, each to be located on a new lot created through the subdivision of the existing 
5,700 square foot (50’ x 114’) lot. A total of two Accessory Dwelling Units are proposed, one 
to be located in each of the new single-family dwellings. The project is located within a RH-
1 (Residential-House, One-Family) Zoning District, Dolores Heights SUD (Special Use 
District) (PC Section 241), and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on June 17, 2021) 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-009481CUA.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





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, August 26, 2021 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 9 of 12 
 


He aring Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the  cal enda r  yea r 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much t i me r e mai ns.   


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  T he  se cond l oude r 
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, archite cts , 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written reque st  
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a 
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the 
organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized 
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written 
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a  pe ri od not  to excee d thr ee  (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for  a  pe r iod not  to e xce ed thr ee  ( 3)  
minutes. 


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exce ed thr ee  


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


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be  opene d 


by the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or 


continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion i s a dopte d. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members 
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, e ngi nee rs , 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects , e ngi neer s,  


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



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


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
He aring Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, mate ri al s m ust  be  
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submiss ion pa ckage s mus t be  
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy m us t be  
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a  he ar ing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fa shi on 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Pl anni ng Com mis si on,  49 
South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior 
to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Pl anni ng Commi ssi on 
hearing. 
 


Ca se Type Ca se Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Uni t  
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 d ays o f 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issua nce o f t he d ec isi on 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Superviso rs i f t he pro jec t 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An a ppeal  of a n 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For m ore  
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the  Boar d of 
S upervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of S e cti ons 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housi ng 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further  i nfor mati on a bout  
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the publ i c  he ar ing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CE QA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Admini stra ti ve  Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in suppor t of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepar e d 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court  chal l enge , a  
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in wri tte n corr es pondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Pr otest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the  fe e  
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or  e xact ion a s 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Le tter  wi l l 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Pr oposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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S a n Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be requi r ed by the  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to regis te r a nd r epor t  
lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 
Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online 
http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/ethics
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				August 26, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2020-007481CUA		5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. (1900 Diamond St.) 				to: 10/14		Pantoja

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

		2019-011944OFA		660 3rd St				to: 10/14		Westhoff

						Small cap office allocation to abate code enforcement case

		2018-015983CUAVAR		136 Delmar St.				to: 10/21		Hoagland

						Demo SFR and construct 2-unit dwelling

		2020-000788CUA		722 Wisconsin				Fr. 7/8		Feeney

						Sec 317 CUA to demo SFR and construct two unit building		Withdrawn

		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

		2020-009481CUA		4034 20th Street				fr: 5/27; 6/17		Horn

						Section 317 Residential Demolition

		2021-003059DRP		555 Buena Vista Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 2, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2019-013808CUAVAR		4300 17th Street				to: 10/14		Horn

						New Construction is Corona Heights SUD

		2021-001579CUA 		2715 Judah Street				to: 10/14		Campbell

						Cannabis Retail Sales

		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

		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

		2019-0015440CUA		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.

				September 9, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2021-002667DRP-03		4763 19th Street				to: 10/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		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		Agnihotri

						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

				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

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

						second office allocation for the San Francisco Flower Mart

		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 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2021-006247CUA		6202 3rd Street 				CONSENT		Samonsky

						wireless macro facility

		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

		2021-002468CUA		2040 Fillmore Street						Ajello

						CUA - convert a Formula Retail store (formerly Ralph Lauren) to a new Formula Retail use (d.b.a. Lululemon)

		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 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2021-007327PCA		Business Signs on Awnings and Marquees						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

				Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program						Grob

						Planning Code Amendment

				Rail Alignment and Benefits (RAB) Study						Harvey

						Informational

		2018-017026CWP		Environmental Justice Framework 						Chen

						Informational

		2017-011878OFA-02		Potrero Power Station						Giacomucci

						Prop M allocation

		2021-002565CUA		10-12 Beaver Street						Pantoja

						merger of two existing dwelling units into one

		2017-015678CUA		425 Broadway						Alexander



		2020-006344CUA		37 Vicente Street						Balba

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility

		2021-002698CUA		317 Cortland Avenue						Christensen

						New Cannabis Retailer

		2021-000997DRP		801 Corbett Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2019-011944OFA		660 3rd St				fr: 8/26		Westhoff

						Small cap office allocation to abate code enforcement case

		2019-013808CUAVAR		4300 17th Street				fr: 9/2		Horn

						New Construction is Corona Heights SUD

		2018-004686CUA		2350 Green St						Woods

						Horizontal additions and an elevated play area over a parking lot

		2021-001579CUA 		2715 Judah Street				fr: 9/2		Campbell

						Cannabis Retail Sales

		2020-007481CUA		5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. (1900 Diamond St.) 				fr: 8/26		Pantoja

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

		2021-000308DRP		642 Alvarado Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-000822DRPVAR		486 Duncan Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 21, 2021

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2018-015983CUAVAR		136 Delmar St.				fr: 8/26		Hoagland

						Demo SFR and construct 2-unit dwelling

		2019-013276ENX		560 Brannan Street						Liang

						Demo new construction of 120 units using SDB

		2021-000209CUA		733 Treat Avenue						Samonsky

						demol and new construction of a four-story building containing 6 dwelling units and one ADU

		2018-009812CUA		1268 17th Avenue						Dito

						PCS 317 to demolish SFD at rear of lot, add two dwelling units 

		2016-005365CUA		230 Anza Street						Young

						tantamount to demolition 

		2021-002667DRP-03		4763 19th Street				fr: 9/9		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-003776DRP-02		3737 22nd Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 28, 2021

		Case No.		Diamond, Chan - OUT						Planner

		2020-009025CUA		5915 California Street						Young

						demo one-unit residential and construct a new four-story, three-unit residential building

		2017-013784CUA		2976 Mission Street						Giacomucci

						demolish the existing construct a six-story, mixed use building

		2020-008529DRP		1857 Church Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-001219DRM		1228 Funston Street						Winslow

						Mandatory DR

				November 4, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-013451PRJ		2135 Market Street						Horn

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

				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

				November 25, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner
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To:           Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:           Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20968

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 760

                  

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



   July 29, 2021 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		M-20953

		2019-017481APL

		530 Sansome Street

		Callagy

		Upheld the PMND

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20954

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Raised the Absolute Cumulative Limit for Maritime Plaza and Set the Absolute Cumulative Limit for Sue Bierman Park

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



+4 -0 (McDonnell, Low, Mazzola absent)



		

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Townes

		Adopted a Recommendation for no significant impact

		+4 -0 (McDonnell, Low, Mazzola absent)



		M-20955

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20956

		2019-017481DNX

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20957

		2019-017481CUA

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20958

		2019-017481OFA

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481VAR

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		





  

  July 29, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-008347CUA

		811 Clay Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to September 30, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2019-013528CUA

		36-38 Gough Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to September 30, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20959

		2020-011615CUA

		2022 Mission Street

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 15, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20960

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Certified

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20961

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and the CPC to include:

1. Sponsor to continue working with Staff on additional balcony space; 

2. Provide an update memo with all modifications and community benefits; and

Amend the Community Benefits Finding related to overriding considerations to include and attach the letter received at 1:35 pm on July 29, 2021 as referenced by Commissioner Diamond.

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20962

		2017-014833DNX

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and the CPC to include:

3. Sponsor to continue working with Staff on additional balcony space; 

4. Provide an update memo with all modifications and community benefits; and

3Amend the Community Benefits Finding related to overriding considerations to include and attach the letter received at 1:35 pm on July 29, 2021 as referenced by Commissioner Diamond.

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20963

		2017-014833CUA

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		

		2017-012086ENV

		770 Woolsey Street

		Delumo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20964

		2016-010671CUA

		809 Sacramento Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20965

		2019-020818AHB

		5012 03rd Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20966

		2016-002728CUA-02

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		May

		Adopted an alternate motion submitted to Approve with Conditions and appropriate Findings

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20967

		2019-012676DNX

		159 Fell Street

		Guy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		DRA-758

		2019-023466DRM

		3150 18th Street

		Sucre

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		DRA-759

		2016-013505DRP

		35 Ventura Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Chan absent)







  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







image1.jpeg





From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 136 Delmar St. Demolition-Expansion Hearing -OPPOSITION
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 1:40:16 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. 

-----Original Message-----
From: dddelmar <dddelmar@att.net>
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2021 12:12 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 136 Delmar St. Demolition-Expansion Hearing -OPPOSITION

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

The proposal to demolish and expand 136 Delmar from a 1,030’ cottage to a 3,947’ McMansion  is both
SHOCKING and obscene.  We bought our small Victorian over forty years ago and have watched the street change
from a mixed middle class neighborhood to one of relative wealth and privilege.  One must accept gentrification but
how an architectural plan of such enormous dimensions ever made it this far through the planning commission
speaks volumes about our city government’s  lack of oversight and a compromised SF planning department that is
currently under much scrutiny .

In the past it has been difficult to impossible to make the smallest  changes to houses on this tiny historic street (we
do-not even have street cleaning ) so to wedge in a FOUR story one family edifice (+mother in-law unit?) depleting
views and sunlight from surrounding homes seems insane. As voters, as lifelong residents of this neighborhood, as
native San Franciscans we oppose this proposed enormity.

Diana & Lynne Glassman
121 Delmar Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

Sent from my iPad

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org


 
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: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:38:54 AM
Attachments: 1900 Diamond Endorsement Letter.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: Zoe Siegel <zsiegel@greenbelt.org>
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 at 9:22 AM
To: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)"
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Marc Babsin
<marc@1900diamond.com>, Karen Rosenberg <krosenberg@greenbelt.org>
Subject: Support for 1900 Diamond
 

 

Dear Supervisor Mandelman,
 
Attached please find a letter of support for 1900 Diamond Street from Sarah Cardona who is the
Deputy Director of Greenbelt Alliance and a Glen Park resident. I hope this letter has been received
in time to be included in the planning commission packet. If you have any questions please do not
hesitate to reach out.
 
Regards,

Zoe
 
--
Zoe Siegel (she/her/hers)
Director of Climate Resilience | Greenbelt Alliance 
(510) 367-4464 | Let's connect on LinkedIn | @thezoesiegel
Schedule a meeting with me through Calendly
 
Check out my Chronicle Op Ed about why infill housing is a critical climate solution.
 

Wildfire season is upon us. Find out how the Bay Area can accelerate greenbelts to bolster

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.linkedin.com/in/zoesiegel/&g=ZjFhMTg4MTlhMjJhYTA3OQ==&h=YjNmYTgzMzgxNjhiNGYyZTVkMjgxYWI5MzY0NWJiYzVlZDlhN2E3OTJkMDA2ZDZlYjllN2EzZGM0M2IzZjhjNw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//twitter.com/thezoesiegel&g=M2Q0MDA0NjM1ODVjZWM4ZA==&h=NGM1MjMxYmZkOGFkMWNiMmY5OWI2YjgyODViMzcwZmRjMGE5NzUyMmY0NjFjMGIwOWU0ZTVhNTQ5ZmFhYjUzNQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//calendly.com/zsiegel-ga/meet-with-zoe&g=MGQ2YmRiOTc2NzlmMDg4MQ==&h=MjNhNGEwOTMwMzE1YjQ2OTc1ZmQ2MmY1ZmMzZjJlNzk5OGJlMjIxYWRkZmE1ODhmZTRkMGY4OTY4NTkyM2ZkZQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/openforum/article/Infill-housing-is-critical-for-a-healthy-region-15812757.php&g=YzQ3ZTc5YTVlYzNiOWJkOA==&h=YmExYjBmODdmODgzYTFkNDRmMDdiODc1OTQ4MWU0NGM4ZmYyZjkwMDU1ZDkwMjM2MzE3NzZmZTE4YjExMDhhOA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.greenbelt.org/research/the-critical-role-of-greenbelts-in-wildfire-resilience/&g=NmFmZTFmMmQxYjE2MjIyMQ==&h=M2RiNjRmMGIzZjFlNmFmYWRmMGFkM2U3NzUwYWE3OGUwZjdkMDY3OTRkZTI2NGRmMTQxMjE0YmUxNmU5ZTk2Nw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx



August 18, 2021


City Hall Building Management
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 008
San Francisco, CA 94102


RE: Endorsement of 1900 Diamond St.


Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,


I am writing to you today as both the Deputy Director of Greenbelt Alliance, and a Glen Park resident who
values the walkability and thriving neighborhood. For over 60 years, Greenbelt Alliance has helped create
cities and neighborhoods that make the Bay Area a better place to live—healthy places where people can walk
and bike; communities with parks, shops, transportation options; homes that are affordable and resilient to the
impacts of climate change. Greenbelt Alliance’s Climate SMART—Sustainable, Mixed, Affordable, Resilient,
Transit-Oriented—Development Endorsement Program provides support for projects that advance the right
kind of development in the right places. By promoting climate-smart development we can create thriving,
resilient neighborhoods with ready access to transit and housing choices for all of the Bay Area’s people.


After careful review, Greenbelt Alliance is pleased to endorse the proposed 1900 Diamond St. Project.


As an environmental organization, we understand the critical need to increase our housing supply so we can
reduce our greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from commuters living far from jobs. Urban infill housing—like
this 1900 Diamond St. project—is our most effective solution. This project will generate 799 tons of carbon less
per year as compared to a similar development built in the East Bay. We are saddened by the loss of the 34
trees (sequestering .67 tons of carbon/year) but are pleased the developer will be replacing them with 58 trees.


This site is incredibly well served by transit (2 bus lines and Glen Park BART), grocery-based retail,
playgrounds and parks. I could imagine families living here, adding to the overall neighborhood. Plus, this
project will directly lead to the creation of 11 affordable homes in the city, bringing the total of new homes
created by this project to 35. Additionally, the sale of the land from the Cesar Chavez Foundation will help the
foundation carry out its mission of building affordable housing and supporting Latinx working families.


This is the kind of climate-smart development that we need in the Bay Area to meet our housing goals, reduce
GHG emissions, and make sure that local residents are able to grow and thrive in their own communities. In
closing, the 1900 Diamond St. development is another smart step for the City of San Francisco to ensure the
creation of homes and vibrant communities near jobs, retail, and transit. We hope its approval will inspire
communities around the Bay Area to redouble their efforts to meet our housing and climate goals.


Sincerely,
Sarah Cardona


Deputy Director Greenbelt Alliance
Glen Park, San Francisco resident







resilience today.  greenbelt.org | Facebook | Twitter | Instagram 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.greenbelt.org/&g=ZDI2YTBkOTYyNWRlYzJlZQ==&h=MmRmZDkwNDMzOThmYmY1MDA0MGJkMzg4NGVmNjU4ZGE2YzBhZTBlYjNmZTg2NWQ1NGM1NjhlOGM3YWI3ZjExNA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.facebook.com/pages/San-Francisco-CA/Greenbelt-Alliance/63088415063&g=NmQwN2Q5MDRjNTk1ZGU3NA==&h=YjhkZDg3NGU4MzIzYzZiZTUzZTY3NTNhMjNiNDlhMDMwMjVhOGU4NmVhY2NjNjYyYTQwZGYzOGYxMTEzZmFiNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//twitter.com/gbeltalliance%3Fref_src%3Dtwsrc%255Egoogle%257Ctwcamp%255Eserp%257Ctwgr%255Eauthor&g=N2Q2MmMwZDVmZTZjZTgzZA==&h=MWEwN2QwMjU5NGY1Njc3NjhlMzU0NmI5MTBiMTgzZjk3ZjBiZDQzNjM0MjQ5NDlmOWQxYTYxYmQ4YjI5MGZkMQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.instagram.com/greenbeltalliance/&g=ZWY1NTgyZTgyYTY5MTQ4Ng==&h=N2MzMjA1NmFkMTUzYjk2MWY2MTcxOWViNjhmYTYzNmQxNTliZTk4OTdkOGViNjdmMTQ0YTRkZmZhYThjZjI5Yw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjNhYWM1N2I1NjUyOGE1OGNmMzc0NTJlYmNhNTJkZTFjOnYx


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:37:59 AM

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

From: BLANCHE KORFMACHER <blanchek@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: "blanchek@sbcglobal.net" <blanchek@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 at 2:15 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.

BLANCHE KORFMACHER 
blanchek@sbcglobal.net

San Francisco, California 94132

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:37:00 AM
Attachments: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg

Please approve the proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg
Re Support for 1900 Diamond.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

		Marty Cerles Jr

		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.





Marty Cerles Jr 
martycerles@gmail.com 
2890 California St 
San Francisco, California 94117








 








Please approve the proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Phillip Kobernick

		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.





Phillip Kobernick 
phillipkobernick@gmail.com 
3946 26th st, Cottage in back 
San Francisco, California 94131








 








Re: Support for 1900 Diamond

		From

		Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)

		To

		Zoe Siegel; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)

		Cc

		Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Marc Babsin; Karen Rosenberg

		Recipients

		zsiegel@greenbelt.org; rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org; gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; marc@1900diamond.com; krosenberg@greenbelt.org



Hi Zoe, 





Thank you so much for being in touch with us and for your advocacy. While our office is monitoring this project closely, because it requires a Conditional Use authorization from the Planning Commission, which can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors, the Supervisor must remain impartial and is not able to take a position on the project at this time.  






That said, the Supervisor certainly recognizes the need for new housing opportunities in the district and appreciates the project team's availability and outreach to neighborhood groups and nearby neighbors who have expressed some concerns with the design as currently proposed. We encourage continued dialogue within the community and with the development team to find a balanced and successful proposal that can be achieved with broad community support. 









Thank you, 












Jacob 












Jacob Bintliff 





Legislative Aide






Office of Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 284
San Francisco, California 94102





(415) 554-7753 | jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org





Pronouns: he, him, his





  _____  



From: Zoe Siegel <zsiegel@greenbelt.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 9:18 AM
To: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: Bintliff, Jacob (BOS) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Marc Babsin <marc@1900diamond.com>; Karen Rosenberg <krosenberg@greenbelt.org>
Subject: Support for 1900 Diamond 


 


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





 





Dear Supervisor Mandelman, 





Attached please find a letter of support for 1900 Diamond Street from Sarah Cardona who is the Deputy Director of Greenbelt Alliance and a Glen Park resident. I hope this letter has been received in time to be included in the planning commission packet. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to reach out.





Regards,





Zoe






-- 



Zoe Siegel (she/her/hers)


Director of Climate Resilience | Greenbelt Alliance 


(510) 367-4464 | Let's connect on LinkedIn | @thezoesiegel



Schedule a meeting with me through Calendly







Check out my Chronicle Op Ed about why infill housing is a critical climate solution.






Wildfire season is upon us. Find out how the Bay Area can accelerate greenbelts to bolster resilience today.  greenbelt.org | Facebook | Twitter | Instagram 






























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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:36:29 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: Kathleen Ciabattoni <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "kathyciab@gmail.com" <kathyciab@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 at 10:18 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.

Kathleen Ciabattoni 
kathyciab@gmail.com 
117 Vasquez Ave 
San Francisco, California 94127

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:35:41 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

 
 
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

		Emily Murphy

		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.





Emily Murphy 
emily.r.murphy@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Amanda Fried

		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.





Amanda Fried 
amandakfried@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Joseph DiMento

		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.





Joseph DiMento 
joedimento@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 









 
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: Castro CBD Support for Earthbar 506 Castro St. Permit #: 2021-003600CUA
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:25:00 AM
Attachments: 506 Castro STreet_ CastroCBD.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: Andrea Aiello <andrea@castrocbd.org>
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 at 4:07 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Balba, Ryan (CPC)"
<ryan.balba@sfgov.org>, "Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, "Mandelman,
Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, Kate McGee <kate@kmplanningstrategy.com>,
Masood Samereie <msamereie@yahoo.com>, Kimyn Braithwaite
<kimyn.braithwaite@gmail.com>
Subject: Castro CBD Support for Earthbar 506 Castro St. Permit #: 2021-003600CUA
 

 

Hello Presideent Koppel,
Attached please find the Castro CBD's letter of support for Earthbar at 506 Castro Street.
 
Thank you,
Andrea Aiello

 
 
Andrea Aiello  Executive Director
Castro Community Benefit District
Cell: 415-500-1181
www.castrocbd.org
facebook.com/castrocbd
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.castrocbd.org&g=NGM1NzA5ODIwNDU3Y2QyZg==&h=MDZmNzA3NTdiNjllM2FmMTIxNTg3YmM5MjRjMWY0NDliYWI1Y2I5NjY3YTUwN2Q2MjU0N2U2ODljZDNkZTE0Nw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjVhMzU0ZjQ0YmIzZmI5OWIxYWM4ODIxMWYzYTgyNmEwOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//facebook.com/castrocbd&g=OTA1ZDZmMTI0OWJlZTc4Yg==&h=MDRkOWZlNWI3NTVkZjQ3MWE2MDc1OGFhZTI2MjE0ODQ4M2MyZjM2YTM5MDQ5YmQ0Zjk1YTQ2MDk3ZmU5YWEyYg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjVhMzU0ZjQ0YmIzZmI5OWIxYWM4ODIxMWYzYTgyNmEwOnYx



 


 


 
 
DRAFT Letter of Support 
 
Joel Koppel 
San Francisco Planning Commission President 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
RE: Support Permit # 2021-003600CUA     August 12, 2021 


              


 
Dear Planning Commission President Koppel, 
 
This letter is written to express the support of the Castro Community Benefit District board of 
directors for the project at 506 Castro Street, permit # 2021-003600CUA. 


 
The Castro Community Benefit District is pleased to support the conversion of Project Juice at 
506 Castro Street to Earthbar. The new store will actually have the same menu and same staff 
as Project Juice. This is essentially an ownership change and name change. Project Juice is a 
popular juice spot in the Castro and is an asset to the 500 block of Castro Street. 
 
The Castro Community Benefit District board fully supports this CUA.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Andrea Aiello 
Executive Director 
 
cc: Jeff Horn, SF Planning Department 
 Jonas Ionin, SF Planning Department 
 Kate McGee, KM Planning Strategy  
 Rafael Mandelman, Supervisor District 8 
 Jacob Bintliff, Legislative Aide Rafael Mandelman 
 Masood Samereie, President Castro Merchants 
 Kimyn Braithwaite, President Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association 







 
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: Castro CBD Letter Support 2140 Market St. Permit #2018–013577 PRJ
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 10:18:30 AM
Attachments: 2140 Market St._final.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: Andrea Aiello <andrea@castrocbd.org>
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 at 12:14 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)" <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>, Kent Mirkhani
<kent.n.mirkhani@gmail.com>, "Temprano, Tom (BOS)" <tom.temprano@sfgov.org>, "Horn,
Jeffrey (CPC)" <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"Bintliff, Jacob (BOS)" <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>, Masood Samereie
<msamereie@yahoo.com>, Kimyn Braithwaite <kimyn.braithwaite@gmail.com>
Subject: Castro CBD Letter Support 2140 Market St. Permit #2018–013577 PRJ
 

 

Hello Planning Commission Presdent Koppel,

Atttached please find the Castro Community Benefit Districts letter of support for
Planning Permit #2018–013577 PRJ, 2140 Market Street.
 

The Castro Community Benefit District board of directors is very
enthusiastic about this proposed development. Mr. Mirkhani has worked
closely with the CBD and other neighborhood groups on bringing this much
needed project to reality. 
 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Thank you.
 

Sincerely,
Andrea Aiello

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



 
 
 
 
Joel Koppel 
San Francisco Planning Commission President 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
RE: Support Permit # 2018–013577 PRJ 


               August 19, 2021 


 
Dear Planning Commission President Koppel, 
 
This letter is written to express the support of the Castro Community Benefit District board of 
directors for the project at 2140 Market Street, permit # 2018–013577 PRJ.  
 
The Castro Community Benefit District is pleased to learn that this state density project will add 
70 new rental units to the district, includes 20% affordable units on-site, is a mix of studios to  
up to four bedroom units and has no curb cuts and no parking. The Castro CBD board believes 
that this project’s location, on Market Street at Church, is an ideal location for a car free 
building. Aesthetically, the building is very attractive and fits into the neighborhood well.  
 
We applaud the developers’ commitment to public transit and were excited to learn about their 
onsite bicycle and e-bike parking. The ground floor commercial spaces will be small, 1100 
square fee, thereby encouraging small businesses to locate in these new spaces. The project 
sponsor and the Castro CBD are committed to working with each other to bring in businesses 
into this space that can thrive and be embraced by the community.  
 
We urge a yes vote on this important project that will bring increased density to the 
neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
 
Andrea Aiello 
Executive Director 
 







Castro Community Benefit District 


Support Permit # 2018–013577 PRJ 


Castro Community Benefit District 
693 14th Street 


San Francisco, CA 94044 
 


2 


cc: Jeff Horn, SF Planning Department 
 Jonas Ionin, SF Planning Department 
 Kent Mirkhani, Project Sponsor 
 Rafael Mandelman, Supervisor District 8 
 Tom Temprano, Legislative Aide Rafael Mandelman 
 Jacob Bintliff, Legislative Aide Rafael Mandelman 
 Masood Samereie, President Castro Merchants 
 Kimyn Braithwaite, President Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association 







 

 
 
Andrea Aiello  Executive Director
Castro Community Benefit District
Cell: 415-500-1181
www.castrocbd.org
facebook.com/castrocbd
 

http://www.castrocbd.org/
http://facebook.com/castrocbd


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR CARMEN CHU APPOINT

CARLA SHORT AS INTERIM DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 9:57:11 AM
Attachments: 08.19.2021 Interim Public Works Director.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 at 8:41 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR
CARMEN CHU APPOINT CARLA SHORT AS INTERIM DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 19, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR
CARMEN CHU APPOINT CARLA SHORT AS INTERIM

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
City Administrator Chu will begin the search for a long-term replacement for the role while

Short serves as Interim Director
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Administrator Carmen Chu today
announced the appointment of Carla Short as the Interim Director of Public Works. Short
currently serves as Superintendent of the department’s Bureau of Urban Forestry. She will
replace former Director Alaric Degrafinried, who has accepted a new position with the Bay
Area Rapid Transit Agency (BART).
 
Short began her career with Public Works in 2004 as the City’s Urban Forester and stepped
into the bureau’s top position in 2015. She filled in as the department’s Deputy Director for
Operations for eight months starting in fall 2019 and also served as Deputy Chief of the
Bureau of Street-use and Mapping. During her tenure, she led the development and
implementation of StreetTreeSF, a voter approved initiative that transferred maintenance
responsibility of San Francisco’s 124,000-plus street trees to Public Works and created a
sustainable funding stream to pay for the program. Short holds a Master of Environmental
Management from Yale University.
 

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



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO               MAYOR  
 
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, August 19, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR 


CARMEN CHU APPOINT CARLA SHORT AS INTERIM 


DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS 
City Administrator Chu will begin the search for a long-term replacement for the role while 


Short serves as Interim Director 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Administrator Carmen Chu today 


announced the appointment of Carla Short as the Interim Director of Public Works. Short 


currently serves as Superintendent of the department’s Bureau of Urban Forestry. She will 


replace former Director Alaric Degrafinried, who has accepted a new position with the Bay Area 


Rapid Transit Agency (BART). 


 


Short began her career with Public Works in 2004 as the City’s Urban Forester and stepped into 


the bureau’s top position in 2015. She filled in as the department’s Deputy Director for 


Operations for eight months starting in fall 2019 and also served as Deputy Chief of the Bureau 


of Street-use and Mapping. During her tenure, she led the development and implementation of 


StreetTreeSF, a voter approved initiative that transferred maintenance responsibility of San 


Francisco’s 124,000-plus street trees to Public Works and created a sustainable funding stream to 


pay for the program. Short holds a Master of Environmental Management from Yale University. 


  


Short will lead Public Works while the City conducts a nationwide search for a permanent 


director. Degrafinried’s last day will be Friday, August 20, at which point Short will be taking 


over as Interim Director. 


 


“I’m proud to appoint Carla Short to serve as Interim Director of Public Works to continue the 


good work the department has done throughout the pandemic as we search for a long-term 


replacement for the role,” said Mayor Breed. “She has a demonstrated track record as a 


successful leader, and I know that her commitment to this city and passion for her work will 


serve the department well during her time as Interim Director.”  


 


"Carla understands how central Public Works is to how we experience the City. The team at 


Public Works maintains our roadways, tends to our urban tree canopy, cleans our streets, builds 


and maintains our public buildings, and works side by side our community partners to beautify 


our neighborhoods,” said City Administrator Carmen Chu. "I want to thank Carla for stepping up 


to lead the department during this interim period. She’s dedicated more than 16 years of her life 


to Public Works. She understands how the organization works and, above all, she is committed 


to the long-term success of the department.” 


 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO               MAYOR  
 
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


“I am extremely honored to serve as Interim Director and want to thank Mayor Breed and City 


Administrator Chu for the opportunity to lead the department during this transition. I see 


firsthand the hard work that Public Works employees demonstrate every day to serve the people 


of San Francisco, partner with our diverse communities and improve our neighborhoods,” Short 


said. “Public Works has been through a lot over the past year and a half, and we stepped up to 


the challenges to get the work done. That would not have been possible without Alaric’s steady 


hand and the dedication shown by the incredible Public Works team.” 


 


San Francisco Public Works has a far-reaching portfolio with a $360 million annual operating 


budget, an active capital portfolio that exceeds $3 billion and a workforce of 1,600-plus 


employees. The department operates around the clock, touching every neighborhood in San 


Francisco. The staff designs and manages construction of civic buildings and streets; cleans and 


greens the right of way; maintains civic buildings; manages multi-million-dollar bond programs; 


trains people for jobs; keeps the right of way free of hazards; paves the roads; repairs bridges and 


public stairways; expands accessibility; and works at the forefront addressing some of San 


Francisco’s biggest challenges, including homelessness.  


 


### 


 


 



https://www.sfpublicworks.org/





Short will lead Public Works while the City conducts a nationwide search for a permanent
director. Degrafinried’s last day will be Friday, August 20, at which point Short will be taking
over as Interim Director.
 
“I’m proud to appoint Carla Short to serve as Interim Director of Public Works to continue the
good work the department has done throughout the pandemic as we search for a long-term
replacement for the role,” said Mayor Breed. “She has a demonstrated track record as a
successful leader, and I know that her commitment to this city and passion for her work will
serve the department well during her time as Interim Director.”
 
"Carla understands how central Public Works is to how we experience the City. The team at
Public Works maintains our roadways, tends to our urban tree canopy, cleans our streets,
builds and maintains our public buildings, and works side by side our community partners to
beautify our neighborhoods,” said City Administrator Carmen Chu. "I want to thank Carla for
stepping up to lead the department during this interim period. She’s dedicated more than 16
years of her life to Public Works. She understands how the organization works and, above all,
she is committed to the long-term success of the department.”
 
“I am extremely honored to serve as Interim Director and want to thank Mayor Breed and City
Administrator Chu for the opportunity to lead the department during this transition. I see
firsthand the hard work that Public Works employees demonstrate every day to serve the
people of San Francisco, partner with our diverse communities and improve our
neighborhoods,” Short said. “Public Works has been through a lot over the past year and a
half, and we stepped up to the challenges to get the work done. That would not have been
possible without Alaric’s steady hand and the dedication shown by the incredible Public
Works team.”
 
San Francisco Public Works has a far-reaching portfolio with a $360 million annual operating
budget, an active capital portfolio that exceeds $3 billion and a workforce of 1,600-plus
employees. The department operates around the clock, touching every neighborhood in San
Francisco. The staff designs and manages construction of civic buildings and streets; cleans
and greens the right of way; maintains civic buildings; manages multi-million-dollar bond
programs; trains people for jobs; keeps the right of way free of hazards; paves the roads;
repairs bridges and public stairways; expands accessibility; and works at the forefront
addressing some of San Francisco’s biggest challenges, including homelessness. 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 8:37:25 AM

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

 
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: Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 5:23 PM
To: Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
 
Thanks Kevin,
 
I’m glad you guys thought about it.
 
So what was the benefit that this building created?
 
The apartments are on Craigslist for millions of dollars and no one wants to buy them. The city is full of empty buildings.
 
Furthermore, this building caused a major environmental impact with thousands of tons of steel and materials, manpower and non renewable energy.
 
The park might not be part of park and rec but it’s the waterfront pedestrian passage - a major attraction of San Francisco.
 
My question is how did you calculate “overall benefit”? I have no benefit from this building nor can I see how 800,000 other San Franciscans will have any benefit. There are 20 million visitors to San Francisco every year and what benefit will they have? They will simply sit on the waterfront benches in the freezing shade.
 
Thanks,
Ananta
 
 
On Fri, Aug 6, 2021 at 3:11 PM Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org> wrote:

Ananta - First, it is important to note that the Planning Code does not prohibit any building that would cast shadows on a park. Quite a number of buildings have been approved over the years that do add shadows to parks. However, the Planning Code does include regulations that buildings should be designed to minimize new shadows on parks, and that buildings
that cause excessive shadowing of parks should be denied. 
 
The shadow analysis prepared for this particular project determined that it would increase shadows on Rincon Park over the course of the year by 0.76%. Most of the potential shadow that could be added by this building is subsumed by the existing building to the west at 201 Spear Street. Although the addition of shadows from the building was relatively small in
a numerical sense, the EIR prepared for the project still identified this new shadow as a "significant and unavoidable impact", because the new shadow would fall on seating areas in the late afternoon. A project with significant and unavoidable impacts may still be approved by the Planning Commission if they feel that the overall benefits of the project (such as
placing housing in a dense, walkable area close to transit) outweigh the impact. I should note that the height of this project was reduced prior to the hearing in part due to concerns over shadow impacts. The project as approved complies with the zoned height limit for the property. 
 
Lastly, I should note that the voters passed a ballot measure in the 1980's that put in place strict regulations governing shadows cast on parks for any building over 40 feet in height. However, this ballot measure only applied to properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. Rincon Park is under Port Jurisdiction, not Rec Park jurisdiction..
so it is not subject to the same level of regulatory scrutiny that would apply to Union Square or Washington Square Park. Nonetheless, the shadow analysis prepared for the project was comparable to the type of analysis performed for parks under Rec Park jurisdiction. 
 
 -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: Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 4:42 PM
To: Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
 
Dear Kevin,
 
You are a planner. I am an ordinary layperson.
 
If the building is casting a shadow on the park then something needs to be done.
 
For 100 years San Francisco’s leaders had the intelligence not to build a sky scrapers right in front of the park. Now some newbies came in and couldn’t do their trigonometry.
 
Please do the needful and check the plans and check why this was approved.
 
Regards,
Ananta
 
 
 
On Wed, Aug 4, 2021 at 4:28 PM Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org> wrote:

Ananta – The building received its entitlements back in 2015. Prior to the hearings for the project, the shadow was extensively analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the project. So unless the building under construction somehow exceeds the scope of the project that was approved in 2015, it would not be an option to stop construction at this
point.

 

I was not the planner assigned to the approvals, so I cannot speak to the specifics of the shadow analysis performed for this project. It may be helpful to go back and look at some of the materials prepared at the time of the approval. I do not have a link to the EIR itself, but you may want to review the staff report for the project:

 

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1122_XVCUA-Memo_2.pdf

 

.. as well as view the video of the hearing (you can skip to the item by clicking the agenda to the right):

 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=23586

 

-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
 

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.

 

From: Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 8:30 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; PIC, PLN (CPC) <pic@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart

 

 

Why does the SF Planning department not respond to breaches of it's own protocols. This building is casting a huge shadow on the SF waterfront where 1000s of San Franciscans walk every day and nobody cares to even respond these emails. What is going on please?

 

On Wed, 4 Aug 2021 at 08:23, Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> wrote:

I forwarded this email to dozens of your staff members. Why did nobody reply?

 

On Fri, 25 Sept 2020 at 16:42, Ananta Chaitanya das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commission,

 

It is very sad for me to see the failure of the planning department to uphold the interest of the public in it's waiving of regulations during Covid in the name of the Density Bonus Law.

 

The building at 1 Steuart that is in construction is taking away the afternoon sunlight from the SF waterfront where 1000s of San Franciscans walk every day and will walk for years to come.

 

I am sending you a video of how this building is way too high and it is taking away the afternoon light. I do not know how this got approved as no other buildings on the waterfront are this high. You must stop the construction immediately!

 

With concern for our city

 

Ananta

 

 

PS. please act on this immediately and please forward it to the appropriate team member. I will try to keep forwarding it until i get a response.

 

 

Video

https://jmp.sh/v/8sXsPOBRAcIxV69QysLb
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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); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2020-007481CUA - 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 8:45:07 AM
Attachments: 1900 Diamond Comments Combined.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: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 5:27 PM
To: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry <chandni@zfplaw.com>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 2020-007481CUA - 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
 

 

Hello Ms. Pantoja,
 
For your convenience, I have combined all of the attachments into one PDF.
 
Thank you,
Brian
 

From: Brian O'Neill 
Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 5:08 PM
To: 'Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)' <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>; Chandni Mistry <chandni@zfplaw.com>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; 'commissions.secretary@sfgov.org' <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2020-007481CUA - 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
 
Hello Ms. Pantoja,
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August 17, 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:  Conditional Use Authorization 
5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard (Case No. 2020-007481CUA) 
 


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 


 Our office represents Steve Chaffin, a longtime resident of Upper Noe Valley and a 


leader of the 1900 Diamond for All neighborhood group. The 600+ supporters of 1900 Diamond 


For All have serious concerns regarding the size, scope, and impacts of the 5367 Diamond 


project as currently proposed. The project sponsor has recently significantly revised the proposed 


project and only submitted a permit application reflecting these changes on August 11, 2021. 


Public notice for this hearing cannot be legally adequate because public notice requires a 


minimum of twenty calendar days prior to the hearing date and a revised permit application for 


this project was not even submitted until fifteen days before this hearing. This hearing must be 


rescheduled until the legally required twenty-day public notification period is provided. The 


project requests Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) for a Planned Unit Development (PUD), 


which includes modifications to the Planning Code’s front setback and rear yard requirements. 


We respectfully request that the Planning Commission deny the CUA because the requested 


modifications do not meet the Planning Code’s PUD criteria for approval. Additionally, approval 


of the project is premature until the Planning Department conducts a more thorough 


environmental review process as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 


and significant issues regarding the legality of the proposed subdivision on land that is restricted 


for affordable housing are resolved.   


  







 


 
 
President Joel Koppel and Commissioners 
August 17, 2021 
Page 2 
 
 


 
 


1.  Legally Required Public Notice 


 Planning Code Section 333 provides the public notification requirements for all Planning 


Commission hearings. Public notification is required “no fewer than 20 calendar days prior to the 


date of the hearing.” The notice must include the details of the project and “instructions on how 


to access the online notice and plan sets for the project.” The public notification for this project 


cannot possibly be legally adequate because the project sponsor did not submit a revised 


application and plan set to the Planning Department until August 11, just fifteen days before this 


hearing. The public notification could not have possibly included the details of the project or 


provide access to the plan sets twenty calendar days before this hearing seeing as the Planning 


Department did not even have this information until fifteen days before the hearing. The project 


has been significantly revised, including an increase of over 5,000 square feet of residential 


space and 8 additional private parking spaces. The public has not had a meaningful opportunity 


to review these project changes. This hearing must be rescheduled until legally adequate public 


notice is provided. 


 We also note that continuance of this hearing does not count toward the Housing Crisis 


Act’s five hearing limitation for proposed housing development projects. Government Code 


Section 65905.5 states that the five-hearing limitation is only applicable to housing projects that 


are consistent with all objective general plan and zoning standards. Planning Director Bulletin 


No. 7 confirms that the hearing limitation is only applicable to projects “that are not seeking any 


exceptions, rezoning, or other legislative actions.” The proposed project is currently seeking 


exceptions to the Planning Code’s objective front setback and rear yard requirements through the 


legislative PUD review process, is not consistent for Housing Crisis Act and Housing 


Accountability Act purposes, and therefore is not eligible for the five-hearing limitation.  


2. Planned Unit Development/Conditional Use Authorization 


The proposed project includes four single-family homes ranging in size from 3,685 to 


3,954 square feet and twenty stacked condominiums ranging from 1,789 to 3,025 square feet. 


The project includes almost 10,000 square feet of parking for 36 cars (1.5 cars per unit), which 


includes a separate shared 10-car garage. The project seeks authorization as a PUD, which 


requires approval of a CUA.  
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Planning Code Section 304 states that PUDs must be “designed to produce an 


environment of stable and desirable character which will benefit the occupants, the neighborhood 


and the City as a whole.” PUDs “may merit well reasoned modifications” of certain code 


requirement in cases where the project is “of outstanding overall design, complementary to the 


design and values of the surrounding area.” In order to qualify for any code modifications and 


secure CUA approval, the project must meet both the criteria applicable to PUDs as listed in 


Planning Code Section 304 and the CUA criteria listed in Planning Code Section 303. 


A. Front Setback Modification 


 According to the project application, a front setback modification is necessary because 


“access to unit entries and garages due to the steep grade change in the north-south direction 


would preclude a 2’10” [front] setback.” In other words, the project seeks a front setback 


modification to make it possible to include almost 10,000 square feet of private parking. The 


project design includes a concrete walkway at the rear of the townhomes that provides access to 


a detached shared garage at the top of the hill. If the garage and walkway were eliminated, the 


project could easily accommodate the required front setback. Modifications to required front 


setbacks are simply not allowed under the PUD criteria. Moreover, the front setback 


modification does not meet the other enumerated PUD and CUA criteria. 


 PUDs are allowed modifications to some, but not all, provisions of the code. Specifically, 


Section 304(d) does not allow modifications to height, open space, street trees, or “landscaping 


and permeable surface in any required setbacks in accordance with Section 132 (g) and (h).” 


Planning Code Section 132 states that the “minimum front setback areas shall apply to every 


building” in residential districts, and “PUDs, as defined in Section 304, shall also provide 


landscaping in required setbacks.” In other words, Section 132 does not allow front setback 


modifications for PUDs. In fact, PUDs are subject to additional landscaping requirements above 


and beyond the typical front setback requirement.  


PUD modifications are not intended to provide relief from code requirements for 


constrained sites as requested here. Quite the opposite. PUDs are “intended for projects on sites 


of considerable size,” which allow for maximum design flexibility. PUDs are meant for large 


projects “developed as integrated units” and effectively act as legislative rezonings, subject to 


certain restrictions. While PUDs are allowed flexibility for standards that only impact the 
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residents of that development, PUDs are still required to adhere to the development standards 


that protect the larger community, including height limits, street tree requirements, and front 


setback requirements. The developer is essentially attempting to secure a variance for “practical 


difficulty” due to the project slope without meeting the requirements or seeking approval of a 


variance. Front setback modifications are simply not allowed under the PUD criteria and 


therefore must be denied. 


Moreover, even if front setback modifications were allowed, the proposed modifications 


do not meet the other CUA and PUD criteria. PUDs must “[a]ffirmatively promote applicable 


objectives and policies of the General Plan” and “[p]rovide off-street parking appropriate to the 


occupancy.” In addition, a CUA requires that a project is “necessary or desirable for, and 


compatible with, the neighborhood or the community;” “will not be detrimental to the health, 


safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious 


to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity;” and “will not adversely 


affect the General Plan.”  


As explained above, the proposed front setback modification is only necessary because 


the project includes almost 10,000 square feet of parking for 36 cars, the absolute maximum off 


street parking allowed by the code. The project is entirely inconsistent with numerous General 


Plan policies that discourage the use of private automobiles and encourage the use of public 


transit. Specifically, Transportation Policy 14.8 encourages development that limits the 


intensification of automobile use, and Transportation Policy 14.4 encourages alternatives to 


single-occupant vehicles. Housing Policy 13.3 also promotes sustainable land use patterns and 


housing that increases transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share, and Housing Policy 12.1 


encourages new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of 


movement. Recent studies demonstrate that access to private parking is the single largest factor 


in the reduction of transit use and leads to significant increases in both car ownership and the 


amount of driving.1 Although the parking spaces do not exceed the maximum allowed, the 


amount of parking is not appropriate for the site, particularly in light of the City’s long-standing 


 
1 See Adam Millard-Ball, Ph.D. and Jeremy West, Ph.D., Residential Parking Supply Has a Stronger Influence on 
Household Travel Choices Relative to a Neighborhood’s Walkability and Access to Transit, University of 
California, Santa Cruz, August 2020. 
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transit-first policies and greenhouse gas reduction goals. The proposed parking is not simply 


necessary or desirable for the neighborhood or the community. Additionally, the increase in 


traffic and cars at this steeply sloped site with sharp curves will be detrimental to the health, 


safety, and welfare of persons in the vicinity. There is a history of traffic accidents at this 


location, and adding 38 new cars to the area will greatly increase safety concerns. The proposed 


front setback modification does not meet the PUD and CUA criteria and therefore should be 


denied.   


B. Rear Yard Modification 


The project’s CUA application does not provide a justification or explanation for the 


requested rear yard modification. The application does not identify the rear yard that is required, 


nor does it identify the specific scope of the yard modifications requested. On this fact alone, the 


Planning Commission cannot determine whether the project “merits well reasoned 


modifications” to the rear yard requirement. In this zoning district, Planning Code Section 134 


requires a rear yard depth of 45% of the total depth of the lot. Alternatively, Section 134 allows a 


project to provide a rear yard depth that averages the rear yard depths of adjacent neighbors, but 


in no case allows a rear yard to be less than 25% of the depth of the lot or 15 feet, whichever is 


greater. Seven of the ten condominium lots do not meet the 45% rear yard requirement, including 


two of the seven that do not meet the minimum 25% rear yard requirement. Two of the four 


single-family homes do not meet the 45% rear yard requirement, including one that does not 


meet the minimum 25% requirement. 


As explained above, PUDs are meant for projects “of outstanding overall design, 


complementary to the design and values of the surrounding area.” The project must 


“[a]ffirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the General Plan.” In addition, a 


project must show a CUA is “necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood 


or the community;” “will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare 


of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or potential 


development in the vicinity;” and “will not adversely affect the General Plan.”  


Here, again, it appears that project seeks modifications to the rear yard requirements for 


many of the townhouse lots to accommodate private parking. The proposed garage and walking 


path displaces much of the space that would otherwise be available for use as the rear yard if this 
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space were not reserved for more cars. The rear yard modification is entirely inconsistent with 


the same General Plan transportation and housing policies that discourage automobile use 


referenced above.   


Moreover, the project consists of very large “McMansions” that are not necessary, 


desirable, or compatible with the neighborhood. For example, one of the single-family lots 


provides just a five-foot ten-inch rear yard but includes nearly 500 square feet of private parking 


and just under 4,000 square feet of residential space that includes five bathrooms, a powder 


room, and two “family” rooms with a third “living” room. The proposed project could easily 


accommodate additional rear yard space if the proposed units were more modest in scope.  These 


luxury McMansions are inconsistent with the City’s housing policies, including Policy 5.4 that 


encourages a range of unit types for all segments of need and Housing Policy 7.7 that supports 


“affordable by design” housing for middle income households. Recent legislation proposed by 


Supervisor Mandelmen makes clear that the City does not need or desire more luxury 


McMansions such as the ones proposed by this project. (See Board File No. 210116.) 


Finally, the project design, with the proposed rear yard modifications, will cause the loss 


of all 27 existing mature Monterey cypress trees on the site. Although the 1900 Diamond for All 


group retained its own architect to demonstrate that the project can be built in alternative 


configurations that preserve the existing trees, the project sponsor has ignored any potential 


options that would retain this vital piece of the local habitat. Removal of these trees will not only 


be detrimental to the welfare of the local residents who enjoy the views and open space that this 


landscape provides, but removal of the trees would also harm and destroy the significant habitat 


values of the site. Ecologist Kenneth Shawn Smallwood, PhD, has provided a report that 


demonstrates the project site provides valuable habitat for endangered, rare, and threatened 


species. Removal of the trees is entirely inconsistent with the General Plan, including 


Environmental Policies 1.1 and 1.4 that require development to protect and conserve the City’s 


natural resources, Environmental Policy 7.2 that discourages land changes that would deface the 


landscape, and Environmental Policies 8.2 and 8.3 that protect rare and endangered species and 


their habitats. 


   In short, the project lacks an outstanding overall design that is complementary to the 


design and values of the surrounding area, is inconsistent with the General Plan, is not necessary 
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or desirable for the neighborhood, and will be detrimental to the welfare of the vicinity. The 


project does not meet any of the PUD and CUA criteria and therefore should be denied.  


2.  Categorical Exemption 


 The Planning Department completed its CEQA environmental review and issued a “Class 


32 Infill Development Exemption” for the project. As explained in more detail in our letter to the 


Planning Department (see attached CatEx letter dated July 27, 2021), the project is ineligible for 


a Class 32 Exemption because the project does not meet the statutory definition of in-fill 


development. Moreover, the project does not meet the five criteria listed in CEQA Section 15332 


to qualify for a Class 32 Exemption. Finally, even if the project did qualify for a Class 32 


Exemption, an Environmental Impact Report would still be required because there is a 


reasonable possibility that the project will have significant effect on the environment due to 


unusual circumstances. Therefore, we request that the Planning Commission reject the Class 32 


Exemption and require the Department to complete a full Environmental Impact Report to fully 


inform the public of the environmental consequences before a decision is made. 


3.  Affordable Housing Restrictions 


We also note that we have requested an investigation into whether the proposal to 


subdivide and construct luxury housing on deed restricted land is legally permissible. (See 


attached letter to Supervisor Mandelman, dated August 16, 2021.) The Cesar Chavez Foundation 


received over $20 million dollars in tax-exempt affordable housing bonds from the California 


Statewide Communities Development Authority (CSCDA) to purchase and rehabilitate this 


property for affordable multifamily rental uses. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors also 


unanimously approved issuance of these bonds for affordable housing. In exchange for receiving 


this public money, Cesar Chavez Foundation entered into a regulatory agreement and recorded a 


deed restriction that requires them to maintain the property for affordable multifamily rental uses 


for a period of 55 years (until 2059). The current proposal to subdivide this deed-restricted 


property for the construction and sale of luxury homes violates this term of the agreement. The 


regulatory agreement also specifically states that the owner shall not “remove any real property” 


from the Vista del Monte affordable apartment complex, except to the extent that any removed 


property is “replaced with comparable or better property.” The current proposal would subdivide 


and remove 30% of the real property, including 70% of the apartment complex’s existing open 
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space. That open space will not be replaced and will instead be developed with luxury housing 


for profit. The proposed project is inconsistent with the terms of the regulatory agreement and 


therefore must be denied.  


Conclusion 


 This hearing must be rescheduled until the legally required twenty-day public notification 


period is provided and the public is able to review the recent project revisions. Moreover, PUDs 


only allow for well reasoned modifications to certain Planning Code provisions for projects with 


outstanding designs that meet all of the PUD and CUA criteria. Modifications to front setbacks 


are not simply not allowed for PUDs. Moreover, the requested modifications are only necessary 


due to the extensive private parking and luxury design. The modifications are inconsistent with 


the General Plan, not necessary or desirable, and detrimental to the neighborhood. The requested 


modifications therefore do not meet the criteria for a PUD and CUA. We therefore respectfully 


request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretion to deny the proposed Conditional 


Use Authorization. In addition, the Planning Commission should delay any approvals for the 


project until a proper CEQA review is completed and questions regarding the legality of the 


project are resolved.  


Very truly yours,  


ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 


 


 


 


_____________________ 


Ryan J. Patterson 
 


 







 
July 27, 2021 


VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 


David Young, Senior Environmental Planner 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400  
San Francisco, CA 94103 
  


Re:  Environmental Review  
5367 Diamond Heights Blvd.  
Application No. 2020-007481ENV 
 


Dear Mr. Young: 


 Our office represents Steve Chaffin, a longtime resident of Upper Noe Valley, a leader of 


the 1900 Diamond For All neighborhood group, which includes Betsy Eddy in her individual 


capacity, a long time board member and Co-President of Diamond Heights Community 


Association, and Olga Milan-Howells in her individual capacity, President of Upper Noe 


Neighbors. 1900 Diamond for All has serious concerns regarding the environmental impacts that 


will be caused by the 5367 Diamond Heights project (AKA 1900 Diamond Street). The concerns 


raised in this letter are shared by more than 425 residents in the neighborhood who have signed a 


petition requesting in-depth environmental review.  


Our understanding is that the project is currently undergoing the California 


Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review process and that the Planning 


Department intends to issue a “Class 32 Infill Development Exemption.” The project is ineligible 


for a Class 32 Exemption because the project does not meet the basic definition of in-fill 


development. Moreover, the project does not meet the five criteria listed in CEQA Section 15332 


to qualify for the Class 32 Exemption. Finally, even if the project did qualify for a Class 32 


Exemption, an EIR would still be required because there is a reasonable possibility that the 


project will have significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. Mr. 


Chaffin and the members of 1900 Diamond for All respectfully and collectively request that the 


Planning Department require a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project to fully 


inform the public of the environmental consequences before a decision is made.    
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1.  The Project Does Not Meet the Definition of Infill Development 


CEQA Section 15332 states that the Class 32 exemption only applies to “projects 


characterized as in-fill development.” As a threshold matter, the project must meet the definition 


of infill development to qualify for the Class 32 Exemption. CEQA Section 21061.3. provides a 


definition of an “Infill site,” which states that an infill site must meet one of the following two 


criteria: 


(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of the following 


apply: 


(1) The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with 


qualified urban uses, or at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site 


adjoins parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses and the 


remaining 25 percent of the site adjoins parcels that have previously been 


developed for qualified urban uses. 


(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 years 


unless the parcel was created as a result of the plan of a redevelopment 


agency. 


(b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses. 


 


Criterion (b) requires a site to have been previously developed for qualified urban uses. 


The project site is currently vacant and has never been developed for any use. Thus, the site 


clearly does not qualify for criterion (b). To qualify as an infill site and be eligible for the Class 


32 Exemption at all, the project must therefore qualify for criterion (a) by meeting both 


subsections (1) and (2).  


To qualify as an infill site, criterion (a)(2) requires that “[n]o parcel within the site has 


been created within the past 10 years unless the parcel was created as a result of the plan of a 


redevelopment agency.” The project parcel was created three years ago by a 2018 subdivision 


(2018-000973SUB), which was not part of a redevelopment agency plan and is less than the ten-


year requirement of criterion (a)(2). Moreover, the project includes further subdivision that will 


create five entirely new parcels, all of which would not meet the ten-year requirement of 
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criterion (a)(2). On this basis alone, the project site clearly does not meet the definition of an 


infill site and is therefore ineligible for the Class 32 Exemption.   


Moreover, criterion (a)(1) requires at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site to adjoin 


parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. CEQA Section 21072 defines “Qualified 


urban use” as “any residential, commercial, public institutional, transit or transportation 


passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses.” The project perimeter is 


adjacent to the Topaz Open Space that is owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Park 


Department. Open space is not one of the CEQA enumerated qualified urban uses, and therefore 


open space does not qualify as an urban use. It is unclear whether the existing parcel perimeter 


meets the 75% threshold of criterion (a)(1); and the Project Sponsor should be required to show 


that it meets this requirement. However, the project will also create five new parcels. It is clear 


that significantly less than 75% of the perimeter of several of the new parcels would adjoin 


parcels developed with qualified urban uses. Therefore, construction of these parcels would not 


qualify as infill development.  


In sum, the project site does not meet the definition of an infill site and therefore cannot 


be characterized as infill development. The project is therefore ineligible for the Class 32 Infill 


Development exemption.  


2.  The Project Does Not Meet the Criteria for a Class 32 Exemption 


Even if the project met the definition of infill development, which it does not, the project 


must still meet all five specifically enumerated criteria listed in CEQA Section 15332.  In other 


words, if the project does not meet even one of the following five criteria, the project is not 


eligible for the Class 32 exemption. 


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 


applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and 


regulations. 


The project does not meet criterion (a) because the project is not consistent with all 


applicable general plan and zoning regulations. Here, the project is seeking a conditional use 


authorization and Planned Unit Development specifically because the project does not meet all 


applicable zoning regulations. The project seeks modifications to the required rear and front 
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setbacks. Although the City has the discretionary authority to approve modifications to 


applicable zoning standards, compliance with those standards is a necessary prerequisite to 


qualify for criterion (a) of the Class 32 Exemption. Because the project is inconsistent with the 


applicable zoning regulations and is seeking modification to zoning requirements, the project 


does not meet criterion (a) and is therefore ineligible for the Class 32 Exemption.      


Moreover, the project is inconsistent with numerous General Plan policies that discourage 


the use of private automobiles and encourage the use of public transit. Specifically, 


Transportation Policy 14.8 encourages development that limits the intensification of automobile 


use, and Transportation Policy 14.4 encourages alternatives to single-occupant vehicles. Here, 


the project includes 28 parking spaces, which will lead to a significant increase in automobile 


use. Studies show that the effect of access to private parking is the leading factor in the reduction 


of transit use and increases in the amount of driving.1  The provision of 28 parking spaces is 


therefore inconsistent with the General Plan, inconsistent with the purpose of infill development, 


does not meet criterion (a), and is therefore ineligible for a Class 32 Exemption.  


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 
five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 


As described above, the project is not substantially surrounded by urban uses because it is 


adjacent to the Topaz Open Space. Open space does not qualify as an urban use, and a significant 


portion of the perimeter of the project site is adjacent to this open-space use. The project 


therefore does not meet criterion (b) and is ineligible for a Class 32 Exemption.  


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 


As noted above, the project site is located directly adjacent to Topaz Open Space. The 


project site is also located near other significant areas of natural open space including Billy Goat 


Hill, Walter Haas Playground, and Glen Canyon Park. Together these natural areas provide a 


network of connected habitat areas that is unique amongst the more urbanized areas of the City 


and is invaluable to native wildlife. The project site itself contains 27 mature Monterey cypress 


trees that can provide a habitat for various species, including raptors and endangered, rare, or 


 
1 See Adam Millard-Ball, Ph.D. and Jeremy West, Ph.D., Residential Parking Supply Has a Stronger Influence on 
Household Travel Choices Relative to a Neighborhood’s Walkability and Access to Transit, University of 
California, Santa Cruz, August 2020. 







 


 
 
David Young 
July 27, 2021 
Page 5 
 
 


 
 


threatened species such as the monarch butterfly. The Class 32 Exemption is designed for infill 


areas that are completely urbanized, devoid of wildlife, and as such only exempts project sites 


that have absolutely “no value as habitat.” The project site here does not qualify as an infill site 


and provides valuable habitat for native wildlife. The members of 1900 Diamond for All have 


retained a biologist who will submit further evidence regarding the habitat values of the site. 


Regardless, it is clear that the project does not meet the extremely low threshold of criterion (b) 


because the site plainly does provide some habitat value. As such, the project site is ineligible for 


a Class 32 Exemption.    


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, 
noise, air quality, or water quality. 


With regard to traffic, the project includes the provision of 28 parking spaces that will 


significantly increase private automobile use. In addition, the project site is one of the few areas 


of the City that does not qualify as a Transit Priority Area because it is not located within one-


half mile of a major transit stop. CEQA defines a major transit stop as the “intersection of two or 


more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the 


morning and afternoon peak commute periods.” The project site is served by the 52 and 35 


buses, neither of which provides service intervals of 15 minutes or is considered a major bus 


route by Muni. The infill exemption is designed for projects that will not create additional traffic 


or encourage the use of automobiles. Here, development of this project will lead to both an 


increase in traffic and the use of cars. The project will likely have a significant effect on traffic, 


does not meet criterion (d), and therefore ineligible for a Class 32 Exemption.   


With regard to noise, the project is located directly adjacent to many residential 


properties that are considered sensitive noise receptors under CEQA. Due to the steep slope of 


the site, the project will require significantly more grading and excavation than a typical 


residential project. Construction of this project will therefore create far more noise than a typical 


infill project. The members of 1900 Diamond for All have retained a construction noise expert 


who will provide evidence that the project will cause significant noise impacts, but even absent 


this report it is clear that a project of this magnitude on site with such a steep slope will create 


significant noise impacts. The project does not meet criterion (d), and therefore the project is 


ineligible for a Class 32 Exemption.   
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With regard to air quality, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 


establishes specific threshold limits for various pollutants, including any Toxic Air Contaminant 


(TAC). Naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) was identified as a TAC in 1986, and NOA can be 


found in Serpentine rock. The geological report for the project states that the site is underlain by 


Franciscan Complex bedrock, which is known to potentially contain Serpentine rock, and the 


area is mapped as an area that may potentially contain NOA. A project with such a steep slope 


that requires extensive grading within an area with the potential to contain NOA should not be 


found exempt from CEQA. Standard safety measures do not account for this situation, and there 


is no level of asbestos that can be deemed “safe.” The project may result in significant effects to 


air quality, the project does not meet criterion (d), and therefore the project is ineligible for a 


Class 32 Exemption. 


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 


The Diamond Heights and Upper Noe Valley neighborhoods have a long history of water 


main breaks. (See attached Failure Report by SF Water.) These breaks appear related to water 


pipes that were installed incorrectly on bedrock on Diamond Street nearly 100 years go and on 


Diamond Heights Blvd in 1961, according to SF Water. (See attached SFPUC Presentation to 


DHCA 10-13-11, Slide 7.) From September 24, 2009 to date, there have been 10 water pipe 


breaks from 1900 Diamond to 1600 Diamond according to SF Water. 


Importantly, many of these water main breaks occurred in the immediate vicinity of the 


project site, and SF Water identified Diamond Street as one of the streets that has suffered from 


the most pipe breaks. There is substantial evidence that the water infrastructure around the 


project site is already inadequate to serve even existing development, and therefore adding an 


additional 24 units would only further stress an already inadequate water services system. 


Because the project site is not served by adequate utilities and public services, the project does 


not meet criterion (e), and thus the project is ineligible for a Class 32 Exemption.  


3.  The Project Will Have a Significant Environmental Effect Due to Unusual 


Circumstances 


Even if the project were to qualify for a Class 32 Exemption, which it does not, the 


project would still require an EIR because the project qualifies for an “unusual circumstances” 
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exception to a CEQA exemption. CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2(c) provides an exception to 


otherwise-applicable categorical exemptions “where there is a reasonable possibility that the 


activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.”  


Courts have stated that unusual circumstances exist if “the project’s size, dimensions, 


setting, or character are not typical compared to other projects in the exempt category.” Berkeley 


Hills Watershed Coalition v. City of Berkeley (2019) 31 Cal.App.5th 880, 885. The project site 


presents an unusual circumstance because of its unusual shape, steep slope, significant open 


space, and existing public scenic vista. Even the project sponsor recognizes that the project site 


constitutes an unusual circumstance, noting in the project application the “unusually shaped 


narrow through lot” and “steep slope.” The project site is not the typical rectangular infill lot 


within the City’s grid system, and as a result the project impacts are not typical as compared to 


other infill projects.  


As explained above, the project will have significant impacts to biological resources, 


traffic, noise, and air quality. Many of these impacts are due to the unusual circumstances of the 


project site. For example, the project’s unusual size, rare proximity to significant natural areas, 


and unique presence of significant vegetation that is atypical within the City limits provides 


valuable habitat to native wildlife. The lack of any major transit stops is also atypical within the 


City and will create significant traffic concerns. Additionally, the steep slope and unusual 


curvilinear pattern of Diamond Street presents traffic safety issues that will only be exacerbated 


by the buildings blocking lines of site and cars pulling out of the significant garage space as 


proposed by the project. The unusual steep slope will necessitate a significant amount of grading 


and excavation that will cause significant noise and air quality impacts.  


Additionally, the project will cause significant aesthetic impacts by blocking the existing 


public scenic vista. The unique slope of the project site currently provides sweeping public views 


of the bay from Topaz Open Space and the sidewalk along Diamond Heights Boulevard, which 


would be completely blocked by the proposed project. In addition, Josh Klipp, a Certified Access 


Specialist, has provided a report explaining that the scenic vista provided across the project site 


is the most direct and accessible public view for persons with disabilities in the area. 


Construction of the project would have significant impacts on the scenic vista, which is only 


available due to the uniqueness of the project site.    
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CONCLUSION 


 Th project does not qualify for a Class 32 Exemption because the project site does not 


meet the definition of an infill site, and therefore the project cannot be categorized as infill 


development. Moreover, the project does not meet the five specifically enumerated criteria to 


qualify for the Class 32 exemption, even if the project could be categorized as infill 


development. Moreover, there is a reasonable possibility that the project will have a significant 


effect on the environment due to the unusual circumstances presented by the project site, 


including the steep slope, unusual lot configuration, significant open space, and sweeping public 


vista.  


The Class 32 Exemption was designed to facilitate minor development on vacant and 


previously developed lots within the urban core. This unique project site presents significant 


environmental issues that are atypical for the City and an exemption is inappropriate in this case. 


We strongly urge that a more rigorous evaluation of the project be conducted through a full EIR 


in order to fully investigate and disclose the project’s impacts.  


Very truly yours,  


ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 


 


 


 


_____________________ 
Ryan J. Patterson 
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Supervisor	Rafael	Mandelman	
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
	
August	16,	2021	
	
Re:	5367	Diamond	Heights	Blvd.	Legal	Concern	and	Other	Important	Information	
	
Dear	Supervisor	Mandelman:	
	
Nearly	600	residents	and	neighbors	in	your	district,	a	majority	of	which	reside	in	94131	and	
94114	zip	codes,	have	signed	our	“1900DiamondForAll”	petition.	Our	1900	Diamond	for	All	core	
group	writes	with	great	concern	and	urgency	about	a	potential	illegal	real	estate	development	
in	Diamond	Heights	that	proposes	to	build	luxury	housing	on	deed-restricted	land	designated	
for	affordable	housing.			
	
We	ask	that	you,	in	your	capacity	as	a	Board	of	Director	of	the	California	State	Association	of	
Counties	(CSAC),	investigate	the	proposed	sale	and	potential	illegal	subdivision	of	5367	
Diamond	Heights	Blvd.	called	1900	Diamond	by	the	developer.	
	
The	Cesar	Chavez	Foundation	received	over	$20	million	dollars	in	tax-exempt	affordable	
housing	bonds	from	the	California	Statewide	Communities	Development	Authority	(CSCDA),	an	
agency	founded	and	sponsored	by	CSAC,	to	purchase	and	rehabilitate	this	property	for	
affordable	multifamily	rental	uses.	The	San	Francisco	Board	of	Supervisors	unanimously	
approved	issuance	of	the	bonds	for	this	purpose.	In	exchange	for	receiving	this	public	money,	
Cesar	Chavez	Foundation	entered	into	a	regulatory	agreement	and	recorded	a	deed	restriction	
that	requires	them	to	maintain	the	property	for	affordable	multifamily	rental	uses	for	a	period	
of	55	years	(until	2059).	The	current	proposal	to	subdivide	this	deed-restricted	property	for	the	
construction	and	sale	of	luxury	homes	violates	this	term	of	the	agreement.		
	
The	regulatory	agreement	also	specifically	states	that	the	owner	shall	not	“remove	any	real	
property”	from	the	Vista	del	Monte	affordable	apartment	complex,	except	to	the	extent	that	
any	removed	property	is	“replaced	with	comparable	or	better	property.”	The	current	proposal	
would	subdivide	and	remove	30%	of	the	real	property,	including	70%	of	the	apartment	
complex’s	existing	open	space.	That	open	space	will	not	be	replaced	and	will	instead	be	
developed	with	luxury	housing.		
	
After	submitting	a	public	records	request,	we	have	not	been	able	to	find	any	evidence	that	the	
Cesar	Chavez	Foundation	amended	the	regulatory	agreement	or	received	permission	from	
CSCDA	to	subdivide	and	construct	24	units	of	luxury	housing	on	the	property	that	they	
purchased	with	public	assistance.	In	addition	to	the	2004	affordable	housing	bonds,	this	
property	has	a	long	history	of	receiving	other	public	benefits.		
	
This	parcel	was	one	of	four	sites	in	Diamond	Heights	specifically	sold	by	the	San	Francisco	
Redevelopment	Agency	for	the	purpose	of	developing	affordable	housing.	The	property	was	
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originally	purchased	and	developed	utilizing	Federal	affordable	housing	loans	and	was	
refinanced	in	2000	using	state	affordable	housing	bonds	issued	by	the	California	Housing	
Finance	Agency.	The	property	owner	pays	just	$46	a	year	in	property	taxes	due	to	tax	
exemptions	for	affordable	housing.	The	Foundation	now	proposes	to	the	sell	the	deed-
restricted	property	to	Emerald	Fund	for	the	development	of	24	units	of	luxury	housing.	This	
seems	tantamount	to	theft	of	public	funds	and	an	illegal	use	of	property	designated	for	
affordable	housing.	We	ask	for	your	immediate	investigation	into	this	proposed	illegal	action.		
	
The	developer	also	does	not	propose	to	include	a	single	on-site	affordable	unit,	instead	opting	
to	pay	a	mere	$2.8	MM	in	in-lieu	fees.	The	Foundation	has	publicly	stated	in	a	meeting	with	the	
Upper	Noe	Neighbors	that	it	will	take	the	sale	proceeds	to	develop	housing	in	Texas	and	
Arizona.	The	Foundation	has	recently	tried	to	walk	back	their	statement	by	claiming	it	is	their	
“practice”	to	try	keep	the	proceeds	in	California,	but	they	are	unable	to	provide	a	binding	
commitment	to	actually	reinvest	in	the	state	that	helped	them	purchase	the	property	in	the	
first	place.	They	have	not	made	ANY	commitment	to	using	the	funds	in	San	Francisco,	where	we	
desperately	need	affordable	housing.	
	
Fourteen	of	the	24	units	would	exceed	the	2,500	Sq/ft	limit	of	your	proposed	“McMansion”	
legislation.	The	over	600	residents	who	signed	the	1900	DiamondForAll	petition	have	clearly	
expressed	their	desire	that	if	any	housing	is	to	be	built	on	the	hillside,	it	should	be	affordable	by	
design	particularly	for	the	“missing	middle”	including	first	responders,	teachers,	and	nurses	
who	live	in	San	Francisco.	The	development	should	be	constructed	while	respecting	the	
environment	and	community,	in	accordance	with	SF	Building	codes	(see	list	below),	as	well	as	
the	recommendations	of	the	SF	Bureau	of	Urban	Forestry	to	save	as	many	of	the	street	trees	as	
possible	(see	emails	below)	and	San	Francisco	Planning	Department	(see	below).		
	
We	need	affordable	housing	for	the	"missing	middle,"	people	who	work	tirelessly	for	the	
benefit	of	our	City	and	cannot	afford	to	live	here.	We	do	not	need	more	multi-million-dollar	
homes	or	the	poorly	conceived	master	planned	suburban	development	from	Emerald	Fund.	
This	project	will	effectively	create	a	massive	five-story	concrete	wall	that	will	block	views,	
destroy	a	precious	healthy	grove	of	27	Monterey	Cypress	(16	of	which	are	street	trees),	and	
remove	vital	open	space	from	the	residents	of	the	Vista	del	Monte	affordable	housing	complex.	
We	want	the	affordable	housing	that	can	be	a	benefit	to	our	community,	allow	more	middle-
income	people	to	live	in	the	city,	and	preserve	the	environment	of	our	neighborhood.		
	
“It	is	so	important	for	our	city	that	working	families	can	continue	to	live	here	in	the	place	they	
know	and	love.	We	would	be	delighted	to	partner	with	the	1900DiamondForAll	neighborhood	
group	to	create	affordable	home	ownership	which	is	needed	in	the	city	for	the	‘missing	middle”	
while	protecting	the	hillside	environment	and	community	value.	San	Franciscans	welcome	
homebuilding	when	it	is	done	in	a	collaborative	way	and	with	homes	designed	to	complement	
the	character	of	the	neighborhood	in	which	they	are	built.	We	have	a	history	of	working	with	
the	community	in	Diamond	Heights	to	build	housing	that	fits	into	the	neighborhood.”	(Maureen	
Sedonaen	CEO	Habitat	for	Humanity	Greater	San	Francisco)	
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Per	your	and	the	Planning	Department’s	encouragement,	we	have	tried	multiple	times	to	work	
with	Emerald	Fund	to	develop	a	compromise	plan.	We	even	hired	our	own	architect	to	show	
them	a	feasible,	more	balanced	approach	to	development	of	the	hillside	that	preserves	the	
trees	and	better	fits	with	the	community.		
	
The	developer	has	been	completely	unwilling	to	compromise.	In	fact,	they	have	increased	the	
square	footage	of	the	development	by	5,200	sq./ft.	nearly	10%	as	originally	proposed	and	
increased	parking	garage	spaces	from	28	to	36	nearly	30%.	This	directly	contradicts	the	City’s	
General	Plan	policies	to	reduce	single	vehicle	use	and	vehicle	miles	traveled.		
	
There	are	significant	traffic	issues	that	are	being	ignored	(see	example	resident’s	comments	
from	our	1900	Diamond	For	All	group).	They	have	ignored	the	impact	of	the	construction	on	the	
more	vulnerable	residents	in	Vista	Del	Monte,	many	of	whom	are	mothers	with	young	children,	
seniors	and	people	with	disabilities	who	are	at	ground	zero	to	bear	the	brunt	of	the	impacts	of	
this	development	–	the	largest	in	50	years	in	the	neighborhood.		
	
We	urge	you	to	take	immediate	action	to	address	what	appears	to	be	an	illegal	use	of	a	
property	that	has	been	consistently	subsidized	by	our	local,	state,	and	federal	tax	dollars	for	the	
last	50+	years.		We	need	housing	but	to	use	your	words "not at all costs” 
without	respecting	the	surrounding	environment	and	community	impacts.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	prompt	attention	to	this	matter.	
	
Gratefully,	
	
Betsy	Eddy	
www.1900DiamondForAll.com	
	
Office	of	Mayor	London	Breed	
Board	of	Supervisors	
SF	Planning	Commissioners	
Rich	Hillis,	Planning	Director		
Devyani	Jain,	Deputy	Director	of	Environmental	Planning	
Don	Lewis,	Senior	Environmental	Planner	
Delvin	Washington,	Planner	4	
SF	Planning	Staff	assigned	to	5367	Diamond	Heights	Blvd.:	Gabriela	Pantoja,	David	Young,	Tania	
Sheyner,	and	Stephanie	Cisneros		
Maureen	Sedonaen,	CEO	Habitat	for	Humanity	Greater	San	Francisco	
Carla	Short,	Superintendent,	Bureau	of	Urban	Forestry 
Nicholas	Crawford,	Assistant	Superintendent,	Bureau	of	Urban	Forestry	
Jacob	Bintliff,	Land	Use	Legislative	Aide,	Supervisor	Mandelman’s	Office	
Tom	Temprano,	Budget	Legislative	Aide	Supervisor	Mandelman’s	Office	
Mandelman	Staff	
Ryan	Patterson,	Zacks,	Freedman	&	Patterson,	PC	
Brian	O’Neill,	Zacks,	Freedman	&	Patterson,	PC	
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Planning	Commission	Secretary	
Jonas	Ionin,	SF	Planning	Commission	Staff	
Olga	Milan-Howells	
Steve	Chaffin	
	
Attachments	referenced	in	the	letter:	
	
SF	Planning	Dept.	Design	Feedback	Plan	Submittal	1900	Diamond	8/18/20	(Gabriela	Pantoja	
Planner)	


• "setting	the	building	back	further	"		
• "maintained	to	preserve	some	of	the	natural	context	and	allow	the	development	to	


integrate	with	the	landscape”:	
• “BUF	would	like	as	many	mature	Cypress	preserved	as	possible”	
• “Breaking	up	overall	building	mass	into	smaller	clusters..	3-4	units	each	that	have	clear	


breaks	would	fit	better	with	context	that	has	been	developed	over	time	instead	of	
appearing	as	one	project.”	


• "Recommend	that	the	overall	approach	also	acknowledge	..smaller	lots	more	diversified	
architectural	expression	..	Noe	Valley.”		


	
Bureau	of	Urban	Planning	1900	Diamond	Tree	Removal	(obtained	through	public	request	for	
information)	
From:	"Crawford,	Nicholas	(DPW)"	<nicholas.crawford@sfdpw.org>	
To:	"Keller,	Stephen	(DPW)"	<Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org>,	"Buck,	Chris	(DPW)"	<Chris.Buck@sfdpw.org>,	
"Short,	Carla	(DPW)"	<Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>	
Sent:	Wed,	17	Feb	2021	03:00:29	+0000	
Subject:	RE:	1900	Diamond--Tree	Preservation	
	
Of	course,	they	are	building	on	the	wooded	lot	instead	of	the	space	across	the	street	without	any	trees.	
	
I	think	from	our	perspective,	most	of	the	trees	would	be	easy	denials	since	they	are	large	and	in	great	
condition.	Then	they	come	back	at	the	hearing	with	the	constructability	concerns,	speak	to	the	value	of	
adding	housing,	and	we	negotiate	from	there.		
	
Nicholas	Crawford	
	
Assistant	Superintendent	
 
    Bureau of Urban Forestry  |  Trees and Landscape  |  San Francisco 
Public Works  |  City and County of San Francisco   
 


2323 Cesar Chavez Street  |  San Francisco, CA 94124  |  (415) 695-
2103  |  sfpublicworks.org 
<http://www.sfpublicworks.org/>  · twitter.com/sfpublicworks 
<http://www.twitter.com/sfpublicworks>  
 
SF	Planning	Dept.	Request		-	Save	As	Many	Trees	as	Possible	
From: "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)" <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org> 
To: "Keller, Stephen (DPW)" <Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org> 
Sent: Wed, 17 Feb 2021 01:17:43 +0000 
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Subject: RE: 5367 Diamond Hts Blvd and tree removal 
Cc: "Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)" <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>, "Greenan, Trent 
(CPC)" <trent.greenan@sfgov.org>, "Hernandez-Gomez, Oscar (CPC)" 
<oscar.hernandez-gomez@sfgov.org> 
 
Hi Stephen,  
 
Thanks for reaching out and nice to e-meet you.  
 
I am the assigned planner to the Project at 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. The 
Project was reviewed by UDAT last week and the existing trees were a point 
of discussion. Similarly, we’d like to see as many trees as possible 
preserved at the site. We were hoping we could get some guidance from you 
all. If it is plausible to preserve some of the trees at the site, UDAT 
was looking to have the development design respond to those trees. I’ve 
cc’ed our UDAT team members, if needed.  
 
 
The Project Sponsor for the Project is Marc Babsin. They can be contacted 
via email at marc@1900diamond.com <mailto:marc@1900diamond.com>  or via 
phone at (415) 794-9083. 
 
 
Please let me know if you need any additional information.  
 
 
Best,  
 
Gabriela  
 
 
Gabriela Pantoja, Planner 
 
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Direct: 628-652-7380| www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>  
 
San Francisco Property Information Map <https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/>  
 
Resident	Traffic	Concerns:	
EVELYN	A	PXXXXX	(name	shielded	for	privacy)	
94131	
Message:	
This	project	will	create	more	traffic	in	an	area	where	over	speeding	cars	have	already	become	
all	too	common.	I	live	at	5153	Diamond	Hts	and	had	lost	two	(2)	beautiful	cars	totaled	by	hit	&	
run	reckless	drivers	just	by	being	parked	in	front	of	my	house.	My	area	also	lost	2	huge,	tall	
street	lamps	standing	in	the	middle	divider	of	the	road	surrounded	by	concrete.	How	these	over	
speeding	cars	can	knock	them	down	is	beyond	me.	This	project	will	only	add	more	cars	to	an	
already	overcrowded	area.	
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Shawn Smallwood, PhD 
3108 Finch Street 
Davis, CA  95616 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 
 
David Young 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400  
San Francisco, CA 94103        July 29, 2021 
 
Re:  Environmental Review of Biological Resources 
5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. (Application No. 2020-007481ENV) 
 
Dear Mr. Young: 
 
I write to report on a site visit I made to 1900 Diamond Street, San Francisco, to assess 
habitat conditions, likelihoods of occurrence of special-status species of wildlife, and 
potential impacts to wildlife caused by a residential development should it be 
constructed as planned.  Based on the developer’s construction plan, I understand the 
project would remove 7,500 cubic yards of dirt and rock from about 1 acre that currently 
supports 27 healthy, mature Monterey Cypress trees, including 16 street trees, to 
accommodate 24 single-family homes and townhomes. 
 
My qualifications for assessing habitat and identifying potential impacts to wildlife are 
the following.  I hold a Ph.D. degree in Ecology from University of California at Davis, 
where I subsequently worked for four years as a post-graduate researcher in the 
Department of Agronomy and Range Sciences.  My research has been on animal density 
and distribution, habitat selection, interactions between wildlife and human 
infrastructure and activities, conservation of rare and endangered species, and on the 
ecology of invading species.  I authored numerous papers on special-status species 
issues.  I served as Chair of the Conservation Affairs Committee for The Wildlife Society 
– Western Section.  I am a member of The Wildlife Society and the Raptor Research 
Foundation, and I’ve been a part-time lecturer at California State University, 
Sacramento.  I was Associate Editor of wildlife biology’s premier scientific journal, The 
Journal of Wildlife Management, as well as of Biological Conservation, and I was on the 
Editorial Board of Environmental Management.  I have performed wildlife surveys in 
California for thirty-six years, including at many proposed project sites.  My CV is 
attached. 
 


SITE VISIT 
 
I visited the site from 17:35 to 20:05 hours on 7 July 2021 and from 05:48 to 08:18 
hours on 8 July 2021.  I used binoculars to scan for wildlife, and I listened for 
vocalizations.  Conditions were cloudy and cool both days, but winds were strong and 
gusty on the 7th.  The slope was steep, and was covered by grasses, blackberries, and 
Monterey cypress (Photos 1 & 2).  Pocket gophers turn the soil over, and their excavated 
mounds cover the site (visible in Photos 1 & 2).  The high density of pocket gophers is 
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significant because pocket gophers are important prey items to multiple species of 
raptors and mammalian carnivores, and their burrows provide habitat for many other 
animal species (Vaughn 1962).  
 


Photos 1 and 2. Views south and north of the project site, 1900 Diamond Street, San 
Francisco, 7-8 July 2021. Pocket gopher mounds are visible in the foregrounds. 
 
During my 5 hours of site visits, I detected 30 species of vertebrate wildlife, including 6 
special-status species (Table 1).  Evidence abounded of breeding at or near the project, 
and included fledglings of house finch, house sparrow, downy woodpecker, and 
California towhee, and territorial behaviors of Anna’s hummingbirds and red-tailed 
hawks.  The site was also foraged by sharp-shinned hawk and Anna’s hummingbirds 
(Photos 3 and 4).  I also saw red-tailed hawks (Photos 5 and 6), pygmy nuthatches and 
house finches (Photos 7 and 8), California scrub-jays (Photos 9 and 10), and California 
towhees (Photos 11 and 12), among other species. 
 
California gull and Caspian tern, both on The Watch List of California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, merely flew over the site.  However, the airspace over the site is also 
habitat – it is the portion of the aerosphere that volant wildlife must use to survive 
(Kunz et al. 2008).  Open space over which volant species can safely travel is nearly 
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entirely depleted in San Francisco, leaving the project site the target of every animal 
with a bird’s-eye view. 
 
Table 1.  Species of wildlife I observed during my visits to 1900 Diamond Street, San 
Francisco, on 7-8 July 2021. 


Species Scientific name Status1 


California gull Larus californicus WL 
Caspian tern Hydroprogne caspia WL 
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis BOP 
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus WL, BOP 
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura  
Rock pigeon Columba livia Non-native 
Eurasian collared-dove Streptopelia decaocto Non-native 
Anna's hummingbird Calypte anna  
Allen’s hummingbird Selasphorus sasin BCC 
Nuttall’s woodpecker Picoides nuttallii BCC 
Downy woodpecker Picoides pubescens  
European starling Sturnus vulgaris Non-native 
California scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica  
Common raven Corvus corax  
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos  
Chestnut-backed chickadee Poecile rufescens  
Mountain chickadee Parus gambeli  
Pygmy nuthatch Sitta pygmaea  
Pacific wren Thryomanes pacificus  
American robin Turdus migratorius  
MacGillivray’s warbler Oporonis tolmiei  
Wilson's warbler Wilsonia pusilla   
House sparrow Passer domesticus Non-native 
California towhee Pipilo crissalis  
Spotted towhee Pipilo maculatus  
Dark-eyed junco Junco hyemalis  
House finch Carpodacus mexicanus  
American goldfinch Carduelis tristis  
California vole Microtus californicus  
Botta’s pocket gopher Thomomys bottae  


1 BCC = US Fish and Wildlife Serv ice’s Birds of Conservation Concern; BOP = California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Code 3503.5 -- Birds of prey; WL = California’s Taxa to 
Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008). 
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Photos 3 and 4. Sharp-shinned hawk (left) and Anna’s hummingbird (right) at the 
project site, 8 July 2021. 
 
 


 
Photos 5 and 6.  Red-tailed hawks on the project site, 7-8 July 2021.  Note the leg 
band, indicating the hawk has been caught and handled, and possibly participates in a 
study. 
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Photos 7 and 8.  Pygmy nuthatch (left) and house finch (right) forage at the project 
site, 7-8 July 2021. 
 
 


 
Photos 9 and 10.  A California scrub-jay checks that the coast is clear (left) before 
acquiring it’s stashed food item (right) next to the project site, 8 July 2021. 
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Photos 11 and 12.  A California towhee chick awaits its parent, which forages next to 
the project site, 8 July 2021. 
 
Not only is the project site apparently seen as underlying a safe airspace to fly through, 
but it is likely a critically important destination for stop-over and staging opportunities 
to birds and bats. A site such as the proposed project site is all the more important for 
wildlife movement because it provides opportunities for stopover and staging of volant 
wildlife during migration, and for dispersal and home range patrol while opportunities 
diminish as anthropogenic uses expand across San Francisco (Warnock 2010, Taylor et 
al. 2011, Runge et al. 2014).  There is nearly no open space remaining.  The project 
would cut wildlife off from one of the last remaining stopover and staging opportunities, 
forcing volant wildlife to travel even farther between remaining patches of stopover 
refugia.   
 
Whereas a survey such as the one I performed at 1900 Diamond Street can inform of 
habitat conditions and the occurrence likelihoods of some wildlife species, it cannot 
possibly detect more than a fraction of the species that actually rely on habitats on the 
site.  Rather than interpreting survey outcomes at face value, a little data processing is in 
order.  The rate at which I detect species can be compared to the rates I experienced in 
other surveys to indicate the ultimate species richness of the site and the likelihood of 
detecting listed species had I persisted with the same survey method over a longer time.  
Figure 1 shows my counts of species detected at the site with time into my surveys on 7-
8 July 2021; the Figure simply shows the cumulative number of species detected with 
increasing survey time.  Just as I have seen for many other survey efforts, regression 
models fit the data very well, explaining 99% of the variation in the data, and they 
showed progress towards the inevitable asymptotes of the nonlinear prediction curves 
where the same survey methods would have eventually detected no more species.  In my 
case, had I continued doing what I was doing on 7-8 July 2021, I would have detected 39 
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species of vertebrate wildlife by doubling my survey time in the morning.  Surveying 
over multiple days, at different times of day, in different seasons, and using various 
methods would greatly increase the number of species detected.  The site is richer in 
wildlife species than I could have shown from my two surveys alone. 
 
Figure 1.  Actual and 
predicted relationships 
between the number of 
vertebrate wildlife species 
detected and the elapsed 
survey time based on visual 
scans I performed on the 
morning of 8 July (red 
circles) and the evening of 7 
July 2021 (black squares).  
Note that the relationships 
would differ if the survey 
was based on another 
method or during night or 
another season.  Also note 
that the cumulative number 
of vertebrate species across 
all methods, times of day, 
and seasons would increase 
substantially.   
 
 
 
 
 
The likelihood of detecting special-status species is typically lower than that of more 
common species.  This difference can be explained by the fact that special-status species 
tend to be rarer than common species.  Special-status species also tend to be more 
cryptic, fossorial, or active during nocturnal periods when biological surveys are rarely 
performed.  Another useful relationship from careful recording of species detections and 
subsequent comparative analysis is the probability of detection of listed species as a 
function of increasing number of vertebrate wildlife species detected (Figure 2).  (Note 
that listed species number fewer than special-status species, which are inclusive of listed 
species.)  As demonstrated in Figure 1, the number of species detected is largely a 
function of survey effort.  Therefore, greater survey effort increases the likelihood that 
listed species will be detected.  My survey efforts carried 20% and 30% probabilities of 
detecting a listed species, and they carried only 6% and 8.5% probabilities of detecting 
two listed species.  I would have needed much more survey effort to have had a 
reasonable likelihood of detecting a listed species, but the occurrence of listed species at 
the site certainly remains a possibility. 
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Figure 2.  Probability of detecting 1 Candidate, Threatened or Endangered Species of 
wildlife listed under California or federal Endangered Species Acts (left graph) and 
probability of detecting 2 listed species (right graph), based on survey outcomes that I 
logit-regressed on the number of wildlife species I detected as an expert witness during 
152 site visits throughout California.  The vertical lines represent the number of species 
I detected on 7 and 8 July 2021. 
 
With greater survey effort, more special-status species would be detected than the six I 
detected.  Public data bases of wildlife species detections indicate that 49 special-status 
species of vertebrate wildlife have been seen at or near the project site, or that occur in 
the region (Tables 2 and 3).  I am confident that with time and effort, many of the 
species in Tables 2 and 3 would be detected while they use the site in one manner or 
another. 
 
Also summarized in Table 2 are the species known to have fatally collided with glass 
windows in San Francisco (Kahle et al. 2016) and elsewhere in the Americas (rightmost 
column of Table 2).  These summaries are relevant because a prominent feature of the 
proposed project is its glass windows.  The buildings would destroy breeding and 
foraging habitat, and they would interfere with movement of volant wildlife, but the 
glass windows would also kill the birds that remain in the area, and they would do so 
throughout the life of the project.  Below I discuss potential project impacts to birds of 
the project’s windows. 
 


BIRD-WINDOW COLLISION MORTALITY 
 
One of the most prominent features of the buildings proposed for the project is their 
windows.  Another is its glass railings, which I estimate would total about 108.5 m2.  The 
buildings would introduce many large glass panels and long glass railings to a portion of 
the aerosphere that currently provides critically important habitat to birds.   
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Table 2.  eBird (https://eBird.org) reports of special-status species near the project site and species reported as 
window-collision victims at the nearby California Academy of Sciences (CAS) buildings (Kahle et al. 2016) and in the 
larger published literature (rightmost column). 


 
 
 
 
Species 


 
 
 
 
Scientific name 


 
 
 
 
Status1 


Occurrence
s 


Number counted 
at CAS study 


Known 
window 
deaths Data Bases, 


Site visit 
(bold font) 


As 
window 
deaths 


Alive in 
survey 
plots 


American white pelican Pelacanus erythrorhynchos SSC1 Nearby    
Brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis californicus CFP Nearby    
Double-crested cormorant Phalacrocorax auratus WL Nearby    
California gull Larus californicus WL On site    
Caspian tern Hydroprogne caspia WL On site    
Elegant tern Thalasseus elegans BCC Nearby    
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura BOP Nearby   Yes 
Osprey Pandion haliaetus WL, BOP Nearby   Yes 
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis BOP On site  1 Yes 
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis WL, BOP Nearby    
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni CT, BCC, BOP Nearby    
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus BOP Adjacent  1 Yes 
Rough-legged hawk Buteo lagopus BOP Nearby    
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus BOP, WL On site   Yes 
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperi BOP, WL Adjacent   Yes 
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus SSC3, BOP Nearby    
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus CFP, WL, BOP Nearby    
American kestrel Falco sparverius BOP Nearby   Yes 
Merlin Falco columbarius BOP, WL Nearby   Yes 
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus CFP, BCC Nearby   Yes 
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura  On site 6 3 Yes 
Great-horned owl Bubo virginianus BOP Adjacent  1 Yes 
Long-eared owl Asio otus SSC3, BOP Nearby   Yes 
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus SSC3, BOP Nearby   Yes 
Western screech-owl Megascops kennicotti BOP In region   Yes 
Barn owl Tyto alba BOP Nearby   Yes 



https://ebird.org/
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Species 


 
 
 
 
Scientific name 


 
 
 
 
Status1 


Occurrence
s 


Number counted 
at CAS study 


Known 
window 
deaths Data Bases, 


Site visit 
(bold font) 


As 
window 
deaths 


Alive in 
survey 
plots 


Vaux’s swift Chaetura vauxi SCC2 Nearby    
Anna’s hummingbird Calypte anna  On site 131 256 Yes 
Allen’s hummingbird Selasphorus sasin BCC On site 37 29 Yes 
Costa’s hummingbird Calypte costae BCC Nearby 1 0 Yes 
Rufous hummingbird Selasphorus rufus BCC Nearby 4 0 Yes 
Nuttall’s woodpecker Picoides nuttallii BCC On site  13  
Pacific-slope flycatcher Empidonax difficilis  Nearby 1 5 Yes 
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi SSC2 Nearby    
Willow flycatcher Empidonax trailii  CE, BCC Nearby    
Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans  On site 3 34 Yes 
Oak titmouse Baeolophus inornatus BCC Nearby   Yes 
Chestnut-backed 
chickadee 


Poecile rufescens  On site 1 203 Yes 


Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus  On site 1 399 Yes 
Brown creeper Certhia americana  Nearby 1 52 Yes 
Pygmy nuthatch Sitta pygmaea  On site 1 242 Yes 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus BCC, SSC2 In region    
Purple martin Progne subis SSC2 Nearby   Yes 
Bank swallow Riparia riparia CT In region   Yes 
Swainson’s thrush Catharus ustulatus  Nearby 1 1 Yes 
Hermit thrush Catharus guttatus  Adjacent 8 82 Yes 
American robin Turdus vulvaris  On site 3 389 Yes 
Warbling vireo Vireo gilvus  Nearby 1 5 Yes 
Yellow-rumped warbler Setophaga coronata  On site 7 92 Yes 
Orange-crowned warbler Oreothlypis celata  Nearby 2 29 Yes 
Townsend’s warbler Setophaga townsendi  Adjacent 3 101 Yes 
Wilson’s warbler Cardellina pusilla  On site 3 11 Yes 
Yellow warbler  Setophaga petechia  SSC2, BCC Nearby 7 18 Yes 
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Species 


 
 
 
 
Scientific name 


 
 
 
 
Status1 


Occurrence
s 


Number counted 
at CAS study 


Known 
window 
deaths Data Bases, 


Site visit 
(bold font) 


As 
window 
deaths 


Alive in 
survey 
plots 


San Francisco common 
yellowthroat 


Geothlypis trichas sinuosa SSC3, BCC Nearby 3 0 Yes 


Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens SSC3 Nearby   Yes 
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia  On site 5 435 Yes 
Golden-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia atricapilla  Adjacent 3 230 Yes 
White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrys  On site 1 249 Yes 
Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis  Nearby 2 0 Yes 
Lincoln’s sparrow Melospiza lincolnii  On site 3 35 Yes 
Fox sparrow Passerella iliaca  On site 6 152 Yes 
Dark-eyed junco Junco hyemalis  On site 22 510 Yes 
California towhee Melozone crissalis  On site 1 92 Yes 
Brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater  Adjacent 1 39 Yes 
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus  Adjacent 1 261 Yes 
Brewer’s blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus  Adjacent 25 1027 Yes 
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor CT, BCC Nearby  15  
House finch Haemorhous mexicanus  On site 5 213 Yes 
Lesser goldfinch Spinus psaltria  On site 1 44 Yes 
Lawrence’s goldfinch Carduelis lawrencei BCC Nearby    


1 Listed as BCC = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bird Species of Conservation Concern, CT or CE = California threatened or 
endangered, CFP = California Fully Protected (CDFG Code 3511), FGC 3503.5 = California Fish and Game Code 3503.5 -- 
Birds of prey, and SSC1, SSC2 and SSC3 = California Bird Species of Special Concern priorities 1, 2 and 3, respectively, and 
WL = Taxa to Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008). 
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Table 3.  Special-status species of mammals potentially occurring at the project site. 


 
 
 
 
Species 


 
 
 
 
Scientific name 


 
 
 
 
Status1 


 
 
Occurrence 
likelihood 


Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus SSC, WBWG high In region 
Townsend’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii SSC, WBWG high In region 
Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus WBWG moderate Nearby 
Western red bat Lasiurus blossevillii SSC, WBWG high Nearby 
Fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes WBWG high In region 
Miller’s myotis Myotis evotis WBWG moderate In region 
Small-footed myotis Myotis cililabrum WBWG moderate In region 
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat Neotoma fuscipes annectens SSC In region 


1 SSC = California Bird Species of Special Concern, WBWG = priority listing by Western Bat Working Group
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Window collisions are often characterized as either the second or third largest source or 
human-caused bird mortality.  The numbers behind these characterizations are often 
attributed to Klem’s (1990) and Dunn’s (1993) estimates of about 100 million to 1 billion 
bird fatalities in the USA, or more recently Loss et al.’s (2014) estimate of 365-988 
million bird fatalities in the USA or Calvert et al.’s (2013) and Machtans et al.’s (2013) 
estimates of 22.4 million and 25 million bird fatalities in Canada, respectively.  
However, these estimates were likely biased too low, because they were based on 
opportunistic sampling, volunteer study participation, fatality monitoring by more 
inexperienced than experienced searchers, and usually no adjustments made for 
scavenger removals of carcasses before searchers could detect them (Bracey et al. 2016).  
A high rate of bird-window collisions has been measured in the Bay Area (Kahle et al. 
2016), which is within the prominent bird migration route known as the Pacific Flyway.   
 
Table 2 lists 46 locally occurring bird species with a documented history of window 
collision mortality (Supplemental Material to Basilio et al. 2020; Smallwood 
unpublished review).  Of these species, 34 were documented as window casualties at the 
nearby California Academy of Sciences.  Of the special-status species in Table 2, 17 have 
been documented as window collision fatalities and are therefore susceptible to new 
structural glass installations.  Many more species of migratory birds, newly protected by 
California’s revised Fish and Game Code section 3513, have also been documented as 
window collision victims (Basilio et al. 2020).   
 
My concern is heightened by the recent report of a 29% decline in overall bird 
abundance across North America over the past 48 years (Rosenberg et al. 2019).  This 
stunning loss comports with my own impression from decades of monitoring of bird 
populations in California, and it comports with the impressions of colleagues who have 
been performing their own monitoring programs.  This loss poses dire ecological and 
economic consequences that have yet to be fully understood, but which must be 
considered in any serious analysis of cumulative impacts.   
 
The buildings of the proposed project c0uld be designed to be safer to birds.  The 
depiction of the buildings’ façades in the Project Application Plan Submittal of 18 
August 2020 is inconsistent with standards identified in Bird-Safe Guidelines I have 
reviewed.  The Project Application Plan Submittal of 18 August 2020 depicts large glass 
windows that would reflect tall vegetation in adjacent landscaping.  As I will show in the 
next section, many birds can be expected to be killed by the large windows of the 
proposed buildings.  A fair argument can be made for the need to prepare an EIR to 
adequately address this potential impact. 
 
Project Impact Prediction 
 
Predicting the impacts caused by loss of aerial habitat and the energetic costs of birds 
having to navigate around the buildings is possible, but I am unprepared to make such 
predictions.  However, I am prepared to predict bird-window collision mortality.  By the 
time of these comments I had reviewed and processed results of bird collision 
monitoring at 213 buildings and façades for which bird collisions per m2 of glass per 
year could be calculated and averaged (Johnson and Hudson 1976, O’Connell 2001, 
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Somerlot 2003, Hager et al. 2008, Borden et al. 2010, Hager et al. 2013, Porter and 
Huang 2015, Parkins et al. 2015, Kahle et al. 2016, Ocampo-Peñuela et al. 2016, Sabo et 
al. 2016, Barton et al. 2017, Gomez-Moreno et al. 2018, Schneider et al. 2018, Loss et al. 
2019, Brown et al. 2020, City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services and 
Portland Audubon 2020, Riding et al. 2020).  These study results averaged 0.073 bird 
deaths per m2 of glass per year (95% CI:  0.042-0.102).  Looking over the proposed 
building design, I estimate the buildings would include at least 1,024 m2 of glass panels, 
which applied to the mean fatality rate would predict at least 75 bird deaths per year 
(95% CI: 44‒105) at the buildings.  The 100-year toll from this average annual fatality 
rate would be at least 7,500 bird deaths (95% CI: 4,400‒10,500).  These estimates 
would be perhaps 3 times higher after accounting for the proportions of fatalities 
removed by scavengers or missed by fatality searchers where studies have been 
performed.  The mortality of collision fatalities would continue until the buildings are 
either renovated to reduce bird collisions or they come down.  If the project moves 
forward as proposed, and annually kills 75 birds protected by state and federal laws, 
then the project will cause significant unmitigated impacts. 
 
Guidelines on Building Design 
 
If the project goes forward, it should adhere to City of San Francisco’s (San Francisco 
Planning Department 2011) building design guidelines, based were on the excellent 
guidelines produced by the New York City Audubon Society (Orff et al. 2007).  The 
American Bird Conservancy (ABC) also produced an excellent set of guidelines 
recommending actions to:  (1) Minimize use of glass; (2) Placing glass behind some type 
of screening (grilles, shutters, exterior shades); (3) Using glass with inherent properties 
to reduce collisions, such as patterns, window films, decals or tape; and (4) Turning off 
lights during migration seasons (Sheppard and Phillips 2015). The ABC document and 
both the New York and San Francisco documents provide excellent alerting of potential 
bird-collision hazards as well as many visual examples.  The San Francisco Planning 
Department’s (2011) building design guidelines are more comprehensive than those of 
New York City, but they could have gone further.  For example, the San Francisco 
guidelines probably should have also covered scientific monitoring of impacts as well as 
compensatory mitigation for impacts that could not be avoided, minimized or reduced.   
 
Monitoring and the use of compensatory mitigation should be incorporated at any new 
building project because the measures recommended in the available guidelines remain 
of uncertain efficacy, and even if these measures are effective, they will not reduce 
collision fatalities to zero.  The only way to assess efficacy and to quantify post-
construction fatalities is to monitor the project for fatalities. 
 


CLOSING COMMENTS 
 
While at the site with my binoculars and camera, passersby pedestrians and motorists 
stopped to take in the stunning view of the City from Diamond Heights Blvd. (Photo 13).  
Some asked me what I was hoping to photograph with my telephoto lens.  To each I 
replied that my target was birds, and each would then excitedly relate to me their own 
stories of having seen this or that type of bird at the site.  They’d ask whether I had yet 
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seen the coyotes that frequent the site, and they’d ask whether I was aware that hawks 
nest there. The people I met at 1900 Diamond expressed great enthusiasm for the site’s 
role as wildlife habitat.  I could see it on eBird, as well, where locals have posted their 
sightings of birds.  It is clear to me that the site’s habitat value transcends the value I 
attribute to animals that live wild; its habitat value extends to the residents of Diamond 
Heights, as well. The site, with its view, its towering Monterey cypress and its 
concentration of wildlife that flit back and forth to neighboring patches of open space, is 
an open-space asset of the City that helps connect wildlife among 29th & Diamond Open 
Space, Topaz Open Space, Billy Goat Hill Park, and the open space around Walter Haas 
Playground.  The site is undeniably irreplaceable. 


Photo 13. Telephoto view of the City 
from Diamond Heights Blvd. at the 
project site, where pedestrians and 
motorists alike often stop to appreciate. 


Thank you for your attention, 


______________________ 
Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D. 


Cc: Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, Jacob 
Bintliff, Tom Temprano, Devyani Jain, 
Tania Sheyner, Gabriela Pantoja, 
Sephanie Cisneros, Steve Chaffin, Olga-
Milan-Howells, Betsy Eddy 
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Photo 14.  California towhee next to the project site, 8 July 2021. 
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 589 reports, declarations, posters and book reviews 


    8 in mass media outlets 


  91 public presentations of research results 


 


Editing for scientific journals:  Guest Editor, Wildlife Society Bulletin, 2012-2013, of invited papers 


representing international views on the impacts of wind energy on wildlife and how to mitigate 


the impacts. Associate Editor, Journal of Wildlife Management, March 2004 to 30 June 2007.  


Editorial Board Member, Environmental Management, 10/1999 to 8/2004. Associate Editor, 


Biological Conservation, 9/1994 to 9/1995. 


 


Member, Alameda County Scientific Review Committee (SRC), August 2006 to April 2011. The 


five-member committee investigated causes of bird and bat collisions in the Altamont Pass 


Wind Resource Area, and recommended mitigation and monitoring measures. The SRC 


reviewed the science underlying the Alameda County Avian Protection Program, and advised 



mailto:puma@dcn.org
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the County on how to reduce wildlife fatalities.   


 


Consulting Ecologist, 2004-2007, California Energy Commission (CEC). Provided consulting 


services as needed to the CEC on renewable energy impacts, monitoring and research, and 


produced several reports. Also collaborated with Lawrence-Livermore National Lab on research 


to understand and reduce wind turbine impacts on wildlife. 


 


Consulting Ecologist, 1999-2013, U.S. Navy. Performed endangered species surveys, hazardous 


waste site monitoring, and habitat restoration for the endangered San Joaquin kangaroo rat, 


California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, California clapper rail, western 


burrowing owl, salt marsh harvest mouse, and other species at Naval Air Station Lemoore; 


Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, Detachment Concord; Naval Security Group Activity, 


Skaggs Island; National Radio Transmitter Facility, Dixon; and, Naval Outlying Landing Field 


Imperial Beach. 


 


Part-time Lecturer, 1998-2005, California State University, Sacramento. Instructed Mammalogy, 


Behavioral Ecology, and Ornithology Lab, Contemporary Environmental Issues, Natural 


Resources Conservation. 


 


Senior Ecologist, 1999-2005, BioResource Consultants. Designed and implemented research and 


monitoring studies related to avian fatalities at wind turbines, avian electrocutions on electric 


distribution poles across California, and avian fatalities at transmission lines. 


 


Chairman, Conservation Affairs Committee, The Wildlife Society--Western Section, 1999-2001. 


Prepared position statements and led efforts directed toward conservation issues, including 


travel to Washington, D.C. to lobby Congress for more wildlife conservation funding. 


 


Systems Ecologist, 1995-2000, Institute for Sustainable Development. Headed ISD’s program on 


integrated resources management. Developed indicators of ecological integrity for large areas, 


using remotely sensed data, local community involvement and GIS.  


 


Associate, 1997-1998, Department of Agronomy and Range Science, University of California, 


Davis. Worked with Shu Geng and Mingua Zhang on several studies related to wildlife 


interactions with agriculture and patterns of fertilizer and pesticide residues in groundwater 


across a large landscape. 


 


Lead Scientist, 1996-1999, National Endangered Species Network. Informed academic scientists 


and environmental activists about emerging issues regarding the Endangered Species Act and 


other environmental laws. Testified at public hearings on endangered species issues. 


 


Ecologist, 1997-1998, Western Foundation of Vertebrate Zoology. Conducted field research to 


determine the impact of past mercury mining on the status of California red-legged frogs in 


Santa Clara County, California.  


 


Senior Systems Ecologist, 1994-1995, EIP Associates, Sacramento, California. Provided consulting 


services in environmental planning, and quantitative assessment of land units for their 


conservation and restoration opportunities basedon ecological resource requirements of 29 


special-status species. Developed ecological indicators for prioritizing areas within Yolo County 
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to receive mitigation funds for habitat easements and restoration.  


 


Post-Graduate Researcher, 1990-1994, Department of Agronomy and Range Science, U.C. Davis. 


Under Dr. Shu Geng’s mentorship, studied landscape and management effects on temporal and 


spatial patterns of abundance among pocket gophers and species of Falconiformes and 


Carnivora in the Sacramento Valley. Managed and analyzed a data base of energy use in 


California agriculture. Assisted with landscape (GIS) study of groundwater contamination 


across Tulare County, California.   


 


Work experience in graduate school:  Co-taught Conservation Biology with Dr. Christine 


Schonewald, 1991 & 1993, UC Davis Graduate Group in Ecology; Reader for Dr. Richard 


Coss’s course on Psychobiology in 1990, UC Davis Department of Psychology; Research 


Assistant to Dr. Walter E. Howard, 1988-1990, UC Davis Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 


Biology, testing durable baits for pocket gopher management in forest clearcuts; Research 


Assistant to Dr. Terrell P. Salmon, 1987-1988, UC Wildlife Extension, Department of Wildlife 


and Fisheries Biology, developing empirical models of mammal and bird invasions in North 


America, and a rating system for priority research and control of exotic species based on 


economic, environmental and human health hazards in California. Student Assistant to Dr. E. 


Lee Fitzhugh, 1985-1987, UC Cooperative Extension, Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 


Biology, developing and implementing statewide mountain lion track count for long-term 


monitoring.  


 


Fulbright Research Fellow, Indonesia, 1988. Tested use of new sampling methods for numerical 


monitoring of Sumatran tiger and six other species of endemic felids, and evaluated methods 


used by other researchers.   


 


Projects 


 


Repowering wind energy projects through careful siting of new wind turbines using map-based 


collision hazard models to minimize impacts to volant wildlife. Funded by wind companies 


(principally NextEra Renewable Energy, Inc.), California Energy Commission and East Bay 


Regional Park District, I have collaborated with a GIS analyst and managed a crew of five field 


biologists performing golden eagle behavior surveys and nocturnal surveys on bats and owls. The 


goal is to quantify flight patterns for development of predictive models to more carefully site new 


wind turbines in repowering projects. Focused behavior surveys began May 2012 and continue. 


Collision hazard models have been prepared for seven wind projects, three of which were built. 


Planning for additional repowering projects is underway. 


 


Test avian safety of new mixer-ejector wind turbine (MEWT). Designed and implemented a before-


after, control-impact experimental design to test the avian safety of a new, shrouded wind turbine 


developed by Ogin Inc. (formerly known as FloDesign Wind Turbine Corporation). Supported by a 


$718,000 grant from the California Energy Commission’s Public Interest Energy Research program 


and a 20% match share contribution from Ogin, I managed a crew of seven field biologists who 


performed periodic fatality searches and behavior surveys, carcass detection trials, nocturnal 


behavior surveys using a thermal camera, and spatial analyses with the collaboration of a GIS 


analyst. Field work began 1 April 2012 and ended 30 March 2015 without Ogin installing its 


MEWTs, but we still achieved multiple important scientific advances. 
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Reduce avian mortality due to wind turbines at Altamont Pass. Studied wildlife impacts caused by 


5,400 wind turbines at the world’s most notorious wind resource area. Studied how impacts are 


perceived by monitoring and how they are affected by terrain, wind patterns, food resources, range 


management practices, wind turbine operations, seasonal patterns, population cycles, infrastructure 


management such as electric distribution, animal behavior and social interactions.   


 


Reduce avian mortality on electric distribution poles. Directed research toward reducing bird 


electrocutions on electric distribution poles, 2000-2007. Oversaw 5 founds of fatality searches at 


10,000 poles from Orange County to Glenn County, California, and produced two large reports. 


 


Cook et al. v. Rockwell International et al., No. 90-K-181 (D. Colorado). Provided expert testimony 


on the role of burrowing animals in affecting the fate of buried and surface-deposited radioactive 


and hazardous chemical wastes at the Rocky Flats Plant, Colorado. Provided expert reports based 


on four site visits and an extensive document review of burrowing animals. Conducted transect 


surveys for evidence of burrowing animals and other wildlife on and around waste facilities. 


Discovered substantial intrusion of waste structures by burrowing animals. I testified in federal 


court in November 2005, and my clients were subsequently awarded a $553,000,000 judgment by a 


jury. After appeals the award was increased to two billion dollars. 


 


Hanford Nuclear Reservation Litigation. Provided expert testimony on the role of burrowing 


animals in affecting the fate of buried radioactive wastes at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, 


Washington. Provided three expert reports based on three site visits and extensive document review. 


Predicted and verified a certain population density of pocket gophers on buried waste structures, as 


well as incidence of radionuclide contamination in body tissue. Conducted transect surveys for 


evidence of burrowing animals and other wildlife on and around waste facilities. Discovered 


substantial intrusion of waste structures by burrowing animals. 


 


Expert testimony and declarations on proposed residential and commercial developments, gas-fired 


power plants, wind, solar and geothermal projects, water transfers and water transfer delivery 


systems, endangered species recovery plans, Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Communities 


Conservation Programs. Testified before multiple government agencies, Tribunals, Boards of 


Supervisors and City Councils, and participated with press conferences and depositions. Prepared 


expert witness reports and court declarations, which are summarized under Reports (below). 


 


Protocol-level surveys for special-status species. Used California Department of Fish and Wildlife 


and US Fish and Wildlife Service protocols to search for California red-legged frog, California tiger 


salamander, arroyo southwestern toad, blunt-nosed leopard lizard, western pond turtle, giant 


kangaroo rat, San Joaquin kangaroo rat, San Joaquin kit fox, western burrowing owl, Swainson’s 


hawk, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle and other special-status species.  


 


Conservation of San Joaquin kangaroo rat. Performed research to identify factors responsible for the 


decline of this endangered species at Lemoore Naval Air Station, 2000-2013, and implemented 


habitat enhancements designed to reverse the trend and expand the population. 


 


Impact of West Nile Virus on yellow-billed magpies. Funded by Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and 


Vector Control District, 2005-2008, compared survey results pre- and post-West Nile Virus 


epidemic for multiple bird species in the Sacramento Valley, particularly on yellow-billed magpie 


and American crow due to susceptibility to WNV.   
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Workshops on HCPs. Assisted Dr. Michael Morrison with organizing and conducting a 2-day 


workshop on Habitat Conservation Plans, sponsored by Southern California Edison, and another 1-


day workshop sponsored by PG&E. These Workshops were attended by academics, attorneys, and 


consultants with HCP experience. We guest-edited a Proceedings published in Environmental 


Management. 


 


Mapping of biological resources along Highways 101, 46 and 41. Used GPS and GIS to delineate 


vegetation complexes and locations of special-status species along 26 miles of highway in San Luis 


Obispo County, 14 miles of highway and roadway in Monterey County, and in a large area north of 


Fresno, including within reclaimed gravel mining pits. 


 


GPS mapping and monitoring at restoration sites and at Caltrans mitigation sites. Monitored the 


success of elderberry shrubs at one location, the success of willows at another location, and the 


response of wildlife to the succession of vegetation at both sites. Also used GPS to monitor the 


response of fossorial animals to yellow star-thistle eradication and natural grassland restoration 


efforts at Bear Valley in Colusa County and at the decommissioned Mather Air Force Base in 


Sacramento County. 


 


Mercury effects on Red-legged Frog. Assisted Dr. Michael Morrison and US Fish and Wildlife 


Service in assessing the possible impacts of historical mercury mining on the federally listed 


California red-legged frog in Santa Clara County. Also measured habitat variables in streams. 


 


Opposition to proposed No Surprises rule. Wrote a white paper and summary letter explaining 


scientific grounds for opposing the incidental take permit (ITP) rules providing ITP applicants and 


holders with general assurances they will be free of compliance with the Endangered Species Act 


once they adhere to the terms of a “properly functioning HCP.” Submitted 188 signatures of 


scientists and environmental professionals concerned about No Surprises rule US Fish and Wildlife 


Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, all US Senators.  


 


Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan alternative. Designed narrow channel marsh to increase 


the likelihood of survival and recovery in the wild of giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk and 


Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. The design included replication and interspersion of treatments 


for experimental testing of critical habitat elements. I provided a report to Northern Territories, Inc. 


 


Assessments of agricultural production system and environmental technology transfer to China. 


Twice visited China and interviewed scientists, industrialists, agriculturalists, and the Directors of 


the Chinese Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Agriculture to assess the need 


and possible pathways for environmental clean-up technologies and trade opportunities between the 


US and China. 


 


Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan. Conducted landscape ecology study of Yolo County to 


spatially prioritize allocation of mitigation efforts to improve ecosystem functionality within the 


County from the perspective of 29 special-status species of wildlife and plants. Used a 


hierarchically structured indicators approach to apply principles of landscape and ecosystem 


ecology, conservation biology, and local values in rating land units. Derived GIS maps to help 


guide the conservation area design, and then developed implementation strategies. 
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Mountain lion track count. Developed and conducted a carnivore monitoring program throughout 


California since 1985. Species counted include mountain lion, bobcat, black bear, coyote, red and 


gray fox, raccoon, striped skunk, badger, and black-tailed deer. Vegetation and land use are also 


monitored. Track survey transect was established on dusty, dirt roads within randomly selected 


quadrats. 


 


Sumatran tiger and other felids. Upon award of Fulbright Research Fellowship, I designed and 


initiated track counts for seven species of wild cats in Sumatra, including Sumatran tiger, fishing 


cat, and golden cat. Spent four months on Sumatra and Java in 1988, and learned Bahasa Indonesia, 


the official Indonesian language.  


 


Wildlife in agriculture. Beginning as post-graduate research, I studied pocket gophers and other 


wildlife in 40 alfalfa fields throughout the Sacramento Valley, and I surveyed for wildlife along a 


200 mile road transect since 1989 with a hiatus of 1996-2004. The data are analyzed using GIS and 


methods from landscape ecology, and the results published and presented orally to farming groups 


in California and elsewhere. I also conducted the first study of wildlife in cover crops used on 


vineyards and orchards. 


 


Agricultural energy use and Tulare County groundwater study. Developed and analyzed a data base 


of energy use in California agriculture, and collaborated on a landscape (GIS) study of groundwater 


contamination across Tulare County, California. 


 


Pocket gopher damage in forest clear-cuts. Developed gopher sampling methods and tested various 


poison baits and baiting regimes in the largest-ever field study of pocket gopher management in 


forest plantations, involving 68 research plots in 55 clear-cuts among 6 National Forests in northern 


California.   


 


Risk assessment of exotic species in North America. Developed empirical models of mammal and 


bird species invasions in North America, as well as a rating system for assigning priority research 


and control to exotic species in California, based on economic, environmental, and human health 


hazards.  


 


 Peer Reviewed Publications 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2020.  USA wind energy-caused bat fatalities increase with shorter fatality 


search intervals.  Diversity 12(98); doi:10.3390/d12030098. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., D. A. Bell, and S. Standish.  2020.  Dogs detect larger wind energy impacts on 


bats and birds.  Journal of Wildlife Management 84:852-864. DOI: 10.1002/jwmg.21863.   
 


Smallwood, K. S., and D. A. Bell.  2020.  Relating bat passage rates to wind turbine fatalities.  


Diversity 12(84); doi:10.3390/d12020084. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., and D. A. Bell.  2020.  Effects of wind turbine curtailment on bird and bat 


fatalities.  Journal of Wildlife Management 84:684-696. DOI: 10.1002/jwmg.21844 


 


Kitano, M., M. Ino, K. S. Smallwood, and S. Shiraki.  2020.  Seasonal difference in carcass 


persistence rates at wind farms with snow, Hokkaido, Japan.  Ornithological Science 19: 63 – 
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71. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and M. L. Morrison.  2018.  Nest-site selection in a high-density colony of 


burrowing owls.  Journal of Raptor Research 52:454-470. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., D. A. Bell, E. L. Walther, E. Leyvas, S. Standish, J. Mount, B. Karas.  2018.  


Estimating wind turbine fatalities using integrated detection trials.  Journal of Wildlife 


Management 82:1169-1184. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2017.  Long search intervals under-estimate bird and bat fatalities caused by 


wind turbines.  Wildlife Society Bulletin 41:224-230. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2017.  The challenges of addressing wildlife impacts when repowering wind 


energy projects.  Pages 175-187 in Köppel, J., Editor, Wind Energy and Wildlife Impacts:  


Proceedings from the CWW2015 Conference. Springer.  Cham, Switzerland. 


 


May, R., Gill, A. B., Köppel, J. Langston, R. H.W., Reichenbach, M., Scheidat, M., Smallwood, S., 


Voigt, C. C., Hüppop, O., and Portman, M. 2017.  Future research directions to reconcile wind 


turbine–wildlife interactions.  Pages 255-276 in Köppel, J., Editor, Wind Energy and Wildlife 


Impacts:  Proceedings from the CWW2015 Conference. Springer.  Cham, Switzerland. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2017.  Monitoring birds.  M. Perrow, Ed., Wildlife and Wind Farms - Conflicts 


and Solutions, Volume 2. Pelagic Publishing, Exeter, United Kingdom.  www.bit.ly/2v3cR9Q 


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, and D. A. Bell.  2017.  Siting to Minimize Raptor Collisions: an 


example from the Repowering Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  M. Perrow, Ed., Wildlife 


and Wind Farms - Conflicts and Solutions, Volume 2.  Pelagic Publishing, Exeter, United 


Kingdom.  www.bit.ly/2v3cR9Q 


 


Johnson, D. H., S. R. Loss, K. S. Smallwood, W. P. Erickson.  2016.  Avian fatalities at wind 


energy facilities in North America: A comparison of recent approaches.  Human–Wildlife 


Interactions 10(1):7-18. 


 


Sadar, M. J., D. S.-M. Guzman, A. Mete, J. Foley, N. Stephenson, K. H. Rogers, C. Grosset, K. S. 


Smallwood, J. Shipman, A. Wells, S. D. White, D. A. Bell, and M. G. Hawkins.  2015.  Mange 


Caused by a novel Micnemidocoptes mite in a Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos).  Journal of 


Avian Medicine and Surgery 29(3):231-237. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2015.  Habitat fragmentation and corridors.  Pages 84-101 in M. L. Morrison and 


H. A. Mathewson, Eds., Wildlife habitat conservation: concepts, challenges, and solutions.  


John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, Maryland, USA. 


 


Mete, A., N. Stephenson, K. Rogers, M. G. Hawkins, M. Sadar, D. Guzman, D. A. Bell, J. Shipman, 


A. Wells, K. S. Smallwood, and J. Foley.  2014.  Emergence of Knemidocoptic mange in wild 


Golden Eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) in California.  Emerging Infectious Diseases 20(10):1716-


1718. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2013.   Introduction: Wind-energy development and wildlife conservation.  



http://www.bit.ly/2v3cR9Q

http://www.bit.ly/2v3cR9Q
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Wildlife Society Bulletin 37: 3-4. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2013.  Comparing bird and bat fatality-rate estimates among North American 


wind-energy projects.  Wildlife Society Bulletin 37:19-33.  + Online Supplemental Material. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, J. Mount, and R. C. E. Culver.  2013. Nesting Burrowing Owl 


Abundance in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California.  Wildlife Society Bulletin:  


37:787-795. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., D. A. Bell, B. Karas, and S. A. Snyder.  2013.  Response to Huso and Erickson 


Comments on Novel Scavenger Removal Trials.  Journal of Wildlife Management 77: 216-225. 


 


Bell, D. A., and K. S. Smallwood.  2010.  Birds of prey remain at risk.  Science 330:913. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., D. A. Bell, S. A. Snyder, and J. E. DiDonato.  2010.  Novel scavenger removal 


trials increase estimates of wind turbine-caused avian fatality rates.  Journal of Wildlife 


Management 74: 1089-1097 + Online Supplemental Material. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, and D. A. Bell.  2009.  Map-based repowering and reorganization of a 


wind resource area to minimize burrowing owl and other bird fatalities.  Energies 2009(2):915-


943.  http://www.mdpi.com/1996-1073/2/4/915 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and B. Nakamoto.  2009.  Impacts of West Nile Virus Epizootic on Yellow-Billed 


Magpie, American Crow, and other Birds in the Sacramento Valley, California.  The Condor 


111:247-254. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Rugge, and M. L. Morrison.  2009.  Influence of Behavior on Bird Mortality 


in Wind Energy Developments:  The Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California. Journal of 


Wildlife Management 73:1082-1098. 


  


Smallwood, K. S. and B. Karas.  2009.  Avian and Bat Fatality Rates at Old-Generation and 


Repowered Wind Turbines in California.  Journal of Wildlife Management 73:1062-1071. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008.  Wind power company compliance with mitigation plans in the Altamont 


Pass Wind Resource Area.  Environmental & Energy Law Policy Journal 2(2):229-285. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., C. G. Thelander.  2008.  Bird Mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 


Area, California.  Journal of Wildlife Management 72:215-223. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2007.  Estimating wind turbine-caused bird mortality.  Journal of Wildlife 


Management 71:2781-2791. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., C. G. Thelander, M. L. Morrison, and L. M. Rugge.  2007.  Burrowing owl 


mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  Journal of Wildlife Management 71:1513-


1524. 


 


Cain, J. W. III, K. S. Smallwood, M. L. Morrison, and H. L. Loffland.  2005.  Influence of mammal 


activity on nesting success of Passerines.  J. Wildlife Management 70:522-531. 



http://www.mdpi.com/1996-1073/2/4/915
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Smallwood, K.S.  2002.  Habitat models based on numerical comparisons.  Pages 83-95 in 


Predicting species occurrences: Issues of scale and accuracy, J. M. Scott, P. J. Heglund, M. 


Morrison, M. Raphael, J. Haufler, and B. Wall, editors.  Island Press, Covello, California.   


 


Morrison, M. L., K. S. Smallwood, and L. S. Hall.  2002.  Creating habitat through plant relocation: 


Lessons from Valley elderberry longhorn beetle mitigation.  Ecological Restoration 21: 95-100. 


 


Zhang, M., K. S. Smallwood, and E. Anderson.  2002.  Relating indicators of ecological health and 


integrity to assess risks to sustainable agriculture and native biota. Pages 757-768 in D.J. 


Rapport, W.L. Lasley, D.E. Rolston, N.O. Nielsen, C.O. Qualset, and A.B. Damania (eds.), 


Managing for Healthy Ecosystems, Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, Florida USA. 


 


Wilcox, B. A., K. S. Smallwood, and J. A. Kahn.  2002.  Toward a forest Capital Index.  Pages 285-


298 in D.J. Rapport, W.L. Lasley, D.E. Rolston, N.O. Nielsen, C.O. Qualset, and A.B. Damania 


(eds.), Managing for Healthy Ecosystems, Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, Florida USA. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  2001.  The allometry of density within the space used by populations of 


Mammalian Carnivores.  Canadian Journal of Zoology 79:1634-1640. 


 


Smallwood, K.S., and T.R. Smith.  2001.  Study design and interpretation of Sorex density 


estimates.  Annales Zoologi Fennici 38:141-161. 


 


Smallwood, K.S., A. Gonzales, T. Smith, E. West, C. Hawkins, E. Stitt, C. Keckler, C. Bailey, and 


K. Brown.  2001.  Suggested standards for science applied to conservation issues. Transactions 


of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 36:40-49. 


 


Geng, S., Yixing Zhou, Minghua Zhang, and K. Shawn Smallwood. 2001. A Sustainable Agro-


ecological Solution to Water Shortage in North China Plain (Huabei Plain).  Environmental 


Planning and Management 44:345-355. 


 


Smallwood, K. Shawn, Lourdes Rugge, Stacia Hoover, Michael L. Morrison, Carl Thelander. 2001. 


Intra- and inter-turbine string comparison of fatalities to animal burrow densities at Altamont 


Pass.  Pages 23-37 in S. S. Schwartz, ed., Proceedings of the National Avian-Wind Power 


Planning Meeting IV.  RESOLVE, Inc., Washington, D.C. 


 


Smallwood, K.S., S. Geng, and M. Zhang.  2001. Comparing pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) 


density in alfalfa stands to assess management and conservation goals in northern California.  


Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 87: 93-109. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. 2001.  Linking habitat restoration to meaningful units of animal demography.  


Restoration Ecology 9:253-261. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2000.  A crosswalk from the Endangered Species Act to the HCP Handbook and 


real HCPs. Environmental Management 26, Supplement 1:23-35. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., J. Beyea and M. Morrison. 1999.  Using the best scientific data for endangered 


species conservation.  Environmental Management 24:421-435. 
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Smallwood, K. S.  1999.  Scale domains of abundance among species of Mammalian Carnivora. 


Environmental Conservation 26:102-111. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1999.  Suggested study attributes for making useful population density estimates. 


Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 35:  76-82. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and M. L. Morrison.  1999.  Estimating burrow volume and excavation rate of 


pocket gophers (Geomyidae).  Southwestern Naturalist 44:173-183. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and M. L. Morrison.  1999.  Spatial scaling of pocket gopher (Geomyidae) 


density.  Southwestern Naturalist 44:73-82. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1999.  Abating pocket gophers (Thomomys spp.) to regenerate forests in 


clearcuts.   Environmental Conservation 26:59-65. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1998.  Patterns of black bear abundance. Transactions of the Western Section of 


the Wildlife Society 34:32-38. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1998.  On the evidence needed for listing northern goshawks (Accipter gentilis) 


under the Endangered Species Act:  a reply to Kennedy.  J. Raptor Research 32:323-329. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., B. Wilcox, R. Leidy, and K. Yarris. 1998. Indicators assessment for Habitat 


Conservation Plan of Yolo County, California, USA.  Environmental Management 22: 947-958. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., M. L. Morrison, and J. Beyea.  1998.  Animal burrowing attributes affecting 


hazardous waste management.  Environmental Management 22: 831-847. 


 


Smallwood, K. S, and C. M. Schonewald. 1998.  Study design and interpretation for mammalian 


carnivore density estimates. Oecologia 113:474-491. 


 


Zhang, M., S. Geng, and K. S. Smallwood.  1998.  Nitrate contamination in groundwater of Tulare 


County, California.  Ambio 27(3):170-174. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and M. L. Morrison.  1997.  Animal burrowing in the waste management zone of 


Hanford Nuclear Reservation.  Proceedings of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 


Meeting 33:88-97. 


 


Morrison, M. L., K. S. Smallwood, and J. Beyea.  1997.  Monitoring the dispersal of contaminants 


by wildlife at nuclear weapons production and waste storage facilities.  The Environmentalist 


17:289-295. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1997. Interpreting puma (Puma concolor) density estimates for theory and 


management.  Environmental Conservation 24(3):283-289. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1997.  Managing vertebrates in cover crops: a first study.  American Journal of 


Alternative Agriculture 11:155-160. 
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Smallwood, K. S. and S. Geng.  1997.  Multi-scale influences of gophers on alfalfa yield and 


quality. Field Crops Research 49:159-168. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and C. Schonewald.  1996. Scaling population density and spatial pattern for 


terrestrial, mammalian carnivores.  Oecologia 105:329-335. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., G. Jones, and C. Schonewald.  1996. Spatial scaling of allometry for terrestrial, 


mammalian carnivores. Oecologia 107:588-594. 


 


Van Vuren, D. and K. S. Smallwood.  1996.  Ecological management of vertebrate pests in 


agricultural systems.  Biological Agriculture and Horticulture 13:41-64. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., B. J. Nakamoto, and S. Geng.  1996.  Association analysis of raptors on an 


agricultural landscape. Pages 177-190 in D.M. Bird, D.E. Varland, and J.J. Negro, eds., Raptors 


in human landscapes.  Academic Press, London. 


 


Erichsen, A. L., K. S. Smallwood, A. M. Commandatore, D. M. Fry, and B. Wilson.  1996.  White-


tailed Kite movement and nesting patterns in an agricultural landscape.  Pages 166-176 in D. M. 


Bird, D. E. Varland, and J. J. Negro, eds., Raptors in human landscapes.  Academic Press, 


London. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1995.  Scaling Swainson's hawk population density for assessing habitat-use across 


an agricultural landscape.  J. Raptor Research 29:172-178. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and W. A. Erickson.  1995.  Estimating gopher populations and their abatement in 


forest plantations.  Forest Science 41:284-296. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and E. L. Fitzhugh. 1995.   A track count for estimating mountain lion Felis 


concolor californica population trend.  Biological Conservation 71:251-259 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1994.  Site invasibility by exotic birds and mammals.  Biological Conservation 


69:251-259. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1994.  Trends in California mountain lion populations.  Southwestern Naturalist 


39:67-72. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1993.  Understanding ecological pattern and process by association and order.  


Acta Oecologica 14(3):443-462. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and E. L. Fitzhugh.  1993.  A rigorous technique for identifying individual 


mountain lions Felis concolor by their tracks.  Biological Conservation 65:51-59. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  1993.  Mountain lion vocalizations and hunting behavior.  The Southwestern 


Naturalist 38:65-67. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and T. P. Salmon.  1992.  A rating system for potential exotic vertebrate pests.  


Biological Conservation 62:149-159. 
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Smallwood, K. S.  1990.  Turbulence and the ecology of invading species.  Ph.D. Thesis, University 


of California, Davis. 


 


Peer-reviewed Reports 


 


Smallwood, K. S., and L. Neher.  2017.  Comparing bird and bat use data for siting new wind power 


generation.  Report CEC-500-2017-019, California Energy Commission Public Interest Energy 


Research program, Sacramento, California. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-


500-2017-019/CEC-500-2017-019.pdf and http://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-


500-2017-019/CEC-500-2017-019-APA-F.pdf 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2016.  Bird and bat impacts and behaviors at old wind turbines at Forebay, 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  Report CEC-500-2016-066, California Energy 


Commission Public Interest Energy Research program, Sacramento, California.  
http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/displayOneReport.php? pubNum=CEC-500-
2016-066 


 
Sinclair, K. and E. DeGeorge.  2016.  Framework for Testing the Effectiveness of Bat and Eagle 


Impact-Reduction Strategies at Wind Energy Projects.  S. Smallwood, M. Schirmacher, and M. 


Morrison, eds., Technical Report NREL/TP-5000-65624, National Renewable Energy 


Laboratory, Golden, Colorado. 


 


Brown, K., K. S. Smallwood, J. Szewczak, and B. Karas.  2016.  Final 2012-2015 Report Avian and 


Bat Monitoring Project Vasco Winds, LLC.  Prepared for NextEra Energy Resources, 


Livermore, California.   


 


Brown, K., K. S. Smallwood, J. Szewczak, and B. Karas.  2014.  Final 2013-2014 Annual Report 


Avian and Bat Monitoring Project Vasco Winds, LLC.  Prepared for NextEra Energy 


Resources, Livermore, California.   


 


Brown, K., K. S. Smallwood, and B. Karas.  2013.  Final 2012-2013 Annual Report Avian and Bat 


Monitoring Project Vasco Winds, LLC.  Prepared for NextEra Energy Resources, Livermore, 


California.  http://www.altamontsrc.org/alt_doc/p274_ventus_vasco_winds_2012_13_avian_ 


bat_monitoring_report_year_1.pdf 


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, D. Bell, J. DiDonato, B. Karas, S. Snyder, and S. Lopez.  2009.  Range 


Management Practices to Reduce Wind Turbine Impacts on Burrowing Owls and Other 


Raptors in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California.  Final Report to the California 


Energy Commission, Public Interest Energy Research – Environmental Area, Contract No. 


CEC-500-2008-080.  Sacramento, California.  183 pp.  http://www.energy.ca.gov/ 


2008publications/CEC-500-2008-080/CEC-500-2008-080.PDF 


 


Smallwood, K. S., and L. Neher.  2009.  Map-Based Repowering of the Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area Based on Burrowing Owl Burrows, Raptor Flights, and Collisions with Wind 


Turbines.  Final Report to the California Energy Commission, Public Interest Energy Research 


– Environmental Area, Contract No. CEC-500-2009-065.  Sacramento, California. http:// 


www.energy.ca.gov/publications/displayOneReport.php?pubNum=CEC-500-2009-065 


 



http://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-500-2017-019/CEC-500-2017-019.pdf

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-500-2017-019/CEC-500-2017-019.pdf

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-500-2017-019/CEC-500-2017-019-APA-F.pdf

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-500-2017-019/CEC-500-2017-019-APA-F.pdf

http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/displayOneReport.php?%20pubNum=CEC-500-2016-066

http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/displayOneReport.php?%20pubNum=CEC-500-2016-066

http://www.altamontsrc.org/alt_doc/p274_ventus_vasco_winds_2012_13_avian_%20bat_monitoring_report_year_1.pdf

http://www.altamontsrc.org/alt_doc/p274_ventus_vasco_winds_2012_13_avian_%20bat_monitoring_report_year_1.pdf

http://www.energy.ca.gov/%202008publications/CEC-500-2008-080/CEC-500-2008-080.PDF

http://www.energy.ca.gov/%202008publications/CEC-500-2008-080/CEC-500-2008-080.PDF
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Smallwood, K. S., K. Hunting, L. Neher, L. Spiegel and M. Yee.  2007. Indicating Threats to Birds 


Posed by New Wind Power Projects in California.  Final Report to the California Energy 


Commission, Public Interest Energy Research – Environmental Area, Contract No. Submitted 


but not published.  Sacramento, California.  


 


Smallwood, K. S. and C. Thelander.  2005.  Bird mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 


Area, March 1998 – September 2001 Final Report.  National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 


NREL/SR-500-36973. Golden, Colorado.  410 pp. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and C. Thelander.  2004.  Developing methods to reduce bird mortality in the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  Final Report to the California Energy Commission, Public 


Interest Energy Research – Environmental Area, Contract No. 500-01-019.  Sacramento, 


California. 531 pp.  http://www.altamontsrcarchive.org/alt_doc/cec_final_report_08_11_04.pdf 


 


Thelander, C.G. S. Smallwood, and L. Rugge. 2003.  Bird risk behaviors and fatalities at the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  Period of Performance:  March 1998—December 2000.  


National Renewable Energy Laboratory, NREL/SR-500-33829.  U.S. Department of 


Commerce, National Technical Information Service, Springfield, Virginia.  86 pp. 


 


Thelander, C.G., S. Smallwood, and L. Rugge. 2001.  Bird risk behaviors and fatalities at the 


Altamont Wind Resource Area – a progress report.  Proceedings of the American Wind Energy 


Association, Washington D.C.  16 pp.  


 


Non-Peer Reviewed Publications 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2009.  Methods manual for assessing wind farm impacts to birds.   Bird 


Conservation Series 26, Wild Bird Society of Japan, Tokyo. T. Ura, ed., in English with 


Japanese translation by T. Kurosawa. 90 pp. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2009.  Mitigation in U.S. Wind Farms.  Pages 68-76 in H. Hötker (Ed.), Birds of 


Prey and Wind Farms: Analysis of problems and possible solutions. Documentation of an 


International Workshop in Berlin, 21st and 22nd October 2008. Michael-Otto-Instiut im NABU, 


Goosstroot 1, 24861 Bergenhusen, Germany. http://bergenhusen.nabu.de/forschung/greifvoegel/  


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2007.  Notes and recommendations on wildlife impacts caused by Japan’s wind 


power development.  Pages 242-245 in Yukihiro Kominami, Tatsuya Ura, Koshitawa, and 


Tsuchiya, Editors, Wildlife and Wind Turbine Report 5.  Wild Bird Society of Japan, Tokyo. 


 


Thelander, C.G. and S. Smallwood.  2007.  The Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area's Effects on 


Birds:  A Case History.  Pages 25-46 in Manuela de Lucas, Guyonne F.E. Janss, Miguel Ferrer 


Editors, Birds and Wind Farms: risk assessment and mitigation.  Madrid: Quercus.   


 


Neher, L. and S. Smallwood.  2005.  Forecasting and minimizing avian mortality in siting wind 


turbines.  Energy Currents.  Fall Issue.  ESRI, Inc., Redlands, California. 


 


Jennifer Davidson and Shawn Smallwood.  2004.  Laying plans for a hydrogen highway.  


Comstock’s Business, August 2004:18-20, 22, 24-26.   


 



http://www.altamontsrcarchive.org/alt_doc/cec_final_report_08_11_04.pdf

http://bergenhusen.nabu.de/forschung/greifvoegel/
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Jennifer Davidson and Shawn Smallwood.  2004.  Refined conundrum:  California consumers 


demand more oil while opposing refinery development.  Comstock’s Business, November 


2004:26-27, 29-30.   


 


Smallwood, K.S.  2002.  Review of “The Atlas of Endangered Species.”  By Richard Mackay.  


Environmental Conservation 30:210-211.  


 


Smallwood, K.S.  2002.  Review of “The Endangered Species Act.  History, Conservation, and 


Public Policy.” By Brian Czech and Paul B. Krausman.  Environmental Conservation 29: 269-


270. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1997.  Spatial scaling of pocket gopher (Geomyidae) burrow volume.  Abstract in 


Proceedings of 44th Annual Meeting, Southwestern Association of Naturalists.  Department of 


Biological Sciences, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1997.  Estimating prairie dog and pocket gopher burrow volume. Abstract in 


Proceedings of 44th Annual Meeting, Southwestern Association of Naturalists.  Department of 


Biological Sciences, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1997.  Animal burrowing parameters influencing toxic waste management.  


Abstract in Proceedings of Meeting, Western Section of the Wildlife Society. 


 


Smallwood, K.S, and Bruce Wilcox.  1996.  Study and interpretive design effects on mountain lion 


density estimates. Abstract, page 93 in D.W. Padley, ed., Proceedings 5th Mountain Lion 


Workshop, Southern California Chapter, The Wildlife Society. 135 pp. 


 


Smallwood, K.S, and Bruce Wilcox.  1996.  Ten years of mountain lion track survey. Page 94 in 


D.W. Padley, ed.  Abstract, page 94 in D.W. Padley, ed., Proceedings 5th Mountain Lion 


Workshop, Southern California Chapter, The Wildlife Society. 135 pp. 


 


Smallwood, K.S, and M. Grigione.  1997.  Photographic recording of mountain lion tracks.  Pages 


75-75 in D.W. Padley, ed., Proceedings 5th Mountain Lion Workshop, Southern California 


Chapter, The Wildlife Society. 135 pp. 


 


Smallwood, K.S., B. Wilcox, and J. Karr.  1995.  An approach to scaling fragmentation effects.  


Brief 8, Ecosystem Indicators Working Group, 17 March, 1995.  Institute for Sustainable 


Development, Thoreau Center for Sustainability – The Presidio, PO Box 29075, San Francisco, 


CA  94129-0075. 


 


Wilcox, B., and K.S. Smallwood.  1995.   Ecosystem indicators model overview.  Brief 2, 


Ecosystem Indicators Working Group, 17 March, 1995.  Institute for Sustainable Development, 


Thoreau Center for Sustainability – The Presidio, PO Box 29075, San Francisco, CA  94129-


0075. 


 


EIP Associates.  1996.  Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan.  Yolo County Planning and 


Development Department, Woodland, California. 


 


Geng, S., K.S. Smallwood, and M. Zhang.  1995.  Sustainable agriculture and agricultural 
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sustainability.  Proc. 7th International Congress SABRAO, 2nd Industrial Symp. WSAA.  


Taipei, Taiwan. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and S. Geng.  1994.  Landscape strategies for biological control and IPM.  Pages 


454-464 in W. Dehai, ed., Proc. International Conference on Integrated Resource Management 


for Sustainable Agriculture.  Beijing Agricultural University, Beijing, China. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and S. Geng.  1993.  Alfalfa as wildlife habitat.  California Alfalfa Symposium 


23:105-8. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and S. Geng.  1993.  Management of pocket gophers in Sacramento Valley alfalfa. 


 California Alfalfa Symposium 23:86-89. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and E.L. Fitzhugh.  1992.  The use of track counts for mountain lion population 


census.  Pages 59-67 in C. Braun, ed.  Mountain lion-Human Interaction Symposium and 


Workshop.  Colorado Division of Wildlife, Fort Collins. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and E.L. Fitzhugh.  1989.  Differentiating mountain lion and dog tracks.  Pages 


58-63 in Smith, R.H., ed.  Proc. Third Mountain Lion Workshop.  Arizona Game and Fish 


Department, Phoenix. 


 


Fitzhugh, E.L. and K.S. Smallwood.  1989.  Techniques for monitoring mountain lion population 


levels.  Pages 69-71 in Smith, R.H., ed.  Proc. Third Mountain Lion Workshop.  Arizona Game 


and Fish Department, Phoenix. 


 


Reports to or by Alameda County Scientific Review Committee (Note: all documents linked to 


SRC website have since been removed by Alameda County) 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2014.  Data Needed in Support of Repowering in the Altamont Pass WRA. SRC 


document P284, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2013.  Long-Term Trends in Fatality Rates of Birds and Bats in the Altamont 


Pass Wind Resource Area, California.  SRC document R68, County of Alameda, Hayward, 


California.  


 


Smallwood, K. S. 2013.   Inter-annual Fatality rates of Target Raptor Species from 1999 through 


2012 in the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area.  SRC document P268, County of Alameda, 


Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2012.  General Protocol for Performing Detection Trials in the FloDesign Study 


of the Safety of a Closed-bladed Wind Turbine.  SRC document P246, County of Alameda, 


Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S., l. Neher, and J. Mount.  2012.  Burrowing owl distribution and abundance study 


through two breeding seasons and intervening non-breeding period in the Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area, California.  SRC document P245, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S 2012.  Draft study design for testing collision risk of Flodesign wind turbine in 
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former AES Seawest wind projects in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA). SRC 


document P238, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, L. Neher, and J. Mount.  2012.  Winter 2012 update on burrowing owl distribution and 


abundance study in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California.  SRC document P232, 


County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, S.  2012.   Status of avian utilization data collected in the Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area, 2005-2011.  SRC document P231, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, and J. Mount.  2011.   Monitoring Burrow Use of Wintering 


Burrowing Owls.  SRC document P229, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, and J. Mount.  2011.  Nesting Burrowing Owl Distribution and 


Abundance in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California.  SRC document P228, 


County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2011.  Draft Study Design for Testing Collision Risk of Flodesign Wind Turbine 


in Patterson Pass Wind Farm in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA).  


http://www.altamontsrc.org/alt_doc/p100_src_document_list_with_reference_numbers.pdf 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2011.  Sampling Burrowing Owls Across the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 


Area. SRC document P205, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2011. Proposal to Sample Burrowing Owls Across the Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area. SRC document P155, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.  SRC 


document P198, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S. 2010. Comments on APWRA Monitoring Program Update.  SRC document 


P191, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Inter-turbine Comparisons of Fatality Rates in the Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area.  SRC document P189, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Review of the December 2010 Draft of M-21: Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area Bird Collision Study.  SRC document P190, County of Alameda, Hayward, 


California.   


 


Alameda County SRC (Shawn Smallwood, Jim Estep, Sue Orloff, Joanna Burger, and Julie Yee).  


Comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Programmatic Environmental Impact Report on 


Revised CUPs for Wind Turbines in the Alameda County portion of the Altamont Pass.  SRC 


document P183, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Review of Monitoring Implementation Plan. SRC document P180, 


County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Burger, J., J. Estep, S. Orloff, S. Smallwood, and J. Yee.  2010.  SRC Comments on CalWEA 


Research Plan.  SRC document P174, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   



http://www.altamontsrc.org/alt_doc/p100_src_document_list_with_reference_numbers.pdf
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Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  SRC 


Comments on Monitoring Team’s Draft Study Plan for Future Monitoring.  SRC document 


P168, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.  


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Second Review of American Kestrel-Burrowing owl (KB) Scavenger 


Removal Adjustments Reported in Alameda County Avian Monitoring Team’s M21 for the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  SRC document P171, County of Alameda, Hayward, 


California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Assessment of Three Proposed Adaptive Management Plans for Reducing 


Raptor Fatalities in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  SRC document P161, County of 


Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S. and J. Estep.  2010.  Report of additional wind turbine hazard ratings in the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area by Two Members of the Alameda County Scientific 


Review Committee.  SRC document P153, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Alternatives to Improve the Efficiency of the Monitoring Program.  SRC 


document P158, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, S.  2010.  Summary of Alameda County SRC Recommendations and Concerns and 


Subsequent Actions. SRC document P147, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, S.  2010.  Progress of Avian Wildlife Protection Program & Schedule.  SRC document 


P148, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.  SRC document P148, County of Alameda, 


Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, S.  2010.  Old-generation wind turbines rated for raptor collision hazard by Alameda 


County Scientific Review Committee in 2010, an Update on those Rated in 2007, and an Update 


on Tier Rankings.  SRC document P155, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Review of American Kestrel-Burrowing owl (KB) Scavenger Removal 


Adjustments Reported in Alameda County Avian Monitoring Team’s M21 for the Altamont 


Pass Wind Resource Area.  SRC document P154, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.  


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Fatality Rates in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 1998-2009.  


Alameda County SRC document P-145.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2010.  Comments on Revised M-21:  Report on Fatality Monitoring in the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  SRC document P144, County of Alameda, Hayward, 


California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2009.  SRC document P129, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.  


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2009.  Smallwood’s review of M32.  SRC document P111, County of Alameda, 


Hayward, California.   
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Smallwood, K. S.  2009.  3rd Year Review of 16 Conditional Use Permits for Windworks, Inc. and 


Altamont Infrastructure Company, LLC.  Comment letter to East County Board of Zoning 


Adjustments. 10 pp + 2 attachments. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008.  Weighing Remaining Workload of Alameda County SRC against 


Proposed Budget Cap.  Alameda County SRC document not assigned.  3 pp. 


 


Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  2008.  SRC 


comments on August 2008 Fatality Monitoring Report, M21.  SRC document P107, County of 


Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008.  Burrowing owl carcass distribution around wind turbines.  SRC document 


P106, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008.  Assessment of relocation/removal of Altamont Pass wind turbines rated as 


hazardous by the Alameda County SRC.  SRC document P103, County of Alameda, Hayward, 


California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S. and L. Neher. 2008.  Summary of wind turbine-free ridgelines within and around 


the APWRA.  SRC document P102, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


  


 


Smallwood, K. S. and B. Karas.  2008.  Comparison of mortality estimates in the Altamont Pass 


Wind Resource Area when restricted to recent fatalities.  SRC document P101, County of 


Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008.  On the misapplication of mortality adjustment terms to fatalities missed 


during one search and found later.  SRC document P97, County of Alameda, Hayward, 


California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008. Relative abundance of raptors outside the APWRA.  SRC document P88, 


County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  2008.  Comparison of mortality estimates in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 


Area. SRC document P76, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  2010.  


Guidelines for siting wind turbines recommended for relocation to minimize potential collision-


related mortality of four focal raptor species in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  SRC 


document P70, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


Alameda County SRC (J. Burger, Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, and J. Yee).  2007.  First 


DRAFT of Hazardous Rating Scale First DRAFT of Hazardous Rating Scale.  SRC document 


P69, County of Alameda, Hayward, California.   


 


 


Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  December 11, 


2007.  SRC selection of dangerous wind turbines.  Alameda County SRC document P-67.  8 pp.  
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Smallwood, S.  October 6, 2007.  Smallwood’s answers to Audubon’s queries about the SRC’s 


recommended four-month winter shutdown of wind turbines in the Altamont Pass.  Alameda 


County SRC document P-23.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  October 1, 2007.  Dissenting opinion on recommendation to approve of the AWI 


Blade Painting Study.  Alameda County SRC document P-60.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  July 26, 2007.  Effects of monitoring duration and inter-annual variability on 


precision of wind-turbine caused mortality estimates in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, 


California.  SRC Document P44. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  July 26, 2007.  Memo:  Opinion of some SRC members that the period over 


which post-management mortality will be estimated remains undefined.  SRC Document P43. 


 


Smallwood, K. S.  July 19, 2007.  Smallwood’s response to P24G.  SRC Document P41, 4 pp.   


 


Smallwood, K. S.  April 23, 2007.  New Information Regarding Alameda County SRC Decision of 


11 April 2007 to Grant FPLE Credits for Removing and Relocating Wind Turbines in 2004.  


SRC Document P26. 


 


Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, and J. Burger [J. Yee abstained]).  


April 17, 2007.  SRC Statement in Support of the Monitoring Program Scope and Budget.  


 


Smallwood, K. S.  April 15, 2007.  Verification of Tier 1 & 2 Wind Turbine Shutdowns and 


Relocations.  SRC Document P22. 


 


Smallwood, S.  April 15, 2007.  Progress of Avian Wildlife Protection Program & Schedule.   


 


Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  April 3, 2007. 


 Alameda County Scientific Review Committee replies to the parties’ responses to its queries 


and to comments from the California Office of the Attorney General.  SRC Document S20. 


 


Smallwood, S.  March 19, 2007.  Estimated Effects of Full Winter Shutdown and Removal of Tier I 


& II Turbines.  SRC Document S19.  


 


Smallwood, S.  March 8, 2007.  Smallwood’s Replies to the Parties’ Responses to Queries from the 


SRC and Comments from the California Office of the Attorney General.  SRC Document S16.  


 


Smallwood, S.  March 8, 2007.  Estimated Effects of Proposed Measures to be Applied to 2,500 


Wind Turbines in the APWRA Fatality Monitoring Plan.  SRC Document S15. 


 


Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  February 7, 


2007.  Analysis of Monitoring Program in Context of 1/1//2007 Settlement Agreement.   


 


Smallwood, S.  January 8, 2007.  Smallwood’s Concerns over the Agreement to Settle the CEQA 


Challenges.  SRC Document S5.   
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Alameda County SRC (Smallwood, K. S., S. Orloff, J. Estep, J. Burger, and J. Yee).  December 19, 
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Comments on Environmental Documents (Year; pages) 


 


I was retained or commissioned to comment on environmental planning and review documents, 


including: 


 


 Woodland Research Park DEIR (2021; 45); 


 Jersey Industrial Complex Rancho Cucamonga (2021; 20); 


 1188 Champions Drive Parking Garage Staff Report, San Jose (2021; 5); 


 San Pedro Mountain, Pacifica (2021; 22); 
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 Pixior Warehouse IS/MND, Hesperia (2021; 29); 


 2nd Replies on Heber 2 Geothermal Repower Project IS/MND, El Centro (2021; 9); 


 Hearn Veterans Village IS/MND, Santa Rosa (2021; 23); 


 Second visit, Veterans Affairs Site Plan Review No. 20-0102 MND, Bakersfield (2021; 11); 


 Replies on Station East Residential/Mixed Use EIR, Union City (2021; 26); 


 Schulte Logistics Centre EIR, Tracy (2021; 30); 


 4150 Point Eden Way Industrial Development EIR, Hayward (2021; 13); 


 Airport Business Centre IS/MND, Manteca (2021; 27); 


 Dual-branded Hotel IS/MND, Santa Clara (2021; 26); 


 Legacy Highlands Specific Plan EIR, Beaumont (2021; 47); 


 UC Berkeley LRDP and Housing Projects #1 and #2 EIR (2021; 27); 


 Santa Maria Airport Business Park EIR, Santa Maria (2021; 27); 


 Replies on Coachella Valley Arena EIR Addendum, Thousand Palms (2021; 20); 


 Coachella Valley Arena EIR Addendum, Thousand Palms (2021; 35); 


 Inland Harbor Warehouse NOD, Ontario (2021; 8); 


 Alvarado Specific Plan DEIR, La Mesa (2021; 35); 


 Harvill Avenue and Rider Street Terminal Project MND, Riverside (2021; 23); 


 Gillespie Field EIR Addendum, El Cajon (2021; 28); 


 Heritage Wind Energy Project section 94-c siting process, New York (2021: 99); 


 Commercial Street Hotels project Site Plans, Oakland (2021; 19); 


 Heber 1 Geothermal Repower Project MND, El Centro (2021; 11); 


 Citrus-Slover Warehouse Project MND, Fontana (2021; 20); 


 Scott Ranch Project RDEIR (Davidon Homes), Petaluma (2021; 31); 


 Replies on StratosFuel Renewable H2 Project MND, Victorville (2021; 5); 


 StratosFuel Renewable H2 Project MND, Victorville (2021; 25); 


 Replies on PARS Global Storage MND, Murietta (2021; 22); 


 Baldwin-Zacharias Master Plans EIR, Patterson (2021; 38); 


 1000 Gibraltar Drive EIR, Milpitas (2021; 20);  


 Mango Avenue Industrial Warehouse Project, Fontana, MND (2021; 20); 


 Veterans Affairs Site Plan Review No. 20-0102 MND, Bakersfield (2021; 25); 


 Replies on UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan EIR (2021; 13); 


 14 Charles Hill Circle Design Review (2021; 11); 


 SDG Commerce 217 Warehouse IS, American Canyon (2021; 26); 


 Mulqueeney Ranch Wind Repowering Project DSEIR (2021; 98); 


 Clawiter Road Industrial Project IS/MND, Hayward (2021; 18); 


 Garnet Energy Center Stipulations, New York (2020); 


 Heritage Wind Energy Project, New York (2020: 71); 


 Ameresco Keller Canyon RNG Project IS/MND, Martinez (2020; 11); 


 Cambria Hotel Project Staff Report, Dublin (2020; 19); 


 Central Pointe Mixed-Use Staff Report, Santa Ana (2020; 20); 


 Oak Valley Town Center EIR Addendum, Calimesa (2020; 23); 


 Coachillin Specific Plan MND Amendment, Desert Hot Springs (2020; 26); 


 Stockton Avenue Hotel and Condominiums Project Tiering to EIR, San Jose (2020; 19); 


 Cityline Sub-block 3 South Staff Report, Sunyvale (2020; 22); 
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 Station East Residential/Mixed Use EIR, Union City (2020; 21); 


 Multi-Sport Complex & Southeast Industrial Annexation Suppl. EIR, Elk Grove (2020; 24); 


 Sun Lakes Village North EIR Amendment 5, Banning, Riverside County (2020; 27); 


 2nd comments on 1296 Lawrence Station Road, Sunnyvale (2020; 4); 


 1296 Lawrence Station Road, Sunnyvale (2020; 16); 


 Mesa Wind Project EA, Desert Hot Springs (2020; 31); 


 11th Street Development Project IS/MND, City of Upland (2020; 17); 


 Vista Mar Project IS/MND, Pacifica (2020; 17); 


 Emerson Creek Wind Project Application, Ohio (2020; 64); 


 Replies on Wister Solar Energy Facility EIR, Imperial County (2020; 12); 


 Wister Solar Energy Facility EIR, Imperial County (2020; 28); 


 Crimson Solar EIS/EIR, Mojave Desert (2020, 35) not submitted; 


 Sakioka Farms EIR tiering, Oxnard (2020; 14); 


 3440 Wilshire Project IS/MND, Los Angeles (2020; 19); 


 Replies on 2400 Barranca Office Development Project EIR, Irvine (2020; 8); 


 2400 Barranca Office Development Project EIR, Irvine (2020; 25); 


 Replies on Heber 2 Geothermal Repower Project IS/MND, El Centro (2020; 4); 


 2nd comments on Heber 2 Geothermal Repower Project IS/MND, El Centro (2020; 8); 


 Heber 2 Geothermal Repower Project IS/MND, El Centro (2020; 3); 


 Lots 4-12 Oddstad Way Project IS/MND, Pacifica (2020; 16); 


 Declaration on DDG Visalia Warehouse project (2020; 5); 


 Terraces of Lafayette EIR Addendum (2020; 24); 


 AMG Industrial Annex IS/MND, Los Banos (2020; 15); 


 Replies to responses on Casmalia and Linden Warehouse, Rialto (2020; 15); 


 Clover Project MND, Petaluma (2020; 27); 


 Ruby Street Apartments Project Env. Checklist, Hayward (2020; 20); 


 Replies to responses on 3721 Mt. Diablo Boulevard Staff Report (2020; 5); 


 3721 Mt. Diablo Boulevard Staff Report (2020; 9); 


 Steeno Warehouse IS/MND, Hesperia (2020; 19); 


 UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan EIR (2020; 24); 


 North Pointe Business Center MND, Fresno (2020; 14); 


 Casmalia and Linden Warehouse IS, Fontana (2020; 15); 


 Rubidoux Commerce Center Project IS/MND, Jurupa Valley (2020; 27); 


 Haun and Holland Mixed Use Center MND, Menifee (2020; 23); 


 First Industrial Logistics Center II, Moreno Valley IS/MND (2020; 23); 


 GLP Store Warehouse Project Staff Report (2020; 15); 


 Replies on Beale WAPA Interconnection Project EA & CEQA checklist (2020; 29); 


 2nd comments on Beale WAPA Interconnection Project EA & CEQA checklist (2020; 34); 


 Beale WAPA Interconnection Project EA & CEQA checklist (2020; 30); 


 Levine-Fricke Softball Field Improvement Addendum, UC Berkeley (2020; 16); 


 Greenlaw Partners Warehouse and Distribution Center Staff Report, Palmdale (2020; 14); 


 Humboldt Wind Energy Project DEIR (2019; 25); 


 Sand Hill Supplemental EIR, Altamont Pass (2019; 17); 


 1700 Dell Avenue Office Project, Campbell (2019, 28); 
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 1180 Main Street Office Project MND, Redwood City (2019; 19: 


 Summit Ridge Wind Farm Request for Amendment 4, Oregon (2019; 46); 


 Shafter Warehouse Staff Report (2019; 4); 


 Park & Broadway Design Review, San Diego (2019; 19); 


 Pinnacle Pacific Heights Design Review, San Diego (2019; 19); 


 Pinnacle Park & C Design Review, San Diego (2019; 19); 


 Preserve at Torrey Highlands EIR, San Diego (2019; 24); 


 Santana West Project EIR Addendum, San Jose (2019; 18); 


 The Ranch at Eastvale EIR Addendum, Riverside County (2020; 19); 


 Hageman Warehouse IS/MND, Bakersfield (2019; 13); 


 Oakley Logistics Center EIR, Antioch (2019; 22); 


 27 South First Street IS, San Jose (2019; 23); 


 2nd replies on Times Mirror Square Project EIR, Los Angeles (2020; 11); 


 Replies on Times Mirror Square Project EIR, Los Angeles (2020; 13); 


 Times Mirror Square Project EIR, Los Angeles (2019; 18); 


 East Monte Vista & Aviator General Plan Amend EIR Addendum, Vacaville (2019; 22); 


 Hillcrest LRDP EIR, La Jolla (2019; 36); 


 555 Portola Road CUP, Portola Valley (2019; 11); 


 Johnson Drive Economic Development Zone SEIR, Pleasanton (2019; 27); 


 1750 Broadway Project CEQA Exemption, Oakland (2019; 19); 


 Mor Furniture Project MND, Murietta Hot Springs (2019; 27); 


 Harbor View Project EIR, Redwood City (2019; 26); 


 Visalia Logistics Center (2019; 13); 


 Cordelia Industrial Buildings MND (2019; 14); 


 Scheu Distribution Center IS/ND, Rancho Cucamonga (2019; 13); 


 Mills Park Center Staff Report, San Bruno (2019; 22); 


 Site visit to Desert Highway Farms IS/MND, Imperial County (2019; 9); 


 Desert Highway Farms IS/MND, Imperial County (2019; 12); 


 ExxonMobil Interim Trucking for Santa Ynez Unit Restart SEIR, Santa Barbara (2019; 9); 


 Olympic Holdings Inland Center Warehouse Project MND, Rancho Cucamonga (2019; 14); 


 Replies to responses on Lawrence Equipment Industrial Warehouse, Banning (2019; 19); 


 PARS Global Storage MND, Murietta (2019; 13); 


 Slover Warehouse EIR Addendum, Fontana (2019; 16); 


 Seefried Warehouse Project IS/MND, Lathrop (2019; 19) 


 World Logistics Center Site Visit, Moreno Valley (2019; 19); 


 Merced Landfill Gas-To-Energy Project IS/MND (2019; 12); 


 West Village Expansion FEIR, UC Davis (2019; 11); 


 Site visit, Doheny Ocean Desalination EIR, Dana Point (2019; 11); 


 Replies to responses on Avalon West Valley Expansion EIR, San Jose (2019; 10); 


 Avalon West Valley Expansion EIR, San Jose (2019; 22); 


 Sunroad – Otay 50 EIR Addendum, San Diego (2019; 26); 


 Del Rey Pointe Residential Project IS/MND, Los Angeles (2019; 34); 


 1 AMD Redevelopment EIR, Sunnyvale (2019; 22); 


 Lawrence Equipment Industrial Warehouse IS/MND, Banning (2019; 14); 
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 SDG Commerce 330 Warehouse IS, American Canyon (2019; 21); 


 PAMA Business Center IS/MND, Moreno Valley (2019; 23); 


 Cupertino Village Hotel IS (2019; 24); 


 Lake House IS/ND, Lodi (2019; 33); 


 Campo Wind Project DEIS, San Diego County (DEIS, (2019; 14); 


 Stirling Warehouse MND site visit, Victorville (2019; 7); 


 Green Valley II Mixed-Use Project EIR, Fairfield (2019; 36); 


 We Be Jammin rezone MND, Fresno (2019; 14); 


 Gray Whale Cove Pedestrian Crossing IS/ND, Pacifica (2019; 7); 


 Visalia Logistics Center & DDG 697V Staff Report (2019; 9); 


 Mather South Community Masterplan Project EIR (2019; 35); 


 Del Hombre Apartments EIR, Walnut Creek (2019; 23); 


 Otay Ranch Planning Area 12 EIR Addendum, Chula Vista (2019; 21); 


 The Retreat at Sacramento IS/MND (2019; 26); 


 Site visit to Sunroad – Centrum 6 EIR Addendum, San Diego (2019; 9); 


 Sunroad – Centrum 6 EIR Addendum, San Diego (2018; 22); 


 North First and Brokaw Corporate Campus Buildings EIR Addendum, San Jose (2018; 30); 


 South Lake Solar IS, Fresno County (2018; 18); 


 Galloo Island Wind Project Application, New York (not submitted) (2018; 44); 


 Doheny Ocean Desalination EIR, Dana Point (2018; 15); 


 Stirling Warehouse MND, Victorville (2018; 18);  


 LDK Warehouse MND, Vacaville (2018; 30); 


 Gateway Crossings FEIR, Santa Clara (2018; 23); 


 South Hayward Development IS/MND (2018; 9); 


 CBU Specific Plan Amendment, Riverside (2018; 27); 


 2nd replies to responses on Dove Hill Road Assisted Living Project MND (2018; 11); 


 Replies to responses on Dove Hill Road Assisted Living Project MND (2018; 7); 


 Dove Hill Road Assisted Living Project MND (2018; 12); 


 Deer Ridge/Shadow Lakes Golf Course EIR, Brentwood (2018; 21); 


 Pyramid Asphalt BLM Finding of No Significance, Imperial County (2018; 22); 


 Amáre Apartments IS/MND, Martinez (2018; 15); 


 Petaluma Hill Road Cannabis MND, Santa Rosa (2018; 21); 


 2nd comments on Zeiss Innovation Center IS/MND, Dublin (2018: 12); 


 Zeiss Innovation Center IS/MND, Dublin (2018: 32); 


 City of Hope Campus Plan EIR, Duarte (2018; 21); 


 Palo Verde Center IS/MND, Blythe (2018; 14); 


 Logisticenter at Vacaville MND (2018; 24); 


 IKEA Retail Center SEIR, Dublin (2018; 17); 


 Merge 56 EIR, San Diego (2018; 15); 


 Natomas Crossroads Quad B Office Project P18-014 EIR, Sacramento (2018; 12); 


 2900 Harbor Bay Parkway Staff Report, Alameda (2018; 30); 


 At Dublin EIR, Dublin (2018; 25); 


 Fresno Industrial Rezone Amendment Application No. 3807 IS (2018; 10); 


 Nova Business Park IS/MND, Napa (2018; 18); 
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 Updated Collision Risk Model Priors for Estimating Eagle Fatalities, USFWS (2018; 57); 


 750 Marlborough Avenue Warehouse MND, Riverside (2018; 14); 


 Replies to responses on San Bernardino Logistics Center IS (2018; 12); 


 San Bernardino Logistics Center IS (2018; 19); 


 CUP2017-16, Costco IS/MND, Clovis (2018; 11); 


 Desert Land Ventures Specific Plan EIR, Desert Hot Springs (2018; 18); 


 Ventura Hilton IS/MND (2018; 30); 


 North of California Street Master Plan Project IS, Mountain View (2018: 11); 


 Tamarind Warehouse MND, Fontana (2018; 16); 


 Lathrop Gateway Business Park EIR Addendum (2018; 23); 


 Centerpointe Commerce Center IS, Moreno Valley (2019; 18); 


 Amazon Warehouse Notice of Exemption, Bakersfield (2018; 13); 


 CenterPoint Building 3 project Staff Report, Manteca (2018; 23); 


 Cessna & Aviator Warehouse IS/MND, Vacaville (2018; 24); 


 Napa Airport Corporate Center EIR, American Canyon (2018, 15); 


 800 Opal Warehouse Initial Study, Mentone, San Bernardino County (2018; 18); 


 2695 W. Winton Ave Industrial Project IS, Hayward (2018; 22); 


 Trinity Cannabis Cultivation and Manufacturing Facility DEIR, Calexico (2018; 15); 


 Shoe Palace Expansion IS/MND, Morgan Hill (2018; 21); 


 Newark Warehouse at Morton Salt Plant Staff Report (2018; 15); 


 Northlake Specific Plan FEIR “Peer Review”, Los Angeles County (2018; 9); 


 Replies to responses on Northlake Specific Plan SEIR, Los Angeles County (2018; 13); 


 Northlake Specific Plan SEIR, Los Angeles County (2017; 27); 


 Bogle Wind Turbine DEIR, east Yolo County (2017; 48); 


 Ferrante Apartments IS/MND, Los Angeles (2017; 14); 


 The Villages of Lakeview EIR, Riverside (2017; 28); 


 Data Needed for Assessing Trail Management Impacts on Northern Spotted Owl, Marin 


County (2017; 5); 


 Notes on Proposed Study Options for Trail Impacts on Northern Spotted Owl (2017; 4); 


 Pyramid Asphalt IS, Imperial County (Declaration) (2017; 5); 


 San Gorgonio Crossings EIR, Riverside County (2017; 22); 


 Replies to responses on Jupiter Project IS and MND, Apple Valley (2017; 12); 


 Proposed World Logistics Center Mitigation Measures, Moreno Valley (2017, 2019; 12); 


 MacArthur Transit Village Project Modified 2016 CEQA Analysis (2017; 12); 


 PG&E Company Bay Area Operations and Maintenance HCP (2017; 45); 


 Central SoMa Plan DEIR (2017; 14); 


 Suggested mitigation for trail impacts on northern spotted owl, Marin County (2016; 5); 


 Colony Commerce Center Specific Plan DEIR, Ontario (2016; 16); 


 Fairway Trails Improvements MND, Marin County (2016; 13); 


 Review of Avian-Solar Science Plan (2016; 28); 


 Replies on Pyramid Asphalt IS, Imperial County (2016; 5); 


 Pyramid Asphalt IS, Imperial County (2016; 4); 


 Agua Mansa Distribution Warehouse Project Initial Study (2016; 14); 


 Santa Anita Warehouse MND, Rancho Cucamonga (2016; 12); 
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 CapRock Distribution Center III DEIR, Rialto (2016: 12); 


 Orange Show Logistics Center IS/MND, San Bernardino (2016; 9); 


 City of Palmdale Oasis Medical Village Project IS/MND (2016; 7); 


 Comments on proposed rule for incidental eagle take, USFWS (2016, 49);  


 Replies on Grapevine Specific and Community Plan FEIR, Kern County (2016; 25); 


 Grapevine Specific and Community Plan DEIR, Kern County (2016; 15); 


 Clinton County Zoning Ordinance for Wind Turbine siting (2016); 


 Hallmark at Shenandoah Warehouse Project Initial Study, San Bernardino (2016; 6); 


 Tri-City Industrial Complex Initial Study, San Bernardino (2016; 5); 


 Hidden Canyon Industrial Park Plot Plan 16-PP-02, Beaumont (2016; 12); 


 Kimball Business Park DEIR (2016; 10); 


 Jupiter Project IS and MND, Apple Valley, San Bernardino County (2016; 9); 


 Revised Draft Giant Garter Snake Recovery Plan of 2015 (2016, 18); 


 Palo Verde Mesa Solar Project EIR, Blythe (2016; 27); 


 Reply on Fairview Wind Project Natural Heritage Assessment, Ontario, Canada (2016; 14); 


 Fairview Wind Project Natural Heritage Assessment, Ontario, Canada (2016; 41); 


 Reply on Amherst Island Wind Farm Natural Heritage Assessment, Ontario (2015, 38); 


 Amherst Island Wind Farm Natural Heritage Assessment, Ontario (2015, 31); 


 Second Reply on White Pines Wind Farm, Ontario (2015, 6); 


 Reply on White Pines Wind Farm Natural Heritage Assessment, Ontario (2015, 10); 


 White Pines Wind Farm Natural Heritage Assessment, Ontario (2015, 9); 


 Proposed Section 24 Specific Plan Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians DEIS (2015, 9); 


 Replies on 24 Specific Plan Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians FEIS (2015, 6); 


 Willow Springs Solar Photovoltaic Project DEIR, Rosamond (2015; 28); 


 Sierra Lakes Commerce Center Project DEIR, Fontana (2015, 9); 


 Columbia Business Center MND, Riverside (2015; 8); 


 West Valley Logistics Center Specific Plan DEIR, Fontana (2015, 10); 


 Willow Springs Solar Photovoltaic Project DEIR (2015, 28); 


 Alameda Creek Bridge Replacement Project DEIR (2015, 10); 


 World Logistic Center Specific Plan FEIR, Moreno Valley (2015, 12); 


 Elkhorn Valley Wind Power Project Impacts, Oregon (2015; 143); 


 Bay Delta Conservation Plan EIR/EIS, Sacramento (2014, 21); 


 Addison Wind Energy Project DEIR, Mojave (2014, 32); 


 Replies on the Addison Wind Energy Project DEIR, Mojave (2014, 15); 


 Addison and Rising Tree Wind Energy Project FEIR, Mojave (2014, 12); 


 Palen Solar Electric Generating System FSA (CEC), Blythe (2014, 20); 


 Rebuttal testimony on Palen Solar Energy Generating System (2014, 9); 


 Seven Mile Hill and Glenrock/Rolling Hills impacts + Addendum, Wyoming (2014; 105); 


 Rising Tree Wind Energy Project DEIR, Mojave (2014, 32); 


 Replies on the Rising Tree Wind Energy Project DEIR, Mojave (2014, 15); 


 Soitec Solar Development Project PEIR, Boulevard, San Diego County (2014, 18); 


 Oakland Zoo expansion on Alameda whipsnake and California red-legged frog (2014; 3); 


 Alta East Wind Energy Project FEIS, Tehachapi Pass (2013, 23); 


 Blythe Solar Power Project Staff Assessment, California Energy Commission (2013, 16); 
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 Clearwater and Yakima Solar Projects DEIR, Kern County (2013, 9); 


 West Antelope Solar Energy Project IS/MND, Antelope Valley (2013, 18); 


 Cuyama Solar Project DEIR, Carrizo Plain (2014, 19); 


 Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) EIR/EIS (2015, 49); 


 Kingbird Solar Photovoltaic Project EIR, Kern County (2013, 19); 


 Lucerne Valley Solar Project IS/MND, San Bernardino County (2013, 12); 


 Tule Wind project FEIR/FEIS (Declaration) (2013; 31); 


 Sunlight Partners LANDPRO Solar Project MND (2013; 11); 


 Declaration in opposition to BLM fracking (2013; 5); 


 Blythe Energy Project (solar) CEC Staff Assessment (2013;16); 


 Rosamond Solar Project EIR Addendum, Kern County (2013; 13); 


 Pioneer Green Solar Project EIR, Bakersfield (2013; 13); 


 Replies on Soccer Center Solar Project MND (2013; 6); 


 Soccer Center Solar Project MND, Lancaster (2013; 10); 


 Plainview Solar Works MND, Lancaster (2013; 10); 


 Alamo Solar Project MND, Mojave Desert (2013; 15); 


 Replies on Imperial Valley Solar Company 2 Project (2013; 10); 


 Imperial Valley Solar Company 2 Project (2013; 13); 


 FRV Orion Solar Project DEIR, Kern County (PP12232) (2013; 9); 


 Casa Diablo IV Geothermal Development Project (2013; 6); 


 Reply on Casa Diablo IV Geothermal Development Project (2013; 8); 


 Alta East Wind Project FEIS, Tehachapi Pass (2013; 23); 


 Metropolitan Air Park DEIR, City of San Diego (2013; ); 


 Davidon Homes Tentative Subdivision Rezoning Project DEIR, Petaluma (2013; 9); 


 Oakland Zoo Expansion Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake (2013; 10); 


 Campo Verde Solar project FEIR, Imperial Valley (2013; 11pp); 


 Neg Dec comments on Davis Sewer Trunk Rehabilitation (2013; 8); 


 North Steens Transmission Line FEIS, Oregon (Declaration) (2012; 62); 


 Summer Solar and Springtime Solar Projects Ism Lancaster (2012; 8); 


 J&J Ranch, 24 Adobe Lane Environmental Review, Orinda (2012; 14); 


 Replies on Hudson Ranch Power II Geothermal Project and Simbol Calipatria Plant II 


(2012; 8); 


 Hudson Ranch Power II Geothermal Project and Simbol Calipatria Plant II (2012; 9); 


 Desert Harvest Solar Project EIS, near Joshua Tree (2012; 15); 


 Solar Gen 2 Array Project DEIR, El Centro (2012; 16); 


 Ocotillo Sol Project EIS, Imperial Valley (2012; 4); 


 Beacon Photovoltaic Project DEIR, Kern County (2012; 5); 


 Butte Water District 2012 Water Transfer Program IS/MND (2012; 11); 


 Mount Signal and Calexico Solar Farm Projects DEIR (2011; 16); 


 City of Elk Grove Sphere of Influence EIR (2011; 28); 


 Sutter Landing Park Solar Photovoltaic Project MND, Sacramento (2011; 9); 


 Rabik/Gudath Project, 22611 Coleman Valley Road, Bodega Bay (CPN 10-0002) (2011; 4); 


 Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (ISEGS) (Declaration) (2011; 9); 


 Draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance, USFWS (2011; 13); 
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 Niles Canyon Safety Improvement Project EIR/EA (2011; 16); 


 Route 84 Safety Improvement Project (Declaration) (2011; 7); 


 Rebuttal on Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Power DEIS, Skamania County, (2010; 6); 


 Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Power DEIS, Skamania County, Washington (2010; 41); 


 Klickitat County’s Decisions on Windy Flats West Wind Energy Project (2010; 17); 


 St. John's Church Project DEIR, Orinda (2010; 14); 


 Results Radio Zone File #2009-001 IS/MND, Conaway site, Davis (2010; 20); 


 Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project FEIR, Rancho Cordova (2010;12); 


 Results Radio Zone File #2009-001, Mace Blvd site, Davis (2009; 10); 


 Answers to Questions on 33% RPS Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results Report 


(2009; 9); 


 SEPA Determination of Non-significance regarding zoning adjustments for Skamania 


County, Washington (Second Declaration) (2008; 17); 


 Draft 1A Summary Report to CAISO (2008; 10); 


 Hilton Manor Project Categorical Exemption, County of Placer (2009; 9); 


 Protest of CARE to Amendment to the Power Purchase and Sale Agreement for 


Procurement of Eligible Renewable Energy Resources Between Hatchet Ridge Wind LLC 


and PG&E (2009; 3); 


 Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project EIR/EIS (2009; 142); 


 Delta Shores Project EIR, south Sacramento (2009; 11 + addendum 2); 


 Declaration in Support of Care’s Petition to Modify D.07-09-040 (2008; 3); 


 The Public Utility Commission’s Implementation Analysis December 16 Workshop for the 


Governor’s Executive Order S-14-08 to implement a 33% Renewable Portfolio Standard by 


2020 (2008; 9); 


 The Public Utility Commission’s Implementation Analysis Draft Work Plan for the 


Governor’s Executive Order S-14-08 to implement a 33% Renewable Portfolio Standard by 


2020 (2008; 11); 


 Draft 1A Summary Report to California Independent System Operator for Planning Reserve 


Margins (PRM) Study (2008; 7.); 


 SEPA Determination of Non-significance regarding zoning adjustments for Skamania 


County, Washington (Declaration) (2008; 16); 


 Colusa Generating Station, California Energy Commission PSA (2007; 24); 


 Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Recirculated DEIR, Mather (2008: 66); 


 Replies on Regional University Specific Plan EIR, Roseville (2008; 20); 


 Regional University Specific Plan EIR, Roseville (2008: 33); 


 Clark Precast, LLC’s “Sugarland” project, ND, Woodland (2008: 15); 


 Cape Wind Project DEIS, Nantucket (2008; 157); 


 Yuba Highlands Specific Plan EIR, Spenceville, Yuba County (2006; 37); 


 Replies to responses on North Table Mountain MND, Butte County (2006; 5); 


 North Table Mountain MND, Butte County (2006; 15); 


 Windy Point Wind Farm EIS (2006; 14 and Powerpoint slide replies); 


 Shiloh I Wind Power Project EIR, Rio Vista (2005; 18); 


 Buena Vista Wind Energy Project NOP, Byron (2004; 15); 


 Callahan Estates Subdivision ND, Winters (2004; 11); 


 Winters Highlands Subdivision IS/ND (2004; 9); 
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 Winters Highlands Subdivision IS/ND (2004; 13); 


 Creekside Highlands Project, Tract 7270 ND (2004; 21); 


 Petition to California Fish and Game Commission to list Burrowing Owl (2003; 10); 


 Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area CUP renewals, Alameda County (2003; 41); 


 UC Davis Long Range Development Plan: Neighborhood Master Plan (2003; 23); 


 Anderson Marketplace Draft Environmental Impact Report (2003; 18); 


 Negative Declaration of the proposed expansion of Temple B’nai Tikyah (2003; 6); 


 Antonio Mountain Ranch Specific Plan Public Draft EIR (2002; 23); 


 Replies on East Altamont Energy Center evidentiary hearing (2002; 9); 


 Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, The Promenade (2002; 7); 


 Recirculated Initial Study for Calpine’s proposed Pajaro Valley Energy Center (2002; 3); 


 UC Merced -- Declaration (2002; 5); 


 Replies on Atwood Ranch Unit III Subdivision FEIR (2003; 22); 


 Atwood Ranch Unit III Subdivision EIR (2002; 19); 


 California Energy Commission Staff Report on GWF Tracy Peaker Project (2002; 20); 


 Silver Bend Apartments IS/MND, Placer County (2002; 13); 


 UC Merced Long-range Development Plan DEIR and UC Merced Community Plan DEIR 


(2001; 26); 


 Colusa County Power Plant IS, Maxwell (2001; 6);  


 Dog Park at Catlin Park, Folsom, California (2001; 5); 


 Calpine and Bechtel Corporations’ Biological Resources Implementation and Monitoring 


Program (BRMIMP) for the Metcalf Energy Center (2000; 10); 


 Metcalf Energy Center, California Energy Commission FSA (2000); 


 US Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 consultation with the California Energy Commission 


regarding Calpine and Bechtel Corporations’ Metcalf Energy Center (2000; 4); 


 California Energy Commission’s Preliminary Staff Assessment of the proposed Metcalf 


Energy Center (2000: 11); 


 Site-specific management plans for the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s mitigation lands, 


prepared by Wildlands, Inc. (2000: 7); 


 Affidavit of K. Shawn Smallwood in Spirit of the Sage Council, et al. (Plaintiffs) vs. Bruce 


Babbitt, Secretary, U.S. Department of the Interior, et al. (Defendants), Injuries caused by 


the No Surprises policy and final rule which codifies that policy (1999: 9). 


 California Board of Forestry’s proposed amended Forest Practices Rules (1999); 


 Sunset Skyranch Airport Use Permit IS/MND (1999); 


 Ballona West Bluffs Project Environmental Impact Report (1999; oral presentation); 


 Draft Recovery Plan for Giant Garter Snake (Fed. Reg. 64(176): 49497-49498) (1999; 8); 


 Draft Recovery Plan for Arroyo Southwestern Toad (1998); 


 Pacific Lumber Co. (Headwaters) HCP & EIR, Fortuna (1998; 28); 


 Natomas Basin HCP Permit Amendment, Sacramento (1998); 


 San Diego Multi-Species Conservation Program FEIS/FEIR (1997; 10); 


 


Comments on other Environmental Review Documents: 


 


 Proposed Regulation for California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 (2015: 12); 


 Statement of Overriding Considerations related to extending Altamont Winds, Inc.’s 
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Conditional Use Permit PLN2014-00028 (2015; 8); 


 Covell Village PEIR, Davis (2005; 19); 


 Bureau of Land Management Wind Energy Programmatic EIS Scoping (2003; 7.); 


 NEPA Environmental Analysis for Biosafety Level 4 National Biocontainment Laboratory 


(NBL) at UC Davis (2003: 7); 


 Notice of Preparation of UC Merced Community and Area Plan EIR, on behalf of The 


Wildlife Society—Western Section (2001: 8.); 


 Preliminary Draft Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan (2001; 2 letters totaling 35.); 


 Merced County General Plan Revision, notice of Negative Declaration (2001: 2.); 


 Notice of Preparation of Campus Parkway EIR/EIS (2001: 7.); 


 Draft Recovery Plan for the bighorn sheep in the Peninsular Range (Ovis candensis) (2000); 


 Draft Recovery Plan for the California Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora draytonii), on behalf 


of The Wildlife Society—Western Section (2000: 10.); 


 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Draft Environmental Impact Statement, on behalf of 


The Wildlife Society—Western Section (2000: 7.); 


 State Water Project Supplemental Water Purchase Program, Draft Program EIR (1997); 


 Davis General Plan Update EIR (2000);  


 Turn of the Century EIR (1999: 10);  


 Proposed termination of Critical Habitat Designation under the Endangered Species Act 


(Fed. Reg. 64(113): 31871-31874) (1999); 


 NOA Draft Addendum to the Final Handbook for Habitat Conservation Planning and 


Incidental Take Permitting Process, termed the HCP 5-Point Policy Plan (Fed. Reg. 64(45): 


11485 - 11490) (1999; 2 + attachments); 


 Covell Center Project EIR and EIR Supplement (1997). 


 


Position Statements   I prepared the following position statements for the Western Section of The 


Wildlife Society, and one for nearly 200 scientists: 


 


 Recommended that the California Department of Fish and Game prioritize the extermination 


of the introduced southern water snake in northern California. The Wildlife Society--


Western Section (2001); 


 Recommended that The Wildlife Society—Western Section appoint or recommend members 


of the independent scientific review panel for the UC Merced environmental review process 


(2001); 


 Opposed the siting of the University of California’s 10th campus on a sensitive vernal 


pool/grassland complex east of Merced.  The Wildlife Society--Western Section (2000); 


 Opposed the legalization of ferret ownership in California.  The Wildlife Society--Western 


Section (2000);  


 Opposed the Proposed “No Surprises,” “Safe Harbor,” and “Candidate Conservation 


Agreement” rules, including permit-shield protection provisions (Fed. Reg. Vol. 62, No. 


103, pp. 29091-29098 and No. 113, pp. 32189-32194).  This statement was signed by 188 


scientists and went to the responsible federal agencies, as well as to the U.S. Senate and 


House of Representatives. 


 


Posters at Professional Meetings 
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Leyvas, E. and K. S. Smallwood. 2015. Rehabilitating injured animals to offset and rectify wind 


project impacts. Conference on Wind Energy and Wildlife Impacts, Berlin, Germany, 9-12 March 


2015. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., J. Mount, S. Standish, E. Leyvas, D. Bell, E. Walther, B. Karas. 2015. Integrated 


detection trials to improve the accuracy of fatality rate estimates at wind projects.  Conference on 


Wind Energy and Wildlife Impacts, Berlin, Germany, 9-12 March 2015. 


 


Smallwood, K. S. and C. G. Thelander. 2005. Lessons learned from five years of avian mortality 


research in the Altamont Pass WRA. AWEA conference, Denver, May 2005. 


 


Neher, L., L. Wilder, J. Woo, L. Spiegel, D. Yen-Nakafugi, and K.S. Smallwood. 2005. Bird’s eye 


view on California wind.  AWEA conference, Denver, May 2005. 


 


Smallwood, K. S., C. G. Thelander and L. Spiegel. 2003. Toward a predictive model of avian 


fatalities in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. Windpower 2003 Conference and Convention, 


Austin, Texas. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and Eva Butler. 2002. Pocket Gopher Response to Yellow Star-thistle Eradication 


as part of Grassland Restoration at Decommissioned Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento County, 


California. White Mountain Research Station Open House, Barcroft Station. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and Michael L. Morrison. 2002. Fresno kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides) 


Conservation Research at Resources Management Area 5, Lemoore Naval Air Station. White 


Mountain Research Station Open House, Barcroft Station. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and E.L. Fitzhugh. 1989. Differentiating mountain lion and dog tracks. Third 


Mountain Lion Workshop, Prescott, AZ. 


 


Smith, T. R. and K. S. Smallwood. 2000. Effects of study area size, location, season, and allometry 


on reported Sorex shrew densities. Annual Meeting of the Western Section of The Wildlife Society. 


 


Presentations at Professional Meetings and Seminars 


 


Long-Term Population Trend of Burrowing Owls in the Altamont.  East Bay Regional Park District 


2020 Stewardship Seminar, Oakland, California, 18 November 2020. 


 


Smallwood, K.S., D.A. Bell, and S, Standish.  Dogs detect larger wind energy effects on bats and 


birds.  The Wildlife Survey, 28 September 2020. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and D.A. Bell.  Effects of wind turbine curtailment on bird and bat fatalities in the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  The Wildlife Survey, 28 September 2020. 


 


Smallwood, K.S., D.A. Bell, and S, Standish.  Dogs detect larger wind energy effects on bats and 


birds.  The Wildlife Survey, 7 February 2020. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. and D.A. Bell.  Effects of wind turbine curtailment on bird and bat fatalities in the 


Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  The Wildlife Survey, 7 February 2020. 
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Dog detections of bat and bird fatalities at wind farms in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  


East Bay Regional Park District 2019 Stewardship Seminar, Oakland, California, 13 November 


2019. 


 


Repowering the Altamont Pass.  Altamont Symposium, The Wildlife Society – Western Section, 5 


February 2017. 


 


Developing methods to reduce bird mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, 1999-


2007.  Altamont Symposium, The Wildlife Society – Western Section, 5 February 2017. 


 


Conservation and recovery of burrowing owls in Santa Clara Valley.  Santa Clara Valley Habitat 


Agency, Newark, California, 3 February 2017. 


 


Mitigation of Raptor Fatalities in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. Raptor Research 


Foundation Meeting, Sacramento, California, 6 November 2015. 


 


From burrows to behavior: Research and management for burrowing owls in a diverse landscape. 


California Burrowing Owl Consortium meeting, 24 October 2015, San Jose, California. 


 


The Challenges of repowering. Keynote presentation at Conference on Wind Energy and Wildlife 


Impacts, Berlin, Germany, 10 March 2015. 


 


Research Highlights Altamont Pass 2011-2015. Scientific Review Committee, Oakland, California, 


8 July 2015. 


 


Siting wind turbines to minimize raptor collisions: Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. US Fish 


and Wildlife Service Golden Eagle Working Group, Sacramento, California, 8 January 2015. 


 


Evaluation of nest boxes as a burrowing owl conservation strategy. Sacramento Chapter of the 


Western Section, The Wildlife Society. Sacramento, California, 26 August 2013. 


 


Predicting collision hazard zones to guide repowering of the Altamont Pass. Conference on wind 


power and environmental impacts. Stockholm, Sweden, 5-7 February 2013. 


 


Impacts of Wind Turbines on Wildlife. California Council for Wildlife Rehabilitators, Yosemite, 


California, 12 November 2012. 


 


Impacts of Wind Turbines on Birds and Bats. Madrone Audubon Society, Santa Rosa, California, 


20 February 2012. 


 


Comparing Wind Turbine Impacts across North America. California Energy Commission Staff 


Workshop: Reducing the Impacts of Energy Infrastructure on Wildlife, 20 July 2011. 


 


Siting Repowered Wind Turbines to Minimize Raptor Collisions. California Energy Commission 


Staff Workshop: Reducing the Impacts of Energy Infrastructure on Wildlife, 20 July 2011. 


 


Siting Repowered Wind Turbines to Minimize Raptor Collisions. Alameda County Scientific 
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Review Committee meeting, 17 February 2011 


 


Comparing Wind Turbine Impacts across North America. Conference on Wind energy and Wildlife 


impacts, Trondheim, Norway, 3 May 2011. 


 


Update on Wildlife Impacts in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. Raptor Symposium, The 


Wildlife Society—Western Section, Riverside, California, February 2011. 


 


Siting Repowered Wind Turbines to Minimize Raptor Collisions. Raptor Symposium, The Wildlife 


Society - Western Section, Riverside, California, February 2011. 


 


Wildlife mortality caused by wind turbine collisions. Ecological Society of America, Pittsburgh, 


Pennsylvania, 6 August 2010. 


 


Map-based repowering and reorganization of a wind farm to minimize burrowing owl fatalities. 


California burrowing Owl Consortium Meeting, Livermore, California, 6 February 2010. 


 


Environmental barriers to wind power.  Getting Real About Renewables: Economic and 


Environmental Barriers to Biofuels and Wind Energy. A symposium sponsored by the 


Environmental & Energy Law & Policy Journal, University of Houston Law Center, Houston, 23 


February 2007. 


 


Lessons learned about bird collisions with wind turbines in the Altamont Pass and other US wind 


farms. Meeting with Japan Ministry of the Environment and Japan Ministry of the Economy, Wild 


Bird Society of Japan, and other NGOs Tokyo, Japan, 9 November 2006. 


 


Lessons learned about bird collisions with wind turbines in the Altamont Pass and other US wind 


farms. Symposium on bird collisions with wind turbines. Wild Bird Society of Japan, Tokyo, Japan, 


4 November 2006. 


 


Responses of Fresno kangaroo rats to habitat improvements in an adaptive management framework. 


California Society for Ecological Restoration (SERCAL) 13th Annual Conference, UC Santa 


Barbara, 27 October 2006. 


 


Fatality associations as the basis for predictive models of fatalities in the Altamont Pass Wind 


Resource Area. EEI/APLIC/PIER Workshop, 2006 Biologist Task Force and Avian Interaction with 


Electric Facilities Meeting, Pleasanton, California, 28 April 2006. 


 


Burrowing owl burrows and wind turbine collisions in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. The 


Wildlife Society - Western Section Annual Meeting, Sacramento, California, February 8, 2006. 


 


Mitigation at wind farms. Workshop: Understanding and resolving bird and bat impacts. American 


Wind Energy Association and Audubon Society. Los Angeles, CA. January 10 and 11, 2006. 


 


Incorporating data from the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (CWHR) system into an 


impact assessment tool for birds near wind farms. Shawn Smallwood, Kevin Hunting, Marcus Yee, 


Linda Spiegel, Monica Parisi. Workshop: Understanding and resolving bird and bat impacts.  


American Wind Energy Association and Audubon Society. Los Angeles, CA.  January 10 and 11, 
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2006. 


 


Toward indicating threats to birds by California’s new wind farms. California Energy Commission, 


Sacramento, May 26, 2005. 


 


Avian collisions in the Altamont Pass. California Energy Commission, Sacramento, May 26, 2005. 


 


Ecological solutions for avian collisions with wind turbines in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 


Area. EPRI Environmental Sector Council, Monterey, California, February 17, 2005. 


 


Ecological solutions for avian collisions with wind turbines in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 


Area. The Wildlife Society—Western Section Annual Meeting, Sacramento, California, January 19, 


2005. 


 


Associations between avian fatalities and attributes of electric distribution poles in California. The 


Wildlife Society - Western Section Annual Meeting, Sacramento, California, January 19, 2005. 


 


Minimizing avian mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area. UC Davis Wind Energy 


Collaborative Forum, Palm Springs, California, December 14, 2004. 


 


Selecting electric distribution poles for priority retrofitting to reduce raptor mortality. Raptor 


Research Foundation Meeting, Bakersfield, California, November 10, 2004. 


 


Responses of Fresno kangaroo rats to habitat improvements in an adaptive management framework. 


Annual Meeting of the Society for Ecological Restoration, South Lake Tahoe, California, October 


16, 2004. 


 


Lessons learned from five years of avian mortality research at the Altamont Pass Wind Resources 


Area in California. The Wildlife Society Annual Meeting, Calgary, Canada, September 2004. 


 


The ecology and impacts of power generation at Altamont Pass. Sacramento Petroleum Association, 


Sacramento, California, August 18, 2004. 


 


Burrowing owl mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. California Burrowing Owl 


Consortium meeting, Hayward, California, February 7, 2004. 


 


Burrowing owl mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. California Burrowing Owl 


Symposium, Sacramento, November 2, 2003. 


 


Raptor Mortality at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. National Wind Coordinating 


Committee, Washington, D.C., November 17, 2003. 


 


Raptor Behavior at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. Annual Meeting of the Raptor 


Research Foundation, Anchorage, Alaska, September, 2003. 


 


Raptor Mortality at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. Annual Meeting of the Raptor 


Research Foundation, Anchorage, Alaska, September, 2003. 
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California mountain lions. Ecological & Environmental Issues Seminar, Department of Biology, 


California State University, Sacramento, November, 2000. 


 


Intra- and inter-turbine string comparison of fatalities to animal burrow densities at Altamont Pass. 


National Wind Coordinating Committee, Carmel, California, May, 2000. 


 


Using a Geographic Positioning System (GPS) to map wildlife and habitat. Annual Meeting of the 


Western Section of The Wildlife Society, Riverside, CA, January, 2000. 


 


Suggested standards for science applied to conservation issues. Annual Meeting of the Western 


Section of The Wildlife Society, Riverside, CA, January, 2000. 


 


The indicators framework applied to ecological restoration in Yolo County, California. Society for 


Ecological Restoration, September 25, 1999. 


 


Ecological restoration in the context of animal social units and their habitat areas. Society for 


Ecological Restoration, September 24, 1999. 


 


Relating Indicators of Ecological Health and Integrity to Assess Risks to Sustainable Agriculture 


and Native Biota. International Conference on Ecosystem Health, August 16, 1999. 


 


A crosswalk from the Endangered Species Act to the HCP Handbook and real HCPs. Southern 


California Edison, Co. and California Energy Commission, March 4-5, 1999. 


 


Mountain lion track counts in California: Implications for Management. Ecological & 


Environmental Issues Seminar, Department of Biological Sciences, California State University, 


Sacramento, November 4, 1998. 


 


“No Surprises” -- Lack of science in the HCP process. California Native Plant Society Annual 


Conservation Conference, The Presidio, San Francisco, September 7, 1997. 


 


In Your Interest. A half hour weekly show aired on Channel 10 Television, Sacramento. In this 


episode, I served on a panel of experts discussing problems with the implementation of the 


Endangered Species Act. Aired August 31, 1997. 


 


Spatial scaling of pocket gopher (Geomyidae) density. Southwestern Association of Naturalists 44th 


Meeting, Fayetteville, Arkansas, April 10, 1997. 


 


Estimating prairie dog and pocket gopher burrow volume. Southwestern Association of Naturalists 


44th Meeting, Fayetteville, Arkansas, April 10, 1997. 


 


Ten years of mountain lion track survey. Fifth Mountain Lion Workshop, San Diego, February 27, 


1996. 


 


Study and interpretive design effects on mountain lion density estimates. Fifth Mountain Lion 


Workshop, San Diego, February 27, 1996. 


 


Small animal control. Session moderator and speaker at the California Farm Conference, 
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Sacramento, California, Feb. 28, 1995. 


 


Small animal control. Ecological Farming Conference, Asylomar, California, Jan. 28, 1995. 


 


Habitat associations of the Swainson’s Hawk in the Sacramento Valley’s agricultural landscape.  


1994 Raptor Research Foundation Meeting, Flagstaff, Arizona. 


 


Alfalfa as wildlife habitat. Seed Industry Conference, Woodland, California, May 4, 1994. 


 


Habitats and vertebrate pests: impacts and management. Managing Farmland to Bring Back Game 


Birds and Wildlife to the Central Valley. Yolo County Resource Conservation District, U.C. Davis, 


February 19, 1994. 


 


Management of gophers and alfalfa as wildlife habitat. Orland Alfalfa Production Meeting and 


Sacramento Valley Alfalfa Production Meeting, February 1 and 2, 1994. 


 


Patterns of wildlife movement in a farming landscape. Wildlife and Fisheries Biology Seminar 


Series: Recent Advances in Wildlife, Fish, and Conservation Biology, U.C. Davis, Dec. 6, 1993. 


 


Alfalfa as wildlife habitat. California Alfalfa Symposium, Fresno, California, Dec. 9, 1993. 


 


Management of pocket gophers in Sacramento Valley alfalfa. California Alfalfa Symposium, 


Fresno, California, Dec. 8, 1993. 


 


Association analysis of raptors in a farming landscape. Plenary speaker at Raptor Research 


Foundation Meeting, Charlotte, North Carolina, Nov. 6, 1993.  


 


Landscape strategies for biological control and IPM. Plenary speaker, International Conference on 


Integrated Resource Management and Sustainable Agriculture, Beijing, China, Sept. 11, 1993. 


 


Landscape Ecology Study of Pocket Gophers in Alfalfa. Alfalfa Field Day, U.C. Davis, July 1993. 


 


Patterns of wildlife movement in a farming landscape. Spatial Data Analysis Colloquium, U.C. 


Davis, August 6, 1993. 


 


Sound stewardship of wildlife. Veterinary Medicine Seminar: Ethics of Animal Use, U.C. Davis.  


May 1993. 


 


Landscape ecology study of pocket gophers in alfalfa. Five County Grower's Meeting, Tracy, 


California. February 1993. 


 


Turbulence and the community organizers: The role of invading species in ordering a turbulent 


system, and the factors for invasion success. Ecology Graduate Student Association Colloquium, 


U.C. Davis.  May 1990. 


 


Evaluation of exotic vertebrate pests. Fourteenth Vertebrate Pest Conference, Sacramento, 


California. March 1990. 
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Analytical methods for predicting success of mammal introductions to North America. The Western 


Section of the Wildlife Society, Hilo, Hawaii. February 1988. 


 


A state-wide mountain lion track survey. Sacramento County Dept Parks and Recreation. April 


1986. 


 


The mountain lion in California. Davis Chapter of the Audubon Society. October 1985. 


 


Ecology Graduate Student Seminars, U.C. Davis, 1985-1990: Social behavior of the mountain lion; 


Mountain lion control; Political status of the mountain lion in California. 


 


Other forms of Participation at Professional Meetings 


 


 Scientific Committee, Conference on Wind energy and Wildlife impacts, Berlin, Germany, 


March 2015. 


 


 Scientific Committee, Conference on Wind energy and Wildlife impacts, Stockholm, 


Sweden, February 2013. 


 


 Workshop co-presenter at Birds & Wind Energy Specialist Group (BAWESG) Information 


sharing week, Bird specialist studies for proposed wind energy facilities in South Africa, 


Endangered Wildlife Trust, Darling, South Africa, 3-7 October 2011. 


 


 Scientific Committee, Conference on Wind energy and Wildlife impacts, Trondheim, 


Norway, 2-5 May 2011. 


 


 Chair of Animal Damage Management Session, The Wildlife Society, Annual Meeting, 


Reno, Nevada, September 26, 2001. 


 


 Chair of Technical Session:  Human communities and ecosystem health:  Comparing 


perspectives and making connection.  Managing for Ecosystem Health, International 


Congress on Ecosystem Health, Sacramento,  CA  August 15-20, 1999. 


 


 Student Awards Committee, Annual Meeting of the Western Section of The Wildlife 


Society, Riverside, CA, January, 2000. 


 


 Student Mentor, Annual Meeting of the Western Section of The Wildlife Society, Riverside, 


CA, January, 2000. 


 


Printed Mass Media 


 


Smallwood, K.S., D. Mooney, and M. McGuinness. 2003. We must stop the UCD biolab now. Op-


Ed to the Davis Enterprise. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. 2002. Spring Lake threatens Davis. Op-Ed to the Davis Enterprise. 


 


Smallwood, K.S. Summer, 2001. Mitigation of habitation. The Flatlander, Davis, California. 
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Entrikan, R.K. and K.S. Smallwood. 2000. Measure O: Flawed law would lock in new taxes. Op-Ed 


to the Davis Enterprise. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  2000. Davis delegation lobbies Congress for Wildlife conservation. Op-Ed to the 


Davis Enterprise. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1998.  Davis Visions.  The Flatlander, Davis, California. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1997.  Last grab for Yolo’s land and water.  The Flatlander, Davis, California. 


 


Smallwood, K.S.  1997.  The Yolo County HCP. Op-Ed to the Davis Enterprise. 


 


Radio/Television 


 


PBS News Hour,  


 


FOX News, Energy in America: Dead Birds Unintended Consequence of Wind Power 


Development, August 2011. 


 


KXJZ Capital Public Radio -- Insight (Host Jeffrey Callison).  Mountain lion attacks (with guest 


Professor Richard Coss).  23 April 2009; 


 


KXJZ Capital Public Radio -- Insight (Host Jeffrey Callison).  Wind farm Rio Vista Renewable 


Power.  4 September 2008; 


 


KQED QUEST Episode #111.  Bird collisions with wind turbines.  2007; 


 


KDVS Speaking in Tongues (host Ron Glick), Yolo County HCP: 1 hour.  December 27, 2001; 


 


KDVS Speaking in Tongues (host Ron Glick), Yolo County HCP: 1 hour.  May 3, 2001; 


 


KDVS Speaking in Tongues (host Ron Glick), Yolo County HCP: 1 hour.  February 8, 2001; 


 


KDVS Speaking in Tongues (host Ron Glick & Shawn Smallwood), California Energy Crisis: 1 


hour.  Jan. 25, 2001; 


 


KDVS Speaking in Tongues (host Ron Glick), Headwaters Forest HCP: 1 hour.  1998; 


 


Davis Cable Channel (host Gerald Heffernon), Burrowing owls in Davis: half hour.  June, 2000; 


 


Davis Cable Channel (hosted by Davis League of Women Voters), Measure O debate: 1 hour.  


October, 2000; 


 


KXTV 10, In Your Interest, The Endangered Species Act: half hour.  1997. 


 


 


Reviews of Journal Papers (Scientific journals for whom I’ve provided peer review) 


Journal Journal 
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Journal Journal 


American Naturalist Journal of Animal Ecology 


Journal of Wildlife Management Western North American Naturalist 


Auk Journal of Raptor Research 


Biological Conservation National Renewable Energy Lab reports 


Canadian Journal of Zoology Oikos 


Ecosystem Health The Prairie Naturalist 


Environmental Conservation Restoration Ecology 


Environmental Management Southwestern Naturalist 


Functional Ecology The Wildlife Society--Western Section Trans. 


Journal of Zoology (London) Proc. Int. Congress on Managing for Ecosystem Health 


Journal of Applied Ecology Transactions in GIS 


Ecology Tropical Ecology 


Wildlife Society Bulletin Peer J 


Biological Control The Condor 


    


Committees 


• Scientific Review Committee, Alameda County, Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 


• Ph.D. Thesis Committee, Steve Anderson, University of California, Davis 


• MS Thesis Committee, Marcus Yee, California State University, Sacramento 
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Other Professional Activities or Products 


 


Testified in Federal Court in Denver during 2005 over the fate of radio-nuclides in the soil at Rocky 


Flats Plant after exposure to burrowing animals.  My clients won a judgment of $553,000,000.  I 


have also testified in many other cases of litigation under CEQA, NEPA, the Warren-Alquist 


Act, and other environmental laws.  My clients won most of the cases for which I testified. 


 


Testified before Environmental Review Tribunals in Ontario, Canada regarding proposed White 


Pines, Amherst Island, and Fairview Wind Energy projects. 


 


Testified in Skamania County Hearing in 2009 on the potential impacts of zoning the County for 


development of wind farms and hazardous waste facilities. 


 


Testified in deposition in 2007 in the case of O’Dell et al. vs. FPL Energy in Houston, Texas. 


 


Testified in Klickitat County Hearing in 2006 on the potential impacts of the Windy Point Wind 


Farm. 


 


Memberships in Professional Societies 


 The Wildlife Society  


 Raptor Research Foundation 


 


Honors and Awards 


 Fulbright Research Fellowship to Indonesia, 1987 


 J.G. Boswell Full Academic Scholarship, 1981 college of choice 


 Certificate of Appreciation, The Wildlife Society—Western Section, 2000, 2001 


 Northern California Athletic Association Most Valuable Cross Country Runner, 1984 


 American Legion Award, Corcoran High School, 1981, and John Muir Junior High, 1977 


 CIF Section Champion, Cross Country in 1978  


 CIF Section Champion, Track & Field 2 mile run in 1981 


 National Junior Record, 20 kilometer run, 1982 


 National Age Group Record, 1500 meter run, 1978 


 


Community Activities 


 District 64 Little League Umpire, 2003-2007 


 Dixon Little League Umpire, 2006-07  


 Davis Little League Chief Umpire and Board member, 2004-2005 


 Davis Little League Safety Officer, 2004-2005 


 Davis Little League Certified Umpire, 2002-2004 


 Davis Little League Scorekeeper, 2002 


 Davis Visioning Group member 


  Petitioner for Writ of Mandate under the California Environmental Quality Act against City 


of Woodland decision to approve the Spring Lake Specific Plan, 2002 


  Served on campaign committees for City Council candidates 
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Representative Clients/Funders 


Law Offices of Stephan C. Volker EDF Renewables 


Blum Collins, LLP National Renewable Energy Lab 


Eric K. Gillespie Professional Corporation Altamont Winds LLC 


Law Offices of Berger & Montague Salka Energy 


Lozeau | Drury LLP Comstocks Business (magazine) 


Law Offices of Roy Haber BioResource Consultants 


Law Offices of Edward MacDonald Tierra Data 


Law Office of John Gabrielli Black and Veatch 


Law Office of Bill Kopper Terry Preston, Wildlife Ecology Research Center 


Law Office of Donald B. Mooney EcoStat, Inc. 


Law Office of  Veneruso & Moncharsh US Navy 


Law Office of  Steven Thompson US Department of Agriculture 


Law Office of Brian Gaffney US Forest Service 


California Wildlife Federation  US Fish & Wildlife Service 


Defenders of Wildlife US Department of Justice 


Sierra Club California Energy Commission 


National Endangered Species Network California Office of the Attorney General 


Spirit of the Sage Council California Department of Fish & Wildlife 


The Humane Society California Department of Transportation 


Hagens Berman LLP California Department of Forestry 


Environmental Protection Information Center California Department of Food & Agriculture 


Goldberg, Kamin & Garvin, Attorneys at Law Ventura County Counsel 


Californians for Renewable Energy (CARE) County of Yolo 


Seatuck Environmental Association Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 


Friends of the Columbia Gorge, Inc.  Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education Program 


Save Our Scenic Area Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District 


Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound East Bay Regional Park District 


Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk County of Alameda 


Alameda Creek Alliance Don & LaNelle Silverstien 


Center for Biological Diversity Seventh Day Adventist Church 


California Native Plant Society Escuela de la Raza Unida 


Endangered Wildlife Trust  Susan Pelican and Howard Beeman 


   and BirdLife South Africa Residents Against Inconsistent Development, Inc. 


AquAlliance Bob Sarvey 


Oregon Natural Desert Association Mike Boyd 


Save Our Sound Hillcroft Neighborhood Fund 


G3 Energy and Pattern Energy Joint Labor Management Committee, Retail Food Industry 


Emerald Farms Lisa Rocca 


Pacific Gas & Electric Co. Kevin Jackson 


Southern California Edison Co. Dawn Stover and Jay Letto 


Georgia-Pacific Timber Co. Nancy Havassy 


Northern Territories Inc. Catherine Portman (for Brenda Cedarblade) 


David Magney Environmental Consulting Ventus Environmental Solutions, Inc. 


Wildlife History Foundation Panorama Environmental, Inc. 


NextEra Energy Resources, LLC Adams Broadwell Professional Corporation 


Ogin, Inc.  
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Representative special-status species experience 


Common name Species name Description 


Field experience   


California red-legged frog Rana aurora draytonii Protocol searches; Many detections 


Foothill yellow-legged frog Rana boylii Presence surveys; Many detections 


Western spadefoot Spea hammondii Presence surveys; Few detections 


California tiger salamander Ambystoma californiense Protocol searches; Many detections 


Coast range newt Taricha torosa torosa Searches and multiple detections 


Blunt-nosed leopard lizard Gambelia sila Detected in San Luis Obispo County 


California horned lizard Phrynosoma coronatum frontale Searches; Many detections 


Western pond turtle Clemmys marmorata Searches; Many detections  


San Joaquin kit fox Vulpes macrotis mutica Protocol searches; detections 


Sumatran tiger Panthera tigris Track surveys in Sumatra 


Mountain lion Puma concolor californicus Research and publications 


Point Arena mountain beaver Aplodontia rufa nigra Remote camera operation 


Giant kangaroo rat Dipodomys ingens Detected in Cholame Valley 


San Joaquin kangaroo rat Dipodomys nitratoides Monitoring & habitat restoration  


Monterey dusky-footed woodrat Neotoma fuscipes luciana Non-target captures and mapping of dens 


Salt marsh harvest mouse Reithrodontomys raviventris Habitat assessment, monitoring 


Salinas harvest mouse Reithrodontomys megalotus 


distichlus 


Captures; habitat assessment 


Bats  Thermal imaging surveys 


California clapper rail Rallus longirostris Surveys and detections 


Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos Numerical & behavioral surveys 


Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni Numerical & behavioral surveys 


Northern harrier Circus cyaeneus Numerical & behavioral surveys 


White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus Numerical & behavioral surveys 


Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus Large area surveys 


Least Bell’s vireo Vireo bellii pusillus Detected in Monterey County 


Willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus Research at Sierra Nevada breeding sites  


Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia hypugia Numerical & behavioral surveys 


Valley elderberry longhorn 


beetle 


Desmocerus californicus 


dimorphus 


Monitored success of relocation and habitat 


restoration 


Analytical   


Arroyo southwestern toad Bufo microscaphus californicus Research and report. 


Giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas Research and publication 


Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis Research and publication 


Northern spotted owl Strix occidentalis Research and reports  


Alameda whipsnake Masticophis lateralis 


euryxanthus 


Expert testimony 


 


 


 







Joshua Klipp, Esq., CASp No. 812
884 Kansas Street, San Francisco, CA 94017
(415) 265-0901; josh@made-welcome.com


June 28, 2021


Subject: 1900 Diamond Accessibility (and Ecology) Evaluation


Introduction
My name is Josh Klipp. I’m a Certified Access Specialist through California’s Division of
the State Architect (CASp No. 812), was admitted to the California State Bar in 1999
(Bar No. 203176), and practiced law for more than 16 years specializing in the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). In 2018 I founded a consulting practice, Made
Welcome, focused on accessibility in workplaces and events. My current workload
consists primarily of performing ADA evaluations for Title II entities, e.g. cities, counties
and universities. Additionally, as a CASp I have performed dozens of evaluations per
the City of San Francisco’s Accessible Business Entrance Program.


I write this letter as both an advocate for San Francisco’s dwindling urban forest and an
accessibility specialist, at the request of a group of neighbors who live near the
proposed development site at 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard (“1900 Diamond”). This
letter will summarize observations I made at this site on Friday June 25, 2021.


Disability Access
1900 Diamond is a steep wedge-shaped parcel with public rights of way (PRoW) to both
the west (upper) and east (lower). The view from the upper PRoW is panoramic of the
entire Bay, obstructed only by a row of tall Monterey Cypress - trees that are native to
California - which you can view by clicking here. There is a bus stop immediately across
the street from the parcel with an accessible path of travel from the bus stop to the
upper PRoW.1 The accessible path of travel includes new curb ramps on both the west
and east side of the boulevard, median cut out and marked crosswalk.


1 San Francisco’s Mandatory Disability Access Improvement Program, Ordinance No. 51-16,
demonstrates the City’s acknowledgment that public transportation is a critical aspect of accessibility for
people with disabilities. See, e.g.
https://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Category%20Checklist%20Compliance%20Form.pdf
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Caption: view looking northeast from the bus stop to the upper PRoW immediately adjacent to 1900
Diamond.


Caption: view from upper PRoW looking west toward the bus stop. Photo shows a relatively new curb
ramp, marked crosswalk, accessible path of travel through median cut out, and new curb ramp from the
crosswalk to the public right of way and bus stop.


Both the upper and lower PRoWs are unobstructed and, generally, free of excessive
damage, changes in level > ½”, grates and other openings > ½” , and cross-slope
greater than 2%.
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Caption: upper PRoW adjacent to 1900 Diamond


Caption: lower PRoW adjacent to 1900 Diamond
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I understand that the developer of the proposed development at 1900 Diamond has
indicated that nearby locations are equivalent in terms of accessibility and panoramic
quality. I reviewed two of these sites: Walter Haas Playground and Billy Goat Hill.


Walter Haas Playground
Walter Haas Playground is located a block south of 1900 Diamond, and a block further
from the above-noted - and closest - bus stop. The PRoW from the bus stop to the
entrance of the accessible path of travel into the playground features several driveways
that create non-compliant (i.e. >2%) cross-slopes.


Caption: looking north toward 1900 Diamond on Diamond Heights Boulevard along PRoW that leads from
the bus stop toward Walter Haas Playground. Photo shows multiple driveways and > 2% cross-slopes
along the PRoW.


There is a fairly newly installed accessible path of travel from the PRoW into the
playground. This path is essentially a long, curving, ramp and seems to meet
requirements regarding cross-slope, running slope, clear widths, edge protections,
handrails, etc.. At the bottom of this long ramp there is a large concrete pad where
someone who uses a wheelchair could rest and take in the view. This concrete pad
overlooks a basketball court and playground, greenery, and a portion of the Bay.
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Caption: view of concrete pad at bottom of accessible path of travel that connects PRoW to Walter Haas
Playground.


Billy Goat Hill
In order to evaluate Billy Goat Hill, I walked across Walter Haas Playground and down a
dirt hiking path that connects the playground to Billy Goat Hill. There is no apparent
accessible path of travel from the bus stop at 1900 Diamond to Billy Goat Hill, and I did
not observe any bus stops near Billy Goat Hill.


Caption: Google maps screenshot showing no accessible path of travel from Diamond Heights Boulevard
bus stop, or from Walter Haas Playground, to Billy Goat Hill.
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Upon arriving at Billy Goat Hill, it was clear there was no accessible path of travel into
the park to its featured vista locations. The only path from the PRoW was a sloping dirt
path that does not in any way comply with accessibility requirements.


Caption: view of PRoW adjacent to Billy Goat Hill showing no accessible path of travel into the park.


Conclusion
In short, these two locations are not in any way equivalent to 1900 Diamond in terms of
access by persons with disabilities or quality of panoramic view.


Ecology Observations at 1900 Diamond
As mentioned in the Introduction, I am also an advocate for San Francisco’s dwindling
urban forest. Because of this work, I am a student of not only San Francisco trees, but
also the habitat they support. When I arrived at 1900 Diamond on June 25, 2021, the
first thing I noticed was the screech of a California Scrub Jay - a bird that the California
Audubon Society has noted is moderately vulnerable to growing climate threats.2 I’m a
big fan of Scrub Jays because they are thought of as nature’s foresters given their
propensity to bury acorns which, in turn, have been noted to speed the growth
rates/recovery of fire-impacted California forests. I recorded the Scrub Jay’s song onsite
on my iphone, which you can listen to by clicking here. The Scrub Jay’s song seemed to
be emanating from the canopy tops of the Monterey Cypress on the upper side of the
1900 Diamond site, which was confusing because, when I scanned the treetops, the
only bird I could visually observe was a very large raptor3:


3 I’m not enough of a raptor expert to be able to identify this bird, but it was larger than many of the
raptors I observe in my neighborhood of Potrero Hill and seemed to feature white color on its underside.


2 https://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/california-scrub-jay
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Caption: a raptor sits on the treetop at 1900 Diamond.


Eventually, I realized that the Scrub Jay was perched close to the raptor and screeching
at it. Shortly afterward, the raptor chased off the Scrub Jay, some of which I managed to
capture on video, which you can view by clicking here.


Conclusion
Overall, I found this avian display of native California birds at 1900 Diamond stunning. It
drove home for me the importance of preserving this site not only for our environment
and public health/access, but also for the habitat that clearly lives in and relies upon it.
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City Distribution Division, Engineering Section 
1990 Newcomb Ave. 


San Francisco, CA  94124 
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December 4, 2013 
 
To:        Katie Miller, Joan Ryan  
From:   Damaris Villalobos, Joshua Bardet 
Re:       Diamond Heights Community Association Area Pipe Failure Report 


Summary 


This memorandum provides information in response to questions asked by the Diamond 
Heights Community Association (DHCA) to the SFPUC identified in the letter dated July 17th, 
2013.   This memorandum is divided into three sections. Section 1 provides general statistics 
about water pipelines within the boundary of the DHCA, and illustrates main break locations 
starting with the earliest reliable records in 1980 through year 2008. Data for years 2009 to the 
present is shown in Sections 2 and 3 of this memorandum. Note that from year 2009 to the 
present, more reliable data gathering and analysis techniques were applied that facilitate the 
identification of key main break information that may assist in  targeting pipes in need of 
replacement. For this reason, data spanning the years 1980-2008 was presented separately 
from the more reliable last five years of data. 


Section 1. Diamond Heights Community Association - Boundary of Interest and Historic 
Main Breaks 


The area that encompasses the DHCA is illustrated in Figure 1. The DHCA area is 
approximated to be 0.6 square miles, which comprises about 1 percent of the total surface area 
of the City of San Francisco. Also, the length of water mains in the Diamond Heights area is 
approximated to be about 15 miles which comprises about 1 percent of the total 1240 miles of 
mains in the City of San Francisco.  


From 1980 to 2008, 3,371 main breaks have been recorded throughout the City of San 
Francisco.  Of these, 135 breaks were identified within the DHCA Boundary. The City-wide 
breaks are graphically illustrated in Figure 1. This represents about 5 breaks per year for this 
period of time occurring within the DHCA area. 
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Section 2. Main Break Data for years 2009-2013 


Main breaks recorded during the past five years within the DHCA boundary are listed in Table 1 
below.  A graphical illustration of this data is shown in Figure 2. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 1. Black dots indicate location of main breaks recorded from 1980 to 2008.  


DHCA 


Boundary 


Table 1. Total number of main breaks in San Francisco for years 2009 to 2013 and percent of total that was observed in 


the DHCA area. 
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Figure 2. Illustrating main breaks that have been observed in the DHCA area during the years 2009-2013. 


*Locations were approximated based on the best available data. They are not exact. 
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Section 3. Detailed data for Main Breaks observed from 2009-2013 


Main break data obtained from years 2009-2013 indicate that of the 32 main breaks that have 
been observed within the DHCA boundary, 20 breaks or 63% of breaks in the area occurred on 
pipes that were installed during the year 1961. This can be observed in Figure 3 and Table 2 
below. In addition, it was also observed that for the last five years, 41% of the main breaks that 
happened in the area of interest (13 out of 32) have been identified as circumferential failure 
types (see Figure 4 and Table 2). It was also observed that the average repair time during which 
water service was interrupted was found to be 2 hours. This time excludes times during which 
the pipe was “choked down,” which means that while water pressure was lower than usual, 
service was not interrupted. Detailed information such as date of the break, address of the 
break, and how long it took to restore the water service can be found in Table 2 below; note that 
this data is according to best available records . 


Streets within the DHCA boundary that have had more than 3 main breaks within the last 5 
years have been identified to be: 


-Amber Drive 
-Duncan Street 
-Diamond Heights Boulevard 
-Gold Mine Drive 
-Diamond Street 
 


The CDD Engineering Section will continue to monitor main breaks City-wide, as well as within 
the DHCA boundary, and will analyze data for correlations or conclusions.  At this time, there 
are no obvious conclusions as to a common factor or cause for the main breaks within the 
DHCA area. 
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Figure 3. Illustrating main breaks that have been observed in 


the DHCA area classified by installation year. 


Figure 4. Illustrating main breaks that have been observed 


in the DHCA area classified by failure type. 


Table 2. Detailed data for main breaks that happened during years 2009 to 2013 in the DHCA area.  


* Locations were approximated based on the best available data. They are not exact. 
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Please see the attached comment letter regarding the Conditional Use Authorization hearing for
5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard (2020-007481CUA) that is currently scheduled for the August 26
Planning Commission hearing. We have also included our previously submitted comment letter and
attachments regarding the Categorical Exemption for the project and a letter recently sent to
Supervisor Mandelman.
 
These materials are being submitted by 1900 Diamond for All, which has been recognized as
organized opposition to the current proposal. As organized opposition, we respectfully request that
these materials be included in the agenda packet. Please confirm that these attachments will be
distributed to the Planning Commissioners in the agenda packet.
 
Thank you,
 
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.
 

mailto:brian@zfplaw.com
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=ZTA4N2JmNGMyNGJjY2Q5OA==&h=NzNhYWI1MWVlODE2YzRjOWQzODQwYWQ0NjIwMGM2MGExNGU3ZGIyMTQzN2Y1ODYxZjZhZjZiZmI3NTgxMjYzYw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmI3YjI3YmUwZTlmMGJmY2FlMTgxYTc5ZTEyNTc5ODQ0OnYx


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 3:58:54 PM
Attachments: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg

Letter of Support for 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
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Nik Kaestner

		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.





Nik Kaestner 
niksletter@outlook.com 
17 Milton St. 
San Francisco, California 94112








 








Letter of Support for 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Gillian Pressman

		To

		Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)

		Cc

		Bintliff, Jacob (BOS); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); marc@1900diamond.com

		Recipients

		rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org; jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org; gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; marc@1900diamond.com



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





 





Hi Supervisor Mandelman, 





On behalf of YIMBY Action, I'm attaching our letter of support for the project at 1900 Diamond Street. We believe this project is much needed, and enthusiastically encourage you to approve it.





Thank you so much,





Gillian








Gillian Pressman





Director of Development  she/her





914-874-4973














   


 







1900 Diamond Street Letter of Support - YIMBY Action.pdf

1900 Diamond Street Letter of Support - YIMBY Action.pdf




YIMBY Action advocates for welcoming communities where
everyone can thrive.



yimbyaction.org



San Francisco Planning Commission



City Hall



1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place



San Francisco, CA 94102



August 17, 2021



RE: Support for 24 new homes at 1900 Diamond Street



Dear Planning Commission:



YIMBY Action is pleased to support the proposed project at 1900 Diamond Street.



This project would build 24 new homes for families, including 11 below-market-rate



units. This project will help address our staggering citywide housing shortage,



particularly our staggering shortage of homes that accommodate families. It would



also bring much-needed housing to a neighborhood that has not built significant



multifamily housing in over 40 years. The Diamond Heights neighborhood is rich in



opportunities, offering easy access to job centers, shopping, historical sites, and



public transportation. It is time we made room for more families to access these



opportunities.



YIMBY Action is a network of pro-housing activists fighting for more inclusive housing



policies. Our vision is an integrated and environmentally sustainable society where



every person has access to a safe, affordable home near jobs, services, and



opportunity.
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San Francisco’s severe housing shortage is causing skyrocketing homelessness and



poverty, crippling our economy, and leading to debilitating commutes that



exacerbate our global climate crisis. These impacts fall disproportionately on our



city’s low-income workers and families, and disproportionately on people of color.



The segregationist practice of denying housing in our highest-opportunity



neighborhoods additionally marginalizes communities of color. If we strive to be a



society that advances racial and class justice, we must do more to ensure abundant



housing in all of our city’s neighborhoods. This project will help address the housing



shortage and ensure a welcoming San Francisco where everyone can thrive.



Best regards,



Laura Foote



YIMBY Action, Executive Director



YIMBY Action advocates for welcoming communities where
everyone can thrive.



yimbyaction.org
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Bob Mills

		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). Ideally, this project would include even more units, as the SF Planning Department recommended, but 24 units will do.





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.





Bob Mills 
bocamills@comcast.net





San Francisco, California 94112








 









 
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: Serious Misrepresentations re Shirley Chisholm Village aka Francis Scott Key Annex located at 1351-42nd

Avenue
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 2:47:39 PM

 
 

From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 2:00 PM
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Noonan, Jacob (MYR)
<jacob.noonan@sfgov.org>; mlewis@midpen-housing.org; pedro@nonprofithousing.org; Nancy
Skinner <senator.skinner@senate.ca.gov>; Scott Wiener <senator.wiener@senate.ca.gov>; Jeff
Sparks <jeff.sparks@sen.ca.gov>; David Chiu <assemblymember.chiu@assembly.ca.gov>;
Assemblymember. Ting@outreach. assembly. ca. gov
<Assemblymember.Ting@outreach.assembly.ca.gov>; Anthony Rendon
<assemblymember.rendon@assembly.ca.gov>; Lorena Gonzalez
<assemblymember.gonzalez@assembly.ca.gov>; Shubhangi Domokos
<shubhangi.domokos@asm.ca.gov>; Frank Bigelow <assemblymember.bigelow@assembly.ca.gov>;
Isaac Bryan <assemblymember.bryan@assembly.ca.gov>; Lisa Calderon
<assemblymember.calderon@assembly.ca.gov>; Wendy Carrillo
<assemblymember.carrillo@assembly.ca.gov>; Ed Chau
<assemblymember.chau@assembly.ca.gov>; Megan Dahle
<assemblymember.dahle@assembly.ca.gov>; Laurie Davies
<assemblymember.davies@assembly.ca.gov>; Vince Fong
<assemblymember.fong@assembly.ca.gov>; Jesse Gabriel
<assemblymember.gabriel@assembly.ca.gov>; Eduardo Garcia
<assemblymember.egarcia@assembly.ca.gov>; Marc Levine
<assemblymember.levine@assembly.ca.gov>; Bill Quirk
<assemblymember.quirk@assembly.ca.gov>; Robert Rivas
<assemblymember.rrivas@assembly.ca.gov>; Akilah Weber
<assemblymember.aweber@assembly.ca.gov>; jay.dickenson@asm.ca.gov;
jennifer.swenson@asm.ca.gov
Subject: Serious Misrepresentations re Shirley Chisholm Village aka Francis Scott Key Annex located
at 1351-42nd Avenue
 

 

TO: San Francisco Mayor Breed, San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Planning
Director, San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, Mid-Peninsula
Housing, Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California, members of the California State
Legislature 
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org


FROM: Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 
 
Eileen Boken, 
State and Federal Legislative Liaison 
 
RE: Serious Misrepresentations re Shirley Chisholm Village aka Francis Scott Key Annex located at
1351-42nd Avenue
 
 
Currently, SB8 (Skinner) is moving through the State Legislature. It extends the sunset date
in the previous legislation SB330 (Skinner).
 
During official presentation and testimony at the Assembly Housing and Community
Development Committee, both the SB8 author, Senator Nancy Skinner of Senate District 9,
and Pedro Galvao of the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California asserted
that Shirley Chisholm Village was a SB330 project.
 
During main support witness testimony at the Assembly Local Government Committee,
Pedro Galvao repeated this assertion. 
 
Per the lead planner at the San Francisco Planning Department, Shirley Chisholm Village educator
housing is *not* a SB330 project. 
 
The project sponsor of Shirley Chisholm Village is Mid Peninsula Housing (MidPen).
 
MidPen is a member of the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California.
 
MidPen is also an officially listed supporter of SB8 (Skinner).
 
The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods is strongly urging the City and County of San
Francisco to issue an official statement to the State Legislature correcting this serious
misrepresentation. 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 



 
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: Please support 1900 Diamond Street project — we need new homes!
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 12:53:46 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: Hannah Mensing <txairo@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: "txairo@sbcglobal.net" <txairo@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 at 12:35 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please support 1900 Diamond Street project — we need new homes!
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

The housing crisis in the Bay Area is real. Finding a decent affordable place to live is HARD
if not impossible for a lot of us who don't make tech worker salaries. The climate crisis is
also a real threat. We need more housing, designed in a way that is transit friendly, green,
dense and climate resilient. This project does all of these things, so it should be an EASY
YES!

Some more notes on the project you've hopefully already heard:

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.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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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.

Hannah Mensing 
txairo@sbcglobal.net

Palo Alto, California 94301

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 12:53:26 PM
Attachments: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street.msg

Voicing support for 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

		Robin Pam

		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). I live nearby, in Sunnyside, and would love to see our corner of the city add more neighbors to support a thriving neighborhood, new businesses, and more frequent transit.





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.





Robin Pam 
rsvprobin@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94127








 








Voicing support for 1900 Diamond Street!

		From

		Helen Zeng

		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).





As someone who lives in one of the relatively few multi-family units in Glen Park nearby, I know keenly what a great environment it is, and the importance of more dense housing in the area.





Thank you so much, 
Helen





Helen Zeng 
helen.w.zeng@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Will Parish

		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 Supervisor Supervisor Mandelman, 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. I was on the Greenbelt Board since I wanted to support transit-closeness housing, and this is a great project.





Thanks, and all the best,





Will Parish





Will Parish 
will@wattif.org





San Francisco, California 94118








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Peter Rojas

		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.





Peter Rojas 
projas@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Tara Killebrew

		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 new homes on a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street (at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park).





I support Supervisor Mandelman’s belief that it’s long past time for District 8 neighborhoods to add their fair share of new homes. More than ever, we need family-friendly housing—the continued decline in numbers of children in the city is bad for San Francisco’s long-term health. 





I agree with the following:





1. The homes are transit friendly. Muni 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. The Diamond Heights Shopping Center is within walking distance. 





2. The development is a good use of land. A steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes and that’s much better than unusable open space (too steep to walk on) or a row of space-inefficient single-family homes. 





3. The type of housing is justified for the neighborhood. With the $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing the presence of higher-end housing on this property seems reasonable. This part of Diamond Heights already has a variety of subsidized housing, rentals, condos, and single-family homes. 





4. Given the land is being sold by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to further its mission of building affordable housing and providing services to Latinx working families, I have trouble understanding why anyone would oppose this project. 





4. 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. These homes have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Heights’ mid-century aesthetic.





6. 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.





I urge you to support these new homes and help bring more families to District 8.





Tara Killebrew 
tsburns17@hotmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Andrea Claburn

		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.





Andrea Claburn 
andrea@lot49.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Stephanie Oh

		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.





Stephanie Oh 
osbzzang0501@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		James Ausman

		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.





James Ausman 
ausman@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Viren Jain

		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.





Viren Jain 
virenjn@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 









 
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, August 17, 2021 10:04:40 AM

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: Allan LeBlanc <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "allan.leblanc@gmail.com" <allan.leblanc@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 at 2:29 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
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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.

Allan LeBlanc 
allan.leblanc@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94131
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I DO NOT SUPPORT NEW HOUSING AT DIAMOND ST.Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Dan Richman

		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,





DO WE REALLY NEED MORE HOUSING? OR ARE3 THE FEW REMAINING OPEN SPACES AROUND HERE TOO PRECIOUS TO TURN OVER TO THE TENDER MERCIES OF THE DEVELOPERS. I’m writing to express my strong OPPOSITION TO an exciting (PLEASE!) project that would bring 24 new homes to AN OPEN SPACE WITH 50 TALL TREES 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 (READ OPEN SPACE WITH TREES) 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.





Dan Richman 
danrichman@earthlink.net





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Sara Raffel

		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.





Sara Raffel 
sararaffel@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94107
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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.





Melissa Davies 
melissaanndavies@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Dear Supervisor Mandelman, Mr Ionin, Ms. Pantoka, Mr. Babsin and Mr. Bintliff,





As a SF Francisco resident for the past 5 years, I’m writing to express my strong support for the proposed project located on 1900 Diamond Street that is a 15 minute walk from my apartment in district 9.





As have many renters in this city, I experience firsthand the impact of our housing crisis and can attest that new developments are sorely needed, specially in this area of the city. In fact, this is first time in over 40 years that a housing proposal with more than 20 homes could happen in either Noe Valley, Diamond Heights or Glen Park.





Beyond the impact on housing affordability, it is also important to be explicit about the contributions of single family zoning to climate change and how higher density developments in transit rich areas will be critical to meet future emission targets. SF has committed to a zero carbon footprint by 2050 and, as an aspiring leader in sustainability, we can't afford to pass up opportunities such as this, even if they may be controversial to entrenched stakeholders in the neighborhood.





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.





Thank you, 
Vitor Baccetti





Vitor Baccetti 
vbgarcia@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I’m writing to express my strong support for the proposed project at 1900 Diamond Street. The units will help to alleviate our city's housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises. The homes are characterized by:





1. Close proximity to Muni and BART





2. Economical land use





3. The inclusions of 11 affordable homes





4. The homes are designed for families





5. The units have been thoughtfully designed to blend in with Diamond Height's mid-century design





6. The area surrounding these homes is one of the most park-rich in all of San Francisco





For all these and many other reasons, I urge you to support these new homes, which will benefit both District Eight and the entire City. 
Sincerely, 
Larry Simi





Larry Simi 
larrysimi@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94122
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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.





Elisa Moresco 
elisa.moresco@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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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.





Stefan Bewley 
stefanbewley@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94117
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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.





Steph Catella 
drcatella@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94117
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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.





Nora Cullinen 
ncullinen@gmail.com





Larkspur, California 94939
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Please support the proposed new development at 1900 Diamond Street that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at the intersection of Noe Valley, Diamond Heights and Glen Park.





San Francisco is in dire need of this project as a step toward alleviating our city's housing shorting and moving toward housing equity. 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.





Gail MacGowan 
gail.macgowan@sbcglobal.net





San Francisco, California 94115
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. Legal Concern and Other Important Information
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
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: Betsy Eddy <betsy.eddy@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 4:36 PM
To: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS)
<chanstaff@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@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>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>;
MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; 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>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC)
<devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC)
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Young,
David (CPC) <david.l.young@sfgov.org>; Sheyner, Tania (CPC) <tania.sheyner@sfgov.org>; Cisneros,
Stephanie (CPC) <stephanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>; Maureen Sedonaen
<msedonaen@habitatgsf.org>; Short, Carla (DPW) <Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>; Crawford, Nicholas
(DPW) <nicholas.crawford@sfdpw.org>; Bintliff, Jacob (BOS) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>; Tom
Temprano <ttemprano@gmail.com>; Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>; Brian O'Neill
<brian@zfplaw.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Olga Milan-Howells <olga@milanhowells.com>; Steve Chaffin
<schaffin2000@gmail.com>
Subject: 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. Legal Concern and Other Important Information
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
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Supervisor	Rafael	Mandelman	
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
	
August	16,	2021	
	
Re:	5367	Diamond	Heights	Blvd.	Legal	Concern	and	Other	Important	Information	
	
Dear	Supervisor	Mandelman:	
	
Nearly	600	residents	and	neighbors	in	your	district,	a	majority	of	which	reside	in	94131	and	
94114	zip	codes,	have	signed	our	“1900DiamondForAll”	petition.	Our	1900	Diamond	for	All	core	
group	writes	with	great	concern	and	urgency	about	a	potential	illegal	real	estate	development	
in	Diamond	Heights	that	proposes	to	build	luxury	housing	on	deed-restricted	land	designated	
for	affordable	housing.			
	
We	ask	that	you,	in	your	capacity	as	a	Board	of	Director	of	the	California	State	Association	of	
Counties	(CSAC),	investigate	the	proposed	sale	and	potential	illegal	subdivision	of	5367	
Diamond	Heights	Blvd.	called	1900	Diamond	by	the	developer.	
	
The	Cesar	Chavez	Foundation	received	over	$20	million	dollars	in	tax-exempt	affordable	
housing	bonds	from	the	California	Statewide	Communities	Development	Authority	(CSCDA),	an	
agency	founded	and	sponsored	by	CSAC,	to	purchase	and	rehabilitate	this	property	for	
affordable	multifamily	rental	uses.	The	San	Francisco	Board	of	Supervisors	unanimously	
approved	issuance	of	the	bonds	for	this	purpose.	In	exchange	for	receiving	this	public	money,	
Cesar	Chavez	Foundation	entered	into	a	regulatory	agreement	and	recorded	a	deed	restriction	
that	requires	them	to	maintain	the	property	for	affordable	multifamily	rental	uses	for	a	period	
of	55	years	(until	2059).	The	current	proposal	to	subdivide	this	deed-restricted	property	for	the	
construction	and	sale	of	luxury	homes	violates	this	term	of	the	agreement.		
	
The	regulatory	agreement	also	specifically	states	that	the	owner	shall	not	“remove	any	real	
property”	from	the	Vista	del	Monte	affordable	apartment	complex,	except	to	the	extent	that	
any	removed	property	is	“replaced	with	comparable	or	better	property.”	The	current	proposal	
would	subdivide	and	remove	30%	of	the	real	property,	including	70%	of	the	apartment	
complex’s	existing	open	space.	That	open	space	will	not	be	replaced	and	will	instead	be	
developed	with	luxury	housing.		
	
After	submitting	a	public	records	request,	we	have	not	been	able	to	find	any	evidence	that	the	
Cesar	Chavez	Foundation	amended	the	regulatory	agreement	or	received	permission	from	
CSCDA	to	subdivide	and	construct	24	units	of	luxury	housing	on	the	property	that	they	
purchased	with	public	assistance.	In	addition	to	the	2004	affordable	housing	bonds,	this	
property	has	a	long	history	of	receiving	other	public	benefits.		
	
This	parcel	was	one	of	four	sites	in	Diamond	Heights	specifically	sold	by	the	San	Francisco	
Redevelopment	Agency	for	the	purpose	of	developing	affordable	housing.	The	property	was	
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originally	purchased	and	developed	utilizing	Federal	affordable	housing	loans	and	was	
refinanced	in	2000	using	state	affordable	housing	bonds	issued	by	the	California	Housing	
Finance	Agency.	The	property	owner	pays	just	$46	a	year	in	property	taxes	due	to	tax	
exemptions	for	affordable	housing.	The	Foundation	now	proposes	to	the	sell	the	deed-
restricted	property	to	Emerald	Fund	for	the	development	of	24	units	of	luxury	housing.	This	
seems	tantamount	to	theft	of	public	funds	and	an	illegal	use	of	property	designated	for	
affordable	housing.	We	ask	for	your	immediate	investigation	into	this	proposed	illegal	action.		
	
The	developer	also	does	not	propose	to	include	a	single	on-site	affordable	unit,	instead	opting	
to	pay	a	mere	$2.8	MM	in	in-lieu	fees.	The	Foundation	has	publicly	stated	in	a	meeting	with	the	
Upper	Noe	Neighbors	that	it	will	take	the	sale	proceeds	to	develop	housing	in	Texas	and	
Arizona.	The	Foundation	has	recently	tried	to	walk	back	their	statement	by	claiming	it	is	their	
“practice”	to	try	keep	the	proceeds	in	California,	but	they	are	unable	to	provide	a	binding	
commitment	to	actually	reinvest	in	the	state	that	helped	them	purchase	the	property	in	the	
first	place.	They	have	not	made	ANY	commitment	to	using	the	funds	in	San	Francisco,	where	we	
desperately	need	affordable	housing.	
	
Fourteen	of	the	24	units	would	exceed	the	2,500	Sq/ft	limit	of	your	proposed	“McMansion”	
legislation.	The	over	600	residents	who	signed	the	1900	DiamondForAll	petition	have	clearly	
expressed	their	desire	that	if	any	housing	is	to	be	built	on	the	hillside,	it	should	be	affordable	by	
design	particularly	for	the	“missing	middle”	including	first	responders,	teachers,	and	nurses	
who	live	in	San	Francisco.	The	development	should	be	constructed	while	respecting	the	
environment	and	community,	in	accordance	with	SF	Building	codes	(see	list	below),	as	well	as	
the	recommendations	of	the	SF	Bureau	of	Urban	Forestry	to	save	as	many	of	the	street	trees	as	
possible	(see	emails	below)	and	San	Francisco	Planning	Department	(see	below).		
	
We	need	affordable	housing	for	the	"missing	middle,"	people	who	work	tirelessly	for	the	
benefit	of	our	City	and	cannot	afford	to	live	here.	We	do	not	need	more	multi-million-dollar	
homes	or	the	poorly	conceived	master	planned	suburban	development	from	Emerald	Fund.	
This	project	will	effectively	create	a	massive	five-story	concrete	wall	that	will	block	views,	
destroy	a	precious	healthy	grove	of	27	Monterey	Cypress	(16	of	which	are	street	trees),	and	
remove	vital	open	space	from	the	residents	of	the	Vista	del	Monte	affordable	housing	complex.	
We	want	the	affordable	housing	that	can	be	a	benefit	to	our	community,	allow	more	middle-
income	people	to	live	in	the	city,	and	preserve	the	environment	of	our	neighborhood.		
	
“It	is	so	important	for	our	city	that	working	families	can	continue	to	live	here	in	the	place	they	
know	and	love.	We	would	be	delighted	to	partner	with	the	1900DiamondForAll	neighborhood	
group	to	create	affordable	home	ownership	which	is	needed	in	the	city	for	the	‘missing	middle”	
while	protecting	the	hillside	environment	and	community	value.	San	Franciscans	welcome	
homebuilding	when	it	is	done	in	a	collaborative	way	and	with	homes	designed	to	complement	
the	character	of	the	neighborhood	in	which	they	are	built.	We	have	a	history	of	working	with	
the	community	in	Diamond	Heights	to	build	housing	that	fits	into	the	neighborhood.”	(Maureen	
Sedonaen	CEO	Habitat	for	Humanity	Greater	San	Francisco)	
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Per	your	and	the	Planning	Department’s	encouragement,	we	have	tried	multiple	times	to	work	
with	Emerald	Fund	to	develop	a	compromise	plan.	We	even	hired	our	own	architect	to	show	
them	a	feasible,	more	balanced	approach	to	development	of	the	hillside	that	preserves	the	
trees	and	better	fits	with	the	community.		
	
The	developer	has	been	completely	unwilling	to	compromise.	In	fact,	they	have	increased	the	
square	footage	of	the	development	by	5,200	sq./ft.	nearly	10%	as	originally	proposed	and	
increased	parking	garage	spaces	from	28	to	36	nearly	30%.	This	directly	contradicts	the	City’s	
General	Plan	policies	to	reduce	single	vehicle	use	and	vehicle	miles	traveled.		
	
There	are	significant	traffic	issues	that	are	being	ignored	(see	example	resident’s	comments	
from	our	1900	Diamond	For	All	group).	They	have	ignored	the	impact	of	the	construction	on	the	
more	vulnerable	residents	in	Vista	Del	Monte,	many	of	whom	are	mothers	with	young	children,	
seniors	and	people	with	disabilities	who	are	at	ground	zero	to	bear	the	brunt	of	the	impacts	of	
this	development	–	the	largest	in	50	years	in	the	neighborhood.		
	
We	urge	you	to	take	immediate	action	to	address	what	appears	to	be	an	illegal	use	of	a	
property	that	has	been	consistently	subsidized	by	our	local,	state,	and	federal	tax	dollars	for	the	
last	50+	years.		We	need	housing	but	to	use	your	words "not at all costs” 
without	respecting	the	surrounding	environment	and	community	impacts.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	prompt	attention	to	this	matter.	
	
Gratefully,	
	
Betsy	Eddy	
www.1900DiamondForAll.com	
	
Office	of	Mayor	London	Breed	
Board	of	Supervisors	
SF	Planning	Commissioners	
Rich	Hillis,	Planning	Director		
Devyani	Jain,	Deputy	Director	of	Environmental	Planning	
Don	Lewis,	Senior	Environmental	Planner	
Delvin	Washington,	Planner	4	
SF	Planning	Staff	assigned	to	5367	Diamond	Heights	Blvd.:	Gabriela	Pantoja,	David	Young,	Tania	
Sheyner,	and	Stephanie	Cisneros		
Maureen	Sedonaen,	CEO	Habitat	for	Humanity	Greater	San	Francisco	
Carla	Short,	Superintendent,	Bureau	of	Urban	Forestry 
Nicholas	Crawford,	Assistant	Superintendent,	Bureau	of	Urban	Forestry	
Jacob	Bintliff,	Land	Use	Legislative	Aide,	Supervisor	Mandelman’s	Office	
Tom	Temprano,	Budget	Legislative	Aide	Supervisor	Mandelman’s	Office	
Mandelman	Staff	
Ryan	Patterson,	Zacks,	Freedman	&	Patterson,	PC	
Brian	O’Neill,	Zacks,	Freedman	&	Patterson,	PC	
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Planning	Commission	Secretary	
Jonas	Ionin,	SF	Planning	Commission	Staff	
Olga	Milan-Howells	
Steve	Chaffin	
	
Attachments	referenced	in	the	letter:	
	
SF	Planning	Dept.	Design	Feedback	Plan	Submittal	1900	Diamond	8/18/20	(Gabriela	Pantoja	
Planner)	


• "setting	the	building	back	further	"		
• "maintained	to	preserve	some	of	the	natural	context	and	allow	the	development	to	


integrate	with	the	landscape”:	
• “BUF	would	like	as	many	mature	Cypress	preserved	as	possible”	
• “Breaking	up	overall	building	mass	into	smaller	clusters..	3-4	units	each	that	have	clear	


breaks	would	fit	better	with	context	that	has	been	developed	over	time	instead	of	
appearing	as	one	project.”	


• "Recommend	that	the	overall	approach	also	acknowledge	..smaller	lots	more	diversified	
architectural	expression	..	Noe	Valley.”		


	
Bureau	of	Urban	Planning	1900	Diamond	Tree	Removal	(obtained	through	public	request	for	
information)	
From:	"Crawford,	Nicholas	(DPW)"	<nicholas.crawford@sfdpw.org>	
To:	"Keller,	Stephen	(DPW)"	<Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org>,	"Buck,	Chris	(DPW)"	<Chris.Buck@sfdpw.org>,	
"Short,	Carla	(DPW)"	<Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>	
Sent:	Wed,	17	Feb	2021	03:00:29	+0000	
Subject:	RE:	1900	Diamond--Tree	Preservation	
	
Of	course,	they	are	building	on	the	wooded	lot	instead	of	the	space	across	the	street	without	any	trees.	
	
I	think	from	our	perspective,	most	of	the	trees	would	be	easy	denials	since	they	are	large	and	in	great	
condition.	Then	they	come	back	at	the	hearing	with	the	constructability	concerns,	speak	to	the	value	of	
adding	housing,	and	we	negotiate	from	there.		
	
Nicholas	Crawford	
	
Assistant	Superintendent	
 
    Bureau of Urban Forestry  |  Trees and Landscape  |  San Francisco 
Public Works  |  City and County of San Francisco   
 


2323 Cesar Chavez Street  |  San Francisco, CA 94124  |  (415) 695-
2103  |  sfpublicworks.org 
<http://www.sfpublicworks.org/>  · twitter.com/sfpublicworks 
<http://www.twitter.com/sfpublicworks>  
 
SF	Planning	Dept.	Request		-	Save	As	Many	Trees	as	Possible	
From: "Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)" <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org> 
To: "Keller, Stephen (DPW)" <Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org> 
Sent: Wed, 17 Feb 2021 01:17:43 +0000 
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Subject: RE: 5367 Diamond Hts Blvd and tree removal 
Cc: "Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)" <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>, "Greenan, Trent 
(CPC)" <trent.greenan@sfgov.org>, "Hernandez-Gomez, Oscar (CPC)" 
<oscar.hernandez-gomez@sfgov.org> 
 
Hi Stephen,  
 
Thanks for reaching out and nice to e-meet you.  
 
I am the assigned planner to the Project at 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd. The 
Project was reviewed by UDAT last week and the existing trees were a point 
of discussion. Similarly, we’d like to see as many trees as possible 
preserved at the site. We were hoping we could get some guidance from you 
all. If it is plausible to preserve some of the trees at the site, UDAT 
was looking to have the development design respond to those trees. I’ve 
cc’ed our UDAT team members, if needed.  
 
 
The Project Sponsor for the Project is Marc Babsin. They can be contacted 
via email at marc@1900diamond.com <mailto:marc@1900diamond.com>  or via 
phone at (415) 794-9083. 
 
 
Please let me know if you need any additional information.  
 
 
Best,  
 
Gabriela  
 
 
Gabriela Pantoja, Planner 
 
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Direct: 628-652-7380| www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>  
 
San Francisco Property Information Map <https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/>  
 
Resident	Traffic	Concerns:	
EVELYN	A	PXXXXX	(name	shielded	for	privacy)	
94131	
Message:	
This	project	will	create	more	traffic	in	an	area	where	over	speeding	cars	have	already	become	
all	too	common.	I	live	at	5153	Diamond	Hts	and	had	lost	two	(2)	beautiful	cars	totaled	by	hit	&	
run	reckless	drivers	just	by	being	parked	in	front	of	my	house.	My	area	also	lost	2	huge,	tall	
street	lamps	standing	in	the	middle	divider	of	the	road	surrounded	by	concrete.	How	these	over	
speeding	cars	can	knock	them	down	is	beyond	me.	This	project	will	only	add	more	cars	to	an	
already	overcrowded	area.	







 

Hi Supervisor Mandelman,
 
Our 1900 Diamond For All core group requests that you investigate a significant legal issue that may
exist for the Cesar Chavez Foundation selling the property for the proposed development, 5367
Diamond Heights Blvd., to Emerald Fund. A letter summarizing the concerns along with other
pertinent information is attached.
 
Our 1900DiamondForAll petition now has 600 signers. We plan to provide a spreadsheet with the
names of all signers by Wednesday. Included will be close to 300 messages expressing concerns with
the proposed development.
 
As always, we appreciate your help looking into concerns of residents in Diamond Heights, Noe
Valley and Glen Park.
 
Gratefully,
 
Betsy Eddy
415-867-5774
www.1900DiamondforAll.com
 
 

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.1900DiamondforAll.com&g=NTk3NmNiYTJkZmMwYTliNg==&h=NTRkNGQ5ODg4OTEwMGU1NTFiZGMyYjY1NWRmYzhkYTNhNTlmMzNmNDQ5MGMzNGY3NjJkZDE2MGQyYWQ1NjQ5Mg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjU3MjliZTk5ZTVkZTJlMDdlMGYwYmY3Njk4OWE1NGRhOnYx


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: regarding expansion projects at 136 Delmar Street
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 7:59:26 AM

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

 
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: Valentin Ghiur <vghiur@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 4:12 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Subject: regarding expansion projects at 136 Delmar Street
 

 

Hello,
 
Like everyone else in the neighborhood, I was made aware of the proposed demolition and
expansion plans for 136 Delmar Street residence. After reviewing the plans and conferring with my
neighbors, and also talking with experts in the field, I am asking the Planning Commission to reject
this proposal, in favor of a scaled down plan, or one that is indeed multi-unit.
 
An expansion of a single family home from 1,030 to 2,947 sqft is not in line with the city goals, and it
does not help in providing more affordable housing.
 
The second 521 sqft unit that is also being added does not make the new dwelling truly multi-unit, as
it will be used by the owners themselves.
 
The owners have said that they will not sell the house, but their history of real estate ownership in
the city precedes them. They did the same thing with their previous two homes that they owned
here: bought the property, expanded it, then sold it for a profit. There is much confidence that the
residence at 136 Delmar will follow the same pattern.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:linda.ajellohoagland@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


I understand and agree with the fact that our city as a whole needs to increase density in order to
accommodate more residents, and our neighborhood needs to change and adapt accordingly. The
plans for 136 Delmar do not help at all in that direction, and therefore must be stopped.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter
 
Respectfully
Valentin Ghiur
150 Delmar Street #1
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comment for Use Authorization Hearing 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd/1900 Diamond
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:57:12 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: Ed Sheffner <edsheffner@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 12:25 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comment for Use Authorization Hearing 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd/1900 Diamond
 

 

To:  SF Planning Commission
From: Ed Sheffner
Subj: Comment  for Use Authorization Hearing 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd/1900 Diamond
 
San Francisco gave the property to a non-profit with the intention that low cost/affordable housing
would be constructed there.  It is my understanding that the non-profit has sold, or intends to sell,
the property and use the funds to build housing elsewhere in California.  If low cost/affordable
housing is not built on the site, ownership of the property should revert to the city. 
 
The site will be difficult to build on, and the resulting multiple dwellings will change the character of
the neighborhood with increased population density and traffic.  Nevertheless, given the current
shortage of housing in the City, I favor use of the site provided that the housing built is, in fact, low
cost/affordable.  If the developer cannot make a go of the project without selling the units at current
market rates, than I favor not approving the current plan and asking the City to seek other options
for building housing on the site.  
 
Ed Sheffner
970 Duncan St #108
San Francisco

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@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


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Expansion of 136 Delmar St.
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:56:21 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: A Z <az1414@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 11:42 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Subject: Proposed Expansion of 136 Delmar St.
 

 

To whom it may concern:
 
I am emailing in response to the proposed demolition and expansion of 136 Delmar St. and
am asking that the Planning Commission reject this application in favor of a significantly scaled
down plan, or one that is truly multi-unit. An expansion of a single-family home from 1,030 sq
ft to 3,947 sq ft is not in line with the city's goals. If every 1,000 sq ft home were expanded this
much, the city's affordable housing goals would be set back decades.  
 
We have been made aware that a 521 sq ft second unit is being added. However, our
neighborhood is full of second units that owners use for themselves, and the owners of 136
Delmar intend to use their second unit for a family member as well. 
 
The owners are assuring neighbors that they are not going to sell the house after this
expansion.  While I appreciate this reassurance, unfortunately, the owners have expanded and
immediately sold their prior two homes in San Francisco. Regardless of when 136 is
subsequently sold, the impact of this expansion will be the same.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:linda.ajellohoagland@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
x-apple-data-detectors://3/


All neighborhoods need to absorb added density if our city is to continue to be welcoming to a
broad diversity of residents. Our neighborhood should be no different.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
A Zelazny
150 Delmar St. 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 136 Delmar
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:55:50 PM

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

 
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: Ken Archer <archerovi@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 11:23 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Subject: 136 Delmar
 

 

I am emailing in response to the proposed demolition and expansion of 136 Delmar Street and
asking that the Planning Commission reject this application in favor of a significantly scaled
down plan, or one that is truly multi-unit.  An expansion of a single-family home from 1,030 to
3,947 sq ft is not in line with the city's goals.   If every 1,000 sq ft home were expanded this
much, the city's affordable housing goals would be set back decades if not more.  
 
I understand that a small 521 sq ft second unit is being added.  However, our neighborhood is
full of second units that owners use for themselves, and the owners of 136 Delmar too intend
to use their second unit for a family member.  There are several true multi-unit buildings on
this block, in which the 2nd unit is 1/3-1/2 of the total square footage.  Realistically, the plan
for 136 adds no density.   
 
The owners are assuring neighbors that they are not going to sell the house after this
expansion.  While I appreciate this reassurance, unfortunately, the owners have expanded and
immediately sold their prior two homes in San Francisco.  Regardless of when 136 is
subsequently sold, the impact of this expansion will be the same.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:linda.ajellohoagland@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


All neighborhoods need to absorb added density if our city is to continue to be welcoming to a
broad diversity of residents.  Our neighborhood should be no different.   These monster
expansions of small homes must stop no matter where they happen if we are to have any
chance of achieving the city's housing goals.  
 
Ken and Veronika Archer
150 Delmar Street, #4



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO TO OPEN HIGH VOLUME TESTING SITE IN RESPONSE TO RISE

IN COVID-19 CASES
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:48:42 PM
Attachments: 08.16.2021 Testing.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 at 1:42 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO TO OPEN HIGH VOLUME TESTING SITE IN
RESPONSE TO RISE IN COVID-19 CASES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, August 16, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO TO OPEN HIGH VOLUME TESTING SITE

IN RESPONSE TO RISE IN COVID-19 CASES
The City’s COVID-19 testing site at 7th and Brannan streets will administer 500 tests per day

starting August 18 to help control the spread of the virus
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Department of Public
Health (DPH) announced the opening of a high-volume testing site for COVID-19 at 7th and
Brannan Streets in the South of Market neighborhood. With COVID-19 cases rising to an
average of 230 per day, the site will support the City’s demand for testing as an important
tool to slow the spread of the virus and support a timely return to work and school for
individuals exposed to COVID-19.  
 
The site opens on August 18 with the capacity to administer 500 tests per day from 9 a.m. to 6
p.m., seven days a week by appointment only. Drive-thru and walk-up services are available,
and test results will be ready within 24 to 48 hours. The operation will start with two teams
and grow to five by the end of August, allowing for as-needed, additional demand for testing. 
 
“We know that the most important thing people can do to keep themselves and their friends
and family safe is to get vaccinated, but with the Delta variant here and cases at a higher level
than we’d like, testing remains an important part of our strategy to slow the spread of this
virus,” said Mayor Breed. “If you feel sick, have symptoms, or have been in close contact with
someone who has COVID-19, we want to make it easy and convenient for you to get tested.”

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



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO               MAYOR  
 
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, August 16, 2021   


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


SAN FRANCISCO TO OPEN HIGH VOLUME TESTING SITE IN 


RESPONSE TO RISE IN COVID-19 CASES  
The City’s COVID-19 testing site at 7th and Brannan streets will administer 500 tests per day 


starting August 18 to help control the spread of the virus 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Department of Public 


Health (DPH) announced the opening of a high-volume testing site for COVID-19 at 7th and 


Brannan Streets in the South of Market neighborhood. With COVID-19 cases rising to an 


average of 230 per day, the site will support the City’s demand for testing as an important 


tool to slow the spread of the virus and support a timely return to work and school for individuals 


exposed to COVID-19.   


  


The site opens on August 18 with the capacity to administer 500 tests per day from 9 a.m. to 6 


p.m., seven days a week by appointment only. Drive-thru and walk-up services are available, 


and test results will be ready within 24 to 48 hours. The operation will start with two teams and 


grow to five by the end of August, allowing for as-needed, additional demand for testing.  


 


“We know that the most important thing people can do to keep themselves and their friends and 


family safe is to get vaccinated, but with the Delta variant here and cases at a higher level than 


we’d like, testing remains an important part of our strategy to slow the spread of this virus,” said 


Mayor Breed. “If you feel sick, have symptoms, or have been in close contact with someone who 


has COVID-19, we want to make it easy and convenient for you to get tested.” 


 


DPH is reserving appointments slots for disaster service workers who have been exposed to the 


virus as close contacts and for individuals involved in potential outbreaks of three or more 


individuals from separate households. The general public may make appointments, but 


are strongly encouraged to first seek tests from their health care provider if they have one 


or purchase rapid home-testing kits that have become widely available.  


  


Today, DPH also launched the COVID Resource Center to offer isolation and 


quarantine support for those who test positive for COVID-19 or are in close contact, including 


temporary housing, food delivery, cleaning supplies, and financial assistance for those who need 


it. The service can be reached at 628-217-6101.  


 


Additionally, DPH plans to issue a health order later this week requiring large healthcare 


facilities in the City to provide testing for patients, specifically those entities with acute care 


hospitals and associated clinics, offices, or urgent care centers, and medical practices with at 
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least 100 licensed healthcare providers. The order is designed to ensure that private health 


providers contribute fully to the City’s COVID-19 testing infrastructure.  
    


The testing site brings the City’s current capacity to approximately 5,000 tests per day, provided 


by the San Francisco Health Network (SFHN) and other community and DPH-affiliated sites for 


individuals who are uninsured or who otherwise lack access to care. Of all analyzed tests in the 


City for San Francisco residents, DPH is currently administering 29%, though the SFHN is the 


primary provider for less than 10% of the population in San Francisco. The City’s testing volume 


between CityTest, Community sites and SFHN sites is 5 to 10 times what each of the private 


health systems is doing daily. 


 


The Delta variant has brought new challenges to the City as it battles back the virus while 


keeping businesses and schools safely open.  


  


“We are responding to this fourth surge in COVID-19 by doing what we know works best – and 


that is vaccinations, indoor masking, and expanding our testing capacity once again with this 


new high-volume testing site,” said Director of Health, Dr. Grant Colfax. “We are opening the 


new SOMA testing site to meet our highest needs, and to serve those in the City who have been 


most impacted by COVID and who have the least access to care. We request that our City 


residents with insurance first seek out tests with their health care providers or through readily-


available home test kits. We also ask our health care system to do their part for their 


patients, as COVID will be with us in some form for the foreseeable future.”  


  


The SoMa testing site is a partnership between DPH and Color Health, which is providing testing 


services, and Carbon Health, which is providing staffing.  


  


San Francisco follows the recently updated US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 


(CDC) guidance which recommends people who are fully vaccinated get tested three to five 


days after a potential exposure even if they have no symptoms. People who are not fully 


vaccinated should be tested immediately after being identified, and, if negative, be tested again 


in 5 to 7 days after their last exposure or immediately if symptoms develop during quarantine.   


  


To make an appointment at the SoMa testing site, or to find other testing sites that are free of 


charge, no insurance required, visit sf.gov/gettested. Individuals with a health care provider 


should schedule a test with them.  


 


Individuals testing positive for COVID-19 or who are identified as a close contact to someone 


who has tested positive, will receive a link to the CalConnect Virtual Assistant (called the 


"VA"); we request that all San Franciscans who receive this link complete it. For information on 


what to do after a positive COVID test or exposure to the virus, go to: sfdph.org/dph/COVID-


19/Isolation-and-Quarantine.asp. 


 


### 
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DPH is reserving appointments slots for disaster service workers who have been exposed to
the virus as close contacts and for individuals involved in potential outbreaks of three or more
individuals from separate households. The general public may make appointments, but
are strongly encouraged to first seek tests from their health care provider if they have one
or purchase rapid home-testing kits that have become widely available. 
 
Today, DPH also launched the COVID Resource Center to offer isolation and
quarantine support for those who test positive for COVID-19 or are in close contact, including
temporary housing, food delivery, cleaning supplies, and financial assistance for those who
need it. The service can be reached at 628-217-6101. 
 
Additionally, DPH plans to issue a health order later this week requiring large healthcare
facilities in the City to provide testing for patients, specifically those entities with acute care
hospitals and associated clinics, offices, or urgent care centers, and medical practices with at
least 100 licensed healthcare providers. The order is designed to ensure that private health
providers contribute fully to the City’s COVID-19 testing infrastructure. 
   
The testing site brings the City’s current capacity to approximately 5,000 tests per day,
provided by the San Francisco Health Network (SFHN) and other community and DPH-
affiliated sites for individuals who are uninsured or who otherwise lack access to care. Of all
analyzed tests in the City for San Francisco residents, DPH is currently administering 29%,
though the SFHN is the primary provider for less than 10% of the population in San Francisco.
The City’s testing volume between CityTest, Community sites and SFHN sites is 5 to 10 times
what each of the private health systems is doing daily.
 
The Delta variant has brought new challenges to the City as it battles back the virus while
keeping businesses and schools safely open. 
 
“We are responding to this fourth surge in COVID-19 by doing what we know works best –
and that is vaccinations, indoor masking, and expanding our testing capacity once again with
this new high-volume testing site,” said Director of Health, Dr. Grant Colfax. “We are opening
the new SOMA testing site to meet our highest needs, and to serve those in the City who have
been most impacted by COVID and who have the least access to care. We request
that our City residents with insurance first seek out tests with their health care providers or
through readily-available home test kits. We also ask our health care system to do their part
for their patients, as COVID will be with us in some form for the foreseeable future.” 
 
The SoMa testing site is a partnership between DPH and Color Health, which is providing
testing services, and Carbon Health, which is providing staffing. 
 
San Francisco follows the recently updated US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) guidance which recommends people who are fully vaccinated get tested three to five
days after a potential exposure even if they have no symptoms. People who are not fully
vaccinated should be tested immediately after being identified, and, if negative, be tested
again in 5 to 7 days after their last exposure or immediately if symptoms develop during
quarantine.  
 
To make an appointment at the SoMa testing site, or to find other testing sites that are free of
charge, no insurance required, visit sf.gov/gettested. Individuals with a health care provider



should schedule a test with them. 
 
Individuals testing positive for COVID-19 or who are identified as a close contact to someone
who has tested positive, will receive a link to the CalConnect Virtual Assistant (called the
"VA"); we request that all San Franciscans who receive this link complete it. For information
on what to do after a positive COVID test or exposure to the virus, go
to: sfdph.org/dph/COVID-19/Isolation-and-Quarantine.asp.
 

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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 11:01:59 AM

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

From: David Downs <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "david.downs@gmail.com" <david.downs@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 at 10:35 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

Fuck the NIMBYs. 
Nuke the Planning Department. 
Get the FUCK out of the way and let people build homes and LIVE, jesus!

David Downs 
david.downs@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94110
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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: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 136 Delmar Street Demo/Expansion | Neighbor Concerns/Objection
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 10:41:08 AM

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

 
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: Jodi L. Hansen <jodihansen24@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 10:27 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Subject: 136 Delmar Street Demo/Expansion | Neighbor Concerns/Objection
 

 

I am reaching out in regard to the proposed demolition and expansion of 136 Delmar Street.  I
am requesting that the Planning Commission reject/reconsider this application in favor of a
significantly scaled down plan, or one that is truly multi-unit.  An expansion of a single-family
home from 1,030 to 3,947 sq ft is not in line with the city's goals.  If every 1,000 sq ft home
were expanded this much, the city's affordable housing goals would be set back decades.
 
While a small 521 sq ft second unit is being added to make the project appeal to the city's goal
of increasing housing/ increasing density, it is not. Our neighborhood is full of second units
that owners use for themselves as offices or space or for visiting relatives. It is understood
that the owners of 136 Delmar intend to use their second unit for a family member as well. 
There are several true multi-unit buildings on this block, on both the Delmar and Masonic
sides, in which the 2nd unit is 1/3-1/2 of the total square footage.  Realistically, the plan for
136 adds no density. I would argue that the intention behind including the studio type unit
was to get the large expansion, which wouldn't have been approved otherwise, pushed
through.
 
The owners have said that they are not going to sell the house after this expansion.  While I

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:linda.ajellohoagland@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


appreciate this reassurance, unfortunately, the owners have expanded and immediately sold
their prior two homes in San Francisco.  Regardless of when 136 is subsequently sold, the
impact of this expansion will be the same - more housing out of financial for most current and
furture San Franciscans and increased housing for the uber rich.
 
All neighborhoods need to absorb added density if our city is to continue to be welcoming to a
broad diversity of residents.  Our neighborhood should be no different and invested in doing
our part. These monster expansions of small homes must stop no matter where they happen.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Jodi & David Halldorson (Adjacent rear neighbors to the proposed project)
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Objection to Planning Commission approval of 136 Delmar Street expansion
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 10:40:32 AM

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

 
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: Diane M L Lee <lee1747@comcast.net> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 9:39 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>
Subject: Objection to Planning Commission approval of 136 Delmar Street expansion
 

 

 
 
I am emailing in response to the proposed demolition and expansion of 136 Delmar Street and
asking that the Planning Commission reject this application in favor of a significantly scaled
down plan, or one that is truly multi-unit.  An expansion of a single-family home from 1,030 to
3,947 sq ft is not in line with the city's goals.   If every 1,000 sq ft home were expanded in this
manner, the city's affordable housing goals would be set back decades.  
 
I understand that a small 521 sq ft second unit (which is roughly the size of a hotel room) is
being added.  We understand that the owners of 136 Delmar intend to use their second unit for
a family member.  This does not add significantly to density or contribute to increased
availability of housing for diverse residents, as compared, say, to true multi-unit buildings on
this block in which the additional unit is 1/3-1/2 of the total square footage and provide
housing for 3 or 4 people or another family.    My own building, with not much more overall
square footage than this proposed expansion,  houses 10 residents in 4 units.    
 
The owners are assuring neighbors that they are not going to sell the house after this
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expansion.   Unfortunately, the owners have expanded and immediately sold their prior two
homes in San Francisco. This is their prerogative, of course, but regardless of when 136 Delmar
is subsequently sold, the impact of this expansion will be the same on the block.  All
neighborhoods need to absorb added density if our city is to continue to be welcoming to
residents of diverse backgrounds and socio-economic statuses.   Our neighborhood should be
no different.   This monster expansion of a small home raises issues of scale while contributing
nothing to density or diversity.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
 
Diane Lee
Owner
150 Delmar Street #3
San Francisco, CA   94117 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 10:23:35 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: Thomas Sprinkle <tesprinkle@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: "tesprinkle@sbcglobal.net" <tesprinkle@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 at 9:15 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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$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.

Thank you for your time, 
Thomas E. Sprinkle

Thomas Sprinkle 
tesprinkle@sbcglobal.net

San Francisco, California 94110

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 10:16:14 AM
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Scott Cederberg

		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.





Scott Cederberg 
cederber@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Nick 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.





Nick Meyer 
wnmeyer@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94117








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Arly Cassidy Dolbakian

		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).





I support new housing. Period. It is time to get more homes built, especially near transit and parks, and especially for those who are typically priced out of our expensive city. Please support this project!!





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.





Arly Cassidy Dolbakian 
aaacassidy@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








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








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Peter Fenczik

		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.





Peter Fenczik 
372pete@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110-5911








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Jeff Parker

		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.





Jeff Parker 
limehouse10@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Aaron Beitch

		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.





Aaron Beitch 
aaron.beitch@gmail.com 
1480 Larkin St #3 
San Francisco, California 94109








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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		Kristin Landry

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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 	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.





A housing proposal with more than 20 homes could finally 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. This is our opportunity for District 8 neighborhoods to add new homes. 





Moreover, these proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street have many highlights:





1. Close 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 built 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 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 floorplans 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.





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.





Kristin Landry 
landry.kristin@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Collin Barnwell

		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.





Collin Barnwell 
barnwell.coñlin@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Anthony Grumbach

		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 the project that would bring 24 new homes to a vacant lot located at 1900 Diamond Street at Diamond Hts. Blvd. I live down the hill from this lot and regularly drive or walk by it. It is a good site for new housing. 





I support this project as well as bringing more housing, particularly multi family housing, to this district and others that have not been building their fair share of the housing SF so badly needs. I support your proposals for four-plexes and want the Board to do more to support and accelerate SF building more housing. 





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.





Anthony Grumbach 
grumpoole@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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		Ben Creasy

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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		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,





As a local resident residing at 2745 Mission St, I am writing to you in support of more housing in this area.





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.





Ben Creasy 
ben@bencreasy.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Kurt Smith

		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.





Kurt Smith 
smith.kurt.a@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		bryan burkhart

		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.





bryan burkhart 
bjb63@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Jamie Chong

		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.





Jamie Chong 
junghiwon@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94127








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Kenneth M Koehn

		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.





Kenneth M Koehn 
kmkoehn@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Allen Arieff

		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.





Allen Arieff 
aja1029@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		bryan burkhart

		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.





bryan burkhart 
bjb63@yahoo.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.





Valerie Balcom 
vqbalcom@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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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.





Stephen Zerfas 
stephen.zerfas@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Linda Day

		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 enthusiastically support the proposed housing development planned for 1900 Diamond St. because it will be well served by transit, it is walking distance to stores, and convenient to many other facilities by taking a walk or transit. 





I'm a retired teacher who was fortunate to find a one bedroom that I can afford because it is in a new development on a corner where once stood a gas station. The many small detached houses in my neighborhood were built for workers and are no longer affordable to any but the wealthy. Building new compact and attached units is the only way to provide housing for all the different people that make up a vibrant city.





Linda Day 
lindalday1@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94117
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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.





Priti Tripathi 
ptfromsf@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Ali Moss

		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.





Thank you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Ali Moss





Ali Moss 
ali.moss13@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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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.





Meghan Warner 
meghanowarner@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94116
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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.





Michael Bernard 
michaelstephenbernard@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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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.





Amr Guendia 
aaguendia@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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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.





Andrew Coover 
acoover@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.





Dante Briones 
dbriones@gmail.com 
88 28th Street 
San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Chris Heriot 
cheriot@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





David Casey 
dcasey.209@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94121
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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, just a 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.





Joshua Jacobson 
jmania@alumni.stanford.org





San Francisco, California 94110
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





I strongly support bringing bring 24 new homes to a currently vacant lot at at 1900 Diamond Street with easy access to three contiguous neighborhoods: Noe Valley, Diamond Heights & Glen Park.





This is the first housing proposal of 20+ homes in more than 40 years. Bringing this project to fruition will support housing equity and help alleviate multiple crises: housing shortage, displacement, affordability. 





These proposed new homes are well-designed and well-located. Highlights of the project 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 an easy walk or bike ride to the Glen Park BART Station, only ¾ mile away.





2. Economical and efficient land use: This steep, undeveloped hillside will be transformed into 24 homes.





3. Affordable housing: Almost one third of all new homes (11) will be affordable with $2.8M in affordable housing fees being paid to the Mayor’s Office of Housing. Of similar importance, the Cesar Chavez Foundation, a 45-year old non-profit headed by Cesar’s son (Paul Chavez) is the current owner of the land. Accordingly, proceeds from the sale will be used by the Cesar Chavez Foundation to support 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 neighborhood of these proposed residences is one of the most park-rich in all of SF. Within just a few blocks, there are five parks, playgrounds, and open spaces.





For these and many other reasons, I urge you to help our district welcome more residents, especially those who qualify for affordable housing. Diversity enriches our community. 





Kathryn L Keller 
kathy.keller44@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.





Rachel Chalmers 
rachel@goop.org





San Francisco, California 94112
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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.





James Ausman 
ausman@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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 Kalucki 
bulk@kalucki.com





San Francisco, California 94117
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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.





Asheem Mamoowala 
asheemm@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94122
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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.





Charles Whitfield 
whitfield.cw@gmail.com 
786 Spruce Street 
San Francisco, California 94114
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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.





Aditya Agarwal 
adityaag@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Dear Sup. Mandelman, 
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).





As a new homeowner in Diamond Heights thanks to the city’s BMR first-time homebuyer program, I want more than anything to be able to share the joys of this neighborhood with new neighbors, and to see more housing for all income levels be built here. 





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.





Thank you, 
Clair A. McDevitt





Clair McDevitt 
clairnation@live.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.





Thomas Rogers 
throgers@yahoo.com 
1130 Mariposa Street, Apt. 1 
San Francisco, California 94107
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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.





Raphael Sperry 
raphsperry@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.





Hans Reichenbach 
hansreich25@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Kyle Drechsler 
kyledrechsler@gmail.com 
450 Broderick Street 
San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Blanche Korfmacher 
blanchek@sbcglobal.net





San Francisco, California 94132-5178
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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.





Katherine Ripley 
sfripleys@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Supervisor Mandelman.





I do not believe in sending out this "form letter" since I know you and your staff won't even read it. But as a local architect, I want to voice STRONG support for the new housing proposal at 1900 Diamond Street.





I am a member of the YIMBY coalition, and am sick of NIMBY people gaming the system to stop housing, using CEQA, the DR process, and a host of other tactics that ARE NOT THE PURVIEW OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.





Please do whatever you can to help build more housing of ALL types in this overpriced, housing starved city.





Thank you.





Joel Karr 
ricebearjmk@yahoo.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.





Samuel Wallace 
samfwallace@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94102
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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.





Elizabeth Sullivan 
elizabethmaevesullivan@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94104
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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. 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.





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. 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.





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.





Lauren Aloisio 
lmaloisio@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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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.





Chris Cullen 
cjcullen56@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Andrew Morse 
andrew.j.morse@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Eric Wooley 
ewooley@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Issa Kawas 
issa.s.kawas@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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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: up to 11 affordable homes can 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.





Don Hoffman 
silbakor@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Michele Godwin 
mgodwin72@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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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.





Juliette Page 
jhpage@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94117
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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.





CHRISTOPHER McMahon 
chrismcmahon02@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Good day -





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.





Rachel Langdon 
stormsandlaundry@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Gisela Schmoll

		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.





Gisela Schmoll 
gisela.schmoll@gmail.com 
534 Broderick St 
San Francisco, California 94117








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Tia Ghose

		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.





Tia Ghose 
tiaalonaghose@Gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Julie Gengo

		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.





Julie Gengo 
juliegengo@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








MOST DEFINITELY support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Paul Foppe

		To
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		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 super duper strong support for a 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. Woohoo! This marks a fantastic 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 seem to be 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. Thank you!





Paul Foppe 
hugfoppe@gmail.com 
2935 Judah St 
San Francisco, California 94122








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Yuxi Lin

		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.





Yuxi Lin 
y.esme.lin@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94122








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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		Meg Kammerud

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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		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 today as a District 8 home owner 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). I have my home, and I want to see more people in SF get theirs! 





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.





Meg Kammerud 
meg.kammerud@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








1900 Diamond Street Homes
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Mr. Jonas Ionin,





Supervisor Mandelman, I support this project for the reasons spelled out below.





Sincerely,





Jason Stephens 
4280 26th Street, SF, CA 94131





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.





Jason Stephens 
jasonmstephens@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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		Zach Klein

		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.





Zach Klein 
zklein@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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		To
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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.





Jeevan Kalanithi 
zoinks@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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		Lian Chang

		To

		Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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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.





Lian Chang 
lian.c.chang@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94118-1550








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
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		To
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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.





Kurt Thorn 
kurt.thorn@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94112
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		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.





Sarah Rogers 
serogers@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110
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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.





Yoon Choi 
ycchoi02@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94103
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Diane Tate

		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,





As someone newly moved from District 5 to District 4, 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 (not far from my new neighborhood, Miraloma 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.





Thank you!





Diane Tate 
bisgeier@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94127








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Jonathan Tyburski

		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.





Jonathan Tyburski 
jtyburski@gmail.com 
1849 Page St 
Arlington, California 94117








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Allison Arieff

		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.





Allison Arieff 
aja@modernhouse.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Cynthia Gregory

		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.





Cynthia Gregory 
cynthia.e.gregory@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Richard Ash

		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.





Richard Ash 
r.ash8347@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Jason Friedman

		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.





Jason Friedman 
jf3900@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131-2724








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Lucie Bacho

		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.





Lucie Bacho 
luciebacho@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94122








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Lesly Simmons

		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.





Lesly Simmons 
lesly.simmons@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94134








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Jason Friedrichs

		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.





Jason Friedrichs 
jason.friedrichs@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Annie Hsia

		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. Also, don't let District 9 beat you - did you see what happened at De Haro?





~Annie, D9, longtime SF resident and voter





Annie Hsia 
baselinerunner@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Marie Rowell

		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).





I am a recent, first-time homeowner in the area (Randall St) and want to make this neighborhood more accessible to others than it was for me to move here. Dense townhomes near parks, transit, and retail are exactly what SF needs, and part of the recipe that will keep young, high-income workers like me excited to stay a part of a vibrant city full of self-renewal. Making SF more accessible makes it more attractive for all.





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.





Marie Rowell 
mrowell@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		David Tejeda

		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.





David Tejeda 
dtrepairs@gmail.com 
2261 MARKET ST # 186 
San Francisco, California 94114








 








As a neighbor, I support proposed new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Phillip Kobernick

		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,





Good afternoon, 
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.





Phillip Kobernick 
phillipkobernick@gmail.com 
3946 26th st, Cottage in back 
San Francisco, California 94131








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Gordon Wintrob

		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.





Gordon Wintrob 
gwintrob@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Nicholas Lipanovich

		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.





Nicholas Lipanovich 
hecapicnic@yahoo.com





San Francisco, California 94118








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Debojyoti Ghosh

		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.





Debojyoti Ghosh 
debojyoti.ghosh@gmail.com 
132 Lexington St 
San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Mahdi Rahimi

		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.





Mahdi Rahimi 
m.s.rahimi@gmail.com 
521 Ellsworth St 
San Francisco, California 94110-6046








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Jacob Kimmel

		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.





Jacob Kimmel 
jacobkimmel@gmail.com 
2274 26th Ave 
San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Alan Billingsley

		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.





Alan Billingsley 
alanbillingsley215@gmail.com 
215 Eureka Street 
San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Alex Wolz

		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.





Alex Wolz 
agwolz@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94117








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Timothy Green

		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.





Timothy Green 
tpgreen3@gmail.com





Truckee, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Joan Weaver

		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.





Joan Weaver 
weaver.joanie@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94129








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Allison Owens

		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.





Allison Owens 
allison.owens@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94114








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		DPH - sarah

		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.





Sarah Shrader 
sarah@safeaccessnow.org





San Francisco, California 94110








 









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: NOTICE: Recology - Gifts and Behested Payments
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 10:13:26 AM
Attachments: 08.10.21 Recology - Gifts and Behested Payments.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: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, August 13, 2021 at 9:43 AM
Subject: FW: NOTICE: Recology - Gifts and Behested Payments
 
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: "Peacock, Rebecca (MYR)" <rebecca.peacock@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 at 11:58 AM
Cc: "Fennell, Tyra (MYR)" <tyra.fennell@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: NOTICE: Recology - Gifts and Behested Payments
 

Hello Commission Secretaries and Policy Body Administrators,
 
Please see below message and attached memo from the City Attorney.
We recommended you disseminate this memo to your commissioners
and committee members.
 
Thank you!
 
-RP
----------------------------------------------------------------

Rebecca Peacock (they/them)

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



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 
 


 


DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 


ANDREW SHEN 
Deputy City Attorney 
 
Direct Dial: (415) 554-4780 
Email: andrew.shen@sfcityatty.org 
 


MEMORANDUM 
 


   
CITY HALL ∙ 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PL., SUITE 234 ∙ SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408 


RECEPTION:  (415) 554-4700 ∙ FACSIMILE:  (415) 554-4745 
 


n:\cxlit3\as2021\2100220\01548643.docx  


TO: ALL CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS 
ALL CITY BOARD AND COMMISSION MEMBERS 
ALL CITY DEPARTMENT HEADS 


FROM: Ronald P. Flynn 
 Chief Deputy City Attorney 
 Yvonne R. Meré 


Chief of Complex and Affirmative Litigation 
 Keslie Stewart 


Head Attorney for Public Integrity 
 Andrew Shen 


Head Attorney, Ethics and Elections 
DATE: August 10, 2021 
RE: Recology - Gifts and Behested Payments 
 


On March 3, 2021, the City and Recology San Francisco, Sunset Scavenger Company, 
and Golden Gate Disposal & Recycling Company (collectively “SF Recology Companies”) 
entered into a Settlement Agreement resolving claims related to SF Recology Companies’ 
overcollection of refuse collection funds assessed against San Francisco residents and businesses 
between July 1, 2017 and March 31, 2021.  As you are likely aware, under the Settlement 
Agreement, the SF Recology Companies will reimburse ratepayers approximately $94 million, 
including interest, for these overpayments. 


On June 30, 2021, Judge Schulman of the San Francisco Superior Court approved and 
entered a Stipulated Injunction and Consent Judgment regarding the SF Recology Companies 
overcollection.   


Under the Stipulated Injunction, the SF Recology Companies are ordered to comply with 
disclosure requirements as well as the following ethics-related restrictions.  For four years, or 
until June 30, 2025, the SF Recology Companies cannot: 


• make any gift of any value to any City employee or officer; or  
• make any payment of any value made at the behest of any City employee or officer. 
For the purposes of the Stipulated Injunction, a “gift” is defined according to State law.  


In general, a gift is any item or payment received by a public official for which the public official 
does not provide equal or greater consideration.  Cal. Gov. Code § 82028; 2 C.C.R. § 18942.  
Likewise, consistent with State and local law, a “behested payment” is defined as any payment 
made “at the behest of” a City employee or officer, or an agent thereof, for any governmental or 
charitable purpose.  See Cal. Gov. Code § 82004.5; S.F. Campaign & Governmental Conduct 
Code § 3.600.  The Stipulated Injunction defines “at the behest of” as “under the control or at the 
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direction of, in cooperation, consultation, coordination, or concert with, at the request or 
suggestion of, or with the express, prior consent of.”  “City officer” includes any City elective 
officer, City commissioner, and City department head.  See S.F. Campaign & Governmental 
Conduct Code § 3.203. 


Note that these restrictions on gifts and behested payments do not apply solely to City 
departments, officers, and employees who have a direct contractual or regulatory relationship 
with the SF Recology Companies.  These restrictions apply to all City officers and employees, 
regardless of the nature of their relationship with the SF Recology Companies.  Under the 
Stipulated Injunction, the SF Recology Companies may continue to make charitable 
contributions to any 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization, if such charitable contributions are not 
made at the behest of a City employee or officer. 


But under this Stipulated Injunction, for example, the SF Recology Companies cannot: 
• take a group of City employees or officers out for dinner; 
• pay for a group of City employees or officers to attend a sporting event or luncheon; 
• make a charitable contribution to a local 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization, at the 


request of a City elected official; or 
• make a donation to a City program, or a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization operating as 


a “friends group” for a City department, at the request of a City employee or officer. 
The Stipulated Injunction applies to the SF Recology Companies, not to any City 


departments, officers or employees.  Nonetheless, the Stipulated Injunction’s terms will bear on 
the SF Recology Companies’ interactions with City officials, and may alter your and your 
department’s requests of the SF Recology Companies.  The SF Recology Companies bear the 
responsibility of abiding by the terms of the Stipulated Injunction, but the cooperation of City 
officers and employees with the Stipulated Injunction’s restrictions would further compliance 
with these Court-enforced rules.  Also, if you learn of potential violations of the Stipulated 
Injunction by the SF Recology Companies, please contact the City Attorney’s Office.  For your 
reference, a copy of the Stipulated Injunction approved and entered by the court is attached. 


Lastly, the Stipulated Injunction does not replace or supersede any otherwise applicable 
ethics and gift laws that may apply to the SF Recology Companies.  Guidance about these laws is 
available in the City Attorney’s Office’s Good Government Guide, available under the “Good 
Government” tab at sfcityattorney.org. 


If you have any questions, please contact Deputy City Attorney Andrew Shen at 
andrew.shen@sfcityatty.org. 
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Office of Mayor London N. Breed
 
From: Peacock, Rebecca (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 12, 2021 11:30
Cc: Fennell, Tyra (MYR) <tyra.fennell@sfgov.org>; Heckel, Hank (MYR) <Hank.Heckel@sfgov.org>;
SHEN, ANDREW (CAT) <Andrew.Shen@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: NOTICE: Recology - Gifts and Behested Payments
 

Dear Commissioners and Board Members,
 
Earlier this year, the City and Recology San Francisco, Sunset
Scavenger Company, and Golden Gate Disposal & Recycling Company
(the “SF Recology Companies”) entered into a Settlement Agreement
resolving claims related to the SF Recology Companies’ overcollection
of refuse collection payments. In connection with this Settlement
Agreement, the City and the SF Recology Companies also agreed to a
Stipulated Injunction that imposes ethics-related restrictions. 
 
Under the Stipulated Injunction, as described in the attached memo, for
four years (or until June 30, 2025), the SF Recology Companies cannot:

make any gift of any value to any City employee or officer,
including Board and Commission members; or
make any payment of any value made at the behest of any City
employee or officer, including Board and Commission members.

 
If you have any questions, please contact Deputy City Attorney Andrew
Shen at Andrew.shen@sfcityatty.org.
 
----------------------------------------------------------------

Rebecca Peacock (they/them)
Office of Mayor London N. Breed
Legislative & Government Affairs
City & County of San Francisco
 

mailto:Andrew.shen@sfcityatty.org
https://pronoun.is/they


 
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: 1900 Diamond St / 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 8:05:37 AM

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

 
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: Erik Shilts <erik.shilts@hey.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2021 7:26 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1900 Diamond St / 5367 Diamond Heights Blvd
 

 

To the SF Planning Commission:

I am writing to ask you to approve the Conditional Use permit for the project at 1900 Diamond. I
am a next door resident, living at 5411 Diamond Heights for the past 4 years. It is a lovely
neighborhood and I am excited to welcome our new neighbors when 1900 Diamond is built.

We are in the midst of housing and climate crises which demand that we build in the most
environmentally friendly and low-carbon way possible: infill development in neighborhoods with
good transit. That is exactly what this development is; our neighborhood is walkable and has
easy access to MUNI bus and rail and BART. If we don't build these homes here people will
continue to build in wildfire prone areas that require more car use and have much higher carbon
output per capita. This would be unacceptable. We must build in the city and welcome as many
new neighbors as possible.

While I would be sad to see the trees on the existing lot go, the climate environmental impact of
not building dwarfs the benefit we receive from them. 

I urge you to approve the Conditional Use permit so that we can begin to meaningfully address
our housing and climate crises.

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


Regards,
Erik Shilts



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
Date: Friday, August 13, 2021 11:52:46 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: David Schmidt <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "davidnaturesf@gmail.com" <davidnaturesf@gmail.com>
Date: Friday, August 13, 2021 at 10:40 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.

David Schmidt 
davidnaturesf@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: Friday, August 13, 2021 9:46:53 AM

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

From: Sarah Willmer <swillmer@studio-sw.com>
Reply-To: "swillmer@studio-sw.com" <swillmer@studio-sw.com>
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 at 5:40 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.

Sarah Willmer 
swillmer@studio-sw.com

San Francisco, California 94114

 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1900 Diamond Project Concerns
Date: Friday, August 13, 2021 9:37:00 AM

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Andres F. Diaz <andipipe@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 12, 2021 8:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1900 Diamond Project Concerns

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

Hello,

I am a resident of Diamond Heights. I would like to voice my concern with this project. I believe it exacerbates the
traffic issues we have in the area, complicates parking and increase pollution.

One of Diamond Heights main assets is its views. Right now everyone can enjoy they views while walking and
excersing in the area. Projects like this block the views that regular citizens enjoy.

Thanks for your time and consideration to my perspective.

Regards,
Andres

Andres F. Diaz Avila
andipipe@hotmail.com | +1.734.730.7961

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO TO REQUIRE PROOF OF VACCINATION FOR ENTRY TO CERTAIN

INDOOR BUSINESSES AND ALL LARGE INDOOR EVENTS
Date: Friday, August 13, 2021 9:36:25 AM
Attachments: 08.12.2021 Vaccination Policies.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 at 11:08 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO TO REQUIRE PROOF OF VACCINATION FOR
ENTRY TO CERTAIN INDOOR BUSINESSES AND ALL LARGE INDOOR EVENTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 12, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO TO REQUIRE PROOF OF VACCINATION
FOR ENTRY TO CERTAIN INDOOR BUSINESSES AND ALL

LARGE INDOOR EVENTS  
All restaurants, bars, clubs, gyms and large indoor events will be required to obtain proof of

vaccination from patrons and employees to protect against the continued spread of COVID-19
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax
announced today that San Francisco will require businesses in certain high-contact indoor
sectors, such as those that serve food or drink like bars, restaurants, clubs, theaters and
entertainment venues, as well as indoor gyms and other fitness establishments, to obtain proof
of vaccination from their patrons and employees in order for them to go inside those facilities.
This does not include individuals ordering or picking up food or drink to go. The Health Order
is designed to protect against the continued spread of COVID-19, particularly among the
unvaccinated, while keeping businesses open and helping to ensure schools remain open.
 
Additionally, San Francisco’s order creates a new proof of vaccination requirement for large
events at indoor venues, requiring attendees who are age 12 or older at events with 1,000
people or more to provide proof of vaccination. Previously, state and local rules required proof
of vaccination or testing to attend indoor mega-events with 5,000 people or more. Under the
updated San Francisco order, providing a self-attestation of vaccination or a negative COVID-
19 test in lieu of proof of vaccination are no longer options for people 12 and older to attend

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: 


Thursday, August 12, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


SAN FRANCISCO TO REQUIRE PROOF OF VACCINATION 


FOR ENTRY TO CERTAIN INDOOR BUSINESSES AND ALL 


LARGE INDOOR EVENTS   
All restaurants, bars, clubs, gyms and large indoor events will be required to obtain proof of 


vaccination from patrons and employees to protect against the continued spread of COVID-19 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Director of Health Dr. Grant Colfax 


announced today that San Francisco will require businesses in certain high-contact indoor 


sectors, such as those that serve food or drink like bars, restaurants, clubs, theaters and 


entertainment venues, as well as indoor gyms and other fitness establishments, to obtain proof of 


vaccination from their patrons and employees in order for them to go inside those facilities. This 


does not include individuals ordering or picking up food or drink to go. The Health Order 


is designed to protect against the continued spread of COVID-19, particularly among the 


unvaccinated, while keeping businesses open and helping to ensure schools remain open.  


 


Additionally, San Francisco’s order creates a new proof of vaccination requirement for large 


events at indoor venues, requiring attendees who are age 12 or older at events with 1,000 people 


or more to provide proof of vaccination. Previously, state and local rules required proof of 


vaccination or testing to attend indoor mega-events with 5,000 people or more. Under the 


updated San Francisco order, providing a self-attestation of vaccination or a negative COVID-19 


test in lieu of proof of vaccination are no longer options for people 12 and older to attend these 


indoor large or mega-events. Sponsors of outdoor events with more than 5,000 people attending 


are strongly urged to require proof of vaccination for patrons and staff. 


 


The health order also extends vaccination requirements to certain health care providers—


including workers at adult day centers, residential care facilities, dental offices, home health 


aides and pharmacists—who are not included in the state health order on vaccinations. 


 


“We know that for our city to bounce back from the pandemic and thrive, we need to use the best 


method we have to fight COVID-19 and that’s vaccines,” said Mayor Breed. “Many San 


Francisco businesses are already leading the way by requiring proof of vaccination for their 


customers because they care about the health of their employees, their customers, and this City. 


This order builds on their leadership and will help us weather the challenges ahead and keep our 


businesses open. Vaccines are our way out of the pandemic, and our way back to a life where we 


can be together safely.”   
 


The updates to San Francisco’s Safer Return Together Health Order are a response to 


the continued spread of COVID-19 most recently driven by the Delta variant primarily among 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

https://sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-healthorders.asp
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unvaccinated people. While the City this week reported that 78% of the eligible population is 


fully vaccinated, the current surge in new cases demonstrates the need for additional measures to 


close the remaining gap of unvaccinated people, while protecting those not yet eligible for 


vaccines such as children under the age of 12. San Francisco fully reopened for business on June 


15 and has since seen encouraging signs that the economy is coming back to life, a rebound the 


City wants to maintain. San Francisco public schools are also reopening Monday for in-person 


instruction. 


 


The health order requirement for proof of full vaccination for patrons of indoor public settings, 


including bars, restaurants, clubs and gyms goes into effect on August 20. This requirement 


includes indoor event spaces where food or drink is served. By that same date, those businesses 


must use their best efforts to ascertain the vaccination status of their employees. To preserve jobs 


while giving time for compliance, the proof of vaccination requirement for staff goes into effect 


October 13 for employees.  


 


The vaccination requirements for indoor events, both private and public, that have 1,000 people 


or more in attendance go into effect on August 20. There is a limited exception for those events 


where tickets were sold before August 12 for events occurring by September 15; instead, those 


events may allow proof of negative testing as an alternative to proof of vaccination. The 


additional health care workers covered by the update to the order must be fully vaccinated by 


October 13.  


 


The requirements may be subject to limited exemptions under state and federal law. Also, the 


new requirements for proof of vaccination do not apply to individuals ineligible for vaccinations, 


including children under 12 years old. But everyone, including children two years and older, still 


must comply with applicable indoor mask requirements under local and state health rules.  


 


“In this phase of the pandemic, we must optimize the powerful tool of vaccines to protect us as 


we fully reopen to business,” said Director of Health, Dr. Grant Colfax. “These past few weeks 


have demonstrated how important it is that everyone eligible is vaccinated as we resume normal 


activities.” 


 


“We are issuing these new health requirements because indoor, public settings where people 


congregate in close quarters, often with their masks off, are a main way that the virus spreads,” 


said Acting Health Officer, Dr. Naveena Bobba. “With the increased COVID-19 case rates, we 


need everybody who is eligible for a vaccine to get one now.”   


 


San Francisco’s current 7-day average daily cases is 246 and the test positivity rate is 5.6%. This 


is compared to the peak of the winter surge when daily cases averaged 373 and the test positivity 


rate was 5.2%. As of August 8, 109 people were hospitalized, compared to 265 at the peak of the 


winter surge. The numbers demonstrate that even as cases soar, today’s surge is much less 


deadly than the previous ones with the most severe cases and hospitalizations among the 


unvaccinated.   
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The updated health care order puts another measure in place to boost vaccination rates. The City 


and County of San Francisco has required that all 35,000 City employees be vaccinated 10 weeks 


after final approval of one of the vaccines by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration, which is 


expected shortly. Additionally, all employees at “high risk” healthcare and congregate settings, 


including acute care hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, homeless shelters, jails, and other 


locations, must also be vaccinated by September 15.   


  


“Two weeks ago, we started requiring proof of vaccination to dine inside in an effort to ensure 


the safety of our staff and our customers. We are thrilled to see San Francisco move boldly to 


make this a citywide policy as we strongly believe this is the best way to get beyond this 


pandemic,” said Mat Shuster, Chef/Owner of Canela Bistro & Wine Bar. 


 


“The San Francisco Venue Coalition fully supports the City and Mayor Breed's efforts to keep us 


all safe, healthy, and best prepared to fortify the City against the severity of the COVID-19 


pandemic. These increased provisions hopefully will expedite all public gathering places ability 


get back to doing what we all love—being a space for community in service to all San 


Franciscans,” said Casey Lowdermilk, Co-Founder of the San Francisco Venue Coalition. 


  


DPH is also making it increasingly easy and convenient to get vaccinated, last week launching a 


new mobile vaccination team called Vax to You that will vaccinate small groups of five to 12 


people in their homes and workplaces by appointment when they organize groups of interested 


individuals. Business owners can take advantage of this service by reaching out to the mobile 


vax team. For information about finding a safe, free and convenient COVID-19 vaccine, visit 


sf.gov/getvaccinated. For information on the new requirements, visit sf.gov/vaxrequired. 


 


Businesses can access SFDPH’s COVID-19 Outreach Toolkit with flyers, posters and other 


materials.  


  


### 



https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-your-home-work-or-event

https://sf.gov/getvaccinated

file:///C:/Users/ALynch/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/CO8LSJIG/sf.gov/vaxrequired

https://sf.gov/resource/2021/covid-19-outreach-toolkit





these indoor large or mega-events. Sponsors of outdoor events with more than 5,000 people
attending are strongly urged to require proof of vaccination for patrons and staff.
 
The health order also extends vaccination requirements to certain health care providers—
including workers at adult day centers, residential care facilities, dental offices, home health
aides and pharmacists—who are not included in the state health order on vaccinations.
 
“We know that for our city to bounce back from the pandemic and thrive, we need to use the
best method we have to fight COVID-19 and that’s vaccines,” said Mayor Breed. “Many San
Francisco businesses are already leading the way by requiring proof of vaccination for their
customers because they care about the health of their employees, their customers, and this
City. This order builds on their leadership and will help us weather the challenges ahead and
keep our businesses open. Vaccines are our way out of the pandemic, and our way back to a
life where we can be together safely.”  
 
The updates to San Francisco’s Safer Return Together Health Order are a response to
the continued spread of COVID-19 most recently driven by the Delta variant primarily among
unvaccinated people. While the City this week reported that 78% of the eligible population is
fully vaccinated, the current surge in new cases demonstrates the need for additional measures
to close the remaining gap of unvaccinated people, while protecting those not yet eligible for
vaccines such as children under the age of 12. San Francisco fully reopened for business on
June 15 and has since seen encouraging signs that the economy is coming back to life, a
rebound the City wants to maintain. San Francisco public schools are also reopening Monday
for in-person instruction.
 
The health order requirement for proof of full vaccination for patrons of indoor public settings,
including bars, restaurants, clubs and gyms goes into effect on August 20. This requirement
includes indoor event spaces where food or drink is served. By that same date, those
businesses must use their best efforts to ascertain the vaccination status of their employees. To
preserve jobs while giving time for compliance, the proof of vaccination requirement for staff
goes into effect October 13 for employees.
 
The vaccination requirements for indoor events, both private and public, that have 1,000
people or more in attendance go into effect on August 20. There is a limited exception for
those events where tickets were sold before August 12 for events occurring by September 15;
instead, those events may allow proof of negative testing as an alternative to proof of
vaccination. The additional health care workers covered by the update to the order must be
fully vaccinated by October 13.
 
The requirements may be subject to limited exemptions under state and federal law. Also, the
new requirements for proof of vaccination do not apply to individuals ineligible for
vaccinations, including children under 12 years old. But everyone, including children two
years and older, still must comply with applicable indoor mask requirements under local and
state health rules.
 
“In this phase of the pandemic, we must optimize the powerful tool of vaccines to protect us as
we fully reopen to business,” said Director of Health, Dr. Grant Colfax. “These past few
weeks have demonstrated how important it is that everyone eligible is vaccinated as we
resume normal activities.”
 

https://sfdph.org/dph/alerts/coronavirus-healthorders.asp


“We are issuing these new health requirements because indoor, public settings where people
congregate in close quarters, often with their masks off, are a main way that the virus
spreads,” said Acting Health Officer, Dr. Naveena Bobba. “With the increased COVID-19
case rates, we need everybody who is eligible for a vaccine to get one now.” 
 
San Francisco’s current 7-day average daily cases is 246 and the test positivity rate is 5.6%.
This is compared to the peak of the winter surge when daily cases averaged 373 and the test
positivity rate was 5.2%. As of August 8, 109 people were hospitalized, compared to 265 at
the peak of the winter surge. The numbers demonstrate that even as cases soar, today’s surge
is much less deadly than the previous ones with the most severe cases and hospitalizations
among the unvaccinated.  
 
The updated health care order puts another measure in place to boost vaccination rates. The
City and County of San Francisco has required that all 35,000 City employees be vaccinated
10 weeks after final approval of one of the vaccines by the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration, which is expected shortly. Additionally, all employees at “high risk”
healthcare and congregate settings, including acute care hospitals, skilled nursing facilities,
homeless shelters, jails, and other locations, must also be vaccinated by September 15.  
 
“Two weeks ago, we started requiring proof of vaccination to dine inside in an effort to ensure
the safety of our staff and our customers. We are thrilled to see San Francisco move boldly to
make this a citywide policy as we strongly believe this is the best way to get beyond this
pandemic,” said Mat Shuster, Chef/Owner of Canela Bistro & Wine Bar.
 
“The San Francisco Venue Coalition fully supports the City and Mayor Breed's efforts to keep
us all safe, healthy, and best prepared to fortify the City against the severity of the COVID-19
pandemic. These increased provisions hopefully will expedite all public gathering places
ability get back to doing what we all love—being a space for community in service to all San
Franciscans,” said Casey Lowdermilk, Co-Founder of the San Francisco Venue Coalition.
 
DPH is also making it increasingly easy and convenient to get vaccinated, last week launching
a new mobile vaccination team called Vax to You that will vaccinate small groups of five to
12 people in their homes and workplaces by appointment when they organize groups of
interested individuals. Business owners can take advantage of this service by reaching out to
the mobile vax team. For information about finding a safe, free and convenient COVID-19
vaccine, visit sf.gov/getvaccinated. For information on the new requirements, visit
sf.gov/vaxrequired.
 
Businesses can access SFDPH’s COVID-19 Outreach Toolkit with flyers, posters and other
materials.
 

###
 

https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-your-home-work-or-event
https://sf.gov/getvaccinated
file:///C:/Users/ALynch/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/CO8LSJIG/sf.gov/vaxrequired
https://sf.gov/resource/2021/covid-19-outreach-toolkit


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR CARMEN CHU ON PUBLIC

WORKS DIRECTOR ALARIC DEGRAFINRIED TAKING A NEW POSITION AT BART
Date: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 2:31:53 PM
Attachments: 08.11.2021 Public Works Director.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, August 11, 2021 at 2:13 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR CARMEN
CHU ON PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR ALARIC DEGRAFINRIED TAKING A NEW POSITION AT BART
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 11, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR
CARMEN CHU ON PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR ALARIC

DEGRAFINRIED TAKING A NEW POSITION AT BART
Degrafinried led the Department through the pandemic and implemented good

government reforms
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Administrator Carmen Chu today
issued the following statements on the upcoming departure of Acting Public Works Director
Alaric Degrafinried, who has accepted a new position with the Bay Area Rapid Transit
Agency (BART) as Assistant General Manager, effective August 23, 2021.
 
An Acting Public Works Director will be named in the coming days, and a search is underway
for a long-term replacement.
 
“Alaric has done a tremendous job leading Public Works during an incredibly challenging
time in our city,” said Mayor Breed. “In February of 2020, Alaric stepped in to run this
Department at a time when faith in the Department had been shaken, and our workers needed
a steady hand to guide them. Alaric quickly guided the implementation of a number of
important good government reforms to provide greater transparency and accountability,
including mandating ethics training for all Public Works employees, and strengthening
transparency and oversight involving Public Works contracts and grants. He also led our hard-

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


Wednesday, August 11, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ADMINISTRATOR 


CARMEN CHU ON PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR ALARIC 


DEGRAFINRIED TAKING A NEW POSITION AT BART 
Degrafinried led the Department through the pandemic and implemented good  


government reforms 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Administrator Carmen Chu today 


issued the following statements on the upcoming departure of Acting Public Works Director 


Alaric Degrafinried, who has accepted a new position with the Bay Area Rapid Transit Agency 


(BART) as Assistant General Manager, effective August 23, 2021. 


 


An Acting Public Works Director will be named in the coming days, and a search is underway 


for a long-term replacement.  


 


“Alaric has done a tremendous job leading Public Works during an incredibly challenging time 


in our city,” said Mayor Breed. “In February of 2020, Alaric stepped in to run this Department at 


a time when faith in the Department had been shaken, and our workers needed a steady hand to 


guide them. Alaric quickly guided the implementation of a number of important good 


government reforms to provide greater transparency and accountability, including mandating 


ethics training for all Public Works employees, and strengthening transparency and oversight 


involving Public Works contracts and grants. He also led our hard-working Public Works 


employees through a pandemic that challenged all of our Departments like never before. Under 


his leadership, the men and women who clean and care for our city showed up day after day to 


keep our streets clean and help get this City through this crisis. I wish Alaric luck in his new role 


at BART, and I am confident that he has set a strong foundation for the next leader of the 


Department.” 


 


"On behalf of the City Administrator’s Office I want to thank Alaric for an exemplary 14 years 


of service,” said City Administrator Chu. “At every step of his career, Alaric sought 


understanding and excellence. He began his career with the City as a contract compliance officer 


with the Human Rights Commission helping local businesses succeed, managed contracting at 


the Public Utilities Commission, a $1.5 billion operating enterprise, and oversaw all contracting 


and purchasing activities for the City and County of San Francisco as City Purchaser. Recently, 


he stepped up to help steady the ship and lead Public Works through an unprecedented and 


challenging time.  I will miss working with Alaric, the ability to tap his mind on a host of 


complex City processes and the integrity with which he operates. His experience and 


commitment to San Francisco will be hard to replace, but we are comforted knowing he will 


continue to serve the public in his capacity at BART." 
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“I would like to thank Mayor Breed, City Administrator Chu and especially the Public Works 


team for supporting me during my time here. This has been one of the most rewarding 


experiences of my career, as we stepped up to the challenges of the COVID crisis, implemented 


good government reforms and advanced our organization’s racial equity initiative,” Degrafinried 


said. “The men and women of this department day in and day out demonstrate resiliency, hard 


work and innovation serving the people of San Francisco.” 


 


### 







working Public Works employees through a pandemic that challenged all of our Departments
like never before. Under his leadership, the men and women who clean and care for our city
showed up day after day to keep our streets clean and help get this City through this crisis. I
wish Alaric luck in his new role at BART, and I am confident that he has set a strong
foundation for the next leader of the Department.”
 
"On behalf of the City Administrator’s Office I want to thank Alaric for an exemplary 14
years of service,” said City Administrator Chu. “At every step of his career, Alaric sought
understanding and excellence. He began his career with the City as a contract compliance
officer with the Human Rights Commission helping local businesses succeed, managed
contracting at the Public Utilities Commission, a $1.5 billion operating enterprise, and
oversaw all contracting and purchasing activities for the City and County of San Francisco as
City Purchaser. Recently, he stepped up to help steady the ship and lead Public Works through
an unprecedented and challenging time.  I will miss working with Alaric, the ability to tap his
mind on a host of complex City processes and the integrity with which he operates. His
experience and commitment to San Francisco will be hard to replace, but we are comforted
knowing he will continue to serve the public in his capacity at BART."
 
“I would like to thank Mayor Breed, City Administrator Chu and especially the Public Works
team for supporting me during my time here. This has been one of the most rewarding
experiences of my career, as we stepped up to the challenges of the COVID crisis,
implemented good government reforms and advanced our organization’s racial equity
initiative,” Degrafinried said. “The men and women of this department day in and day out
demonstrate resiliency, hard work and innovation serving the people of San Francisco.”
 

###
 



 
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, August 11, 2021 11:41:35 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 Biggar <mbiggar@connectedtoplace.com>
Reply-To: "mbiggar@connectedtoplace.com" <mbiggar@connectedtoplace.com>
Date: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 at 10:50 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.

Matt Biggar 
mbiggar@connectedtoplace.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: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 10:01:56 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: Amy Anton <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "amyanton2000@yahoo.com" <amyanton2000@yahoo.com>
Date: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 at 9:56 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
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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.

Amy Anton 
amyanton2000@yahoo.com

San Francisco, California 94110

 



 
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, August 11, 2021 8:56:37 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: Cassandra Gamm <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "cassie.gamm@gmail.com" <cassie.gamm@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, August 11, 2021 at 12:32 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 a 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.

Cassandra Gamm 
cassie.gamm@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, August 10, 2021 10:35:20 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: Scott Cataffa <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "scott.cataffa@gmail.com" <scott.cataffa@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, August 9, 2021 at 4:01 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
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mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@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.

Scott Cataffa 
scott.cataffa@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94112

 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO BUSINESSES JOINING PUSH FOR

VACCINE REQUIREMENTS
Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 10:23:12 AM
Attachments: 08.06.2021 Business Vaccines.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, August 6, 2021 at 11:37 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO BUSINESSES
JOINING PUSH FOR VACCINE REQUIREMENTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, August 6, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO BUSINESSES

JOINING PUSH FOR VACCINE REQUIREMENTS
Businesses, both large and small, are requiring vaccines for either workers or customers as

part of growing push to increase vaccine uptake in San Francisco
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today recognized those businesses that are
implementing vaccine requirements as part of the way to move San Francisco forward. Many
large businesses are putting in new vaccine requirements for their returning employees, and
many small businesses are adding vaccine requirements for both employees and customers.  
 
Today, DoorDash and the YMCA of San Francisco joined a number of other companies,
including Facebook, Google, Lyft, Uber, Twilio, and Twitter in requiring San Francisco
employees to be vaccinated to return to in-person work this year. These office-based
businesses accompany a growing number of customer-facing businesses in the restaurant,
nightlife and entertainment industry such as The Independent, Rickshaw Stop, Bottom of the
Hill, DECANTsf, the Black Cat, and the SF Eagle that are leading in vaccine requirements.
The City and County of San Francisco is requiring that all City employees be vaccinated 10
weeks after final FDA approval, with certain medical and religious exemptions.
 
“Throughout this pandemic, San Francisco has led the way in following the guidance of our
public health experts and saving lives,” said Mayor Breed. “We know the vaccine is essential
for preventing hospitalizations and keeping people safe, and we all need to do our part to get
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Friday, August 6, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON SAN FRANCISCO BUSINESSES 


JOINING PUSH FOR VACCINE REQUIREMENTS 
Businesses, both large and small, are requiring vaccines for either workers or customers as part 


of growing push to increase vaccine uptake in San Francisco 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today recognized those businesses that are 


implementing vaccine requirements as part of the way to move San Francisco forward. Many 


large businesses are putting in new vaccine requirements for their returning employees, and 


many small businesses are adding vaccine requirements for both employees and customers.    


 


Today, DoorDash and the YMCA of San Francisco joined a number of other companies, 


including Facebook, Google, Lyft, Uber, Twilio, and Twitter in requiring San Francisco 


employees to be vaccinated to return to in-person work this year. These office-based businesses 


accompany a growing number of customer-facing businesses in the restaurant, nightlife and 


entertainment industry such as The Independent, Rickshaw Stop, Bottom of the Hill, 


DECANTsf, the Black Cat, and the SF Eagle that are leading in vaccine requirements. The City 


and County of San Francisco is requiring that all City employees be vaccinated 10 weeks after 


final FDA approval, with certain medical and religious exemptions.  


 


“Throughout this pandemic, San Francisco has led the way in following the guidance of our 


public health experts and saving lives,” said Mayor Breed. “We know the vaccine is essential for 


preventing hospitalizations and keeping people safe, and we all need to do our part to get more 


people to get vaccinated. Every day, more and more businesses, both large and small, are 


stepping up to put stronger vaccine requirements in place, whether that’s requiring their 


employees to get vaccinated, or requiring people who come into their places of business to have 


been vaccinated. San Francisco has the highest vaccination rate of any major city because we all 


care about protecting public health. I appreciate all of the work these businesses are doing to 


protect their employees and our residents. Together we are sending a strong message that San 


Francisco is the safest city in the country to work, to visit, and to live.”  


 


In San Francisco, currently 77% of eligible residents (12 and up) are fully vaccinated, and 84% 


have had at least one dose. Vaccines remain the most powerful tool in the fight against COVID-


19, including the Delta variant. For information about finding a safe, free and convenient 


COVID-19 vaccine, visit sf.gov/getvaccinated. 


 


### 
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more people to get vaccinated. Every day, more and more businesses, both large and small, are
stepping up to put stronger vaccine requirements in place, whether that’s requiring their
employees to get vaccinated, or requiring people who come into their places of business to
have been vaccinated. San Francisco has the highest vaccination rate of any major city
because we all care about protecting public health. I appreciate all of the work these
businesses are doing to protect their employees and our residents. Together we are sending a
strong message that San Francisco is the safest city in the country to work, to visit, and to
live.”
 
In San Francisco, currently 77% of eligible residents (12 and up) are fully vaccinated, and
84% have had at least one dose. Vaccines remain the most powerful tool in the fight against
COVID-19, including the Delta variant. For information about finding a safe, free and
convenient COVID-19 vaccine, visit sf.gov/getvaccinated.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** CITY REVEALS NEXT PHASE FOR GREAT HIGHWAY TO START AUGUST 16
Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 10:20:49 AM
Attachments: 08.05.2021 Great Highway.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, August 5, 2021 at 2:03 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** CITY REVEALS NEXT PHASE FOR GREAT HIGHWAY TO START
AUGUST 16
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 5, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
CITY REVEALS NEXT PHASE FOR GREAT HIGHWAY TO

START AUGUST 16
Stretch from Lincoln Way to Sloat Blvd will continue to be closed to car traffic on weekends

and holidays, but will open up to car traffic during the week
 
San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Gordon Mar with
support from Supervisors Connie Chan and Myrna Melgar, announced that starting Monday,
August 16th, the Great Highway will have an adjusted operational plan tied to the pandemic
emergency closure. The Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd will be open for
weekends and holidays for pedestrian and bicycle use only, and open to car traffic on
weekdays. The timing of this new operational plan is to combine with the first day of school to
support students and families getting to and from school, as well as people returning to getting
to and from work during the week.
 
Starting Monday, August 16th, the Great Highway will be closed to car traffic and open to
pedestrians and bicycles only from Fridays at 12:00 pm until Monday at 6:00 am, and will be
open to vehicular traffic from Mondays at 6:00 am to Fridays at 12:00 pm. On holidays, the
Great Highway will also be closed to vehicular traffic. This modification phase to the
emergency response will be in place until the Board of Supervisors considers legislation to
establish a one- or two-year pilot in this or in another configuration that would extend beyond
the pandemic emergency closure.
 

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: 


Thursday, August 5, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


CITY REVEALS NEXT PHASE FOR GREAT HIGHWAY TO 


START AUGUST 16 
Stretch from Lincoln Way to Sloat Blvd will continue to be closed to car traffic on weekends and 


holidays, but will open up to car traffic during the week 


 


San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Gordon Mar with support 


from Supervisors Connie Chan and Myrna Melgar, announced that starting Monday, August 


16th, the Great Highway will have an adjusted operational plan tied to the pandemic emergency 


closure. The Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Sloat Blvd will be open for weekends 


and holidays for pedestrian and bicycle use only, and open to car traffic on weekdays. The timing 


of this new operational plan is to combine with the first day of school to support students and 


families getting to and from school, as well as people returning to getting to and from work 


during the week. 


 


Starting Monday, August 16th, the Great Highway will be closed to car traffic and open to 


pedestrians and bicycles only from Fridays at 12:00 pm until Monday at 6:00 am, and will be 


open to vehicular traffic from Mondays at 6:00 am to Fridays at 12:00 pm. On holidays, the 


Great Highway will also be closed to vehicular traffic. This modification phase to the emergency 


response will be in place until the Board of Supervisors considers legislation to establish a one- 


or two-year pilot in this or in another configuration that would extend beyond the pandemic 


emergency closure. 


 


“The use of the Great Highway during this pandemic has revealed what we can do to provide our 


residents and families more opportunities to enjoy the west side of our city,” said Mayor Breed. 


“Having the Great Highway closed on weekends and holidays will make sure that residents and 


visitors still can enjoy this incredible space, while recognizing the needs of our families and 


residents who need to get to school and work during the week as we reopen. There has been a lot 


of ongoing community discussions and meetings about the long-term future of the Great 


Highway, and I look forward to that continuing over the coming months to inform the next phase 


of the project.”   


 


"The creation of an oceanfront promenade on the Great Highway during the pandemic has been 


transformational, with incredible benefits and real challenges,” said Supervisor Mar. “It’ll take 


new and robust investments in westside transit and transportation to truly address the traffic 


impacts, and it’s unreasonable to continue a 24/7 closure without them. Meanwhile, a weekday 


roadway and weekend promenade is a meaningful compromise and the right road forward. We’re 


balancing the benefits of this unique open space with the real need for safe and efficient traffic 


flow, and maintaining an oceanfront promenade when it’s used the most while offering some 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO               MAYOR  
 
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


relief during weekday commute times. I’m grateful to Mayor Breed for listening and working 


with us on this adjustment to the pandemic use of the Great Highway, while outreach moves 


forward to decide the post-pandemic use."  


 


“As the supervisor for the Richmond District, I have heard from most of my constituents the 


need for more travel access and connectivity in north-south directions, and the Great Highway 


has been a key roadway for access. The future of Great Highway must also include an increase of 


public transit routes and service frequency for the Richmond,” said Supervisor Chan, whose 


district includes Lone Mountain, Richmond and most of Golden Gate Park. “I want to thank 


Mayor Breed for hearing the Richmond District residents’ concerns and applaud her leadership 


for a solution to serve the purpose of outdoors recreation and travel access.” 


 


In April 2020, the Great Highway was closed to vehicular traffic between Lincoln Way and Sloat 


Blvd as part of the City’s response to the pandemic and the need for there to be more space for 


people. Moving forward, San Francisco officials are undergoing a long-term process to plan for 


the long-term future of the Great Highway. These changes are being made to align with the 


reopening of schools and the City’s emergence from this pandemic. 


 


### 


 


 







“The use of the Great Highway during this pandemic has revealed what we can do to provide
our residents and families more opportunities to enjoy the west side of our city,” said Mayor
Breed. “Having the Great Highway closed on weekends and holidays will make sure that
residents and visitors still can enjoy this incredible space, while recognizing the needs of our
families and residents who need to get to school and work during the week as we reopen.
There has been a lot of ongoing community discussions and meetings about the long-term
future of the Great Highway, and I look forward to that continuing over the coming months to
inform the next phase of the project.” 
 
"The creation of an oceanfront promenade on the Great Highway during the pandemic has
been transformational, with incredible benefits and real challenges,” said Supervisor Mar.
“It’ll take new and robust investments in westside transit and transportation to truly address
the traffic impacts, and it’s unreasonable to continue a 24/7 closure without them. Meanwhile,
a weekday roadway and weekend promenade is a meaningful compromise and the right road
forward. We’re balancing the benefits of this unique open space with the real need for safe and
efficient traffic flow, and maintaining an oceanfront promenade when it’s used the most while
offering some relief during weekday commute times. I’m grateful to Mayor Breed for listening
and working with us on this adjustment to the pandemic use of the Great Highway, while
outreach moves forward to decide the post-pandemic use."
 
“As the supervisor for the Richmond District, I have heard from most of my constituents the
need for more travel access and connectivity in north-south directions, and the Great Highway
has been a key roadway for access. The future of Great Highway must also include an increase
of public transit routes and service frequency for the Richmond,” said Supervisor Chan, whose
district includes Lone Mountain, Richmond and most of Golden Gate Park. “I want to thank
Mayor Breed for hearing the Richmond District residents’ concerns and applaud her
leadership for a solution to serve the purpose of outdoors recreation and travel access.”
 
In April 2020, the Great Highway was closed to vehicular traffic between Lincoln Way and
Sloat Blvd as part of the City’s response to the pandemic and the need for there to be more
space for people. Moving forward, San Francisco officials are undergoing a long-term process
to plan for the long-term future of the Great Highway. These changes are being made to align
with the reopening of schools and the City’s emergence from this pandemic.
 

###
 
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Objection project address 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 7:58:11 AM

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

 
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: raysandylh <raysandylh@att.net> 
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2021 4:29 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Objection project address 5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard
 

 

I am  concerned with the amount of cars that will be coming up Miguel and Beacon Streets.
There are many places now that cars have to pull off to the side to make room for
oncoming traffic.  When Beacon meets Diamond Street frequently it is challenging to enter
Diamond Street. I have lived in my home for over 50 years and have Experienced the traffic
grow. Any more traffic would  be impossible. I think this project is much to big for the area. 
 
Sandra L'Heureux
240 Beacon Street
San Francisco  CA 94131
Cell.  1 415  412. 8909
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Gala 
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@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


 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: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
Date: Monday, August 09, 2021 11:16:35 AM

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

 
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: Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2021 3:11 PM
To: Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com>
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
 
Ananta - First, it is important to note that the Planning Code does not prohibit any building that would cast shadows on a park. Quite a number of buildings have been approved over the years that do add shadows to parks. However, the Planning Code does include regulations that buildings should be designed to minimize new shadows on parks, and that buildings
that cause excessive shadowing of parks should be denied. 
 
The shadow analysis prepared for this particular project determined that it would increase shadows on Rincon Park over the course of the year by 0.76%. Most of the potential shadow that could be added by this building is subsumed by the existing building to the west at 201 Spear Street. Although the addition of shadows from the building was relatively small in
a numerical sense, the EIR prepared for the project still identified this new shadow as a "significant and unavoidable impact", because the new shadow would fall on seating areas in the late afternoon. A project with significant and unavoidable impacts may still be approved by the Planning Commission if they feel that the overall benefits of the project (such as
placing housing in a dense, walkable area close to transit) outweigh the impact. I should note that the height of this project was reduced prior to the hearing in part due to concerns over shadow impacts. The project as approved complies with the zoned height limit for the property. 
 
Lastly, I should note that the voters passed a ballot measure in the 1980's that put in place strict regulations governing shadows cast on parks for any building over 40 feet in height. However, this ballot measure only applied to properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. Rincon Park is under Port Jurisdiction, not Rec Park jurisdiction..
so it is not subject to the same level of regulatory scrutiny that would apply to Union Square or Washington Square Park. Nonetheless, the shadow analysis prepared for the project was comparable to the type of analysis performed for parks under Rec Park jurisdiction. 
 
 -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: Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 4:42 PM
To: Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org>
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
 
Dear Kevin,
 
You are a planner. I am an ordinary layperson.
 
If the building is casting a shadow on the park then something needs to be done.
 
For 100 years San Francisco’s leaders had the intelligence not to build a sky scrapers right in front of the park. Now some newbies came in and couldn’t do their trigonometry.
 
Please do the needful and check the plans and check why this was approved.
 
Regards,
Ananta
 
 
 
On Wed, Aug 4, 2021 at 4:28 PM Guy, Kevin (CPC) <kevin.guy@sfgov.org> wrote:

Ananta – The building received its entitlements back in 2015. Prior to the hearings for the project, the shadow was extensively analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the project. So unless the building under construction somehow exceeds the scope of the project that was approved in 2015, it would not be an option to stop construction at this point.
 
I was not the planner assigned to the approvals, so I cannot speak to the specifics of the shadow analysis performed for this project. It may be helpful to go back and look at some of the materials prepared at the time of the approval. I do not have a link to the EIR itself, but you may want to review the staff report for the project:
 
https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1122_XVCUA-Memo_2.pdf
 
.. as well as view the video of the hearing (you can skip to the item by clicking the agenda to the right):
 
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=23586
 
-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

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.

 

From: Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 8:30 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; PIC, PLN (CPC) <pic@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Urgent: New Building at 1 Steuart
 

 

Why does the SF Planning department not respond to breaches of it's own protocols. This building is casting a huge shadow on the SF waterfront where 1000s of San Franciscans walk every day and nobody cares to even respond these emails. What is going on please?
 
On Wed, 4 Aug 2021 at 08:23, Ananta Chaitanya Das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> wrote:

I forwarded this email to dozens of your staff members. Why did nobody reply?
 
On Fri, 25 Sept 2020 at 16:42, Ananta Chaitanya das <anantachaitanyadas@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commission,
 
It is very sad for me to see the failure of the planning department to uphold the interest of the public in it's waiving of regulations during Covid in the name of the Density Bonus Law.
 
The building at 1 Steuart that is in construction is taking away the afternoon sunlight from the SF waterfront where 1000s of San Franciscans walk every day and will walk for years to come.
 
I am sending you a video of how this building is way too high and it is taking away the afternoon light. I do not know how this got approved as no other buildings on the waterfront are this high. You must stop the construction immediately!
 
With concern for our city
 
Ananta
 
 
PS. please act on this immediately and please forward it to the appropriate team member. I will try to keep forwarding it until i get a response.
 
 
Video
https://jmp.sh/v/8sXsPOBRAcIxV69QysLb
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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: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Objections to building 5367 Diamond Hts. Boulevard
Date: Monday, August 09, 2021 11:02:49 AM

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

 
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: Raymond Yesson <rgyesson@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Sunday, August 08, 2021 3:42 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Objections to building 5367 Diamond Hts. Boulevard
 

 

I strongly object to building 24 residential dwellings on 5367
Diamond Hts. Blvd. My reasons are:
 
    1. The area is already densely built up with a huge apartment
complex. The planned housing development and parking garage is much too big for for the size of
the land.
    2.The traffic on both Diamond St. and Diamond Hts. Blvd. would
be overwhelming during the construction period.
    3. Please, let the people have the open space with the most
gorgeous view while walking.
 
      Hope you will reconsider.
 
      Respectfully,
 
          Gudrun Yesson
          395 Beacon St.
          San Francisco, CA
               94131
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Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Re: Portsmouth Square Improvement Project, 733 & 750 Kearny Street - Draft Environmental Impact Report -

CPC Distribution
Date: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 2:43:55 PM

In the future, please be sure to bcc Commissioners. Thanks.
 
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: "Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)" <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 at 11:24 AM
To: "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>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore,
Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>, "Calpin,
Megan (CPC)" <megan.calpin@sfgov.org>, "Cooper, Rick (CPC)" <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: RPD: Portsmouth Square Improvement Project, 733 & 750 Kearny Street - Draft
Environmental Impact Report - CPC Distribution
 
 
 
Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7343 | 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: Calpin, Megan (CPC) <megan.calpin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 11:19 AM
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Cc: Cooper, Rick (CPC) <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>
Subject: RPD: Portsmouth Square Improvement Project, 733 & 750 Kearny Street - Draft
Environmental Impact Report - CPC Distribution
 

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


Hi Josie, 

 

Can you please distribute to the following email and attachments to CPC Officers?

 

Thank you!
Megan

 

--

 

Dear Commissioners,

 

The San Francisco Planning Department published a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Portsmouth Square Improvement Project at 733 Kearny Street and 750 Kearny
Street today. The notice of availability is attached and the Draft EIR and supporting
documents are available at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents.  The
attached Draft EIR Summary Sheet was also mailed to the distribution list with the notice of
availability.

 

The public comment period for the Draft EIR is August 5, 2021 through 5:00 p.m. on
September 20, 2021. During this period, the Planning Department will accept comments on
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, September 9, 2021, the purpose of the public hearing is for the Planning
Commission and Planning Department staff to receive comments on the adequacy of the EIR.
Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Responses to
Comments on the Draft EIR document.

 

A USB or paper copy of the Draft EIR are available upon request; please contact Megan
Calpin at CPC.PortsmouthSquareEIR@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7508.

 

Thank you,

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDAsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAyMTA2MjQuNDIzNTg0NjEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3NmcGxhbm5pbmcub3JnL2Vudmlyb25tZW50YWwtcmV2aWV3LWRvY3VtZW50cyJ9.1jqriLbpvUuMdTTNMNTuNuAuj2tFKLLnlemQDHDWw14/s/946878101/br/108375456539-l___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpmNTczYjQxNzc1NDE1ZTVmYzM2NjdkM2FjNDkxODIwZTo0OmYxNWM6MTQ4MThhNGQ5YjRlOWE3NzE3MjZmZDY3OGJiZjdhOWI5ZDRlZTRjMWQ5MWI2MWVhODQzZGFiNjgxMDdiOGFlZg
mailto:CPC.PortsmouthSquareEIR@sfgov.org


Megan Calpin

 

Megan Calpin (she/her), Senior Environmental Planner 

Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

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

Direct: 628.652.7508 | 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. 

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


From: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
To: Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Calpin, Megan (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC)
Subject: FW: RPD: Portsmouth Square Improvement Project, 733 & 750 Kearny Street - Draft Environmental Impact

Report - CPC Distribution
Date: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 11:24:44 AM
Attachments: DEIRSummarySheet_PortsmouthSquare - CHINESE.pdf

DEIRSummarySheet_PortsmouthSquare - ENGLISH.pdf
NOA_PortsmouthSquareDraftEIR - ENGLISH.pdf
NOA_PortsmouthSquareDraftEIR_FINAL - CHINESE.pdf

 
 
Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7343 | 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: Calpin, Megan (CPC) <megan.calpin@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 11:19 AM
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC) <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Cc: Cooper, Rick (CPC) <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>
Subject: RPD: Portsmouth Square Improvement Project, 733 & 750 Kearny Street - Draft
Environmental Impact Report - CPC Distribution
 

Hi Josie, 

 

Can you please distribute to the following email and attachments to CPC Officers?

 

Thank you!
Megan

 

--

 

Dear Commissioners,

mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
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mailto:rachael.tanner@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:megan.calpin@sfgov.org
mailto:rick.cooper@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



案例編號：


規劃員：


電子郵件：


花園角廣場修繕專案 


環境影響報告初稿摘要 


本文件由三藩市規劃局工作人員起草，以提供花園角


（ ）廣場修繕專案的環境影響報告（ ）草


案的結論摘要。本環境影響報告是《加州環境品質法》


（ ）要求的。本摘要不是對 或 審查過程


的全面、詳細的指南。


如需更完整的資料，請瀏覽


並搜尋「


」（花園角廣場修繕專


案）。


請注意，環境影響報告（ ）旨在分析和披露擬議


專案的物理環境影響；並不建議或構成擬議專案的批


准。


關於如何對 的充分性提出意見，請參見所附的說明可用性通知。


擬議專案


專案發起人，即三藩市娛樂和公園局，建議：


 翻新花園角廣場現有的公園，包括一個新的兒童遊樂場、運動設備、遮陽結構、座位區、路標、標誌、人行道、景觀、平台、


坡道和一個 平方英尺的新會所。


 拆除橫跨花園角廣場和 號之間的人行橋， 號是一座 層的酒店建築（目前作為希爾頓酒店管理），其


中包括位於三樓的中國文化中心。


 對位於公園和部分相鄰街道和人行道下面的花園角廣場車庫的屋頂進行重新防水處理，並對停車場的部分進行抗震升級。


 更換路緣石和花園角廣場附近的部分街道和人行道，用於以下交口的公用事業連接： 和 街； 街


和 ； 和 街；以及 街和 街。


影響


草案確定了以下的物理環境影響，即使採取緩解措施，這些影響也是顯著而且不可避免的：


 歷史建築資源


擬議專案將拆除現有橫跨 街的人行橋。拆除該橋將導致唐人街和位於 街 號的中國文化中心及酒店之間失去


由人行橋提供的具有歷史意義的物理連接。這座人行橋由兩位建築大師設計，代表了三藩市罕見的建築類型，專案若拆除這個


具有建築學意義的「野獸派」人行橋結構，還將導致重大和不可避免的影響。


制定和考慮的備選方案


根據 ，環境影響報告需要為一個擬議專案確定合理數量的備選方案，以避免或減少 中確定的重大和不可避免的影響。下


述的完全保存和部分保存備選方案是為了避免或減少對上述歷史建築資源的影響。這些備選方案必須實際可行，並滿足專案發起


人對擬議專案的大多數目標（目標）。對備選方案的完整描述和分析請見 第 章，備選方案。以下是備選方案的摘要：


 備選方案 ：無專案備選方案 無專案備選方案是 對每份 的要求。在無專案方案下，不對現有的公園進行任何改善，


並保留橫跨 街的人行橋。



http://sfplanning.org/sfceqadocs





案例編號 規劃員：


電子郵件：


 備選方案 ：完全保存備選方案 本方案將保留人行橋，同時仍對公園進行翻新。因此，新的會所會較小，面積約為 平


方英尺，相較於擬議專案中的 平方英尺，而且將取消擬議專案在會所旁邊建造的上層戶外露台。所有其他與公園翻新有


關的專案特徵都將被實施。


 備選方案 ：部分保留備選方案 本方案與提議的專案類似，只是在拆除人行橋後，將在公園內現有的西橋終點位置建造一個


新的俯瞰平台。眺望台將作為橋樑的建築參考。所有其他與公園翻新有關的專案特徵都將被實施。


備選方案 完全保存方案，將透過保留人行橋來避免擬議專案的所有重大和不可避免的影響，同時仍然滿足專案發起人的大部分


目標（目標）。因此，備選方案 被認為是環境上的優選方案。雖然完全保存備選方案可以避免擬議專案的重大和不可避免的影


響，但是市政府可能認為擬議專案的公共利益將會超過其影響，因此而批准擬議的專案。這就是所謂的首要考慮因素聲明。


緩解措施


確定了以下緩解措施，以減少確定的環境影響。如需查閱緩解措施的全文，請瀏覽 。


文化資源


 包括口述歷史在內的公共詮釋計畫


 所有牌匾和紀念碑的拆除、遷移、儲存和重新安置計畫


 歷史資源文件


 搶救計畫


 考古學和美國原住民監測


部落文化資源


 部落文化資源保護計畫和詮釋方案


噪音


 施工噪音控制


環境影響報告審查、專案批准和施工時間表


年


 草案公眾審查和評論期 年 月 日到 年 月 日下午 點


 三藩市規劃委員會 公聽會， 年 月 日 下午 點或之後舉行


 公佈意見答覆文件（本文件對公眾審查和評論期間收到的所有公眾意見作出書面回應） 預計在 年冬季


年


 認證最終環境影響報告 日期待定


 專案批准（如有） 三藩市娛樂和公園委員會


年冬季


 如果擬議專案或備選方案 或 被批准，專案將開始施工



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Portsmouth Square Improvement Project 
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 


Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
and Notice of Public Hearing 
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公告 


環境影響報告草案可用性 


和公聽會公告 


專案資訊


專案名稱： 花園角廣場修繕專案


專案地址：


專案編號：


街區 地塊編號： ，


分區： （公共）， （市中心，辦公室）


社區： 中國城，金融區


專案贊助人： ，三藩市娛樂和公園局，


協調人：


公聽會資訊


公聽會日期： 年 月 日


時間： 下午 點或以後


地點： 遠端或現場公聽會（參見下


文，詳情請登入


）


案例類型： 環境（ 草案）


公聽會主體： 規劃委員會


三藩市規劃局（ ）已經研究了本專案潛在的物理環境影響，並歡迎您對環境影響報告


草案的適當性提出意見。詳情請參考以下的專案描述和公告目的部分。


專案描述


根據《加州環境品質法》（ ）的要求，三藩市規劃局編製了一份本專案的環境影響報告草案，以研究專案潛在的物


理環境影響。


專案贊助人三藩市娛樂和公園局提議翻新花園角廣場，該廣場北至 街，東至 街，南至 街，西至


廣場，其中包括一個新的兒童遊樂場、運動設備、遮陽結構、座位區、路標、標誌、人行道、景觀、平台、


坡道和一個 平方英尺的新會所。擬議的專案將拆除橫跨花園角廣場和 號之間的人行橋， 號


是一座 層的酒店建築（目前作為希爾頓酒店管理），其中包括位於三樓的中國文化中心。擬議的專案將對位於公園和


部分相鄰街道和人行道下面的花園角廣場車庫的屋頂進行重新防水處理，並對停車場的部分進行抗震升級。擬議的專案


還將更換路緣石和花園角廣場附近的部分街道和人行道，用於公用事業連接。以下交叉口的路緣石將被更換： 和


街； 街和 ； 和 街；以及 街和 街。


草案： 草案認為，擬議專案的實施將導致與歷史建築資源相關的重大且不可避免的專案層面影響。 草案提供


了詳細的專案描述，分析了專案的物理環境影響，並確定可行的緩解措施和備選方案，以避免或減輕專案影響的嚴重性。


草案可登入三藩市規劃局網站 或前往三藩市許可證中心（



mailto:CPC.PortsmouthSquareEIR@sfgov.org
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草案可用性通知和公聽會通知


）供公眾審查和評論。如有需要，可向上述 協調員索取 草案的紙張版和電子版（放


在隨身碟上）。參考資料可在以下網頁獲取： 和


。


公告目的


您不需要採取任何行動。如果您想對 草案的適當性發表意見，可採取以下一種或兩種方式：


書面意見


規劃人員： ， 協調員


透過郵件：


透過電子郵件：


從 年 月 日至 年 月 日下午 點


公聽會上的意見


現場直播： ，或在有線電


視 頻道直播


年 月 日下午 點或以後


由於新冠疫情的緊急情況，這次聽證會可能會在三藩市


市政廳現場舉行，或使用視訊會議技術遠端舉行。


公聽會的目的是讓三藩市規劃委員會和三藩市規劃局的工作人員聽取有關 草案適當性和準確性的意見。委員會不會


在這次聽證會上回應任何意見或對專案採取行動。最終環境影響報告的認證將在日後的聽證會進行。更多資訊請見三藩


市規劃局網站，或是聯繫上述的 協調員。 


關於程序的一般資訊


公眾與三藩市委員會規劃或工作人員溝通時不需要提供個人身份資訊。所有書面或口頭交流，包括提交的個人聯繫資訊，


都可以應要求提供給公眾檢查和影印，並可能列入該部門的網站或其他公共文件中。只有對 草案的評論者才可以向


市議會提出對最終 認證的上訴。


在公眾審查期結束時，三藩市規劃局將準備一份意見答覆文件，以回應在公聽會上提出以及在公眾審查期內收到對


草案的所有書面意見。這份意見答覆文件和所有其他相關文件的查詢請見 。


本公告是根據 和 行政命令，在部分 備案和發佈要求暫停期間發佈，並符合命令中所述的替代發佈


要求。本公告也符合 年 月 日對 年 月 日宣佈地方緊急狀況的市長公告的第五次補充規定的地方要求。


州危險材料清單上的專案


根據 指南第 條的要求提供以下資訊，因為該專案場地包括在根據加州政府法典第 條編製的以下


清單中。


 清單：地下儲罐洩漏，州水資源控制委員會


 監管機構識別號：


 所列場地的地址：


 估值官的街區 地段：


 清單日期： 年 月 日



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

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents

https://sfplanning.org/resource/permits-my-neighborhood

https://sfplanning.org/resource/permits-my-neighborhood

mailto:CPC.PortsmouthSquareEIR@sfgov.org

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents





 

The San Francisco Planning Department published a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Portsmouth Square Improvement Project at 733 Kearny Street and 750 Kearny
Street today. The notice of availability is attached and the Draft EIR and supporting
documents are available at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents.  The
attached Draft EIR Summary Sheet was also mailed to the distribution list with the notice of
availability.

 

The public comment period for the Draft EIR is August 5, 2021 through 5:00 p.m. on
September 20, 2021. During this period, the Planning Department will accept comments on
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, September 9, 2021, the purpose of the public hearing is for the Planning
Commission and Planning Department staff to receive comments on the adequacy of the EIR.
Comments received at the public hearing and in writing will be responded to in a Responses to
Comments on the Draft EIR document.

 

A USB or paper copy of the Draft EIR are available upon request; please contact Megan
Calpin at CPC.PortsmouthSquareEIR@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7508.

 

Thank you,

Megan Calpin

 

Megan Calpin (she/her), Senior Environmental Planner 

Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

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

Direct: 628.652.7508 | 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

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/lnks.gd/l/eyJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJidWxsZXRpbl9saW5rX2lkIjoxMDAsInVyaSI6ImJwMjpjbGljayIsImJ1bGxldGluX2lkIjoiMjAyMTA2MjQuNDIzNTg0NjEiLCJ1cmwiOiJodHRwczovL3NmcGxhbm5pbmcub3JnL2Vudmlyb25tZW50YWwtcmV2aWV3LWRvY3VtZW50cyJ9.1jqriLbpvUuMdTTNMNTuNuAuj2tFKLLnlemQDHDWw14/s/946878101/br/108375456539-l___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpmNTczYjQxNzc1NDE1ZTVmYzM2NjdkM2FjNDkxODIwZTo0OmYxNWM6MTQ4MThhNGQ5YjRlOWE3NzE3MjZmZDY3OGJiZjdhOWI5ZDRlZTRjMWQ5MWI2MWVhODQzZGFiNjgxMDdiOGFlZg
mailto:CPC.PortsmouthSquareEIR@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978


services here. 

https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** POPULAR DEEP-CLEANING OPERATION SET TO EXPAND WITH INTENSIVE FOCUS

ON SAN FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOOD CORRIDORS
Date: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 10:24:55 AM
Attachments: 08.04.2021 CleanCorridorsSF.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, August 4, 2021 at 10:17 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** POPULAR DEEP-CLEANING OPERATION SET TO EXPAND WITH
INTENSIVE FOCUS ON SAN FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOOD CORRIDORS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 4, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
POPULAR DEEP-CLEANING OPERATION SET TO EXPAND

WITH INTENSIVE FOCUS ON SAN FRANCISCO’S
NEIGHBORHOOD CORRIDORS

San Francisco Public Works CleanCorridorsSF street cleaning crews will begin deploying on
Thursday to a different commercial district weekly, tackling grime and graffiti to create a

more welcoming environment
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed welcomed the kickoff this week of an
expanded CleanCorridorsSF operation that deploys a large, coordinated team of Public Works
street cleaners to different neighborhood commercial corridors to power wash and sweep the
sidewalks, flush down the roads, dig out weeds and wipe out graffiti.
 
The program was tested over the last year as a pilot with crews providing intensive cleaning in
a different neighborhood commercial corridor every week, focusing on five blocks over four
hours. Starting Thursday, the operation will expand to eight hours a week and allow crews to
deep clean at least 10 blocks – double the coverage as before.
 
This week’s operation will put 15 Public Works street cleaners on Fillmore Street on
Thursday, between McAllister and Pine streets. CleanCorridorsSF crews will be on the ground
once a week, rotating through neighborhoods across the City, including the Castro, the South
of Market, West Portal, the Ingleside, North Beach and the Haight.

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: 


Wednesday, August 4, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


POPULAR DEEP-CLEANING OPERATION SET TO EXPAND 


WITH INTENSIVE FOCUS ON SAN FRANCISCO’S 


NEIGHBORHOOD CORRIDORS 
San Francisco Public Works CleanCorridorsSF street cleaning crews will begin deploying on 


Thursday to a different commercial district weekly, tackling grime and graffiti to create a more 


welcoming environment 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed welcomed the kickoff this week of an expanded 


CleanCorridorsSF operation that deploys a large, coordinated team of Public Works street 


cleaners to different neighborhood commercial corridors to power wash and sweep the 


sidewalks, flush down the roads, dig out weeds and wipe out graffiti. 


  


The program was tested over the last year as a pilot with crews providing intensive cleaning in a 


different neighborhood commercial corridor every week, focusing on five blocks over four 


hours. Starting Thursday, the operation will expand to eight hours a week and allow crews to 


deep clean at least 10 blocks – double the coverage as before.  


 


This week’s operation will put 15 Public Works street cleaners on Fillmore Street on Thursday, 


between McAllister and Pine streets. CleanCorridorsSF crews will be on the ground once a 


week, rotating through neighborhoods across the City, including the Castro, the South of Market, 


West Portal, the Ingleside, North Beach and the Haight.  


 


The City’s new budget included $2.1 million for the expanded CleanCorridorsSF program. A 


companion workforce development operation, the Power Wash Mobile Team, received $140,000 


for a 6-month pilot that employs immigrants with barriers to employment to provide monthly 


steam cleaning services in Chinatown the Bayview, Visitacion Valley, the Richmond, the Sunset, 


the Excelsior, the Mission and the Fillmore. The stepped-up street cleaning efforts fall under 


Shine On SF, a new public-private recovery initiative that aims to rekindle civic pride and 


improve the condition of San Francisco’s streets and public spaces.  


   


“These investments will go a long way in making sure that San Francisco shines,” said  


Mayor Breed. “Keeping our neighborhoods clean creates a more inviting environment for our 


residents, visitors and businesses, and is especially important now as we’re reopening and 


welcoming more people back. But we know that the City and our nonprofit partners cannot do 


the job alone. It requires all of us to do our part. If you are able, volunteer at a neighborhood 


cleanup, contact 311 to report illegal dumping so we can clean it up quickly and, perhaps most 


importantly, help us get to a place where people won’t feel it’s OK to mess up our beautiful city 


in the first place.” 
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San Francisco Public Works has street cleaning crews on the job around the clock. 


CleanCorridorsSF provides the department another tool to perform more intensive, proactive 


cleanups. In addition to the cleaning crews, Public Works will deploy outreach staff to let 


property owners, residents and merchants know how they can help keep their neighborhood 


clean. 


 


“We saw firsthand through the pilot that CleanCorridorsSF gets welcome results,” said Acting 


Public Works Director Alaric Degrafinried. “Now that we have additional resources to expand 


the operation, thanks to support from Mayor Breed, the Board of Supervisors and our community 


partners, we expect greater success in addressing the challenges of keeping San Francisco 


looking good.” 


 


### 


 


 







 
The City’s new budget included $2.1 million for the expanded CleanCorridorsSF program. A
companion workforce development operation, the Power Wash Mobile Team, received
$140,000 for a 6-month pilot that employs immigrants with barriers to employment to provide
monthly steam cleaning services in Chinatown the Bayview, Visitacion Valley, the Richmond,
the Sunset, the Excelsior, the Mission and the Fillmore. The stepped-up street cleaning efforts
fall under Shine On SF, a new public-private recovery initiative that aims to rekindle civic
pride and improve the condition of San Francisco’s streets and public spaces. 
 
“These investments will go a long way in making sure that San Francisco shines,” said Mayor
Breed. “Keeping our neighborhoods clean creates a more inviting environment for our
residents, visitors and businesses, and is especially important now as we’re reopening and
welcoming more people back. But we know that the City and our nonprofit partners cannot do
the job alone. It requires all of us to do our part. If you are able, volunteer at a neighborhood
cleanup, contact 311 to report illegal dumping so we can clean it up quickly and, perhaps most
importantly, help us get to a place where people won’t feel it’s OK to mess up our beautiful
city in the first place.”
 
San Francisco Public Works has street cleaning crews on the job around the clock.
CleanCorridorsSF provides the department another tool to perform more intensive, proactive
cleanups. In addition to the cleaning crews, Public Works will deploy outreach staff to let
property owners, residents and merchants know how they can help keep their neighborhood
clean.
 
“We saw firsthand through the pilot that CleanCorridorsSF gets welcome results,” said Acting
Public Works Director Alaric Degrafinried. “Now that we have additional resources to expand
the operation, thanks to support from Mayor Breed, the Board of Supervisors and our
community partners, we expect greater success in addressing the challenges of keeping San
Francisco looking good.”
 

###
 
 
 



 
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, August 04, 2021 9:57:58 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: Clare Blake <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Reply-To: "n.clare.blake@gmail.com" <n.clare.blake@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 at 2:01 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street
 

 

Mr. Jonas Ionin,

Hello,

I have lived in Noe Valley for over 15 years. I strong support bringing new homes to this
neighborhood.

I support housing equity in San Francisco and feel it is our responsibility to help with the
cities housing shortage, displacement, and affordability crises.

Thanks so much! -- Clare Blake

Clare Blake 
n.clare.blake@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94114

 

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


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES NEW ‘VAX TO YOU’ PROGRAM
Date: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 9:15:27 AM
Attachments: 08.03.2021 Vax to You.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, August 3, 2021 at 1:50 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES NEW ‘VAX TO YOU’ PROGRAM
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 3, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES NEW ‘VAX TO YOU’

PROGRAM
The Department of Public Health’s Mobile Vaccine Unit to offer vaccinations by appointment

to groups of people in their homes or workplaces
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Department of Public
Health (SFDPH) today announced that the City’s Mobile Vaccine Unit will vaccinate small
groups of five to 12 people in their homes and workplaces by appointment when they organize
groups of interested individuals.
 
“Our COVID response continues to lead with equity by removing barriers and ensuring
everyone has easy access to this life saving vaccine,” said Mayor Breed. “We currently have a
broad network of vaccine availability throughout San Francisco for drop-ins, appointments,
and mobile teams that will bring the vaccine to our most vulnerable residents, especially those
who are homebound. Now, we can provide a mobile unit to go right to your door when you
gather a few friends, family members or coworkers.”
 
The Mobile Vaccine Unit has been operating since February and has administered an
estimated 6,000 doses at approximately 350 events to date throughout the City. The vulnerable
populations served include homebound individuals, seniors in residential facilities, and those
living in permanent supportive housing, as well as people experiencing homelessness, both at
Shelter In Place and Safe Sleep sites, as well as those who are unsheltered.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, August 3, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES NEW ‘VAX TO YOU’ 


PROGRAM 
The Department of Public Health’s Mobile Vaccine Unit to offer vaccinations by appointment to 


groups of people in their homes or workplaces 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Department of Public 


Health (SFDPH) today announced that the City’s Mobile Vaccine Unit will vaccinate small 


groups of five to 12 people in their homes and workplaces by appointment when they organize 


groups of interested individuals. 


  


“Our COVID response continues to lead with equity by removing barriers and ensuring everyone 


has easy access to this life saving vaccine,” said Mayor Breed. “We currently have a broad 


network of vaccine availability throughout San Francisco for drop-ins, appointments, and mobile 


teams that will bring the vaccine to our most vulnerable residents, especially those who are 


homebound. Now, we can provide a mobile unit to go right to your door when you gather a few 


friends, family members or coworkers.” 


 


The Mobile Vaccine Unit has been operating since February and has administered an estimated 


6,000 doses at approximately 350 events to date throughout the City. The vulnerable populations 


served include homebound individuals, seniors in residential facilities, and those living in 


permanent supportive housing, as well as people experiencing homelessness, both at Shelter In 


Place and Safe Sleep sites, as well as those who are unsheltered. 


 


Starting today, people can contact the City by calling 628-652-2700, emailing 


sfvaxnow@sfdph.org; or by going to sf.gov/vaxtoyou to request this new expanded service, 


which will be available Tuesday through Saturday. All three brands of vaccine—Johnson & 


Johnson, Moderna, and Pfizer—will be available. The vaccines are free, no insurance is required, 


and nurses will be onsite to answer questions. The service is available if you have 5-12 eligible 


people among your family, friends, or workplace. 


 


“While vaccination rates are high overall throughout San Francisco, we are still concerned about 


our communities that have a lower vaccination uptake,” said Health Director Dr. Grant Colfax. 


“With the surge in cases due to the Delta variant, getting vaccinated as soon as possible is more 


important than ever. Innovative programs like this will help us serve more people by bringing a 


life-saving COVID vaccine right to their doorstep.” 


 


Anyone interested in additional information on San Francisco’s vaccine programs is encouraged 


to go to Get vaccinated against COVID-19 | San Francisco (sf.gov) to learn more. 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

mailto:sfvaxnow@sfdph.org

https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-your-home-work-or-event

https://sf.gov/get-vaccinated-against-covid-19





Starting today, people can contact the City by calling 628-652-2700, emailing
sfvaxnow@sfdph.org; or by going to sf.gov/vaxtoyou to request this new expanded service,
which will be available Tuesday through Saturday. All three brands of vaccine—Johnson &
Johnson, Moderna, and Pfizer—will be available. The vaccines are free, no insurance is
required, and nurses will be onsite to answer questions. The service is available if you have 5-
12 eligible people among your family, friends, or workplace.
 
“While vaccination rates are high overall throughout San Francisco, we are still concerned
about our communities that have a lower vaccination uptake,” said Health Director Dr. Grant
Colfax. “With the surge in cases due to the Delta variant, getting vaccinated as soon as
possible is more important than ever. Innovative programs like this will help us serve more
people by bringing a life-saving COVID vaccine right to their doorstep.”
 
Anyone interested in additional information on San Francisco’s vaccine programs is
encouraged to go to Get vaccinated against COVID-19 | San Francisco (sf.gov) to learn more.
 

###
 
 

mailto:sfvaxnow@sfdph.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: Balba, Ryan (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Conditional Use to establish Paris Baguette
Date: Wednesday, August 04, 2021 7:34:57 AM

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

 
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: Marc Christensen <christensen.marc.metna@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 2021 2:24 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Balba, Ryan (CPC) <ryan.balba@sfgov.org>; Jared Taylor
<jared@goldenpropertydevelopment.com>; Jeremy Fried <jeremy.fried@e-arc.com>
Subject: Support for Conditional Use to establish Paris Baguette
 

 

To planner Ryan Balba, et.al.:
 
The Merced Extension Triangle Neighborhood Association (METNA) is in support of the approval of a
Conditional Use authorization to establish a Formula Retail Use for Paris Baguette, doing business as
a bakery, limited restaurant, within the footprint of Hmart Supermarket at 3995 Alemany Blvd.
(Block 7126A, lot 012).
The Merced Extension Triangle Neighborhood Association, of which I am the current president, is full
support of Paris Baguette, and further know of no one individual or group of individuals that is not in
support.
METNA recommends approval of this formula retail use by the Planning Commission.
Sincerely,
Marc Christensen, president
Merced Extension Triangle Neighborhood Association
dated:  August 3, 2021
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC LIBRARY ANNOUNCE FULL

IN-PERSON SERVICE AT NEIGHBORHOOD BRANCHES BY AUGUST 17
Date: Tuesday, August 03, 2021 9:37:52 AM
Attachments: 08.03.2021 SFPL.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, August 3, 2021 at 8:07 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC
LIBRARY ANNOUNCE FULL IN-PERSON SERVICE AT NEIGHBORHOOD BRANCHES BY AUGUST 17
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 3, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC

LIBRARY ANNOUNCE FULL IN-PERSON SERVICE AT
NEIGHBORHOOD BRANCHES BY AUGUST 17

The Library will sunset its SFPL To-Go front door pickup service as it reopens 11
neighborhood branch libraries and resumes pre-pandemic hours at the Main Library after

Labor Day
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Librarian Michael Lambert today
announced that San Francisco Public Library (SFPL) will reopen 11 neighborhood branches
for full in-person service by August 17, beginning today with the Park and West Portal
locations. After the Labor Day holiday, the Main Library will also resume its pre-pandemic
hours, providing evening service three days a week.
 
Today marks the final wave of reopenings after the Library closed all locations for indoor
service in March 2020, during which time hundreds of SFPL employees were deployed as
Disaster Service Workers (DSW) supporting the City’s COVID-19 response, and
10 neighborhood library branches served as community hubs to assist the City’s most
vulnerable youth with distance learning.  
 
“I am excited to announce that our neighborhood libraries are reopening for in-person
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, August 3, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 


LIBRARY ANNOUNCE FULL IN-PERSON SERVICE AT 


NEIGHBORHOOD BRANCHES BY AUGUST 17 
The Library will sunset its SFPL To-Go front door pickup service as it reopens 11 neighborhood 


branch libraries and resumes pre-pandemic hours at the Main Library after Labor Day 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and City Librarian Michael Lambert today 


announced that San Francisco Public Library (SFPL) will reopen 11 neighborhood branches for 


full in-person service by August 17, beginning today with the Park and West Portal locations. 


After the Labor Day holiday, the Main Library will also resume its pre-pandemic hours, 


providing evening service three days a week.  


 


Today marks the final wave of reopenings after the Library closed all locations for indoor service 


in March 2020, during which time hundreds of SFPL employees were deployed as Disaster 


Service Workers (DSW) supporting the City’s COVID-19 response, and 10 neighborhood library 


branches served as community hubs to assist the City’s most vulnerable youth with distance 


learning.    


 


“I am excited to announce that our neighborhood libraries are reopening for in-person service,” 


said Mayor Breed. “Like so many City services, our libraries were hit hard by the pandemic with 


staff forced to find innovative ways to continue serving our communities. I want to thank the San 


Francisco Public Library staff for supporting our city through this challenging time and their 


commitment to keeping our libraries operating and accessible.” 


 


SFPL encompasses 28 locations, one of which, the Mission Branch Library, is closed for 


renovation. Also reopening this month in addition to the Park and West Portal branches are: 


Ingleside, North Beach, and Sunset (August 9); Anza, Marina, Portola and Potrero (August 10); 


Golden Gate Valley (August 16) and lastly, Merced (August 17). While the Mission Branch is 


closed for renovation, the Library is establishing a temporary location to serve Mission District 


residents. Patrons can check out books from the Bookmobile at Harrison and 20th streets, 


Tuesdays and Thursdays, 2:00-6:00 p.m. 


 


Detailed information for hours and locations can be found at sfpl.org/reopening.   


 


Although most library staff have returned to their primary roles after serving as Disaster Service 


Workers, staffing levels remain too low to resume pre-pandemic hours at the neighborhood 


branch libraries due to a large number of vacancies. Likewise, in-person public programs such as 


storytimes and author talks will be phased in as staffing allows.   



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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“We said we would get it done by the time school starts, and we are keeping to that promise,” 


says City Librarian Michael Lambert. “I want to thank the public for their ongoing patience and 


support during this time. We are incredibly excited to welcome you back through our doors, and 


we look forward to reintroducing in-person public programs in the weeks to follow.” 


 


“Our branch library staff have put a tremendous amount of care and dedication toward reopening 


branch libraries for the public,” stated Chief of Branches Catherine Delneo. “Our Branch Library 


staff have done so much during the past year to serve our community and are so glad that we are 


now able to get back to doing what we love to do the most - welcoming everyone back inside 


San Francisco's branch libraries.”      


 


The Main Library returns to pre-pandemic hours the day after Labor Day on September 7, 


providing more service after work and school hours. The Main Library will offer service until 


8:00 p.m. on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday and until 6:00 p.m. on other days, and it will 


also open at 9:00 a.m. Monday through Thursday to serve morning patrons.   


 


“We are so appreciative of the community support we’ve received during our phased reopening, 


and while there’s yet a bit further to go, Main is just too beautiful a library with too many minor 


miracles happening each day to hold back any longer.  We are excited to resume regular service 


hours in September,” said Tom Fortin, Chief of the Main Library.  


 


As part of the City’s Summer Together initiative, SFPL is giving away 10 books to all San 


Francisco Unified School District students. Students and caregivers can pick up their book 


bundles at any location. Additionally, the Library’s Summer Stride program is in full swing with 


programs for all ages. Individuals who complete 20 hours of Library activity (reading, attending 


an event, and visiting a library all count) can earn prizes and a coveted 2021 Summer Stride tote 


bag with original artwork by Bay Area artist Kaylani Juanita. Summer Stride and the Summer 


Together book pickup officially end on September 12. More details at sfpl.org/summerstride.    


 


Safety Measures   


Masks are required at all SFPL locations. 


 


### 


 


 







service,” said Mayor Breed. “Like so many City services, our libraries were hit hard by the
pandemic with staff forced to find innovative ways to continue serving our communities. I
want to thank the San Francisco Public Library staff for supporting our city through this
challenging time and their commitment to keeping our libraries operating and accessible.”
 
SFPL encompasses 28 locations, one of which, the Mission Branch Library, is closed for
renovation. Also reopening this month in addition to the Park and West Portal branches are:
Ingleside, North Beach, and Sunset (August 9); Anza, Marina, Portola and Potrero (August
10); Golden Gate Valley (August 16) and lastly, Merced (August 17). While the Mission
Branch is closed for renovation, the Library is establishing a temporary location to serve
Mission District residents. Patrons can check out books from the Bookmobile at Harrison and
20th streets, Tuesdays and Thursdays, 2:00-6:00 p.m.
 
Detailed information for hours and locations can be found at sfpl.org/reopening.   
 
Although most library staff have returned to their primary roles after serving as Disaster
Service Workers, staffing levels remain too low to resume pre-pandemic hours at the
neighborhood branch libraries due to a large number of vacancies. Likewise, in-person public
programs such as storytimes and author talks will be phased in as staffing allows.  
 
“We said we would get it done by the time school starts, and we are keeping to that promise,”
says City Librarian Michael Lambert. “I want to thank the public for their ongoing patience
and support during this time. We are incredibly excited to welcome you back through our
doors, and we look forward to reintroducing in-person public programs in the weeks to
follow.”
 
“Our branch library staff have put a tremendous amount of care and dedication toward
reopening branch libraries for the public,” stated Chief of Branches Catherine Delneo. “Our
Branch Library staff have done so much during the past year to serve our community and are
so glad that we are now able to get back to doing what we love to do the most - welcoming
everyone back inside San Francisco's branch libraries.”    
 
The Main Library returns to pre-pandemic hours the day after Labor Day on September 7,
providing more service after work and school hours. The Main Library will offer service until
8:00 p.m. on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday and until 6:00 p.m. on other days, and it will
also open at 9:00 a.m. Monday through Thursday to serve morning patrons. 
 
“We are so appreciative of the community support we’ve received during our phased
reopening, and while there’s yet a bit further to go, Main is just too beautiful a library with too
many minor miracles happening each day to hold back any longer.  We are excited to resume
regular service hours in September,” said Tom Fortin, Chief of the Main Library.
 
As part of the City’s Summer Together initiative, SFPL is giving away 10 books to all San
Francisco Unified School District students. Students and caregivers can pick up their book
bundles at any location. Additionally, the Library’s Summer Stride program is in full swing
with programs for all ages. Individuals who complete 20 hours of Library activity (reading,
attending an event, and visiting a library all count) can earn prizes and a coveted 2021 Summer
Stride tote bag with original artwork by Bay Area artist Kaylani Juanita. Summer Stride and
the Summer Together book pickup officially end on September 12. More details at
sfpl.org/summerstride.  

https://sfpl.org/sfpl-to-go/reopening-services


 
Safety Measures 
Masks are required at all SFPL locations.
 

###
 
 
 
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SFMTA WELCOME CABLE CARS BACK TO SAN

FRANCISCO
Date: Monday, August 02, 2021 8:39:34 AM
Attachments: 08.02.2021 Cable Cars.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 at 7:10 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SFMTA WELCOME CABLE CARS
BACK TO SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, August 2, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SFMTA WELCOME CABLE

CARS BACK TO SAN FRANCISCO
The SFMTA will run mock service and will solicit the public’s help and feedback ahead of the

official return to revenue service
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) today welcomed back cable car service to San Francisco
streets. Following the successful completion of operator training and mechanical inspections,
the public is invited onboard to provide feedback on vehicle headways and customer
experience during the month of August. Cable car revenue service will resume in September.
 
“I am so excited to announce that cable car service is starting back up today,” said Mayor
London Breed. “Our cable cars are part of what makes San Francisco a world-class
destination, and their return is just the latest sign that our city is bouncing back. I want to
thank everyone at the SFMTA for their work during the pandemic to keep our transit system
running and for everything they’ve done to bring back service in the City.”
 
Last March, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the SFMTA temporarily halted cable car
service as part of the City’s emergency response. This decision was made to best protect
operators and the public. Muni resources were then shifted to a core network to serve essential
workers and accommodate physical distancing on San Francisco’s most utilized lines. The
result was the longest cable car shutdown in the system since the full system reconstruction in

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
https://www.sfmta.com/travel-updates/covid-19-muni-core-service-network
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, August 2, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SFMTA WELCOME CABLE 


CARS BACK TO SAN FRANCISCO 
The SFMTA will run mock service and will solicit the public’s help and feedback ahead of the 


official return to revenue service 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 


Agency (SFMTA) today welcomed back cable car service to San Francisco streets. Following 


the successful completion of operator training and mechanical inspections, the public is invited 


onboard to provide feedback on vehicle headways and customer experience during the month of 


August. Cable car revenue service will resume in September. 


 


“I am so excited to announce that cable car service is starting back up today,” said Mayor 


London Breed. “Our cable cars are part of what makes San Francisco a world-class destination, 


and their return is just the latest sign that our city is bouncing back. I want to thank everyone at 


the SFMTA for their work during the pandemic to keep our transit system running and for 


everything they’ve done to bring back service in the City.” 


 


Last March, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the SFMTA temporarily halted cable car 


service as part of the City’s emergency response. This decision was made to best protect 


operators and the public. Muni resources were then shifted to a core network to serve essential 


workers and accommodate physical distancing on San Francisco’s most utilized lines. The result 


was the longest cable car shutdown in the system since the full system reconstruction in the 


1980s, requiring significant work to reboot the system and bring it back better. Now, as the City 


shifts its focus to supporting economic recovery, locals, regional visitors, and tourists will see the 


triumphant homecoming of the cable cars and hear the iconic bells chiming from Union Square 


to Fisherman’s Wharf—and all of the backdrops in between.  


 


Starting today, we will ask the public to help the agency roll out a soft launch of the system by 


riding the lines when cable car conductors are making stops and inviting passengers aboard for 


the duration of “mock service.” This mock service will be irregular, not following a particular 


schedule as the SFMTA works out the official rollout of the system. The SFMTA will not be 


collecting fares for cable car rides during the month of August in exchange for the public’s help 


riding the system.  


 


“Our cable cars are a symbol of San Francisco and central to the city’s economic recovery,” said 


Jeffrey Tumlin, SFMTA Director of Transportation. “It’s a treat to work with the public during 


our mock service as we gear up to officially welcome back cable cars this fall.” 


 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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By early September, all three cable cars will resume revenue service: the Powell-Hyde, the 


Powell-Mason and the California lines. Service is planned to run from 7:00 a.m. until about  


10:00 p.m., though cars returning to the cable car barn after 10:00 p.m. will continue to take 


riders to Chinatown.  


 


Anyone interested in cable car service updates is encouraged to subscribe to text or e-mail 


updates for more information. 


 


### 


 


 



https://www.sfmta.com/about-us/contact-us/email-and-text-alerts

https://www.sfmta.com/about-us/contact-us/email-and-text-alerts





the 1980s, requiring significant work to reboot the system and bring it back better. Now, as the
City shifts its focus to supporting economic recovery, locals, regional visitors, and tourists will
see the triumphant homecoming of the cable cars and hear the iconic bells chiming from
Union Square to Fisherman’s Wharf—and all of the backdrops in between.
 
Starting today, we will ask the public to help the agency roll out a soft launch of the system by
riding the lines when cable car conductors are making stops and inviting passengers aboard for
the duration of “mock service.” This mock service will be irregular, not following a particular
schedule as the SFMTA works out the official rollout of the system. The SFMTA will not be
collecting fares for cable car rides during the month of August in exchange for the public’s
help riding the system.
 
“Our cable cars are a symbol of San Francisco and central to the city’s economic recovery,”
said Jeffrey Tumlin, SFMTA Director of Transportation. “It’s a treat to work with the public
during our mock service as we gear up to officially welcome back cable cars this fall.”
 
By early September, all three cable cars will resume revenue service: the Powell-Hyde, the
Powell-Mason and the California lines. Service is planned to run from 7:00 a.m. until about
10:00 p.m., though cars returning to the cable car barn after 10:00 p.m. will continue to take
riders to Chinatown.
 
Anyone interested in cable car service updates is encouraged to subscribe to text or e-mail
updates for more information.
 

###
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Subject: 1900 Diamond
Date: Monday, August 02, 2021 8:38:25 AM
Attachments: 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
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Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Julia Teitelbaum

		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.





Julia Teitelbaum 
julialt+bulk@gmail.com





San Francisco, California 94110








 








Support new homes at 1900 Diamond Street

		From

		Monica Franco

		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.





Monica Franco 
06.sheet.fens@icloud.com





San Bruno, California 94066








 









From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Condominium Development at 2525 Van Ness Avenue....
Date: Monday, August 02, 2021 8:37:51 AM
Attachments: GGVNA Letter about 2525 Van Ness.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 <http://www.sfplanning.org/>
San Francisco Property Information Map <https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/>

On 8/2/21, 8:36 AM, "administrator@goldengatevalley.org" <administrator@goldengatevalley.org> wrote:

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

    Dear Senior Planner May,

    Regarding the planned condominium development at 2525 Van Ness Avenue,
    please find attached a letter from the Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood
    Association.

    Regards,

    GGVNA Administrator

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



���
P.O. Box 29086  
Presidio Station  
San Francisco, CA 94129 


July 29, 2021


Re: 2525 Van Ness Avenue



Dear Senior Planner May: 


We are writing regarding the planned condominium development at 2525 Van Ness 
Avenue. Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association supports 100% parking at that 
location (1 parking space per unit) for the following reasons.  


First, parking is growing scarce in the neighborhood. As the city population increases, 
and commercial areas such as Union, Polk and Chestnut streets become more popular, 
while tourism continues to expand, there are more and more cars. Having the maximum 
parking at 2525 Van Ness will prevent already saturated street parking from getting 
stressed even further. 


Second, more parking spaces will attract families to the building. Families tend to have 
cars, and if they are unable to acquire consistent parking, they’ll be less likely to move 
into the property. If there is, however, parking for all units, you’ll be able to attract 
generally a broader group of people to the location.  







Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association urges they city to provide 100% parking 
at that building. We need every parking space we can get in the neighborhood, not only 
here at 2525 Van Ness but elsewhere. 


Thank you for your attention in this matter. 


Sincerely yours,



Phil Faroudja 



President, GGVNA








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

(CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for August 5, 2021
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 2:45:38 PM
Attachments: Advance Calendar - 20210805.xlsx

20210805_12_19_hiatus.docx
20210805_12_19_hiatus[1].pdf
CPC Hearing Results 2021.docx

Commissioners,
Enjoy your summer recess.
 
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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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.



				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

		2018-015983CUAVAR		136 Delmar St.						Hoagland

						Demo SFR and construct 2-unit dwelling

		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

		2021-006353PCA		ADU Housing Services						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

		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 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Chan - OUT						Planner

		2021-006247CUA		6202 3rd Street 				CONSENT		Samonsky

						wireless macro facility

		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

		2021-002468CUA		2040 Fillmore Street						Ajello

						CUA - convert a Formula Retail store (formerly Ralph Lauren) to a new Formula Retail use (d.b.a. Lululemon)

		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

		2021-002565CUA		10-12 Beaver Street						Pantoja

						merger of two existing dwelling units into one

		2017-015678CUA		425 Broadway						Alexander



		2021-000997DRP		801 Corbett Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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

		2021-000308DRP		642 Alvarado Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				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.		Diamond, 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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NOTICE

OF 

CANCELLATIONS











Thursday, 

August 5, 12 and 19, 2021



Regular Meeting



NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Thursday, August 5, 12 and 19, 2021 San Francisco Planning Commission Regular Meeting has been canceled. The next Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Thursday, August 26, 2021.



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







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.
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To:           Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:           Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20968

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 760

                  

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



   July 29, 2021 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		M-20953

		2019-017481APL

		530 Sansome Street

		Callagy

		Upheld the PMND

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20954

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Raised the Absolute Cumulative Limit for Maritime Plaza and Set the Absolute Cumulative Limit for Sue Bierman Park

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



+4 -0 (McDonnell, Low, Mazzola absent)



		

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Townes

		Adopted a Recommendation for no significant impact

		+4 -0 (McDonnell, Low, Mazzola absent)



		M-20955

		2019-017481SHD

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20956

		2019-017481DNX

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20957

		2019-017481CUA

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20958

		2019-017481OFA

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2019-017481VAR

		530 Sansome Street

		Foster

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		





  

  July 29, 2021 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-008347CUA

		811 Clay Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to September 30, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2019-013528CUA

		36-38 Gough Street

		Samonsky

		Continued to September 30, 2021

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20959

		2020-011615CUA

		2022 Mission Street

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 15, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20960

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Certified

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20961

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and the CPC to include:

1. Sponsor to continue working with Staff on additional balcony space; 

2. Provide an update memo with all modifications and community benefits; and

Amend the Community Benefits Finding related to overriding considerations to include and attach the letter received at 1:35 pm on July 29, 2021 as referenced by Commissioner Diamond.

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20962

		2017-014833DNX

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and the CPC to include:

3. Sponsor to continue working with Staff on additional balcony space; 

4. Provide an update memo with all modifications and community benefits; and

3Amend the Community Benefits Finding related to overriding considerations to include and attach the letter received at 1:35 pm on July 29, 2021 as referenced by Commissioner Diamond.

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20963

		2017-014833CUA

		469 Stevenson Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Chan absent)



		

		2017-012086ENV

		770 Woolsey Street

		Delumo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20964

		2016-010671CUA

		809 Sacramento Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20965

		2019-020818AHB

		5012 03rd Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20966

		2016-002728CUA-02

		2525 Van Ness Avenue

		May

		Adopted an alternate motion submitted to Approve with Conditions and appropriate Findings

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Chan absent)



		M-20967

		2019-012676DNX

		159 Fell Street

		Guy

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		DRA-758

		2019-023466DRM

		3150 18th Street

		Sucre

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		DRA-759

		2016-013505DRP

		35 Ventura Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Chan absent)







  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







image1.jpeg





From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF NEW STREET TEAM TO STOP

DRUG OVERDOSES AND OTHER OVERDOSE PREVENTION MEASURES
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 10:11:31 AM
Attachments: 07.30.2021 Overdose Prevention.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 30, 2021 at 10:11 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF NEW
STREET TEAM TO STOP DRUG OVERDOSES AND OTHER OVERDOSE PREVENTION MEASURES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, July 30, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF NEW
STREET TEAM TO STOP DRUG OVERDOSES AND OTHER

OVERDOSE PREVENTION MEASURES
As part of the Mayor’s budget investments, San Francisco is launching the Street Overdose

Response Team to provide care and support for 700 people experiencing homelessness at high
risk of overdose.

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, the San Francisco Department of Public
Health (DPH), and the San Francisco Fire Department today announced the launch on Monday
of a new Street Overdose Response Team (SORT) that, along with other overdose prevention
initiatives in the Fiscal Year 2021-2022 budget, aims to lower the record number of drug
overdoses in the City.
 
Like many communities throughout the country, San Francisco has seen a rapid increase in
drug overdoses in recent years due to the proliferation of the powerful, synthetic opioid
fentanyl, which is 50 times stronger than heroin. Among those most at risk are people
experiencing homelessness, whose rate of overdose deaths has doubled in the past year and
account for at least one-quarter of all overdose deaths in the City. Additionally, data shows
that over 50% of people who die from a drug overdose had prior contact with Fire Department
EMS personnel.

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 30, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES LAUNCH OF NEW 


STREET TEAM TO STOP DRUG OVERDOSES AND OTHER 


OVERDOSE PREVENTION MEASURES 
As part of the Mayor’s budget investments, San Francisco is launching the Street Overdose 


Response Team to provide care and support for 700 people experiencing homelessness at high 


risk of overdose  


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH), and the San Francisco Fire Department today announced the launch on Monday of a new 


Street Overdose Response Team (SORT) that, along with other overdose prevention initiatives in 


the Fiscal Year 2021-2022 budget, aims to lower the record number of drug overdoses in the 


City. 


 


Like many communities throughout the country, San Francisco has seen a rapid increase in drug 


overdoses in recent years due to the proliferation of the powerful, synthetic opioid fentanyl, 


which is 50 times stronger than heroin. Among those most at risk are people experiencing 


homelessness, whose rate of overdose deaths has doubled in the past year and account for at least 


one-quarter of all overdose deaths in the City. Additionally, data shows that over 50% of people 


who die from a drug overdose had prior contact with Fire Department EMS personnel.  


 


In response, the City is urgently rolling out new interventions. Chief among them is SORT, 


which will proactively identify, engage, and follow up with individuals who have survived an 


overdose in order to prevent another, possibly fatal one from occurring.  


 


“We know that overdose deaths are preventable and every person who dies is someone’s son, 


daughter, friend, or neighbor. It is urgent that we save lives by doing what we know will work 


best,” said Mayor Breed. “The Street Overdose Response Team is focused on helping people 


who are most at risk get the help they need to start their recovery. SORT is part of a package of 


new and expanded investments we are making this year to flatten the curve of the drug overdose 


epidemic and even lower the numbers of these tragic deaths.”  


 


The City is investing $13.2 million this year in overdose prevention that in addition to SORT 


include: 


• Opening the SOMA RISE Center this fall to provide 20 temporary beds for people who 


are intoxicated to come in safely off the streets and be connected to care and services, 


including housing.  



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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• Expanded access to buprenorphine through telemedicine, increasing the hours at DPH’s 


Behavioral Health Pharmacy and delivery of buprenorphine to “high risk” housing sites 


and other locations.   


• Round-the-clock hours at the Market Street Clinic, an opioid treatment clinic at Civic 


Center that provides on-demand services for methadone, buprenorphine, and counseling 


and primary medical care.  


• Widespread distribution of naloxone to settings such as hospitals, primary care clinics, 


substance use treatment programs, housing sites, and public settings like food pantries 


and dining halls – anywhere substance users access services. 


• Expansion of the evidence-based efforts to incentivize people to continue addiction 


treatments.  


 


In 2018, DPH’s Street Medicine team was the first in the nation to bring opioid treatment 


directly to people experiencing homelessness with substance use disorders. The Street Overdose 


Response Team (SORT) builds on San Francisco’s successful street outreach model of care, 


which also includes the Street Crisis Response Team. Specifically, SORT is tasked with 


connecting with people in the moment they are being resuscitated, and as they come out of 


hospitals, clinics or other settings from drug overdoses, and offering them services that address 


substance use disorders. These include the opioid use disorder medicine buprenorphine, which 


not only helps wean people off opioids but can also directly prevent overdoses; rescue kits that 


include the opioid-blocker naloxone; educational materials; and support getting into substance 


use treatment facilities, housing or shelter as a safe exit from the streets.  


The team launches on August 2 with an initial crew consisting of a street medicine specialist 


from the Department of Public Health and a community paramedic from the Fire Department 


who will provide immediate care and support within 72 hours of an overdose.  


 


Later this fall, SORT will ramp up to include ongoing and regular care and case management for 


individuals experiencing homelessness who have survived an overdose with additional capacities 


such as ongoing medication treatment, primary care and mental health services, and referrals to 


residential care and other treatment programs. At full expansion, SORT will consist of specialists 


with a range of expertise who can meet a patient’s unique needs, including medical specialists 


such as doctors and nurses; behavioral health specialists including counselors and 


psychotherapists, and peer counselors with related, lived experience.  


 


“People who survive an overdose are at heightened risk for a subsequent overdose, including a 


fatal overdose,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “With the Street Overdose Response 


Team we can take a targeted and coordinated approach to reach people who need help the most 


and provide tailored information and care to save lives.”  


 


SORT will respond citywide to overdose calls, initially 12 hours a day, and by early 2022 when 


fully deployed, will operate 24/7. Patients are identified by hospitals, the 911 system (such as 


dispatch, and fire or ambulance crews), through referrals from community partners, and other 


sources. The teams will make sure no one is lost follow up, and in collaboration with other street 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


outreach teams and a network of providers, can find and maintain contact with patients over 


time. The team anticipates building its case list to approximately 700 individuals within the first 


year of operations.  


 


“Every day our paramedics, EMTs, and fire fighters respond to dozens of overdose incidents, 


some of which end in tragedy despite our best efforts,” said San Francisco Fire Chief Jeanine 


Nicholson. “Because of this, the Fire Department is uniquely situated to lead the initial 


identification, engagement and outreach to individuals suffering from opioid use disorder. The 


Street Overdose Response Team builds on the City’s expanding efforts to actively engage our 


most vulnerable populations. Our Community Paramedics are impactful, street-level providers 


who will bring coordinated care directly to those in need.” 


 


Previously, people experiencing homelessness with substance use disorders did not receive a 


proactive approach and depended on their actively seeking out care from the City’s behavioral 


health system. SORT is part of the approach directed by the Mental Health SF legislation, which 


passed in 2019, to guarantee mental health care to all San Franciscans who lack insurance and 


prioritize people who are experiencing homelessness. The legislation provides services and 


coordinated support to people experiencing homelessness who have mental health and substance 


use disorders.  


 


Media availability will be provided on August 2, 2021, 8:00 AM – 8:30 AM, at the UN Plaza 


Fountain located at Hyde and Market streets. This will show the first team going into 


service at their start time of 8:00 AM. Public Information Officers and crew members will 


be present for comment. For more information please contact: jonathan.baxter@sfgov.org 


or 415-660-0545. 


 


### 
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In response, the City is urgently rolling out new interventions. Chief among them is SORT,
which will proactively identify, engage, and follow up with individuals who have survived an
overdose in order to prevent another, possibly fatal one from occurring.
 
“We know that overdose deaths are preventable and every person who dies is someone’s son,
daughter, friend, or neighbor. It is urgent that we save lives by doing what we know will work
best,” said Mayor Breed. “The Street Overdose Response Team is focused on helping people
who are most at risk get the help they need to start their recovery. SORT is part of a package
of new and expanded investments we are making this year to flatten the curve of the drug
overdose epidemic and even lower the numbers of these tragic deaths.”
 
The City is investing $13.2 million this year in overdose prevention that in addition to SORT
include:

Opening the SOMA RISE Center this fall to provide 20 temporary beds for people who
are intoxicated to come in safely off the streets and be connected to care and services,
including housing.
Expanded access to buprenorphine through telemedicine, increasing the hours at DPH’s
Behavioral Health Pharmacy and delivery of buprenorphine to “high risk” housing sites
and other locations. 
Round-the-clock hours at the Market Street Clinic, an opioid treatment clinic at Civic
Center that provides on-demand services for methadone, buprenorphine, and counseling
and primary medical care.
Widespread distribution of naloxone to settings such as hospitals, primary care clinics,
substance use treatment programs, housing sites, and public settings like food pantries
and dining halls – anywhere substance users access services.
Expansion of the evidence-based efforts to incentivize people to continue addiction
treatments.

 
In 2018, DPH’s Street Medicine team was the first in the nation to bring opioid treatment
directly to people experiencing homelessness with substance use disorders. The Street
Overdose Response Team (SORT) builds on San Francisco’s successful street outreach model
of care, which also includes the Street Crisis Response Team. Specifically, SORT is tasked
with connecting with people in the moment they are being resuscitated, and as they come out
of hospitals, clinics or other settings from drug overdoses, and offering them services that
address substance use disorders. These include the opioid use disorder medicine
buprenorphine, which not only helps wean people off opioids but can also directly prevent
overdoses; rescue kits that include the opioid-blocker naloxone; educational materials; and
support getting into substance use treatment facilities, housing or shelter as a safe exit from the
streets.
The team launches on August 2 with an initial crew consisting of a street medicine specialist
from the Department of Public Health and a community paramedic from the Fire Department
who will provide immediate care and support within 72 hours of an overdose.
 
Later this fall, SORT will ramp up to include ongoing and regular care and case management
for individuals experiencing homelessness who have survived an overdose with additional
capacities such as ongoing medication treatment, primary care and mental health services, and
referrals to residential care and other treatment programs. At full expansion, SORT will
consist of specialists with a range of expertise who can meet a patient’s unique needs,
including medical specialists such as doctors and nurses; behavioral health specialists
including counselors and psychotherapists, and peer counselors with related, lived experience.



 
“People who survive an overdose are at heightened risk for a subsequent overdose, including a
fatal overdose,” said Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health. “With the Street Overdose
Response Team we can take a targeted and coordinated approach to reach people who need
help the most and provide tailored information and care to save lives.”
 
SORT will respond citywide to overdose calls, initially 12 hours a day, and by early 2022
when fully deployed, will operate 24/7. Patients are identified by hospitals, the 911 system
(such as dispatch, and fire or ambulance crews), through referrals from community partners,
and other sources. The teams will make sure no one is lost follow up, and in collaboration with
other street outreach teams and a network of providers, can find and maintain contact with
patients over time. The team anticipates building its case list to approximately 700 individuals
within the first year of operations.
 
“Every day our paramedics, EMTs, and fire fighters respond to dozens of overdose incidents,
some of which end in tragedy despite our best efforts,” said San Francisco Fire Chief Jeanine
Nicholson. “Because of this, the Fire Department is uniquely situated to lead the initial
identification, engagement and outreach to individuals suffering from opioid use disorder. The
Street Overdose Response Team builds on the City’s expanding efforts to actively engage our
most vulnerable populations. Our Community Paramedics are impactful, street-level providers
who will bring coordinated care directly to those in need.”
 
Previously, people experiencing homelessness with substance use disorders did not receive a
proactive approach and depended on their actively seeking out care from the City’s behavioral
health system. SORT is part of the approach directed by the Mental Health SF legislation,
which passed in 2019, to guarantee mental health care to all San Franciscans who lack
insurance and prioritize people who are experiencing homelessness. The legislation provides
services and coordinated support to people experiencing homelessness who have mental health
and substance use disorders.
 
Media availability will be provided on August 2, 2021, 8:00 AM – 8:30 AM, at the UN
Plaza Fountain located at Hyde and Market streets. This will show the first team going
into service at their start time of 8:00 AM. Public Information Officers and crew
members will be present for comment. For more information please contact:
jonathan.baxter@sfgov.org or 415-660-0545.
 

###
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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: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Opposition | 469 Stevenson Street Project, Remote 7/29/2021 Hearing, Item #8
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 9:46:23 AM
Attachments: Friends of Mint Plaza_469 Stevenson__Letter of Opposition_7-29-2021.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: Jill Helffenstein <jill@martinbuilding.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2021 1:01 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Opposition | 469 Stevenson Street Project, Remote 7/29/2021 Hearing, Item #8
 

 

Dear Commission Secretary,
 
On behalf of Friends of Mint Plaza, I am submitting our Opposition Letter for the 469 Stevenson
Street Project.
 
Thank you,
Jill
 
__________
Jill Helffenstein
President
 
FRIENDS OF MINT PLAZA
San Francisco, CA 94105
t: 415.348.4664 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF JANICE MIRIKITANI
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 9:39:39 AM
Attachments: 07.29.2021 Janice Mirikitani.pdf

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

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 at 3:20 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF JANICE
MIRIKITANI
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, July 29, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF JANICE

MIRIKITANI
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today issued the following statement on the
news of the passing of Janice Mirikitani.
 
“Jan Mirikitani was one of our City’s true lights. She was a visionary, a revolutionary artist,
and the very embodiment of San Francisco’s compassionate spirit. As a poet, including as Poet
Laureate of this City from 2000 to 2002, she used the power of her words to further the fight
for equality and to call for a more just and peaceful world. Through her work at Glide
Memorial Church, along with her husband the Reverend Cecil Williams, she served our most
vulnerable residents for decades and provided a place of refuge and love for all. She was
boundless in her energy and in her devotion to this City and to her fellow San Franciscans. My
heart goes out to her friends and family, especially to Cecil. She was loved and will never be
forgotten.”
 

###
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO               MAYOR  
 
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, July 29, 2021 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF  


JANICE MIRIKITANI 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today issued the following statement on the 


news of the passing of Janice Mirikitani. 


 


“Jan Mirikitani was one of our City’s true lights. She was a visionary, a revolutionary artist, and 


the very embodiment of San Francisco’s compassionate spirit. As a poet, including as Poet 


Laureate of this City from 2000 to 2002, she used the power of her words to further the fight for 


equality and to call for a more just and peaceful world. Through her work at Glide Memorial 


Church, along with her husband the Reverend Cecil Williams, she served our most vulnerable 


residents for decades and provided a place of refuge and love for all. She was boundless in her 


energy and in her devotion to this City and to her fellow San Franciscans. My heart goes out to 


her friends and family, especially to Cecil. She was loved and will never be forgotten.” 
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