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From: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
Date: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:17:39 PM


I think we can just re-open the original entitlements since the administrative approval process has
not yet concluded on this one (it took a long appeal route but is still playing out that first entitlement
journey). I think that’s different than a project sponsor coming back to modify a project that
completed their administrative process.
 
Let me know if there are any concerns with taking that approach.
 
Best,
Liz
 
Elizabeth Watty, LEED AP, Director
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7362 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map


 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:04 PM
To: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson
 
Ignoring Andrew’s TDM question, do we need the sponsor for 469 Stevenson to file new apps for the
new CPC hearing (in April)? We’ve requested many other sponsors to re-file for various reasons (e.g.
One Oak, 10SVN) and have filed the new supplemental applications as -02 records to denote that
they’re related to the original, entitlement family of records. 469 Stevenson is, perhaps, unique in
that it’s really the same project: just back for approval because an appeal of the EIR was upheld by
BOS. I see that Jenny and Jessica are just working from the original ENV record (2017-014833ENV). I
can go either way, just want to do it the right way.
 
Thanks,  
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 10:25 AM
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To: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Thanks, Erica and Nick. Some thoughts:


 
I get the confusion, since that is a common practice for CUA, DNX, and other entitlements.
However, now I’m confused and it’s weird that under this PRJ, it’s only the TDM record where
there’s a second -02 record; the CUA, DNX, SHD do not have a second record. Even the
original ENV was just reopened following the appeal instead of creating an ENV-02.


 
However, moving beyond this specific case – in general for TDM applications, it is our position
that it should not follow that same practice as the other entitlements, and that the -02, -03
sequencing is reserved for the TDM Amendment application type (more on that below). The
reasoning here is that the TDM application and requirement itself is ultimately tied to the
building permit(s) that trigger the requirement. TDM is not an entitlement in the same way
that a CUA, DNX or VAR is heard by the Planning Commission or ZA with an issued decision. If
a regular already-entitled project now wants to come back as an SDB, and needs a new PC
hearing say on their CU, that is effectively a different case. The previous entitlement would
have already advanced through the workflow, and now you need to take this second
entitlement through the workflow. Being tied to the permit however, TDM follows a slightly
different process, where the record remains in Analysis up until close to time of permit
issuance. Until there’s been action on the permit and the project is actually constructed,
everything can live under the original TDM, even as that project may undergo changes during
entitlement review or during the period between entitlement and permit issuance.


 
On that note, if project details change in a way that impacts a project’s TDM requirement or a
project simply wants to update the TDM measures they are selecting, they can and should
submit a new application document directly to their planner to document those changes, but
that can just be saved to the original record, superseding previous applications, and wouldn’t
incur a new fee.


 
TDM is unique in that there is a long-range component to the requirement, with built in
monitoring and reporting for projects. While a project must continue to provide its TDM
measures for the life of the project, owners do still have the ability to modify their TDM plan
and what specific TDM measures they are providing post-occupancy, so long as they are still
meeting their overall target. For this, they are billed the TDM Amendment fee and this is how
we see the -02, -03, etc. indicators to be used. We may be getting the first of this application
type in soon on a project at 2465 Van Ness. But to be clear, this is only something a project
would need to go through post-occupancy; up until building occupancy, everything should be
handled under the original TDM.


 
Erica – I’m happy to walk through the different TDM application things with you and whoever else
you think might be appropriate for that conversation. It is probably timely given that we may soon
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likely see the first TDM Amendment application, and that we are also close to seeing the new TDM-
OMR record type launched to capture a project’s ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements
(the goal is for that process to be almost entirely automated though, so you shouldn’t need to deal
much with those directly. More just something to be aware of.)
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 5:04 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Perry, Andrew (CPC)
<andrew.perry@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi there –
 
For modified projects, the applicant may be instructed to submit new Supplemental applications
(i.e., DNX, LPA, CUA, SHD etc.) and -02 Supplemental records are created in Accela, as with this one.
The fee was invoiced, but I have not received any payment.
 
Best,
 
Erica Russell, Planner Technician
Current Planning Division
 
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7377 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 8:54 AM
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Andrew:
 
I see. Honestly, I cannot recall if I asked the 469 Stevenson sponsor to file a new TDM application, or,
if they just did so proactively on their own. As you know, we’re seeing huge influx of modified
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projects coming back for our review. @Russell, Erica (CPC), correct me if I’m mistaken, but for
*most* of these, we’re accepting the new parent entitlements (e.g. DNX, LPA, CUA, etc.) and then
any supplemental applications as necessary (e.g. SHD) and assigning all of them to the -02 suffix tag
to denote that the application is related to the original parent record no. (In some cases, whole new
record #s are created, but I’ll defer to Erica on those circumstances.) As for TDM, really, I’d defer to
you if you think we need an updated admin record with the (updated) TDM plan. I would think we
would not need a new record # since it’s 1) related to the original record # and we can simply
supersede the actual TDM plan (replete with Final TDM plan + NSR post entitlement); and 2) creating
a second record may be confusing (although the counter to that logic is that it’s actually cleaner to
have a whole new suite of record #s with the -02 tag to denote that they’re all part of the related,
modified project).
 
All to say, if you don’t think it’s warranted, we can let the 469 Stevenson sponsor know and then
cancel the updated -02 TDM record. Related, it’d be good to share your direction with Erica, and
then Watty/Sucre so we’re all on the same page moving forward.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Nick,
 
I know this project has some history to it, but we saw that there is a new TDM-02 record for this
project that was opened this past November. Let us know if something was specifically
communicated to the project team to have that new application filed, but I’m thinking that filing was
probably not necessary and was maybe opened in error? There doesn’t appear to be a payment
showing on the new Accela record, so that may make things easier since we won’t even need to
refund the application. The original TDM record should remain open as the project moves forward.
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
To: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson
Date: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:03:42 PM


Ignoring Andrew’s TDM question, do we need the sponsor for 469 Stevenson to file new apps for the
new CPC hearing (in April)? We’ve requested many other sponsors to re-file for various reasons (e.g.
One Oak, 10SVN) and have filed the new supplemental applications as -02 records to denote that
they’re related to the original, entitlement family of records. 469 Stevenson is, perhaps, unique in
that it’s really the same project: just back for approval because an appeal of the EIR was upheld by
BOS. I see that Jenny and Jessica are just working from the original ENV record (2017-014833ENV). I
can go either way, just want to do it the right way.
 
Thanks,  
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 10:25 AM
To: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Thanks, Erica and Nick. Some thoughts:


 
I get the confusion, since that is a common practice for CUA, DNX, and other entitlements.
However, now I’m confused and it’s weird that under this PRJ, it’s only the TDM record where
there’s a second -02 record; the CUA, DNX, SHD do not have a second record. Even the
original ENV was just reopened following the appeal instead of creating an ENV-02.


 
However, moving beyond this specific case – in general for TDM applications, it is our position
that it should not follow that same practice as the other entitlements, and that the -02, -03
sequencing is reserved for the TDM Amendment application type (more on that below). The
reasoning here is that the TDM application and requirement itself is ultimately tied to the
building permit(s) that trigger the requirement. TDM is not an entitlement in the same way
that a CUA, DNX or VAR is heard by the Planning Commission or ZA with an issued decision. If
a regular already-entitled project now wants to come back as an SDB, and needs a new PC
hearing say on their CU, that is effectively a different case. The previous entitlement would
have already advanced through the workflow, and now you need to take this second
entitlement through the workflow. Being tied to the permit however, TDM follows a slightly
different process, where the record remains in Analysis up until close to time of permit
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issuance. Until there’s been action on the permit and the project is actually constructed,
everything can live under the original TDM, even as that project may undergo changes during
entitlement review or during the period between entitlement and permit issuance.


 
On that note, if project details change in a way that impacts a project’s TDM requirement or a
project simply wants to update the TDM measures they are selecting, they can and should
submit a new application document directly to their planner to document those changes, but
that can just be saved to the original record, superseding previous applications, and wouldn’t
incur a new fee.


 
TDM is unique in that there is a long-range component to the requirement, with built in
monitoring and reporting for projects. While a project must continue to provide its TDM
measures for the life of the project, owners do still have the ability to modify their TDM plan
and what specific TDM measures they are providing post-occupancy, so long as they are still
meeting their overall target. For this, they are billed the TDM Amendment fee and this is how
we see the -02, -03, etc. indicators to be used. We may be getting the first of this application
type in soon on a project at 2465 Van Ness. But to be clear, this is only something a project
would need to go through post-occupancy; up until building occupancy, everything should be
handled under the original TDM.


 
Erica – I’m happy to walk through the different TDM application things with you and whoever else
you think might be appropriate for that conversation. It is probably timely given that we may soon
likely see the first TDM Amendment application, and that we are also close to seeing the new TDM-
OMR record type launched to capture a project’s ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements
(the goal is for that process to be almost entirely automated though, so you shouldn’t need to deal
much with those directly. More just something to be aware of.)
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 5:04 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Perry, Andrew (CPC)
<andrew.perry@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi there –
 
For modified projects, the applicant may be instructed to submit new Supplemental applications
(i.e., DNX, LPA, CUA, SHD etc.) and -02 Supplemental records are created in Accela, as with this one.
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The fee was invoiced, but I have not received any payment.
 
Best,
 
Erica Russell, Planner Technician
Current Planning Division
 
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7377 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 8:54 AM
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Andrew:
 
I see. Honestly, I cannot recall if I asked the 469 Stevenson sponsor to file a new TDM application, or,
if they just did so proactively on their own. As you know, we’re seeing huge influx of modified
projects coming back for our review. @Russell, Erica (CPC), correct me if I’m mistaken, but for
*most* of these, we’re accepting the new parent entitlements (e.g. DNX, LPA, CUA, etc.) and then
any supplemental applications as necessary (e.g. SHD) and assigning all of them to the -02 suffix tag
to denote that the application is related to the original parent record no. (In some cases, whole new
record #s are created, but I’ll defer to Erica on those circumstances.) As for TDM, really, I’d defer to
you if you think we need an updated admin record with the (updated) TDM plan. I would think we
would not need a new record # since it’s 1) related to the original record # and we can simply
supersede the actual TDM plan (replete with Final TDM plan + NSR post entitlement); and 2) creating
a second record may be confusing (although the counter to that logic is that it’s actually cleaner to
have a whole new suite of record #s with the -02 tag to denote that they’re all part of the related,
modified project).
 
All to say, if you don’t think it’s warranted, we can let the 469 Stevenson sponsor know and then
cancel the updated -02 TDM record. Related, it’d be good to share your direction with Erica, and
then Watty/Sucre so we’re all on the same page moving forward.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Nick,
 
I know this project has some history to it, but we saw that there is a new TDM-02 record for this
project that was opened this past November. Let us know if something was specifically
communicated to the project team to have that new application filed, but I’m thinking that filing was
probably not necessary and was maybe opened in error? There doesn’t appear to be a payment
showing on the new Accela record, so that may make things easier since we won’t even need to
refund the application. The original TDM record should remain open as the project moves forward.
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
To: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
Date: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:20:11 PM


Agreed—that seems most logical (and efficient!).
 
Thanks,
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:18 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
I think we can just re-open the original entitlements since the administrative approval process has
not yet concluded on this one (it took a long appeal route but is still playing out that first entitlement
journey). I think that’s different than a project sponsor coming back to modify a project that
completed their administrative process.
 
Let me know if there are any concerns with taking that approach.
 
Best,
Liz
 
Elizabeth Watty, LEED AP, Director
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7362 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map


 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 2:04 PM
To: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson
 
Ignoring Andrew’s TDM question, do we need the sponsor for 469 Stevenson to file new apps for the
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new CPC hearing (in April)? We’ve requested many other sponsors to re-file for various reasons (e.g.
One Oak, 10SVN) and have filed the new supplemental applications as -02 records to denote that
they’re related to the original, entitlement family of records. 469 Stevenson is, perhaps, unique in
that it’s really the same project: just back for approval because an appeal of the EIR was upheld by
BOS. I see that Jenny and Jessica are just working from the original ENV record (2017-014833ENV). I
can go either way, just want to do it the right way.
 
Thanks,  
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2023 10:25 AM
To: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Thanks, Erica and Nick. Some thoughts:


 
I get the confusion, since that is a common practice for CUA, DNX, and other entitlements.
However, now I’m confused and it’s weird that under this PRJ, it’s only the TDM record where
there’s a second -02 record; the CUA, DNX, SHD do not have a second record. Even the
original ENV was just reopened following the appeal instead of creating an ENV-02.


 
However, moving beyond this specific case – in general for TDM applications, it is our position
that it should not follow that same practice as the other entitlements, and that the -02, -03
sequencing is reserved for the TDM Amendment application type (more on that below). The
reasoning here is that the TDM application and requirement itself is ultimately tied to the
building permit(s) that trigger the requirement. TDM is not an entitlement in the same way
that a CUA, DNX or VAR is heard by the Planning Commission or ZA with an issued decision. If
a regular already-entitled project now wants to come back as an SDB, and needs a new PC
hearing say on their CU, that is effectively a different case. The previous entitlement would
have already advanced through the workflow, and now you need to take this second
entitlement through the workflow. Being tied to the permit however, TDM follows a slightly
different process, where the record remains in Analysis up until close to time of permit
issuance. Until there’s been action on the permit and the project is actually constructed,
everything can live under the original TDM, even as that project may undergo changes during
entitlement review or during the period between entitlement and permit issuance.


 
On that note, if project details change in a way that impacts a project’s TDM requirement or a
project simply wants to update the TDM measures they are selecting, they can and should
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submit a new application document directly to their planner to document those changes, but
that can just be saved to the original record, superseding previous applications, and wouldn’t
incur a new fee.


 
TDM is unique in that there is a long-range component to the requirement, with built in
monitoring and reporting for projects. While a project must continue to provide its TDM
measures for the life of the project, owners do still have the ability to modify their TDM plan
and what specific TDM measures they are providing post-occupancy, so long as they are still
meeting their overall target. For this, they are billed the TDM Amendment fee and this is how
we see the -02, -03, etc. indicators to be used. We may be getting the first of this application
type in soon on a project at 2465 Van Ness. But to be clear, this is only something a project
would need to go through post-occupancy; up until building occupancy, everything should be
handled under the original TDM.


 
Erica – I’m happy to walk through the different TDM application things with you and whoever else
you think might be appropriate for that conversation. It is probably timely given that we may soon
likely see the first TDM Amendment application, and that we are also close to seeing the new TDM-
OMR record type launched to capture a project’s ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements
(the goal is for that process to be almost entirely automated though, so you shouldn’t need to deal
much with those directly. More just something to be aware of.)
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 5:04 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Perry, Andrew (CPC)
<andrew.perry@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi there –
 
For modified projects, the applicant may be instructed to submit new Supplemental applications
(i.e., DNX, LPA, CUA, SHD etc.) and -02 Supplemental records are created in Accela, as with this one.
The fee was invoiced, but I have not received any payment.
 
Best,
 
Erica Russell, Planner Technician
Current Planning Division
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San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7377 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 8:54 AM
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Andrew:
 
I see. Honestly, I cannot recall if I asked the 469 Stevenson sponsor to file a new TDM application, or,
if they just did so proactively on their own. As you know, we’re seeing huge influx of modified
projects coming back for our review. @Russell, Erica (CPC), correct me if I’m mistaken, but for
*most* of these, we’re accepting the new parent entitlements (e.g. DNX, LPA, CUA, etc.) and then
any supplemental applications as necessary (e.g. SHD) and assigning all of them to the -02 suffix tag
to denote that the application is related to the original parent record no. (In some cases, whole new
record #s are created, but I’ll defer to Erica on those circumstances.) As for TDM, really, I’d defer to
you if you think we need an updated admin record with the (updated) TDM plan. I would think we
would not need a new record # since it’s 1) related to the original record # and we can simply
supersede the actual TDM plan (replete with Final TDM plan + NSR post entitlement); and 2) creating
a second record may be confusing (although the counter to that logic is that it’s actually cleaner to
have a whole new suite of record #s with the -02 tag to denote that they’re all part of the related,
modified project).
 
All to say, if you don’t think it’s warranted, we can let the 469 Stevenson sponsor know and then
cancel the updated -02 TDM record. Related, it’d be good to share your direction with Erica, and
then Watty/Sucre so we’re all on the same page moving forward.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson
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Hi Nick,
 
I know this project has some history to it, but we saw that there is a new TDM-02 record for this
project that was opened this past November. Let us know if something was specifically
communicated to the project team to have that new application filed, but I’m thinking that filing was
probably not necessary and was maybe opened in error? There doesn’t appear to be a payment
showing on the new Accela record, so that may make things easier since we won’t even need to
refund the application. The original TDM record should remain open as the project moves forward.
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Russell, Erica (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC); CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
Date: Thursday, February 23, 2023 5:03:49 PM


Hi there –
 
For modified projects, the applicant may be instructed to submit new Supplemental applications
(i.e., DNX, LPA, CUA, SHD etc.) and -02 Supplemental records are created in Accela, as with this one.
The fee was invoiced, but I have not received any payment.
 
Best,
 
Erica Russell, Planner Technician
Current Planning Division
 
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7377 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 8:54 AM
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Andrew:
 
I see. Honestly, I cannot recall if I asked the 469 Stevenson sponsor to file a new TDM application, or,
if they just did so proactively on their own. As you know, we’re seeing huge influx of modified
projects coming back for our review. @Russell, Erica (CPC), correct me if I’m mistaken, but for
*most* of these, we’re accepting the new parent entitlements (e.g. DNX, LPA, CUA, etc.) and then
any supplemental applications as necessary (e.g. SHD) and assigning all of them to the -02 suffix tag
to denote that the application is related to the original parent record no. (In some cases, whole new
record #s are created, but I’ll defer to Erica on those circumstances.) As for TDM, really, I’d defer to
you if you think we need an updated admin record with the (updated) TDM plan. I would think we
would not need a new record # since it’s 1) related to the original record # and we can simply
supersede the actual TDM plan (replete with Final TDM plan + NSR post entitlement); and 2) creating
a second record may be confusing (although the counter to that logic is that it’s actually cleaner to
have a whole new suite of record #s with the -02 tag to denote that they’re all part of the related,
modified project).
 
All to say, if you don’t think it’s warranted, we can let the 469 Stevenson sponsor know and then
cancel the updated -02 TDM record. Related, it’d be good to share your direction with Erica, and
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then Watty/Sucre so we’re all on the same page moving forward.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Nick,
 
I know this project has some history to it, but we saw that there is a new TDM-02 record for this
project that was opened this past November. Let us know if something was specifically
communicated to the project team to have that new application filed, but I’m thinking that filing was
probably not necessary and was maybe opened in error? There doesn’t appear to be a payment
showing on the new Accela record, so that may make things easier since we won’t even need to
refund the application. The original TDM record should remain open as the project moves forward.
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.


From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: FW: 469 Stevenson Weekly Check In
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 8:24:57 AM


 
 


From: Lou Vasquez <lou@bldsf.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 7:30 PM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC) <jessica.range@sfgov.org>
Cc: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org>; Tyler Kepler <tyler@bldsf.com>; Steven Vettel
<SVettel@fbm.com>; Radonich, Anna <anna.radonich@stantec.com>; Macenski, Trevor
<Trevor.Macenski@stantec.com>; Johnson, Kaela <Kaela.Johnson@stantec.com>; JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Carlos Vasquez; Carlos Vasquez <carlos@bldsf.com>
Subject: Re: 469 Stevenson Weekly Check In
 


 


Got it, Jessica.  Thanks


Sent from my iPhone


On Feb 20, 2023, at 5:10 PM, Range, Jessica (CPC) <jessica.range@sfgov.org> wrote:



[EXTERNAL]
Hi All,
 
Planning has a conflict and needs to cancel this meeting. Jenny is out and the meeting
organizer, so I cannot cancel the meeting. Please decline this meeting on your
calendars if you would like this canceled meeting removed from your calendar.
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 1, 2022 2:05 PM
To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC); Lou Vasquez; Tyler Kepler; Steven
Vettel; Radonich, Anna; Macenski, Trevor; Johnson, Kaela; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Cc: Carlos Vasquez; Carlos Vasquez
Subject: 469 Stevenson Weekly Check In
When: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 11:00 AM-12:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting
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Will send agendas in advance.
______________________________________________________________________
__________


Microsoft Teams meeting
Join on your computer or mobile app
Click here to join the meeting


Or call in (audio only)
+1 415-906-4659,,614929837#   United States, San Francisco
Phone Conference ID: 614 929 837#
Find a local number | Reset PIN


Learn More | Meeting options


______________________________________________________________________
__________
 



https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_MTM0ZDUwNjMtNTA1OS00ZGU2LTg3NTEtMTI3NzVkZTY2MjU3%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2222d5c2cf-ce3e-443d-9a7f-dfcc0231f73f%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%225b41ef21-a8d7-40f4-97c2-77bf3889f4a5%22%7d___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiZTUxMzMyZTgwZjVmOTgwZmNhZjAwMTllYTk1ZmMyYTo2OjJlZjM6N2Q1OGE4ODJhY2JiNzYzNWIwODM0ZWEwYjhhODU5ZTU1NmYwYmM4YTBmNzI4NjA0ZDVhODZhZjlhNjA5NTY3MTpoOlQ

tel:+14159064659,,614929837#

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/dialin.teams.microsoft.com/6ab5bcf2-34a3-4844-8511-4e51fb43f358?id=614929837___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiZTUxMzMyZTgwZjVmOTgwZmNhZjAwMTllYTk1ZmMyYTo2OjYyYmI6YTkxNjAyYjVkNDMzMDdhODIzMzFmZmU4MmQ3MTU5YWJjY2RkZmFmMGFhZjExMmJjNTM3NmE2NjY2NjhlYTI4ODpoOlQ

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/mysettings.lync.com/pstnconferencing___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiZTUxMzMyZTgwZjVmOTgwZmNhZjAwMTllYTk1ZmMyYTo2OjgzYWY6MjViNjRmMTk1OGIxYTMxMDRlZWExYmMyM2FmZWIwOWFlZWMwNDEyYjhmMzQzY2E1M2NhOTYyZWNjMDdiM2Y5NjpoOlQ

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiZTUxMzMyZTgwZjVmOTgwZmNhZjAwMTllYTk1ZmMyYTo2OjhiZjM6ZTBlNzcyYTAwNzBhOTAyZDIyNDE1YzNlMGM3YWVjOWIyYjAyYTBhYjEwMTI4NGFiNjBkYzFjZmMzOTZmNDBhYzpoOlQ

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?organizerId=5b41ef21-a8d7-40f4-97c2-77bf3889f4a5&tenantId=22d5c2cf-ce3e-443d-9a7f-dfcc0231f73f&threadId=19_meeting_MTM0ZDUwNjMtNTA1OS00ZGU2LTg3NTEtMTI3NzVkZTY2MjU3@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=en-US___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiZTUxMzMyZTgwZjVmOTgwZmNhZjAwMTllYTk1ZmMyYTo2OjQ0MjY6NTY0YjQ2ZGJiNmE4MTc2NTczOTgzZjBjMzE3YmJlMzA5Njg1NzlkOTY1NTk5MDQ0MWJmMGFmNGYxZDcyY2FlMDpoOlQ






From: Perry, Andrew (CPC)
To: Russell, Erica (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC); CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
Date: Friday, February 24, 2023 10:25:27 AM


Thanks, Erica and Nick. Some thoughts:
 


I get the confusion, since that is a common practice for CUA, DNX, and other entitlements.
However, now I’m confused and it’s weird that under this PRJ, it’s only the TDM record where
there’s a second -02 record; the CUA, DNX, SHD do not have a second record. Even the
original ENV was just reopened following the appeal instead of creating an ENV-02.


 
However, moving beyond this specific case – in general for TDM applications, it is our position
that it should not follow that same practice as the other entitlements, and that the -02, -03
sequencing is reserved for the TDM Amendment application type (more on that below). The
reasoning here is that the TDM application and requirement itself is ultimately tied to the
building permit(s) that trigger the requirement. TDM is not an entitlement in the same way
that a CUA, DNX or VAR is heard by the Planning Commission or ZA with an issued decision. If
a regular already-entitled project now wants to come back as an SDB, and needs a new PC
hearing say on their CU, that is effectively a different case. The previous entitlement would
have already advanced through the workflow, and now you need to take this second
entitlement through the workflow. Being tied to the permit however, TDM follows a slightly
different process, where the record remains in Analysis up until close to time of permit
issuance. Until there’s been action on the permit and the project is actually constructed,
everything can live under the original TDM, even as that project may undergo changes during
entitlement review or during the period between entitlement and permit issuance.


 
On that note, if project details change in a way that impacts a project’s TDM requirement or a
project simply wants to update the TDM measures they are selecting, they can and should
submit a new application document directly to their planner to document those changes, but
that can just be saved to the original record, superseding previous applications, and wouldn’t
incur a new fee.


 
TDM is unique in that there is a long-range component to the requirement, with built in
monitoring and reporting for projects. While a project must continue to provide its TDM
measures for the life of the project, owners do still have the ability to modify their TDM plan
and what specific TDM measures they are providing post-occupancy, so long as they are still
meeting their overall target. For this, they are billed the TDM Amendment fee and this is how
we see the -02, -03, etc. indicators to be used. We may be getting the first of this application
type in soon on a project at 2465 Van Ness. But to be clear, this is only something a project
would need to go through post-occupancy; up until building occupancy, everything should be
handled under the original TDM.


 
Erica – I’m happy to walk through the different TDM application things with you and whoever else
you think might be appropriate for that conversation. It is probably timely given that we may soon
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likely see the first TDM Amendment application, and that we are also close to seeing the new TDM-
OMR record type launched to capture a project’s ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements
(the goal is for that process to be almost entirely automated though, so you shouldn’t need to deal
much with those directly. More just something to be aware of.)
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 5:04 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Perry, Andrew (CPC)
<andrew.perry@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi there –
 
For modified projects, the applicant may be instructed to submit new Supplemental applications
(i.e., DNX, LPA, CUA, SHD etc.) and -02 Supplemental records are created in Accela, as with this one.
The fee was invoiced, but I have not received any payment.
 
Best,
 
Erica Russell, Planner Technician
Current Planning Division
 
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7377 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 


From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 8:54 AM
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; CPC.469Stevenson <CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Andrew:
 
I see. Honestly, I cannot recall if I asked the 469 Stevenson sponsor to file a new TDM application, or,
if they just did so proactively on their own. As you know, we’re seeing huge influx of modified
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projects coming back for our review. @Russell, Erica (CPC), correct me if I’m mistaken, but for
*most* of these, we’re accepting the new parent entitlements (e.g. DNX, LPA, CUA, etc.) and then
any supplemental applications as necessary (e.g. SHD) and assigning all of them to the -02 suffix tag
to denote that the application is related to the original parent record no. (In some cases, whole new
record #s are created, but I’ll defer to Erica on those circumstances.) As for TDM, really, I’d defer to
you if you think we need an updated admin record with the (updated) TDM plan. I would think we
would not need a new record # since it’s 1) related to the original record # and we can simply
supersede the actual TDM plan (replete with Final TDM plan + NSR post entitlement); and 2) creating
a second record may be confusing (although the counter to that logic is that it’s actually cleaner to
have a whole new suite of record #s with the -02 tag to denote that they’re all part of the related,
modified project).
 
All to say, if you don’t think it’s warranted, we can let the 469 Stevenson sponsor know and then
cancel the updated -02 TDM record. Related, it’d be good to share your direction with Erica, and
then Watty/Sucre so we’re all on the same page moving forward.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Nick,
 
I know this project has some history to it, but we saw that there is a new TDM-02 record for this
project that was opened this past November. Let us know if something was specifically
communicated to the project team to have that new application filed, but I’m thinking that filing was
probably not necessary and was maybe opened in error? There doesn’t appear to be a payment
showing on the new Accela record, so that may make things easier since we won’t even need to
refund the application. The original TDM record should remain open as the project moves forward.
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
To: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Russell, Erica (CPC)
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC); CPC.469Stevenson
Subject: RE: 469 Stevenson
Date: Thursday, February 23, 2023 8:54:10 AM


Hi Andrew:
 
I see. Honestly, I cannot recall if I asked the 469 Stevenson sponsor to file a new TDM application, or,
if they just did so proactively on their own. As you know, we’re seeing huge influx of modified
projects coming back for our review. @Russell, Erica (CPC), correct me if I’m mistaken, but for
*most* of these, we’re accepting the new parent entitlements (e.g. DNX, LPA, CUA, etc.) and then
any supplemental applications as necessary (e.g. SHD) and assigning all of them to the -02 suffix tag
to denote that the application is related to the original parent record no. (In some cases, whole new
record #s are created, but I’ll defer to Erica on those circumstances.) As for TDM, really, I’d defer to
you if you think we need an updated admin record with the (updated) TDM plan. I would think we
would not need a new record # since it’s 1) related to the original record # and we can simply
supersede the actual TDM plan (replete with Final TDM plan + NSR post entitlement); and 2) creating
a second record may be confusing (although the counter to that logic is that it’s actually cleaner to
have a whole new suite of record #s with the -02 tag to denote that they’re all part of the related,
modified project).
 
All to say, if you don’t think it’s warranted, we can let the 469 Stevenson sponsor know and then
cancel the updated -02 TDM record. Related, it’d be good to share your direction with Erica, and
then Watty/Sucre so we’re all on the same page moving forward.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Principal Planner
District 6, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 


From: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:52 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Cc: Kran, Justin (CPC) <justin.kran@sfgov.org>; Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>
Subject: 469 Stevenson
 
Hi Nick,
 
I know this project has some history to it, but we saw that there is a new TDM-02 record for this
project that was opened this past November. Let us know if something was specifically
communicated to the project team to have that new application filed, but I’m thinking that filing was
probably not necessary and was maybe opened in error? There doesn’t appear to be a payment
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showing on the new Accela record, so that may make things easier since we won’t even need to
refund the application. The original TDM record should remain open as the project moves forward.
 
Thanks,
 
Andrew Perry, Senior Planner, TDM Program Coordinator
Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7430 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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