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I. Introduction
In recent years, as the economy has faced increasing challenges, calls for reform of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) have increased. Critics of this long-standing and
fundamental environmental statute have relied largely on anecdote to make the case that
litigation under CEQA is broadly interfering with residential, commercial, mixed-use and infill
development.
In response, the Attorney General’s Office attempted to look more systematically at the CEQA
litigation rate. As discussed below, there are substantial shortcomings in the data relating to the
consideration of projects under CEQA, making it difficult to draw any conclusions about the
current rate of CEQA litigation statewide. Recognizing these shortcomings, in an effort to move
beyond anecdote, we endeavored to describe the litigation rate for projects considered1 under
CEQA by one particularly active local government lead agency – the City and County of San
Francisco – for the 18-month period from July 2010 through December 2011. In this limited
case study, based on the available data, we determined that the vast majority of projects
considered under CEQA – approximately 99.7% of projects – were not the subject of litigation.
This result is similar to the CEQA litigation rate described in a statewide 1991 survey-based
study conducted by the University of Illinois (discussed below).
The results of this case study are preliminary and may or may not be representative of the
experiences of other local governments across the state. The issue of the CEQA litigation rate
should be subject to more rigorous examination by similar research addressing other areas of the
state and longer time periods.

1

The definition of “projects considered” under CEQA is discussed in Section II.C.2, below.

II. Discussion
A. Legal Background
CEQA, which became law in 1970, requires public agencies – including local agencies, regional
agencies, and state agencies, boards and commissions – to study the potential environmental
effects of proposed projects and, if those effects may be significant, to adopt feasible mitigation
measures or select alternatives that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects. This
requirement, often called CEQA’s “substantive mandate,” is carried out through the
environmental review process. While a detailed discussion of the statute is beyond the scope of
this paper, it is important to understand some basic steps in the review and project approval
process and key terms.2
A “project” for purposes of CEQA is any activity that has the potential to have a physical impact
on the environment. The public agency that undertakes or approves a project3 is called the “lead
agency.” The lead agency is responsible for completing the environmental review process
required by CEQA. As part of this process, the lead agency must:
•

Determine if the activity is a “project” subject to CEQA.

•

If the activity is a project, determine whether the project is exempt from CEQA:
o Because it is a type of project that the Legislature has determined is exempt
(“Statutory Exemptions”), or
o Because it falls into certain categories of activities that the Resources Agency has
determined generally do not have significant impacts (“Categorical Exemptions”)
and that no exceptions to the exemption apply.

•

For projects that are not exempt, prepare an initial study leading to one of the following
types of environmental documents:
o A Negative Declaration if the lead agency finds no significant impacts;
o A Mitigated Negative Declaration if the lead agency finds significant impacts but
revises the project or requires additional measures to avoid or mitigate those
significant impacts; or
o A more thorough Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if the lead agency finds
significant impacts.

2

For a brief summary of the statute, see http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/summary.html.

3

CEQA applies only to a public agency’s discretionary actions. It does not apply to ministerial
approvals.
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The lead agency may then decide whether and under what conditions to approve the project. A
flowchart showing the CEQA review and project approval process in greater detail is attached as
Appendix A.
Nearly all of a public agency’s activities are subject to judicial review for compliance with the
law. Just as with other laws governing the conduct of public agencies (e.g., planning, zoning and
development laws), the mandates of CEQA are enforced through litigation. CEQA contains
specific provisions to ensure that litigation under the Act is expedited. For example, as the
Supreme Court has observed, the Act has “unusually short” limitations periods. (Stockton
Citizens for Sensible Planning v. City of Stockton (2010) 48 Cal.4th 481, 488 [citing Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15112, subd. (a), emphasis in original].) “CEQA’s purpose to ensure extremely
prompt resolution of lawsuits claiming noncompliance with the Act is evidenced throughout the
statute’s procedural scheme.” (Id. at 500.) “Such suits have calendar preference; more
populous counties must designate one or more judges to develop CEQA expertise so as to permit
prompt disposition of CEQA claims; and expedited briefing and hearing schedules are required.”
(Ibid. Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21167.1, 21167.4].)
Moreover, simply filing a CEQA challenge does not preclude a project from proceeding. Rather,
the challenging party must seek and obtain a preliminary injunction. In considering whether to
issue a preliminary injunction, the court must consider the likelihood that the challenger will
prevail on the merits at trial, and weigh the harm to the challenger if the project proceeds against
the harm to be suffered by the responding parties if the project is delayed pending resolution of
the merits of the case. (Right Site Coalition v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2006) 160
Cal.App.4th 336, 338-9.) In the absence of a preliminary injunction, the project may proceed,
albeit at the project proponent’s risk. (See, e.g., Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of
Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1203 [noting that “[w]hen an injunction is not granted
after commencement of a CEQA action, the agency is to assume that the contested EIR or
negative declaration satisfies CEQA's requirements” and project may proceed];4 see also Kriebel
v. City of San Diego, City Council (1980) 112 Cal.App.3d 693, 702.5) As a practical matter,
some project proponents may chose to wait for the litigation to conclude before proceeding, in
order to minimize the risk that the approving agency, as the result of litigation, may require
changes or modifications to the project.
In reviewing a CEQA challenge, a court does not pass upon the wisdom of the project, but
determines only whether CEQA’s process was followed. (Mani Brothers Real Estate Group v.
City of Los Angeles (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, 1404.) Where a CEQA challenge is
successful, the court remands the matter to the lead agency to address the CEQA error, and, after
addressing the identified legal deficiency, to decide whether and under what conditions to
4

In Bakersfield Citizen, at the time of appeal, construction had been completed and retail
businesses were operating at both of the challenged project sites, and non-parties had acquired
portions of the project sites. (Bakersfield Citizen, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1202-03.)
5

In Kriebel, at the time of appeal, the final subdivision map had been recorded and certain
grading, filling, clearing, and drainage work had been accomplished. (Kriebel, supra, 112
Cal.App.3d at 704-05.)
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approve the project. (See, e.g., Communities For a Better Environment v. South Coast Air
Quality Management District (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 319-20.) On remand, the lead agency has
the ultimate discretion to approve the project, even if the project will result in significant
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated, if “the public agency finds that specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the
significant effects on the environment.” ((Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)
B. Existing Studies of the CEQA Litigation Rate
We reviewed the literature for any existing studies on the rate of CEQA litigation (defined as
CEQA court challenges divided by projects reviewed under CEQA). In our research, we found a
number of citations to a single 1991 study. (See, e.g., Elisa Barbour and Michael Teitz, CEQA
Reform: Issues and Options (2005) California Public Policy Institute, p. iii [citing Robert
Olshansky and John D. Landis Fixing CEQA: Options and Opportunities for Reforming the
California Environmental Quality Act (1995) California Policy Seminar, University of
California, Berkeley, pp. 83-90].) The 1991 study is described in detail in the 1995 article by
Olshansky et al. As Olshansky reports, researchers at the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign mailed a 12-page survey to all city and county planning directors in California and
received 362 responses, representing a response rate of 70.6%. Based on the local governments’
self-reported activity, Olshansky estimated a litigation rate of “one lawsuit per 354 CEQA
reviews.” (Olshansky at p. 90.)
The results of the 2005 Annual Planning Survey by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research6 are also of note, though the Survey did not attempt to calculate the rate of litigation,
but only reported the volume of litigation. According to the Survey, of the local governments
that responded, 60 reported being subject to at least one CEQA lawsuit in the preceding five
years, while 72 reported being subject to no CEQA lawsuits during that same time period. Of
the local governments responding, Sacramento County reported the most lawsuits during the
five-year time period, at 12. (Annual Planning Survey (2005) at pp. 80-81.)
C. CEQA Litigation Rate Case Study
We decided to conduct a case study to further examine the litigation rate. For our case study, we
elected to examine the CEQA activity of a local government lead agency; this would ensure that
our results would include the types of land use and residential and commercial development
projects that critics assert routinely are delayed or stopped by CEQA litigation.
We proposed to create a litigation ratio, dividing the number of lawsuits filed under CEQA by
the number of projects considered under CEQA. We started from the assumption that the same
types of documents and determinations should be reflected in both the numerator and
denominator used to calculate this ratio. So, for example, since Categorical Exemptions may be
the subject of petitions and therefore may appear in the numerator, then Categorical Exemptions
should also appear in the denominator.
6

Available at http://opr.ca.gov/docs/2005bol.pdf.
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We chose the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) for our case study for two practical
reasons. First, from our review of CEQA petitions submitted to our office (as required by Public
Resource Code section 21167.7), it appeared that CCSF was the respondent in a substantial
number. In addition, the Superior Court for San Francisco County provides access to its court
dockets through its website, and many court documents can be viewed without charge. This
would allow us to confirm that each petition received had in fact been filed and to examine case
activity.
It is important to stress that CCSF’s CEQA litigation rate may or may not be representative of
other cities and counties across California. For example, San Francisco is an urban area; is very
densely developed; has a significant number of historic buildings and resources; and may require
conditional use permits and CEQA compliance for a greater number of projects as compared to
other local governments. These factors could affect the CEQA rate, though not clearly all in one
direction.
The data we were able to gather relevant to CCSF’s CEQA litigation rate are described below.
1. Lawsuits Filed Under CEQA
Public Resources Code section 21167.7 requires that every person who files a CEQA lawsuit
must provide a copy of the document that commences the litigation – the petition for writ of
mandate7 – to the Attorney General. We therefore had access to the petitions filed against the
numerous lead agencies in this state. We also obtained additional information about petitions
filed from the Office of the City Attorney for the City and County of San Francisco.
A table of recent CEQA petitions filed against CCSF is attached as Appendix B. For reference,
the table includes certain additional information gathered from the petition and other court filings
and from the Superior Court’s electronic docket.
As discussed in the next section, we chose the 18-month time period of July 1, 2010 through
December 31, 2011 for the ratio’s denominator (projects considered under CEQA) because of
limits in the available data. We chose a longer, two-year time period for the ratio’s numerator
(challenges filed), out of an abundance of caution,8 because there is a time lag between the date a
project is considered under CEQA, and the date a challenge may be brought.9 We included in
7

A petition for writ of mandate requests that a court issue an order that requires a government
body or officer to carry out a duty.
8

For our case study, we elected to err on the side of over-inclusiveness in the ratio’s numerator
(challenges filed), and under-inclusiveness in the ratio’s denominator (projects considered), in
order that we would not substantially understate the litigation rate.
9

For example, there is a 30-day statute of limitations for challenging an Environmental Impact
Report or Negative Declaration, which runs from the filing and posting of a Notice of
Determination. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15112, subd. (c)(1).) A 35-day statute of limitations
applies where a Notice of Exemption is filed and posted. (Id., subd (c)(2).) If, however, the lead
agency issues a Categorical Exemption but does not file and post a Notice of Exemption, a 180(continued…)
Office of the California Attorney General
Quantifying the Rate of Litigation Under CEQA – Updated: 08/08/12
Page 5 of 8

the numerator all petitions received by the Attorney General’s Office and filed in the two-year
period of July 1, 2010 through July 1, 2012.
During this two-year period, challengers filed 20 CEQA petitions against CCSF relating to 18
projects. Two petitions were filed by project proponents challenging the lead agency’s decision
not to approve their projects. For four of the petitions relating to three projects, there did not
appear to be any final CEQA document or finding. One petition challenged the lead agency’s
decision that a project was exempt from CEQA because “[t]he activity will not result in a direct
or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the environment.”10 Four petitions
challenged Categorical Exemptions,11 one petition challenged approval on a Mitigated Negative
Declaration, and eight petitions challenged the EIRs for seven separate projects.
While some of these CEQA challenges arguably could or should be excluded as atypical, again,
out of an abundance of caution, and so as to not understate the CEQA litigation rate, we elected
to use 18 as the numerator, representing all CCSF projects (and non-projects) challenged under
CEQA during the two-year time period.
2. Projects Considered Under CEQA
For this case study, exercising our judgment, we determined that the denominator of “projects
considered” should include only those projects that received some analytical consideration under
CEQA – specifically, Categorical Exemptions, Negative Declarations (including Mitigated
Negative Declarations), and EIRs. We elected not to include projects approved on Statutory
Exemptions12 or determinations that a project was exempt because “[t]he activity will not result
in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment[.]”13
(Excluding projects from the denominator is a conservative approach, as it will yield a higher
litigation rate where the numerator stays constant.)
There are a number of sources of data for projects considered under CEQA. The most
commonly cited data resource is the CEQAnet database maintained by the State Clearinghouse
within the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.14 The CEQAnet data base is, however,
of limited utility in attempting to determine the number of projects considered under CEQA,
particularly where the lead agency is a local government. The documents a local lead agency
must submit to the State Clearinghouse are limited, the required documents are not consistently
(…continued)
day statute of limitations applies. (Id., subd. (c)(5).) Extending the date for the numerator
(CEQA petitions filed) by an additional six months is designed to capture potential challenges to
Categorical Exemptions contained in the denominator (projects processed under CEQA).
10

Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15060(c)(2); see also id., § 15378.

11

See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15300, et seq.

12

Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15260, et seq.

13

Cal. Code Reg., tit. 14, § 15060(c)(2).

14

http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/
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submitted, and the documents that are submitted do not generally establish the final disposition
of environmental review.15
We thus turned to information available on the internet (including the websites of the San
Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors) and reports
generated by Planning Department staff members.16 From these various sources, we were able to
estimate the number of projects considered through Categorical Exemptions, Negative
Declarations (including Mitigated Negative Declarations) and EIRs for the 18-month study
period.
Categorical Exemptions: According to the Planning Department’s website, “[c]ategorical
exemptions from CEQA review are generally issued for smaller-scale projects.”17 In
approximately June of 2010, the Planning Department began posting weekly lists of certain
Categorical Exemptions on its website, together with the underlying documentation for the
determination (generally a multi-page worksheet supporting the exemption).18 While the website
contains only the most recent Categorical Exemptions, staff provided us with weekly lists
reaching back to June 2010. According to these lists, projects considered through Categorical
Exemptions from July 1 through December 31, 2010 total 5,176. We understand from Planning
Department staff that these lists contain most, but not all, of the Categorical Exemptions issued
during the relevant time period.19 The estimate of Categorical Exemptions is therefore likely

15

See Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, CEQA Technical
Advisory, Submitting CEQA Documents to the State Clearinghouse (November 15, 2005),
available at http://opr.ca.gov/docs/cequ_sumbissions.doc.
16

We also called the County Clerk’s Office, attempting to obtain a list of all Notices of
Determination (NODs) posted for Negative Declarations and EIRs during the relevant time
period. We were informed that NODs are retained only for one year and, thus, the information
requested was not available.
17

See http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1570. A list of Categorical Exemptions
adopted by the San Francisco Planning Commission is available at http://www.sfplanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=473.
18

Planning Department staff informed us that there are additional Categorical Exemptions
(~10% of all Categorical Exemptions) that are separately processed and that do not appear in
these lists.
19

See http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2412. Projects represented in these lists of
Categorical Exemption are wide-ranging; recent examples include minor alterations to buildings
and residences, changes to potential and known historic resources, building additions, removal of
illegal structures, demolitions, deck and terrace constructions, establishment of fees and rates,
establishment of non-commercial districts, a recycled water project, establishment of a
pedestrian right of way, a solar photovoltaic project, and the Community Safety Element General
Plan Update. It is possible that CCSF requires discretionary permits for a greater number of
smaller projects than some other jurisdictions; this underscores the need for additional research
before drawing any conclusions about statewide CEQA litigation rates.
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conservative (under-inclusive). A chart showing the number of Categorical Exemptions issued
by week is attached as Appendix C.
A very few number of Categorical Exemption determinations were appealed to the Board of
Supervisors. On our review of the Board of Supervisors meeting minutes, on appeal, the
Planning Department withdrew two Categorical Exemption determinations;20 one project
sponsor withdrew its project application and Categorical Exemption;21 and the Board reversed
one Categorical Exemption determination.22 This reduces the number of Categorical Exemptions
by four to 5,172.
Negative Declarations: Appendix D contains the information we were able to gather for actions
taken on Negative Declarations (including Mitigated Negative Declarations) during the relevant
time period. We started from information provided by Planning Department staff and then
attempted to locate the final action taken in the minutes of Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors meetings, available on the internet.23 We were able to confirm that nine projects
were approved on Negative Declarations during the relevant time period. We believe this is an
underestimate, because for certain projects where we could not locate a final action in the
minutes, it appears that a building permit was subsequently issued.24
Environmental Impact Reports: To determine the number of EIRs certified during the relevant
time period, we began with a report that Planning Department staff generated by querying its
database. The report pulled all projects with assigned case numbers where there was any activity
during the relevant time period. We used the report as our starting point and then cross-checked
entries that appeared to relate to EIRs against the minutes of the meetings of the Planning
Commission and of the Board of Supervisors. Based on this review, we found evidence that 22
EIRs were finally certified during the relevant time period.25 (See Appendix E.)
The sum of the Categorical Exemptions, Negative Declarations, and certified EIRs during the
relevant time period is 5,203, which will serve as our denominator.

20

See minutes of July 13, 2010 and September 21, 2010.

21

See minutes of September 6, 2011.

22

See minutes of October 4, 2011.

23

See http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1000; and
http://www.sfbos.org/meeting.aspx?page=2315&subpage=2012.
24
Information on building permits by address are available at
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressQuery.
25

We note that the certification of the EIR for the 34th America’s Cup was affirmed by the
Board of Supervisors on January 24, 2012 (and is excluded from the denominator), but a lawsuit
challenging the EIR was filed on February 23, 2012 (and thus is included in the numerator).
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3. CEQA Litigation Rate
The litigation rate for projects considered under CEQA by CCSF as lead agency in this time
period is thus 18 divided by 5,203 – or approximately .3%. Stated another way, during this time
period, in this limited case study, 99.7% of projects processed under CEQA were not subject to a
lawsuit.
As noted above, the 1995 Olshansky article reported a CEQA litigation rate of 1 in 354 projects
processed. That rate (1 divided by 354) is about .28%, which is comparable to the results of this
case study.
Because the data pool for EIRs in this case study is so small, we did not calculate the litigation
rate for projects approved on this type of document, standing alone. Additional research would
be needed to say something statistically significant about the litigation rate for individual types
of CEQA documents.26
III. Conclusions and Next Steps
In our limited case study, we found that the vast majority of project processed under CEQA were
not subject to suit. We hope that this case study spurs additional research and action so that we
can move beyond anecdote in our discussions of CEQA reform.

26

It would not be surprising, however, if the risk of a legal challenge to a project approved on an
EIR is substantially higher than the risk that litigation will result from a Categorical Exemption;
a project that is significant enough to warrant an EIR is also more likely to generate controversy
and, in some instances, legal challenge.
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http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/flowchart/

Appendix A

Appendix B

CEQA Petitions / City and County Of San Francisco / January 2010 – July 2012
Date
Petition
Filed

Petitioner(s)

Respondent(s)

Real Party

Project Name

Doc. Type or
Finding

07/12/2010

Divisadero Hayes, LLC

City and County of San Francisco, a
N/A
Chartered California City and County; City
and County of San Francisco Board of
Supervisors; an elected body of the City
and County of San Francisco; City and
County of San Francisco Planning
Commission, an appointed body of the
City and County of San Francisco; San
Francisco Planning Department, a
department of the City and County of San
Francisco; and DOES 1-100, inclusive.

606-624 Divisadero Street and
1278 Hayes Street
(replacement of Harding
Theater with condominium
units)

07/23/2010

Pacific Polk Properties, LLC a
Delaware Limited Liability
Company and taxpayer of the
City of San Francisco; and
California-Nevada Annual
Conference of the United
Methodist Church, a nonprofit
California corporation

City and County of San Francisco, a
Chartered California City and County;
San Francisco Board of Supervisors; an
elected body of the City and County of
San Francisco; San Francisco Planning
Commission; an appointed body of the
City and County of San Francisco; San
Francisco Planning Department of
Building Inspection, a department of the
City and County of San Francisco; and
DOES 1-100, inclusive

N/A

1601 Larkin (demolition of First EIR (not certified)
St. John’s United Methodist
Church)

08/18/2010

Neighbors to Preserve the
City and County of San Francisco;
Waterfront; Friends of Golden Planning Commission of the City and
Gateway; Telegraph Hill
County of San Francisco; and Does 6-10
Dwellers; San Franciscans for
Reasonable Growth; Golden
Gateway Tenants
Association; San Francisco
Neighborhood Network; and
Does 1-5

Port of the City and County of San
Francisco; Port Commission of the
City and County of San Francisco;
and Does 11-20

8 Washington Project

09/02/2010

Sierra Club, a California
nonprofit corporation and
Golden Gate Audubon
Society, a California nonprofit
corporation

City and County of San Francisco, a
CP Development Company, LP, a
subdivision of the State of California;
California limited liability partnership
Board of Supervisors of the City and
and DOES 21-40, inclusive
County of San Francisco; Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco, a public entity; and DOES 120, inclusive

Mitigated ND (not
certified)

2006072021

No CEQA
document or
finding

Candlestick Point-Hunters Point EIR
Shipyard Phase II Project

CEQA Petitions (7/12/2012) – Page 1

SCH# (if applicable)

2007082168

SF Superior
Court No.

Case Disposition

CPF 10-510539

Appears to be suit brought by
project proponent challenging
City’s failure to approve project;
order granting judgment on the
pleadings entered 11/14/11;
judgment in favor of City entered
2/16/12; Notice of Appeal filed
4/1/12 (Case No. A135228);
appeal pending

CGC 10-501886

Appears to be suit brought by
project proponent challenging
City’s failure to approve project;
pending

CPF-10-510634

Judgment for defendant filed
8/25/11 holding no project
approval occurred; Notice of
Appeal filed 12/14/11 (Case No.
A134220); appeal pending

CGC-10-503180

Petitioners filed dismissal with
prejudice on 1/1/11 pursuant to
settlement

CEQA Petitions / City and County Of San Francisco / January 2010 – July 2012
Date
Petition
Filed

Petitioner(s)

Respondent(s)

Real Party

Lennar Corporation, a Delaware
Corporation, CP Development
Company, LP, a Delaware Limited
Partnership, and DOES VI through X,
inclusive

Project Name

Doc. Type or
Finding

09/03/2010

People Organized to Win
Employment Rights and
Greenaction for Health and
Environmental Justice, nonprofit corporations

San Francisco Planning Department, San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San
Francisco Board of Supervisors, Michael
J. Antonini, in his official capacity as
Planning Commissioner, San Francisco
Planning Department and DOES I through
V, inclusive

Candlestick Point-Hunters Point EIR
Shipyard Phase II Project

04/20/2011

Friends of the Landmark
Filbert Street Cottages; Julie
De Martini; and Gerald J. De
Martini

City and County of San Francisco;
David Low; Dominique Lahaussois;
Planning Commission of the City and
and DOES 11-20
County of San Francisco; Board of
Appeals of the City and County of San
Francisco; San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection; San Francisco
Planning Department; Board of
Supervisors of the City and County of San
Francisco; and DOES 1-10

Filbert Street Cottages

Cat. Ex.

07/11/2011

San Francisco Tomorrow

City and County of San Francisco; Board
of Supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco

San Francisco PUC; Parkmerced
Investors Properties LLC

Parkmerced Development
Project

EIR

07/18/2011

Citizens for a Sustainable
Treasure Island; and DOES
1-10

City and County of San Francisco by and
through its Board of Supervisors,
Planning Commission, Municipal
Transportation Authority, Public Utilities
Commission, and the Treasure Island
Development Authority, Inc.; and DOES
11-20

Treasure Island Community
Development, LLC; Treasure Island
Development Authority, Inc.; and
DOES 21-50

Treasure Island and Yerba
Buena Island Redevelopment
Plan

07/27/2011

Friends of Appleton - Wolfard
Libraries, Coalition for a
Better North Beach Library
and Playground

City and County of San Francisco, Board
of Supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco, San Francisco Public
Library Commission, San Francisco
Planning Commission, San Francisco
Recreation and Park Commission

08/04/2011

San Franciscans for Livable
Neighborhoods, an
unincorporated

City and County of San Francisco and
DOES I-X

SCH# (if applicable)

Case Disposition

CPF-10-510670

Petition granted in part on 10/6/11;
no appeal filed

CPF-11-511263

Judgment for defendant filed
12/27/11; Notice of Appeal filed
12/18/11 (Case No. A134325);
appeal pending

2009052073

CPF-11-511439

Pending

EIR

2008012105

CPF-11-511452

Pending

N/A

North Beach Public Library and EIR
Joe DiMaggio Playground
Master Plan Project

2009042130

CPF-11-511469

Pending

N/A

2004 and 2009 Housing
Elements of the General Plan

2008102033

CGC-11-513077

Pending

CEQA Petitions (7/12/2012) – Page 2

EIR

2007082168

SF Superior
Court No.

CEQA Petitions / City and County Of San Francisco / January 2010 – July 2012
Date
Petition
Filed

Petitioner(s)

Respondent(s)

Real Party

Project Name

Doc. Type or
Finding

08/05/2011

Neighbors for Fair Planning,
an unincorporated
association

City and County of San Francisco, a
Booker T. Washington Community
Chartered California City and County;
Service Center, a California not-forBoard of Supervisors for the City and
profit corporation
County of San Francisco, a legally
constituted body of the City and County of
San Francisco; the Mayor's Office of
Housing, a legally constituted Department
of the City and County of San Francisco;
San Francisco Planning Commission, a
legally constituted body of the City and
County of San Francisco; and DOES 150, inclusive

Presidio-Sutter Special Use
EIR
District, and approval of a
Conditional Use Authorization
for a mixed project at 800
Presidio Avenue, the location of
the Booker T. Washington
Community Service Center

08/12/2011

Maida B. Taylor, M.D., an
individual; Sina A Tarassoly,
an individual; Carment B.
Marron, an individual, Karen
A. Breslin, an individual

City and County of San Francisco, a
Yin Kwan Tam, an individual; Yu Ling
Chartered California City and County;
Lee, an individual; Irene Chu, an
San Francisco Board of Supervisors, a
individual; Xiang Si Lei, an individual
legally constituted body of the City and
County of San Francisco; San Francisco
Planning Commission, a legally
constituted body of the City and County of
San Francisco, San Francisco Planning
Department, a legally constituted body of
the City and County of San Francisco,
Board of Appeals, a legally constituted
body of the City and County of San
Francisco, and DOES 1-50, inclusive

Development of four lots (795
Foerster Street, 203, 207, and
213 Los Palmos Drive in the
City and County of San
Francisco, Assessor's Block
3027 A, Lots 116 and 117)

08/25/2011

Sustainiability Parks
Recycling and Wildlife Legal
Defense Fund

City and County of San Francisco, et al.

08/25/2011

Yuba Group Against Garbage City and County of San Francisco by and Recology San Francisco, a California
through the Board of Supervisors; and
corporation; Golden Gate Disposal &
DOES 1 through 100,inclusive
Recycling Company, a California
corporation, Sunset
Scavenger,Company, a California
corporation, and Sanitary Fill
Company, an unincorporated entity,
and DOES 10 1-200, inclusive,

Recology San Francisco; Sunset
Decision enter into waste
Scavenger; and Golden Gate Refuse disposal agreement on
Removal, California corporations
07/26/2011

Decision enter into waste
disposal agreement on
07/26/2011
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SCH# (if applicable)

2008032037

SF Superior
Court No.

Case Disposition

CPF-11-511499

Judgment denying petition for writ
of mandate filed 06/08/2012;
notice of appeal filed 06/19/2012

Cat. Ex.

CPF-11-511507

Order denying writ of mandamus
entered 07/09/2012

No CEQA
document or
finding

CPF-11-511546

On 01/26/2012, case consolidated
with case filed by Yuba Group
Against Garbage (see next row)

No CEQA
document or
finding

CPF-11-511545

Pending

CEQA Petitions / City and County Of San Francisco / January 2010 – July 2012
Date
Petition
Filed

Petitioner(s)

Respondent(s)

Real Party

Project Name

Doc. Type or
Finding

SCH# (if applicable)

SF Superior
Court No.

Case Disposition

08/24/2011

San Francisco Beautiful; San City and County of San Francisco; Board
Francisco Tomorrow;
of Supervisors of the City and County of
Dogpatch Neighborhood
San Francisco; and DOES 11-15
Association; Potrero Boosters
Neighborhood Association;
Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association;
and DOES

AT&T California and DOES 16-20

AT&T Communications
Network Upgrade

Cat. Ex.

CPF-11-511535

Order denying petition for writ of
mandate filed 07/11/2012

11/21/2011

Cow Hollow Neighbors for
Livable Communities, an
unincorporated association;
Megan Chechile, an
individual, Shirley Jacobs, an
individual

The Brick Yard Restaurant and Bar;
DOES 1-10

Retroactive approval of
unpermitted demolition and
construction of an above
ground open air balcony at
1787 Union Street in San
Francisco

Mitigated ND

CGC-11-516032

Pending

02/23/2012

Waterfront Watch; and DOES San Francisco Port Commission; City and America's Cup Event Authority, LLC;
1-10
County of San Francisco; San Francisco San Francisco America's Cup
Board of Supervisors; San Francisco
Organizing Committee; et al.
Planning Commission, and DOES 11-20

34th America’s Cup; James R.
Herman Cruise Terminal;
Northeast Wharf Plaza EIR

EIR

CPF-12-511968

Pending

02/29/2012

Save the Plastic Bag
Coalition

Cityand County Of San Francisco; San
Francisco Planning Department; San
Francisco Department Of The
Environment; and DOES 1-100

San Francisco Ordinance No.
33-12 banning plastic carryout
bags at retail stores.
restaurants. and other food
establishments, and requiring
consumers pay a I 0-cent fee
for each paper carryout bag

Cat. Ex.

CPF-12-511978

Pending

05/07/2012

Nob Hill Association, a
corporation

City and County of San Francisco, a
California Masonic Memorial Temple,
Chartered California City and County;
a corporation organized under the
Board of Supervisors for the City and
laws of California
County of San Francisco, a legally
constituted body of the City and County of
San Francisco; San Francisco Planning
Department, a legally constituted body of
the City and County of San Francisco;
San Francisco Planning Commission, a
legally constituted body of the City and
County of San Francisco, AND DOES 150, inclusive

Continued operation of the nonconforming entertainment and
assembly uses, as well as
existing food and beverage
services uses, at California
Masonic Memorial Temple
building located at 1111
California Street

Exempt because
not a project
(15060(c)(2);
15378)

CPF-12-512198

Pending

City and County of San Francisco, a
municipal corporation; San Francisco
Board of Supervisors, a municipal
corporation

CEQA Petitions (7/12/2012) – Page 4

2011022040

CEQA Petitions / City and County Of San Francisco / January 2010 – July 2012
Date
Petition
Filed
05/11/2012

Petitioner(s)

San Francisco Beautiful, a
California non-profit
corporation

Respondent(s)

Real Party

City and County of San Francisco; Board
of Supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco; and DOES 1-5

Metro Fuel, LLC, a Delaware Limited
Liability Company; Fuel Outdoor San
Francisco, LLC, a Delaware Limited
Liability Company; and Does 6-50

Project Name

Doc. Type or
Finding

Challenge to settlement of a
No CEQA
lawsuit that billboard company document or
Metro Fuel filed in federal court finding

During 2-year period, 20 petitions filed relating to 18 projects
2 petitions filed by project proponent challenging CCSF’s decision not to approve
project
Breakdown:
• No final CEQA document or finding = 3 projects (4 lawsuits)
• “No project” exemption = 1 project
• Categorical Exemption = 4 projects
• Negative Declaration = 1 project
• Environmental Impact Report = 7 projects (8 lawsuits)

CEQA Petitions (7/12/2012) – Page 5

SCH# (if applicable)

SF Superior
Court No.
CPF-12-512217

Case Disposition

Pending

Appendix C

Select1 Categorical Exemptions / City and County of San Francisco
July 2010 – December 2011
Date (Week of)
07/05/2010
07/12/2010
07/19/2010
07/26/2010
08/02/2010
08/09/2010
08/16/2010
08/23/2010
08/30/2010
09/06/2010
09/13/2010
09/27/2010
10/04/2010
10/11/2010
10/18/2010
10/25/2010
11/01/2010
11/08/2010
11/15/2010
11/29/2010
12/06/2010
12/13/2010
12/20/2010
12/27/2010
01/02/2011
01/10/2011
01/17/2011
01/24/2011
01/31/2011
02/07/2011
02/14/2011
02/21/2011
02/28/2011
03/07/2011
03/14/2011
03/21/2011

Totals
Cat.
Exs.
35
50
72
49
64
49
54
65
48
51
35
55
60
73
54
67
51
56
42
10
90
86
67
64
57
34
72
57
67
61
69
50
60
60
70
71

1

Includes only Categorical Exemptions that were contained in the lists posted on CCSF’s website (http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=2412). According to Planning Department staff, posting begin in late June or early July, 2010. From
discussion with Planning Department staff, some additional percentage of Categorical Exemptions (approximately 10%) are not
including in the posted lists.
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Date (Week of)
03/28/2011
04/04/2011
04/11/2011
04/18/2011
04/25/2011
05/02/2011
05/09/2011
05/16/2011
05/23/2011
05/30/2011
06/06/2011
06/13/2011
06/20/2011
06/27/2011
07/05/2011
07/11/2011
07/18/2011
07/25/2011
08/01/2011
08/08/2011
08/15/2011
08/22/2011
08/29/2011
09/12/2011
09/19/2011
09/20/2011
09/26/2011
10/03/2011
10/10/2011
10/17/2011
10/24/2011
10/31/2011
11/07/2011
11/14/2011
11/21/2011
11/28/2011
12/05/2011
12/12/2011
12/19/2011
TOTAL

Totals
Cat.
Exs.
85
79
71
71
80
56
57
69
76
74
56
67
102
78
98
54
106
69
77
80
50
58
101
70
94
59
97
127
106
85
137
86
80
73
113
35
55
77
93
5,176
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Appendix D

Negative Declarations / City and County of San Francisco
July 2010 – December 20111
Planning
Department
Case No.
2008.1234

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

07/15/2010

Project approved on
Final ND (adopted
07/15/2010)

205 Franklin Street

Demolition of existing auto body/repair shop and construction of three-story performing arts
venue for jazz music and education; two schemes under consideration, maximum
development 37,400-sf.

2004.0946

07/15/2010

Project approved on
Final ND (adopted
07/15/2010)

495 DeHaro Street / 1717 17th
Street

2008.0797

07/22/2010

Project approved on
Final ND (adopted
07/22/2010)

235 Broadway

2007.1457

10/05/2010

Final ND adopted

1050 Valencia Street

12/07/2010

Board of Supervisors
passed ordinance re
final ND (adopted
10/28/2010)
Final ND adopted

San Francisco Better Streets Plan

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Zoning Map by amending the lot reference applicable
to 1717-17th Street, and an adjacent property, referred to as 495 DeHaro Street, so that the
Height district applicable to each lot in its entirety is 48-X and 45-X, respectively, in
conformance with a lot line adjustment between the subject properties.
Broadway/Sansome Family Housing: 100% affordable 50-du residential mid-rise building with
5,000 square feet retail on former freeway parcel, 50-70' deep lot entire south side of
Broadway between Sansome and Battery Streets, replacing surface parking and portion of
Stevens Alley.
New construction of 16-dwelling unit residential mixed-use building w/25,000-gsf residential,
2,000-gsf retail, and 2,800 full basement storage, totaling 30,480 with one loading space
retained. Demolition of 1970 SPORK restaurant building and parking, and replacement with 5story, 55' building.
Better Streets Plan: policy document and design guidelines for SF Public Rights-of-way,
including recommendations for sidewalks, crossings, plantings, stormwater mgmt, street
furnishings, curb geometries, pedestrian facilities and amenities.

Project approved on
Final ND (adopted
11/02/2010)
PND upheld on appeal;
project approved on
ND

2652 Harrison Street
942 Mission Street

Demolition of 17,000 square feet of commercial (film) use, construction of a 13-story hotel
w/165 tourist hotel rooms, 63,286 sf hotel space, and 7,840 sf of retail and public space.
Project is 46,126 gsf and building height 103 feet.

Appeal of PND
withdrawn

17th Street and Folsom Park

The Department of Parks and Recreation is proposing to purchase and subdivide a site
currently owned by SF Public Utilities Commission to construct a new 34,400 sf neighborhood
park. The project site is currently a 221 space surface parking lot.

2007.1238

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.

101194

2009.0651

12/09/2010

2006.0054

12/16/2010

2008.0197

12/16/2010

2009.1163

04/15/2011

2045-2121 Evans Avenue

Expansion to Restaurant Depot and reconfiguration, 153 space expansion, of parking lot,
demolition of one existing industrial building. 194,282 total sf.
Demolition and new construction 30-unit residential building over basement level parking

1

Note: Under CCSF’s CEQA procedures, the Planning Department may issue a Preliminary Negative Declaration (PND), and in the absence of an appeal, the Negative Declaration shall be made final, subject to
necessary modifications, after 20 days from the date of publication of the Preliminary Negative Declaration.
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Planning
Department
Case No.
2009.0816

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

04/28/2011

Final ND adopted

717 Battery Street

2008.0723

05/12/2011

1255-1275 Columbus Avenue

2004.0482

05/26/2011

PND upheld on appeal;
project approved on
ND
Final ND adopted

2004.0891

05/26/2011

PND upheld on appeal;
project approved on
ND

899 Valencia Street

2009.1153

07/7/2011

Final ND Adopted

2095 Jerrold Ave, 901 Rankin

2010.0420

07/15/2011

Final ND Adopted

3151 Scott Street

09/20/2011

Public Utilities Commission San
Joaquin Pipelines Rehabilitation

Phase I - The project would seismically retrofit the existing unreinforced masonry building
(UMB). Covered under Catex. Phase II - Guest suites, spa, restaurant for private use, adding
floor, 57,500-sf total.
Remove office, new construction 20-unit residential condominium with approximately 6,500 sf
retail and 20 parking spaces at ground floor. Variance required because no commercial
parking is provided.
Existing theater building would be preserved - second floor would be expanded to create a full
second floor full-service restaurant (preserving one theater screen) and ground floor would be
for retail use. New four-story mixed-use building would be constructed on vacant lot (parking)
behind theater - 39 (formerly 48) dwelling units, 132 off-street parking spaces (2-floors below
grade), and approximately 20,160 gsf (formerly 23,995 GSF) of ground floor retail use.
Demolition of a 1,800-gsf gas station and construction of a 5-story 50,141-gsf mixed use
residential structure with 18 dwelling units, 22 parking spaces, and two ground-floor retail units
at the corner of Valencia and 20th Streets in the Valencia NCD and Eastern Neighborhoods.
The project would include the removal of three 10,000-gallon underground storage tanks.
A planned retention and expansion of the SF Wholesale Produce Market. This project will be
implemented in phases.
Conversion of existing building containing 29 tourist hotel rooms to a 24-unit (and one
manager unit) group housing development.
Assessing and improving sections of the existing San Joaquin Pipeline System.

2007.1129

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.

110814

5400 Geary Boulevard

2004.0339

10/03/2011

Board of Supervisors
resolution re project on
final ND (adopted
11/08/2010)
ND Addendum Issued

2010.0755

12/05/2011

Final ND Adopted

SFO - Runway Safety Area Project

2010.0613

12/31/2012
Cut-Off Date
for Case Study
02/09/2012

Project approved on
final ND (adopted
11/02/2011)

2055 Union Street

1800 Van Ness Avenue

Demolition of a two-story commercial building and construction of an 8-story, 80-foot tall
building with 4,900 square-feet of retail space, 101 residential units (6 studios, 43 1-bedroom,
and 52 2-bedrooms), and 102 below-grade parking spaces. The total would have a gross floor
area of 115,890 square-feet.
Modification to SFO's four existing runways, taxiways, and the light based approaches for the
runways. The four runways will either be lengthened or shortened to comply with Federal
Aviation Administration runway design standards. Would also include construction of a bridge
and perimeter vehicle roads, realignment of the runway taxiways, relocation of stormwater
drainage basin, relocation and replacement of underground utilities, and electrical substation
relocation.

Conversion of theater to health/fitness center. Conditional Use Authorization required.

Negative Declarations – Page 2

Planning
Department
Case No.
2009.0156

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

03/22/2012

PND upheld on appeal

89 Belgrave Avenue

Lot line adjustment to divide one 7,500 sq. ft. lot into a 4,000 sf and 3,000 sf lot. Vertical and
Horizontal Addition to existing single family residence of 1,300 sf, resulting in a 4,200 sf singlefamily residence. New construction of a 4,000 sf single family residence on the newly
subdivided lot.
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Appendix E

Certified Environmental Impact Reports / City and County of San Francisco
July 1, 2010 – June 30, 2012
Planning
Department
Case No.
2007.0946

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

07/13/2010

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(06/03/2010) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

Candlestick Point - Hunters Point
Shipyard Phase 2

2006.0954

07/15/2010

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

San Francisco Enterprise Zone

2008.1052
2010.0624

07/23/2010
07/30/2010

EIR Addendum issued
EIR Addendum issued

SF Port Pier 92- Darling Facility
SFO - Courtyard Two Project

2007.1255

09/01/2010

EIR Addendum issued

09/14/2010

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(07/08/2010) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

Crystal Springs San Andreas
Upgrade
935 - 965 Market Street

Redevelopment plans, rezoning, projects, and infrastructure for 778-acre site
encompassing BVHP Areas B, C, and Shipyard, for Candlestick Point, Hunters Point
Shipyard, and India Basin Shoreline, including an estimated 9,000-du, 650,000-sf
retail, 2,000,000-sf office/R&D, 8,000-seat entertainment arena, with or without
70,000-seat football stadium.
The Enterprise Zone (EZ) is a long-term (15-year) partnership with local governments
and private companies to generate new private sector investment and growth. The
State provides performance based tax incentives to EZ businesses to revitalize
chronically deteriorated areas; hire the most difficult-to-hire residents in private sector
jobs; and retain, expand, and reward businesses that participate. The proposed
project consists of renewing and reestablishing San Francisco’s EZ and modifying the
geographic boundaries of the previous EZ (established on May 28, 1992). The new EZ
would consist of approximately 5,815 acres or approximately 913 acres more than the
previous EZ.
Installation of biodiesel operations including two 100,000 gallon tanks.
Construction of a three story base building with a tower and the initiation of Phase 1 of
the Terminal 1 redevelopment.
Improvements and seismic upgrades to the Crystal Springs reservoir.

9/30/2010

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

Crystal Springs Pipeline #2

10/05/2010

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(08/12/2010) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

222 2nd Street

2007.1202

10/14/2010

Harry Tracy Water Treatment Plant

2006.0536

10/27/2010

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission
FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

2005.1074

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.
100862

101028

2005.0963
2006.1106

101032

Lower Crystal Springs Dam

Certified EIRs – Page 1

Demolish the three two- to five-story buildings on the 1.06-acre project site and
redevelop the site with one five-story, 90-foot-tall retail building, with associated
building services and subsurface parking. The building would contain approximately
375,700 gsf, with about 264,010 gsf of retail uses; about 4,830 gsf of common areas;
about 10,900 gsf of mechanical and storage space; and about 95,960 gsf of parking,
loading, and circulation space with approximately 188 parking spaces.
Replacement and relining of segments of a 19-mile potable water pipeline that
connects the Lower Crystal Springs Dam in San Mateo County to the University
Mound Reservoirs in southeastern San Francisco.
Demolish existing surface parking lot and loading dock, and construct a new 26-story,
350-foot tall building containing approximately 430,650 gsf of office space,
approximately 5,000 sf of ground floor retail space, approximately 28,000 sf of
subterranean parking area, and approximately 8,600 sf of publicly-accessible open
space.
Harry Tracy Water Treatment Plant (HTWTP) long-term improvement project.
Construction improvements to the Lower Crystal Springs Dam including the dam,
spillway, stilling basin, and new riprap.

Planning
Department
Case No.
2007.0519

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

11/4/2010

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission
FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

1645-1661 Pacific Avenue

Demo auto repair buildings and construct 65,000-sf, six-story building containing 38
dwelling units, 41 parking spaces (including 2 car-share spaces), and 3,200 sf of retail.
Construction and placement of new BDPL 3A pipeline between two new vaults
(currently under construction), placement of pipeline liners at Bay Division pipelines 3
and 4.
Replace Calaveras Dam to restore full storage capacity of reservoir for regional water
supply.
Ten story mixed-use affordable housing project; request for a Conditional Use
authorization for a mixed-use building exceeding 40 feet in an R District, for future
philanthropic uses above the ground floor, and exceptions to parking, rear yard, upper
story front setback requirements in order to construct a ten-story-above-basement
mixed use building containing philanthropic dining facilities on the basement and
ground levels, and 102 senior housing units plus a manager's unit on the upper floors
with some space possibly becoming non-licensed respite care in the future.
Demolition of a vacant auto garage and construct a 37-unit residential building with 38parking spaces. The building would be four-stories, approximately 40 feet in height
and 51,584 sf.
Office allocation for 335,000 gsf of new office space. The project site is occupied by a
four-story building with approximately 95,000 sf. of office, retail, and accessory uses.
The proposed project would demolish the existing building and construct a 28-story,
455' ft high office tower consisting of 503,000 sf of office, 7,300 sf of retail, and up to
129 basement valet parking space. The total project would be approximately 559,310
sq. ft.
New 1.2 mi auxiliary sewer to address localized flooding, Cesar Chavez Street Area.
Alignment from east: off Napoleon, Jerrold, Precita, Cesar Chavez west to Valencia,
Duncan, Guerrero, Fair, Coleridge, Coso. Replaces existing brick sewer in Cesar
Chavez and Valencia, includes laterals into sidewalk areas.
General Plan Amendment and Zoning Map change to amend the Executive Park
Subarea Plan of the South Bayshore Area Plan.

2006.1388

01/20/2011

2005.0161

01/27/2011

2005.0869

03/24/2011

2006.0848

04/7/2011

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

25-35 Dolores Street

04/12/2011

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(02/10/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

350 Mission Street

2009.0276

04/21/2011

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

Cesar Chavez Auxiliary Sewer

2006.0422

05/5/2011

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

05/10/2011

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(03/24/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

Executive Park Amended Subarea
and The Yerby Company and
Universal Paragon Corporation
Development Projects
Housing Element 2009 Update

2006.1524

2007.1275

110262

110453

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission
FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

Seismic Upgrade of Bay Division
Pipelines Nos. 3 and 4 at the
Hayward Fault
Calaveras Dam EIR
121 Golden Gate Avenue

Certified EIRs – Page 2

Revision and update of the Housing Element of the SF General Plan, including an
assessment of housing need through 2014 and revised or production and
preservation, and homelessness.

Planning
Department
Case No.
2008.0021

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.
110207

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

05/24/2011

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(02/10/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

Parkmerced Project; 3711
Nineteenth Avenue

2007.0903

110619

06/07/2011

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(04/21/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

Treasure Island /Yerba Buena Island
Development Area Plan

2008.0968

110615

06/07/2011

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(04/21/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors
FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

North Beach Library & Joe DiMaggio
Playground Project

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(04/28/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors
EIR Addendum issued

Booker T. Washington Community
Center - 800 Presidio Avenue MixedUse Project

Project, which would be implemented over 20-30 years in multiple phases, includes
the addition of approximately 5,700 net new residential units, the demolition and
replacement of approximately 1,800 existing units which would remain subject to the
San Francisco Rent Stabilization Ordinance, rent-protections and relocation rights for
existing tenants; re-alignment and re-design of streets and blocks; re-alignment and
improvement of the MUNI M-Oceanview light-rail line and overall transportation
improvements; the addition of 310,000 sf of new neighborhood-serving retail and office
space; 68 acres of new and re-configured public open spaces including neighborhood
parks, pedestrian and bike paths, athletic fields, a new farm, and community gardens;
a new preschool/elementary school and daycare facility site, a new fitness center;
ecological hydrology improvements; and the provision of renewable energy and water
infrastructure.
Development and Redevelopment Plan for Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island,
including land uses up to (approximately): 6,000 units residential, 500 rooms hotel,
250,000-sf retail, 300 acres park and open space, parking, reuse and historic
rehabilitation of numbers of existing buildings for commercial or recreational or arts
use, Ferry Quay and intermodal transit hub; and incorporating transportation, utility
infrastructure, public services, park, and sustainability improvements, in four phases
through 2020, with hazard remediation before and after transfer of land from Navy to
Treasure Island Development Authority. At 2020, currently proposed: 1800 of 6000
total net housing units of mixed unit type and range of income accessibility, replacing
all 819 existing units and relocating existing households. General Plan AmendmentsAmendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, Community Facilities Element,
Community Safety Element, Housing Element, Recreation and Open Space Element,
Transportation Element, Urban Design Element, and Land Use Index, and maps and
figures in various elements.
Library project combined with Park Plan. Project includes new library on the lot at
Columbus & Lombard Streets, use of Mason between Lombard & Columbus for
Library and park use, demolition of existing branch library, and plan for reorganization
and improvements to Joe DiMaggio Playground - North Beach Playground.
Demolition of Pier 36 and adjacent marginal wharf and construction of 55,000-sf
Brannan Street Wharf Park, with 2,400-sf floating small craft dock, for public park open
space.
Demolish the existing 12,600-sf Booker T. Washington Community Services Center
building, presumed an historic resource for purposes of environmental review, and to
construct a mixed-use structure, which would replace and enlarge the
community/recreation center and include new residential uses.
Implement Sharrows on three street segments - 23rd Street, Grandview and Hoff to
connect parts of the bicycle route network.
Glen Park Community Plan

2009.0418
2006.0868

06/16/2011
110676

06/21/2011

2011.1051

10/7/2011

2005.1004

11/10/2011

FEIR certified by
Planning Commission

Port - Brannan Street Wharf/ Pier 36

MTA-23rd Street Grandview Hoff
Sharrows
Glen Park Community Plan
Certified EIRs – Page 3

Planning
Department
Case No.

Board of
Supervisors
Item No.

2010.0275

111294

12/31/2011
Cut-Off Date for
Case Study
1/10/2012

2009.0291

111294

2010.0493

111359

2011.0934

Action Date

Action

Project Name

Project Description

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(11/12/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

935 Folsom Street

01/10/2012

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(11/12/11) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

SFMOMA – 151 Third Street

1/24/2012

FEIR certification by
Planning Commission
(12/15/2011) affirmed by
Board of Supervisors

The 34th America’s Cup and James
R. Herman Cruise Terminal and
Northeast Wharf Plaza Projects

04/05/2012

EIR Addendum issued

MTA-Holloway Ave New Bicycle
Lanes

Lot subdivision, demolition of the existing industrial building, and construction of both a
14,400 gsf, 13 unit residential building with 13 tandem off-street parking spaces and a
15,000 gsf City owned Fire Station with 10 off-street parking spaces. The proposed
Fire Station would be a replacement for Station 1 (676 Howard Street) that is proposed
for demolition under the SFMOMA expansion project (2009.0291E).
Expansion of SFMOMA to SE with 40,000-sf gallery wing at Natoma Street, acquisition
and replacement of Heald College building on Howard Street with 62,000-sf new
construction for back-of-house and admin functions, vacation of portion of Hunt Alley,
and accommodation of W Hotel porte-cochere to continue through back of Heald site
to Natoma Street. No new parking or loading for single building six story addition,
101,710-gsf.
Series of international sailing races and 12 related events to be hosted by the City in
summer/fall 2012 and in summer/fall 2013 and held in central San Francisco Bay. The
proposed AC34 Project includes construction of both temporary and permanent
facilities at a number of project sites to accommodate all aspects of AC34 facilities and
services supporting the events, including team bases and operations, 16 support
space, media operations, hospitality services, sponsored commercial space, and
entertainment and spectator areas.
MTA-Holloway Ave new bicycle lanes.
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