
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475  San Francisco, CA  94103 
Phone: 628-652-1150  Email: boardofappeals@sfgov.org 
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 (2-15) 

City & County of San Francisco 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

REHEARING REQUEST FOR APPEAL NO. 25-036 

Teamsters Local 665, Appellant(s) seeks a rehearing of Appeal No. 25-036 which was decided on 

November 19, 2025. This request for rehearing will be considered by the Board of Appeals on 

Wednesday, December 10, 2025, at 5:00 p.m. and will be held in Room 416 of San Francisco City 
Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. The parties may also attend via the Zoom video platform. 

The response to the written request for rehearing must be submitted by the opposing party and 

respondent department on or before 4:30 p.m. on December 4, 2025 and must not exceed six (6) 

double-spaced pages in length, with unlimited exhibits. The brief shall be double-spaced with a minimum 

12-point font size.  An electronic copy should be e-mailed to:  boardofappeals@sfgov.org;

julie.lamarre@sfgov.org; corey.teague@sfgov.org and tdelorio@teamsters665.org

You or your representative MUST be present at the hearing. It is the general practice of the Board that only 

up to three minutes of testimony from each side will be allowed. Except in extraordinary cases, and to 

prevent manifest injustice, the Board may grant a Rehearing Request only upon a showing that new or 

different material facts or circumstances have arisen, where such facts or circumstances, if known at the 

time, could have affected the outcome of the original hearing. 

Based on the evidence and testimony submitted, the Board will make a decision to either grant or deny your 

request. Given that there is a vacancy, three votes are necessary to grant a rehearing. If your request is 

denied, a rehearing will not be scheduled and the decision of the Board will become final. If your request is 

granted, a rehearing will be scheduled, the original decision of the Board will be set aside, and after the 

rehearing, a second decision will be made. Only one request for rehearing and one rehearing are permitted 

under the Rules of the Board. 

Requestor or Agent: 

Signature: Tony Delorio, agent for Appellant 

Print Name: Submitted by email 

Date Filed: November 26, 2025 
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       BRIEF SUBMIT BY THE DETERMINATION HOLDER



December 8, 2025 

Via E-Mail: boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

President John Trasviña 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Opposition to Rehearing Request – Appeal No. 25-036, Teamsters Local 665 vs. ZA 

Dear President Trasviña and Board Members: 

On behalf of DD Holdings A, LLC, a subsidiary of DoorDash Labs (“DoorDash Labs”), 

we respectfully submit this brief in opposition to the rehearing request filed by Teamsters Local 

665 (“Appellant”) in Appeal No. 25-036.  The Board properly denied the appeal on November 

19, 2025, concerning a Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) Letter of Determination for the property at 

1942-1960 Folsom Street, and the request for rehearing does not come close to meeting the strict 

standards set forth in the Rules of the Board of Appeals (“Board Rules”).  

The Appellant does not identify any “new or different material facts or circumstances” 

that were not known at the time of the original hearing and that could have affected the outcome, 

nor does the Appellant explain why the issues it now raises were not addressed earlier. Instead, 

the Appellant attempts to repackage arguments already made – and rejected – by the Board, and 

to introduce other arguments it had every opportunity to raise at the first hearing.  

I. LEGAL STANDARD FOR REHEARING

The Board Rules provide the applicable standard for granting a rehearing:

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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(b)  Except in extraordinary cases, and to prevent manifest injustice, the 

Board may grant a Rehearing Request only upon a showing that new or 

different material facts or circumstances have arisen, where such facts or 

circumstances, if known at the time, could have affected the outcome of the 

original hearing. The written request shall state:  

(i)  the nature and character of the new facts or circumstances;  

(ii)  the names of the witnesses and/or a description of the 

documents to be produced; and  

(iii)  why the evidence was not produced at the original hearing.  

(c)  Failure to exercise due diligence to produce the new facts and 

circumstances at the previous hearing shall be deemed grounds for denial 

of the request.  

(Article V, Section 9, emphasis added). The Appellant’s submission fails each of these 

requirements. 

II. DISCUSSION 

A. Appellant’s Assertion About the Number of Board Members Present Is Not a 
New Fact and Would Not Have Changed the Outcome 

1. The presence of three members was known at the time, and Appellant 
had the opportunity to request a continuance 

The Appellant’s first asserted “new” circumstance is that the appeal was heard by only 

three of the four current members of the Board, and that it should have been heard by a full 

Board of five members. This is categorically not a new fact or circumstance. 

The fact that only three Board members were in attendance was plainly announced by 

Board staff at the outset of the November 19 hearing. The number of Board members seated at 

the dais was also visually obvious to all participants, including the Appellant, when the President 
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opened the matter. If the Appellant believed that a hearing by a quorum of three was prejudicial, 

it could have requested a continuance immediately, as stated in Article V, Section 7(a) of the 

Board Rules: “At the time of hearing, upon the request of any party, the Board may grant 

rescheduling requests or continuances for good cause shown.” 

The Appellant now states that had it “known of the absence of the [fourth current] 

member” at the hearing, it “would have requested a continuance.” But the Appellant did have 

this knowledge at the hearing, and did not request a continuance. Failure to pursue an available 

procedure is not a new fact. 

2. Even if a fourth (or fifth) member had been present, the outcome 
would be the same 

Moreover, a continuance would not have been warranted under the circumstances and 

would not have changed the outcome of the matter. To grant the Appellant’s appeal, three out of 

four current Board members would have needed to vote in its favor. Yet All three Board 

members present voted to deny the appeal and uphold the LOD. Even if the absent member – and 

a yet-to-be-appointed fifth member – had appeared and voted in favor of the Appellant, the vote 

would have resulted in denial.  

Article V, Section 7(a) of the Board Rules explicitly states that the Board “generally will 

not reschedule a matter based solely on the fact that less than five members are present at the 

hearing,” and will continue deliberations only if an absent member’s vote could alter the 

decision. That was not the case here. 

The Appellant cites no provision of the Charter, Planning Code, or Board Rules requiring 

a full five-member Board to hear an appeal. Its interpretation would effectively prevent the 

Board from adjudicating matters whenever a seat is vacant, as has been the case for the Board 

since August 20, 2025. This is inconsistent with the City’s governing framework, unreasonable 
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(especially when the timeline for appointment of a fifth member is unknown), and would 

unfairly deny timely resolution for the determination holder. 

B. Appellant’s Arguments Regarding Outdoor Testing Are Not New and Were 
Fully Addressed at the Hearing 

1. Appellant itself raised concerns about the extent of outdoor activity  

Next, the Appellant argues that the hearing did not identify the “precise percentage” of 

the applicant’s proposed use that would occur outdoors. Yet the Appellant’s concern about the 

extent of outdoor operations was not only known at the time of the hearing – it was central to 

Appellant’s presentation. The Appellant’s representative stated that: 

the proposed use is at the very essence an outdoor flying activity to develop 

a food delivery system by small AV aircraft. This is the heart of the 

proposed use here, and that activity is entirely outdoors. … The Zoning 

Administrator and the LOD requester both gloss over the fact that the 

primary purpose of the use and the majority of the activity of the proposed 

use is flying drones to simulate delivery of food entirely outdoors.”  

(November 19, 2025 hearing video,1 starting at 12:03, emphasis added.)  

The question here is not whether these characterizations of the proposed use are accurate 

(although they are not), it is whether they were already presented to the Board. Clearly they were 

presented to the Board, and are not new facts or circumstances that were unknown at the time of 

the hearing. 

2. The Board discussed the nature and extent of outdoor testing  

For nearly half an hour at the appeal hearing, the Board and ZA extensively discussed the 

LOD request, the applicant’s description of limited outdoor testing, and hypothetical scenarios 

 
1 Video available at https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/51196?view_id=6&redirect=true. 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/51196?view_id=6&redirect=true
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raised by the Appellant. (See generally hearing video, starting at 26:25, continuing until 

approximately 54:00). The ZA explained thoroughly that the LOD was an interpretation of how 

the Planning Code applies to the potential use proposed by the applicant. Specifically, would the 

type of activity described in the LOD request be considered Laboratory use, and would it be 

permitted in this location?  

Here, the applicant described limited and intermittent drone use that would occur in 

conjunction with the primarily indoor laboratory use. But the ZA also addressed the hypothetical 

posed by the Appellant (“What if the Applicant just simply flies drones outside as 100% of the 

use?”). The ZA stated: “Even if this proposal was purely outdoor, there’s nothing in the Planning 

Code to prohibit that … [I]n terms of just what the Planning Code allows or prohibits … that 

wouldn’t change the answer that it’s a laboratory use and it’s … principally permitted at this 

site.” (See hearing video starting at 48:06).  

3. Appellant could have pursued this line of questioning at the hearing 

To the extent that the Appellant is dissatisfied about how specific questions were framed 

at the hearing, the Appellant had full opportunity to brief the issue in advance, submit evidence, 

or ask for clarifications. Article V, Section 9(b)(iii) of the Board Rules requires the rehearing 

request to include an explanation of why the “new” evidence was not produced at the original 

hearing. The Appellant provides none. Under Article V, Section 9(c), this failure alone requires 

denial. 

Nothing about the use proposed in the LOD request, or the ZA’s interpretation of that 

use, has changed. The Appellant merely wishes the discussion at the hearing resulted in a 

different outcome, which is not a basis for rehearing. 
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III. CONCLUSION  

The Appellant has not met its burden to identify any new information, let alone material 

new information, that was unknown at the time of the hearing and that could have affected the 

outcome of the appeal. We respectfully request that the Board deny the request for rehearing.  

 
Very truly yours, 
 

 
Megan Jennings 
 
 
cc: Julie Lamarre, Executive Director, Board of Appeals (julie.lamarre@sfgov.org)  

Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator (corey.teague@sfgov.org)  
Natalia Fossi, Deputy Zoning Administrator (natalia.fossi@sfgov.org)  
Tony Delorio, Teamsters Local 665, Appellant (tdelorio@teamsters665.org)  
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Board of Appeals Rehearing Request Brief 
HEARING DATE: January 28, 2026 

 
December 8, 2025 

Appeal Nos.:  25-036 
Project Address:  1942-1960 Folsom Street 
Subject:  Letter of Determination - 2025-005253ZAD 
Zoning/Height:  RH-2 / 40-X 
Staff Contact:  Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328 
  corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 
 Per Section 9(b) and (c) of the Board of Appeals’ adopted Rules, the standard of review for a Rehearing 

Request is that “except in extraordinary cases, and to prevent manifest injustice, the Board may grant a 

Rehearing Request only upon a showing that new or different material facts or circumstances have arisen, where 

such facts or circumstances, if known at the time, could have affected the outcome of the original hearing.” The 

“failure to exercise due diligence to produce the new facts and circumstances at the previous hearing shall be 

deemed grounds for denial of the request.” 

 The Appellant’s rehearing request does not meet this purposefully high bar to justify a rehearing. They 

state that a rehearing request should be granted due to the fact that the Board only had a minimum quorum of 

three commissioners when the original appeal was denied. However, such circumstance does not meet the 

standard of review. Additionally, the Appellant made no request during the hearing to continue the case due to 

there only being three commissioners present.  

mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
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 The Appellant also states that neither the Zoning Administrator nor the Board asked the Determination 

Holder for more details about their planned operations. However, there were numerous questions from the 

Board to the Determination Holder about their planned operations, and questions to the Zoning Administrator 

regarding what type of outdoor operations would be permitted by the Planning Code for a Laboratory use. More 

specifically, there was ample discussion regarding the fact that the Laboratory definition is broad, it 

accommodates many different types of Laboratory operations, and there are no specific controls regarding the 

unenclosed operations of a Laboratory use.  

 Additionally, the Appellant had the opportunity to raise any issues they thought relevant within a written 

brief or in their oral presentation. However, they did not provide a brief for the hearing and did not raise these 

additional operational questions at the hearing. Concerns regarding proposed operations of such a Laboratory 

use can be raised through the actual development review process.    

To conclude, the Board purposefully sets a high bar to justify a rehearing of an appeal that was already 

fully heard and decided. The Appellants did not demonstrate they met such burden for this request. Therefore, 

the Department respectfully requests that the Board deny the rehearing request.  

 
 

cc: Tony Delorio (Agent for Appellant) 

 Megan Jennings (Attorney for Determination Holder)  

 Joe Ospitale (Department of Building Inspection) 
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE NOVEMBER 19, 2025 
HEARING



 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 25-036 
TEAMSTERS LOCAL 665, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR,  ) 
 Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on September 18, 2025, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the 
Board of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on August 19, 2025 to DD Holdings A, 
LLC, of a Letter of Determination (The request seeks determinations by the Zoning Administrator (ZA) on: (1) the 
proposed land use of the existing warehouse building (the proposed business would use the existing warehouse to 
create, test, and refine an autonomous delivery system including assembling and maintenance of drones, and drone 
technology; accessory office space and break rooms would also be located within the existing warehouse for 
employees), and (2) a determination of Laboratory Use’s inclusion of outdoor testing of autonomous aerial delivery 
systems (drone testing would be conducted on the outside off-street parking lot between the hours of 9 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m.) The ZA determined that the proposed land use is a Laboratory Use as defined in Planning Code Section 102 and 
that Laboratory Use is principally permitted at the subject location) at 1942 & 1960 Folsom Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. Record No. 2025-005253ZAD 
 
FOR HEARING ON November 19, 2025 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Teamsters Local 665, Appellant(s) 
c/o Tony Delorio, Agent for Appellant(s) 
150 Executive Park Boulevard 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
 
 

 
DD Holdings A, LLC, Determination Holder(s) 
c/o Megan Jennings, Attorney for Determination 
Holder(s) 
Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP 
1 Montgomery Street, Suite 3000 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: September 18, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-036     
 
I / We,  Teamsters Local 665, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Letter of 
Determination Record No. 2025-005253ZAD  by the Zoning Administrator which was issued or became 

effective on: August 19, 2025, to: DD Holdings A, LLC, for the property located at: 1942 & 1960 Folsom Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on October 16, 2025, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org, and mjennings@coblentzlaw.com  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on October 30, 2025, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org, and  tdelorio@teamsters665.org  
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, November 5, 2025, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment to the Preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Tony Delorio, agent for appellant 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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mailto:Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org
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Letter of Determination 
August 19, 2025 

Megan Jennings  
Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP 
One Montogomery Street, Suite 3000 
San Francisco, CA 94104-5500 

Record No.: 
Site Address: 
Assessor’s Block/Lot:  
Zoning District: 

Staff Contact: 

2025-005253ZAD 
1942 & 1960 Folsom Street 
3552 / 009 & 046 
PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair, General) 
Mission Alcohol Restrict Special Use District  
Priority Equity Geographies Special Use District 
Gabriela Pantoja, Senior Planner, Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org  

Dear Megan Jennings: 

This letter is in response to your request for a Letter of Determination regarding the property at 1942 Folsom 
Street, Block 3552, Lot 009 and 1960 Folsom Street, Block 3552, Lot 046, located within the PDR-1 Zoning 
District. The request seeks determinations on the proposed land use of the existing warehouse building and a 
determination of Laboratory Use’s inclusion of outdoor testing of autonomous delivery technologies and, 
specifically, autonomous aerial delivery systems at the subject properties.  

As noted in your letter, the proposed business at the subject properties would use the existing warehouse to 
create, test, and refine an autonomous delivery system including assembling and maintenance of drones and 
drone technology. Accessory office space and break rooms would also be located within the existing 
warehouse for employees. Outside, within the existing surface off-street parking area, drone testing would be 
conducted between the hours of 9AM and 6PM in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
regulations. A number of the existing 39 off-street parking spaces would be removed for the designated drone 
testing location.  

Planning Code Section 102 defines Laboratory as follows: 

Laboratory. A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for scientific research. The 
space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities and/or built accommodations 

mailto:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
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that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of 
laboratories include the following: 

a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory;
b) Engineering laboratory;
c) Development laboratory;
d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and

National   Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2, or Biosafety level 3; 
e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as Animal Biosafety

level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3; 
f) Support laboratory; 
g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory;
h) Core laboratory; and
i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10) 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 210.3, a Laboratory use is principally permitted. 

Determination 
Based on the information provided in your letter, the proposed land use is a Laboratory use as defined in 
Planning Code Section 102. As described, the proposed land use will focus on the research and development 
of drones and drone technology for a protype drone delivery system. Drone testing conducted outdoors would 
be included within the Laboratory Use and subject to all applicable local, state, and federal regulations relative 
to outdoor drone activity. While a Laboratory Use is principally permitted at the subject location, any 
application filed with the Planning Department to establish such use will be subject to any other applicable 
Planning Code provisions, such as impact fees, as well as any applicable guidelines and policies.  

Please note that a Letter of Determination is a determination regarding the classification of uses and 
interpretation and applicability of the provisions of the Planning Code. This Letter of Determination is not 
a permit to commence any work or change occupancy. Permits from appropriate Departments must be 
secured before work is started or occupancy is changed.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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APPEAL:  An appeal may be filed with the Board of Appeals within 30 days of the date of this letter if you believe 
this determination represents an error in interpretation of the Planning Code or abuse in discretion by the 
Zoning Administrator. Please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475, call 
(628) 652-1150, or visit www.sfgov.org/bdappeal.

Sincerely, 

Corey A. Teague, AICP 
Zoning Administrator 

cc:  Neighborhood Groups 
Gabriela Pantoja, Senior Planner 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
http://www.sfgov.org/bdappeal
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November 13, 2025 

Via E-Mail:  boardofappeals@sfgov.org  
 
President John Trasviña 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

 

Re: Brief of Determination Holder – Appeal No. 25-036, Teamsters Local 665 vs. ZA 

 

Dear President Trasviña and Commissioners: 

On behalf of DD Holdings A, LLC (referred to herein as “DoorDash Labs”), a subsidiary 

of DoorDash, Inc., we respectfully request that the Board of Appeals deny the appeal filed by 

Teamsters Local 665 (“Appellant”) concerning a Letter of Determination for the property at 

1942-1960 Folsom Street (Block/Lot 3352/046 and 3552/009; the “Property”).   

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Board is being asked to decide a narrow issue: whether the Zoning Administrator 

(“ZA”) erred in determining that the PDR-1-G zoning district allows for limited research and 

development activities to be conducted outdoors.  The Appellant declined to submit a brief to 

explain the basis for its appeal, so we are left to respond to cursory and unsupported assertions in 

the Appellant’s preliminary statement.  In any case, the ZA’s duties squarely encompass the type 

of Planning Code interpretation the Appellant is challenging.  The ZA’s determination is 

supported by the text of the Planning Code and precedent.  The Appellant has not demonstrated, 

and cannot demonstrate, a basis for overturning this determination.  The appeal must be denied.  
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II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. The Property and Proposed Use  

DoorDash Inc., founded and headquartered in San Francisco, is one of the world’s 

leading e-commerce platforms connecting customers with local restaurants, grocery stores, and 

retailers. One of the company’s goals is to develop technology to make last-mile delivery 

systems more efficient for merchants, consumers, and the people engaged in deliveries (known 

as Dashers).  This includes development of an Autonomous Delivery Platform that leverages 

purpose-built robots and drones to help merchants meet rising demand while improving speed 

and accuracy of delivery.  Autonomous delivery technology also has positive impacts for the 

broader community, helping to ease traffic congestion and related vehicle emissions.  

In the spring of 2025, DoorDash Labs identified the Property as a promising location for 

a new research and development (R&D) facility for electronics and robotics.  The Property is 

developed with an approximately 34,325 square foot warehouse building, used most recently as 

an R&D space for a construction robotics company focused on drywall installation.  It includes a 

gated outdoor area of approximately 18,375 square feet, used for vehicle parking.  See Exhibit A.   

B. Applicable Zoning Controls Allow for R&D Activities 

The Property is located in the Production, Distribution, and Repair – General (PDR-1-G) 

zoning district, which is intended to “retain and encourage existing production, distribution, and 

repair [“PDR”] activities and promote new business formation.”  (Planning Code sec. 210.31).  

Under the Zoning Control Table of Section 210.3, PDR-1-G principally permits a variety of non-

residential uses, including Laboratory, Light Manufacturing, and a range of Automotive uses. A 

 
1 All code citations are to the San Francisco Planning Code unless otherwise noted.  
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number of uses that are conducted primarily or partially outdoors are also principally permitted 

in PDR-1-G (subject to certain locational requirements), such as Storage Yards, Truck 

Terminals, Community Recycling Centers, Outdoor Entertainment, and certain Agricultural and 

Automotive uses, as well as Open Air Sales and Outdoor Activity Areas associated with 

permitted Commercial uses.  

C. Proposed Autonomous Delivery System Research and Development  

DoorDash Labs intends to use the Property in a manner consistent with the PDR-1-G 

zoning as well as the prior tenant’s R&D functions.  Accordingly, the building will be used in 

part as a design and production studio to create prototype systems for autonomous delivery 

technology, including infrastructure and drone technology.  The building would be occupied with 

areas for research, testing, assembly, and maintenance related to developing autonomous 

delivery systems,  as well as accessory office space and an employee break room. 

As a part of its use, DoorDash Labs intends to conduct limited, intermittent outdoor 

testing of aerial delivery systems in the gated, outdoor part of the Property during normal 

business hours.  Outdoor test flights will support the R&D program by allowing prototype 

components to be tested in real time at greater heights and in more varied environmental 

conditions than indoor testing permits.  All outdoor drone testing activities would be conducted 

in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration regulations, including keeping all test 

flights within the operator’s visual line of sight.  Test flights are expected to reach heights of up 

to approximately 150 feet above ground.  No more than two drones would be operated at the 

same time, and no individual flight would exceed 30 minutes in duration. 

DoorDash Labs’ investment in autonomous delivery systems R&D at the Property would 

bring high-quality engineering and technical jobs to the Mission District.  This project reflects a 
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broader commitment to reinvesting in San Francisco’s innovation economy and creating 

pathways for local employment in emerging technologies.  At scale, approximately 200 

individuals are anticipated to be employed at the site.  

D. Letter of Determination Requested to Confirm Laboratory Use and 
Acceptable Outdoor Activities  

To proactively confirm that the proposed use would be consistent with Planning Code 

requirements, DoorDash Labs submitted a request to the ZA on June 11, 2025, requesting a 

determination that (1) the proposed use constitutes a “Laboratory” use under the Planning Code,2  

and (2) the Laboratory use classification allows for certain outdoor testing of autonomous 

technologies including aerial delivery systems in this location.  This request letter is included as 

Exhibit B.   

The ZA issued a Letter of Determination on August 19, 2025 (Record No. 2025-

005253ZAD) confirming that “the proposed land use is a Laboratory use” as defined in the 

Planning Code, and that “[d]rone testing conducted outdoors would be included within the 

Laboratory Use and subject to all applicable local, state, and federal regulations relative to 

outdoor drone activity.”  The Letter of Determination is included as Exhibit C.  

On September 18, 2025, the Appellant filed the present appeal, with a preliminary 

statement claiming that: 

1.  The described use of conducting outdoor flying of drones does not fall within any 

of the described activities within the definition of Laboratory Use under Section 

102 of the Planning Code. 

 
2 The Planning Code defines “Laboratory” as a Non-Retail Sales and Service use suitable for scientific research 
(section 102).  The definition lists several examples, which include “Engineering laboratory” and “Development 
laboratory.”  As described below, a number of past ZA Letters of Determination have concluded that development 
and testing of robotics and autonomous technology constitute Laboratory use.   
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2.   The stated purpose for flying drones is to support an entirely different set of uses, 

including Parcel Delivery or Retail Sales and Service uses. 

The Appellant did not file a brief to support these claims by the October 30, 2025 deadline.   

III. DISCUSSION 

A. The Appellant Has Failed to Identify Any Error or Abuse of Discretion 

The ZA’s determination can be overturned only if there has been an error or an abuse of 

discretion.  (San Francisco Charter sec. 4.106; Planning Code sec. 308.2(e)).  It is not enough to 

show that another interpretation is possible (although the Appellant has not done so here) – the 

party challenging a Letter of Determination must specifically demonstrate that the ZA’s 

interpretation cannot be supported.  As described below, the Appellant does not come close to 

meeting this high bar. 

B. The ZA’s Determination Is Fully Supported in the Planning Code 

The Appellant provides no reasoning or precedent to support its claim that Laboratory 

use precludes outdoor testing activities, only a bare assertion that the definition of Laboratory 

use does not describe “outdoor flying of drones.”  The fact that the Laboratory definition does 

not explicitly list this activity only illustrates the obvious: that the Planning Code sometimes 

requires interpretation.  This kind of Code interpretation falls squarely within the purview of the 

ZA, and the ZA’s ability to issue interpretations is the exact reason that DoorDash Labs sought a 

Letter of Determination.  (“The Zoning Administrator shall, consistent with the expressed 

standards, purposes and intent of this Code and pursuant to its objectives, issue and adopt such 

rules, regulations and interpretations as are in the Zoning Administrator’s opinion necessary to 

administer and enforce the provisions of this Code.”  Sec. 307(a)).   
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The Appellant seems to take the position that the mere issuance of an interpretation is 

evidence of an error, rather than a core power and duty of the ZA, which was properly executed 

here.     

1. Limited Outdoor Testing Is Consistent with the PDR-1-G Framework 

PDR-1-G is one of four PDR zones in the City, which allow for a range of intensity in 

PDR uses.  Comparing what each of these districts’ descriptions says about permissible outdoor 

activities, in least intensive to most intensive order:  

 PDR-1-B (Light Industrial Buffer): uses “are generally conducted completely within 

enclosed structures.”  

 PDR-1-D (Design): other than heavy industrial uses, “[g]enerally, all other uses are 

permitted.”  The description does not expressly refer to outdoor activities.  

 PDR-1-G (General): “allows for more intensive [PDR] activities than PDR-1-B and 

PDR-1-D but less intensive than PDR-2.”  This description also does not expressly refer 

to outdoor activities.  

 PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair): allows light industrial uses that 

“may be conducted entirely within an enclosed structure, partly within enclosed 

structures, or some functions may occur entirely in open areas.”  

Sec. 210.3 (emphasis added).  To summarize, the most restrictive zone provides that uses are 

“generally” conducted indoors (though even this description appears to allow for some 

exceptions), while the most permissive zone expressly allows permitted uses to occur partly or 

entirely outdoors.  The second-most permissive zone, PDR-1-G, allows for activities between 

these ends of the continuum.  The ZA has discretion to determine that intermittent and limited 

duration outdoor testing falls within this range.  
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To meet its burden here, the Appellant would need to demonstrate that the Planning Code 

prohibits limited outdoor Laboratory activities in the PDR-1-G district.  It cannot do so, based on 

the plain text of the Planning Code.   

2. Outdoor Drone Testing Is Analogous to Other Permitted 
Outdoor Uses  

In addition to the general framework described above, PDR-1-G expressly permits other 

non-residential uses that may occur partly or entirely outdoors.  To the extent that concerns about 

outdoor operations relate to potential noise impacts on surrounding land uses, it is reasonable to 

assume that each of these permitted uses generates at least occasional noise outdoors that could 

be comparable to intermittent drone testing.  The Planning Code treats several of these limited 

outdoor functions as entirely compatible with the PDR-1-G district.  For example, this zone 

allows for: 

 Community Recycling Facilities that collect and handle glass bottles and aluminum 

cans.  

 Outdoor Activity Areas where outdoor spaces are used for eating, drinking, dancing, 

and food service.  

 Neighborhood Agriculture, which may include use of mechanized farm equipment 

where not conducted in a Residential District.    

 Motor Vehicle Tow Service, involving heavy tow trucks coming and going from a 

storage lot.  

These examples serve to further demonstrate support for the ZA’s determination that 

outdoor drone testing would occur at a level of intensity that is consistent with the land use 

controls for PDR-1-G.   
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3. The City Has Chosen Not to Restrict Laboratory Activities to 
Enclosed Buildings 

Many uses in the City, or in specific zoning districts or geographic locations, are required 

to be located entirely within an enclosed building.  However, none of these provisions restrict 

Laboratory use at the Property to occur exclusively indoors.   

 Certain activities must be conducted entirely within an enclosed building in all 

locations per the use definitions in section 102, including General Entertainment; Non-

Auto Vehicle Sales or Rental; and Commercial, Self, or Wholesale Storage; see also 

restrictions on cannabis Industrial Agriculture in section 202.2.  By contrast, the 

Laboratory definition does not include this limitation. 

 Other uses must be located entirely indoors if they are located within a certain radius of 

an R district, under section 102 or 202.2.  These uses include Automotive Wash; 

Automotive Repair; Heavy Manufacturing 1, 2, and 3; Metal Working; Agricultural and 

Beverage Processing 1 and 2, as well as other industrial and PDR uses.  There are no 

such controls for Laboratory or other Non-Retail Sales and Service Uses.  

 Some uses must be located indoors within a specific zoning district.  For example, 

section 210.3 provides that Automotive Sale/Rental must be conducted in an enclosed 

building in the PDR-1-D district.  There are no such controls for any specific use in the 

PDR-1-G district.   

Excerpts from each of the cited Planning Code sections are included in Exhibit D.   

Where the City intends to prohibit outdoor operations, it does so expressly – whether by 

defining a use as one that must always occur within an enclosed building or by restricting 

outdoor operations in certain locations.  The Planning Code imposes no such restriction on 
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Laboratory uses in the PDR-1-G district.  The absence of that limitation confirms that the ZA 

acted within his discretion in interpreting the Code to allow limited outdoor activities under the 

Laboratory use category. 

C. The Proposed Use Is Not Parcel Delivery Service or Retail Sales and Service 

Regarding the Appellant’s second claim, that the proposed drone testing activity is in 

support of an entirely different Parcel Delivery or Retail use, this is both untrue and irrelevant to 

the ZA’s Letter of Determination.  The Appellant fails to distinguish between R&D for a given 

technology and commercial application of that technology.  For example, an Engineering 

Laboratory for automobiles is a distinct land use from Automobile Sale or Rental, or Automotive 

Repair; a Chemistry Laboratory for pharmaceuticals is distinct from a Pharmacy or Health 

Service use.  The question posed to the ZA was whether the described activities fell within 

Laboratory use, and it is not relevant whether entirely different activities would fall within a 

different use category.  Additionally, DoorDash Labs is aware of the various land use and 

regulatory controls that would apply to any commercial application of the technology it is now 

testing, and will comply with all applicable legal requirements, but none of those requirements 

are relevant to the ZA’s function of interpreting the Planning Code definition of Laboratory use.   

1. Precedent Supports the ZA’s Determination of Laboratory Use  

The ZA has issued a number of Letters of Determination over the past several years that 

cover similar ground, confirming that development and testing of specific robotics/autonomous 

vehicle technologies fall within the Laboratory use.  In determinations for GM Cruise, NextEV 

NIO, Samsara, Embark, and Aether Biomachines, the ZA has recognized that R&D for emerging 

technologies – including autonomous and robotic systems – fits squarely within the Laboratory 

use classification.  These precedent Letters of Determination are included in Exhibit E.  
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All of these examples share a common feature with DoorDash Labs.  In each case, the 

ZA was asked to determine whether R&D for a specific technology constituted Laboratory use, 

despite that technology not being expressly listed in the Planning Code.  And in each case, the 

ZA confirmed that the R&D functions were indeed a Laboratory use.  The ZA’s interpretation of 

Laboratory use has been consistent and well-founded across a range of technologies, and the 

determination of DoorDash Labs’ proposed use is consistent with these precedents.      

IV. CONCLUSION

PDR-zoned areas serve as vital space for emerging and evolving industries – uses that

may not have existed when the Planning Code was adopted and that cannot realistically operate 

in traditional office or neighborhood commercial settings.  DoorDash Labs’ R&D is precisely the 

type of emerging and evolving use that the PDR zones contemplate.  The Appellant has not met 

its burden to show that the ZA’s routine interpretation about outdoor activities was in error.  For 

these reasons, and consistent with the Planning Code’s intent to foster innovation and maintain 

productive PDR activity in the Mission District, the Board should affirm the Zoning 

Administrator’s Letter of Determination and deny the appeal.   

Very truly yours, 

Megan Jennings
 

cc: Julie Lamarre, Executive Director, Board of Appeals (julie.lamarre@sfgov.org) 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator (corey.teague@sfgov.org)  
Natalia Fossi, Deputy Zoning Administrator (natalia.fossi@sfgov.org)  
Tony Delorio, Teamsters Local 665, Appellant (tdelorio@teamsters665.org) 
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Exhibit A – Views of the Property
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Exhibit B – Request for ZA Letter of Determination

 



Megan Jennings 
D (415) 772-5763 
mjennings@coblentzlaw.com 

4922-1702-6120.5 

June 11, 2025 

Submitted via Public Portal 

Corey Teague 
Office of the Zoning Administrator 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 1960 Folsom St. – Request for Letter of Determination 

Dear Mr. Teague: 

We are submitting this letter on behalf of our client, a subsidiary of a leading technology 
company focused on last-mile delivery solutions (the “Operator”), in connection with a proposed 
lease of an existing warehouse located at 1960 Folsom Street, together with an adjacent gated 
outdoor parking area (Block/Lot 3552/046 & 009; the “Property”).  The Property is proposed for 
use as a research and development (R&D) space for autonomous delivery technologies 
(described in greater detail below).  While most activities would be conducted indoors in the 
warehouse space, some testing is planned to occur outdoors in the gated area.  

We respectfully request a Zoning Determination to confirm whether, within the Production, 
Distribution, and Repair – General district (PDR-1-G): (1) the proposed use of the existing 
warehouse building constitutes a Laboratory use, which would be principally permitted, and 
(2) the Laboratory use classification allows for certain outdoor testing of autonomous delivery
technologies and, specifically, autonomous aerial delivery systems, in this location.

The Property 

The Property is improved with a single building, consisting of approximately 34,325 square feet 
of ground-floor warehouse space and an adjacent 18,375-square-foot gated outdoor area that 
contains surface parking. The Property is currently occupied by a construction technology 
company developing robotics for drywall installation. While the Property is zoned PDR-1-G, it is 
adjacent to properties in the RH-3 and UMU districts.   
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The Autonomous Delivery R&D Concept 

The Operator seeks to establish a new R&D lab for its autonomous delivery technologies team 
in San Francisco in order to support continued testing and scaling of autonomous aerial delivery 
systems.  

 Indoor Autonomous Aerial Delivery Design and Development: The warehouse 
building will be used as a design and production studio to create prototype autonomous 
delivery systems, and, specifically, drone technology.  The Operator proposes to occupy 
the entire building, including areas for research, testing, assembly, and maintenance 
related to developing aerial delivery systems, including infrastructure and drone 
technology. Additional functions in the building include accessory office space used for 
computer work and a break room for on-site employees. 

 Limited Aerial Delivery Systems Testing: To adequately test aerial delivery systems      
to perform autonomous delivery services, some testing will necessarily occur in the 
outdoor gated area generally during normal business hours, approximately 9:00 a.m. – 
6:00 p.m.  Outdoor test flights will facilitate the overall R&D program by allowing real-
time testing of prototype components at a height greater than existing ceiling heights, 
and exposure to a broader range of real-world conditions.  The Operator will conduct any 
outdoor drone testing activities according to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
regulations. This will include keeping all test flights within the operator’s visual line of 
sight. The test flights outdoors are anticipated to be up to approximately 150 feet above 
ground. No more than two drones would be operated at the same time, and no individual 
flight would exceed 30 minutes in duration. 

There are currently approximately 39 automobile parking spaces on site; the Operator 
plans to use a portion of the parking lot in order to accommodate the drone testing area. 
No parking is required as part of the proposed R&D use, and the site is located in a 
transit-rich area with the 16th Street/Mission BART station and more than 10 bus lines 
within a four-block radius. 

The Operator’s investment in autonomous aerial delivery systems R&D at the Property would 
bring high-quality engineering and technical jobs to the Mission District, maintaining an active 
PDR presence in this space. This project reflects a broader commitment to reinvesting in San 
Francisco’s innovation economy and creating pathways for local employment in emerging 
technologies. At scale, approximately 200 individuals are anticipated to be employed at the site.  

Applicable Zoning Controls 

The Property is located in the PDR-1-G district and is within the Mission Planning Area. PDR-
zoned land represents “an important reservoir of space in San Francisco for new and evolving 
industry and activity types that cannot be foreseen today and cannot practically function or 
compete for space in a typical downtown office or neighborhood commercial environment.”1  
The PDR-1-G district is intended to “retain and encourage existing [PDR] activities and promote 

 
1 Id. 
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new business formation,” and it “allows for more intensive [PDR] activities than PDR-1-B and 
PDR-1-D but less intensive than PDR-2.”2  

Under the Zoning Control Table of Section 210.3, PDR-1-G principally permits a variety of non-
residential uses, including Laboratories, Light Manufacturing, and a range of Automotive uses. A 
number of uses that are conducted primarily or partially outdoors are also principally permitted 
in PDR-1-G (subject to certain locational requirements), such as Storage Yards, Truck 
Terminals, Community Recycling Centers, Outdoor Entertainment, and certain Agricultural and 
Automotive uses, as well as Open Air Sales and Outdoor Activity Areas associated with 
permitted Commercial uses.  

Requested Determination 

In light of the information provided in this letter, we seek a determination regarding the proposed 
use classification and whether it is principally permitted at the Property. Specifically: 

(1) Whether the proposed R&D use would be classified as a Laboratory use, and
(2) Whether limited outdoor activities, such as drone testing, would also be permissible
as a Laboratory use in this location.

(1) Classification of R&D Facility as Laboratory Use

We believe that the R&D facility would appropriately be classified as a Laboratory, engineering 
or development type. 

Planning Code Section 102 defines Laboratory as “[a] Non-Retail Sales and Services Use 
intended or primarily suitable for scientific research” with “specialized facilities and/or built 
accommodations that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy 
Manufacturing.” Examples include engineering laboratories, development laboratories, and 
support laboratories. The Operator would use 1960 Folsom Street as a space for its drone 
research team to engineer, build, and test drones that would be used for autonomous aerial 
delivery services in the future. The facility would include accessory office space used for 
computer work by the engineering team that would not occupy more than one-third of the floor 
space. 

The requested determination would be similar to prior Letters of Determination that classified 
NextEV/NIO (at 1155 Bryant Street) as a Laboratory use for a proposed design and production 
studio for electronic and autonomous cars,3 and Aether Biomachines as a Laboratory use for a 
robotics and analytics company.4 The Operator’s drone R&D use would be similar to 
NextEV/NIO’s use, as it also includes an “integrated design studio for design and on-site 
prototype production.” We believe that a similar determination that classifies the Operator’s R&D 
space as a Laboratory use with accessory office would be appropriate here. 

2 San Francisco Planning Code Section 210.3. 
3 Letter issued by Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez, Record No. 2017-001785ZAD (January 16, 2018). 
4 Letter issued by Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez, Record No. 2020-007326ZAD (November 12, 2020). 
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(2) Treatment of Limited Outdoor Activities as Laboratory Use

We believe that outdoor testing activities should also be classified as a Laboratory use, and 
further believe that these activities are not so intensive that they require a buffer from R districts. 

Neither the definition of Laboratory in Section 102 nor the location controls in Section 202.2 
specify that Laboratory uses must be conducted entirely within an enclosed structure.  
Moreover, the description of the PDR-1-G district does not specify whether permitted uses may 
be conducted entirely in open areas, but it is noted that PDR-1-G “allows for more intensive 
production, distribution, and repair activities than PDR-1-B and PDR-1-D but less intensive than 
PDR-2.”  Comparing what may be allowed outdoors in each district:  

In the PDR-1-B district, uses “are generally conducted completely within enclosed
structures.”

The description of PDR-1-D does not expressly refer to outdoor activities, but states that
other than heavy industrial uses, “[g]enerally, all other uses are permitted.”

Meanwhile, the PDR-2 district allows light industrial uses that “may be conducted entirely
within an enclosed structure, partly within enclosed structures, or some functions may
occur entirely in open areas.”

Section 210.3 (emphasis added). 

As PDR-1-G’s use intensity falls between PDR-1-B/PDR-1-D and PDR-2, logic dictates that  
PDR-1-G allows uses to occur at a midpoint on the continuum between “conducted completely 
within enclosed structures” and “entirely in open areas.” Because the Operator is proposing 
limited outdoor testing with the majority of its R&D use occurring in the enclosed warehouse 
structure, we believe these outdoor activities fall within the range of principally permitted uses in 
PDR-1-G. 

Assuming this is correct, then it also must be determined whether the use would be limited at 
the Property based on its proximity to the RH-3 district.  As stated above, PDR-1-G principally 
permits a number of non-residential uses that may occur partly or entirely outdoors, but several 
such uses (e.g. Storage Yard, Truck Terminal) are restricted from occurring within 50 or 200 
feet, respectively, of R districts.  Other uses, which include outdoor components that may 
operate at a similar intensity as the Operator’s proposed drone testing, do not have locational 
restrictions. For example: 

Community Recycling Facilities that collect and handle glass bottles and aluminum cans.

Outdoor Activity Areas where outdoor spaces are used for eating, drinking, dancing, and
food service.

Neighborhood Agriculture, where not conducted in a Residential District, may include
use of mechanized farm equipment.

Accordingly, we request a determination as to whether intermittent outdoor drone testing 
activities, integral to the overall R&D operation, are appropriately characterized as falling within 
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the Laboratory definition, and if so, whether locational restrictions would apply to these activities 
based on proximity to R districts. 

Conclusion 

We believe that the Operator’s proposed drone R&D facility fits squarely with the goals and 
intent of the PDR-1-G zoning district. These operations will utilize the flexible, industrial-scale 
space for engineering, testing, and light assembly activities that are characteristic of PDR uses. 
In addition to being physically and operationally compatible with the District, the project will bring 
high-quality jobs to San Francisco, both directly through its technical and operations teams and 
indirectly through increased daytime activity and foot traffic supporting nearby small businesses. 
Additionally, we believe that the level of outdoor activity—key to the success of the overall R&D 
operation—is consistent with other outdoor activities allowed in the PDR-1-G district. 

This usage of new technology reflects the type of evolving industrial activity the PDR districts 
were designed to accommodate—industries that cannot practically function in traditional office 
or commercial districts, but that are vital to the City’s innovation economy and long-term 
economic resilience. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Megan Jennings 



San Francisco Board of Appeals 
November 13, 2025 

4911-2590-5015.5

Exhibit C – ZA Letter of Determination

 



Letter of Determination 
August 1 , 2025 

Megan Jennings  
Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP 
One Montogomery Street, Suite 3000 
San Francisco, CA 94104-5500 

Record No.: 
Site Address: 
Assessor’s Block/Lot:  
Zoning District: 

Staff Contact: 

2025-005253ZAD 
1942 & 1960 Folsom Street 
3552 / 009 & 046 
PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair, General) 
Mission Alcohol Restrict Special Use District  
Priority Equity Geographies Special Use District 
Gabriela Pantoja, Senior Planner, Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org  

Dear Megan Jennings: 

This letter is in response to your request for a Letter of Determination regarding the property at 1942 Folsom 
Street, Block 3552, Lot 009 and 1960 Folsom Street, Block 3552, Lot 046, located within the PDR-1 Zoning 
District. The request seeks determinations on the proposed land use of the existing warehouse building and a 
determination of Laboratory Use’s inclusion of outdoor testing of autonomous delivery technologies and, 
specifically, autonomous aerial delivery systems at the subject properties.  

As noted in your letter, the proposed business at the subject properties would use the existing warehouse to 
create, test, and refine an autonomous delivery system including assembling and maintenance of drones and 
drone technology. Accessory office space and break rooms would also be located within the existing 
warehouse for employees. Outside, within the existing surface off-street parking area, drone testing would be 
conducted between the hours of 9AM and 6PM in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
regulations. A number of the existing 39 off-street parking spaces would be removed for the designated drone 
testing location.  

Planning Code Section 102 defines Laboratory as follows: 

Laboratory. A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for scientific research. The 
space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities and/or built accommodations 
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Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP
One Montogomery Street, Suite 3000
San Francisco, CA 94104-5500

August 1 , 2025 
Letter of Determination 
2025-005253ZAD 
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that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of 
laboratories include the following:

a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory;
b) Engineering laboratory;
c) Development laboratory;
d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and

National   Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2, or Biosafety level 3;
e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as Animal Biosafety

level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3;
f) Support laboratory;
g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory;
h) Core laboratory; and
i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10)

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 210.3, a Laboratory use is principally permitted. 

Determination
Based on the information provided in your letter, the proposed land use is a Laboratory use as defined in 
Planning Code Section 102. As described, the proposed land use will focus on the research and development 
of drones and drone technology for a protype drone delivery system. Drone testing conducted outdoors would
be included within the Laboratory Use and subject to all applicable local, state, and federal regulations relative 
to outdoor drone activity. While a Laboratory Use is principally permitted at the subject location, any 
application filed with the Planning Department to establish such use will be subject to any other applicable 
Planning Code provisions, such as impact fees, as well as any applicable guidelines and policies. 

Please note that a Letter of Determination is a determination regarding the classification of uses and 
interpretation and applicability of the provisions of the Planning Code. This Letter of Determination is not 
a permit to commence any work or change occupancy. Permits from appropriate Departments must be 
secured before work is started or occupancy is changed. 

Drone testing conducted outdoors would
be included within the Laboratory Use and subject to all applicable local, state, and federal regulations relative
to outdoor drone activity.

the proposed land use is a Laboratory use
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Letter of Determination
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APPEAL:  An appeal may be filed with the Board of Appeals within 30 days of the date of this letter if you believe 
this determination represents an error in interpretation of the Planning Code or abuse in discretion by the 
Zoning Administrator. Please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475, call 
(628) 652-1150, or visit www.sfgov.org/bdappeal.

Sincerely,

Corey A. Teague, AICP
Zoning Administrator

cc:  Neighborhood Groups
Gabriela Pantoja, Senior Planner

y,



San Francisco Board of Appeals 
November 13, 2025 

4911-2590-5015.5

Exhibit D – Planning Code Excerpts 

Section 102 Definitions – “Enclosed Building” Provisions 

Section 202.2 Location and Operating Conditions – “Enclosed Building” Provisions 

202.2(a) 

202.2(c) 
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202.2(d) 

Section 210.3 PDR Districts – “Enclosed” and Other Relevant Provisions 
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Exhibit E – Precedent ZA Letters of Determination – Laboratory Uses

 





*

*Note: Laboratory definition in sec. 890.52 is distinct from, but
substantially overlaps with, Laboratory definition in sec.102

























Letter of Determination
November 12, 2020

Chloe Angelis
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Record No.: 2020-007326ZAD
Name: Aether Biomachines
Site Address: No Address Specified
Staff Contact: Scott F. Sanchez - 628.652.7384 or scott.sanchez@sfgov.org  

Dear Chloe Angelis: 

This letter is in response to your request for a Letter of Determination regarding the proper use classification for 
Aether Biomachines (“Aether”). The request seeks a confirmation that the subject use is a “non-life science 
laboratory use” and does not seek a determination about whether the use would be allowed at a specific property.

BBackgroundd 
As noted in your letter, Aether is a “robotics and analytics company employing cutting edge technology to increase 
the efficiency of enzyme chemical reactions used in production by its clients” and “working to build the most 
comprehensive enzyme database to date.” Aether uses proprietary robotics and deep learning algorithms and it 
does not use advanced biological techniques. The biological techniques that are used are “basic biological 
methods and techniques” that “date back to the 1980s.” The advances that are used are primarily technological 
(robotics and deep learning algorithms) that allow Aether “to conduct enzyme analysis on a high throughput scale 
that would not be possible with traditional lab methods alone.” Further, Aether “does not produce or package 
enzymes on site. Rather, the data the company generates is provided to its clients to optimize enzyme chemical 
reactions on their own, in their own facilities.”

The use is compared to Zymergen, a company that the Zoning Administrator issued a non-life science laboratory 
determination for on October 19, 2016. In this determination, it was found that Zymergen is “an analytics company 
that employs robotics, advanced manufacturing techniques, and proprietary software to traditional biochemistry 
laboratory methods…[to] facilitate the study of microbial chemical interactions faster and on a much larger scale 
than would be possible with manual testing performed by individual scientists. The information gleaned from this 
analysis is used by Zymergen’s industrial clients to optimize production microbes in order to more efficiently
manufacture commodity chemicals and carbon-based materials.”

Aether is a “robotics and analytics company employing cutting edge technology to increase
the efficiency of enzyme chemical reactions used in production by its clients” and “working to build the most
comprehensive enzyme database to date.” Aether uses proprietary robotics and deep learning algorithms
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PPlanningg Codee Definitionss 
As noted in your letters, the Planning Code contains similar definitions for Laboratory and Life Science uses. 

Planning Code Section 102 defines Laboratory as follows:

A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for scientific research. The space 
requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities and/or built accommodations that distinguish 
the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of laboratories include the 
following:

(a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory;
(b) Engineering laboratory;
(c) Development laboratory;
(d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and National

Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2, or Biosafety level 3;
(e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as Animal Biosafety level 1, Animal

Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3;
(f) Support laboratory;
(g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory;
(h) Core laboratory; and
(i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as defined in California Business

and Professions Code, Division 10).

Planning Code Section 102 defines Life Science use as follows:

A Non-Retail Sales and Service Use that involves the integration of natural and engineering sciences and 
advanced biological techniques using organisms, cells, and parts thereof for products and services. This includes the 
creation of products and services used to analyze and detect various illnesses, the design of products that cure 
illnesses, and/or the provision of capital goods and services, machinery, instruments, software, and reagents related 
to research and production. Life Science uses may utilize office, laboratory, light manufacturing, or other types of 
space. As a subset of Life Science uses, Life Science laboratories typically include biological laboratories and animal 
facilities or vivaria, as described in the Laboratory definition Subsections (d) and (e).

Determinationn 
Based upon the information provided in your request letters, it is my determination that Aether is a Laboratory 
use as defined in Planning Code Section 102. This is due to the focus on analytical work and the means and
methods of research as described in your request. The subject use, as described in your request letters, is not
consistent with the definition of Life Science Use as defined in Planning Code Section 102.  

Please note that a Letter of Determination is a determination regarding the classification of uses and 
interpretation and applicability of the provisions of the Planning Code. This Letter of Determination is not 
a permit to commence any work or change occupancy. Permits from appropriate Departments must be 
secured before work is started or occupancy is changed.  

it is my determination that Aether is a Laboratory
use as defined in Planning Code Section 102.
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Administrator. Please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475, call 
(628) 652-1150, or visit www.sfgov.org/bdappeal.  

Sincerely, 

Corey A. Teague, AICP
Zoning Administrator

cc:  Citywide Neighborhood Groups
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November 13, 2025 

Appeal Nos.:  25-036 
Project Address:  1942-1960 Folsom Street 
Subject:  Building Permit No. 202502110120  
Zoning/Height:  RH-2 / 40-X 
Staff Contact:  Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328 
  corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 

Background 
The subject Letter of Determination (LoD) was issued on August 19, 2025, and found that a facility for the 

creation, testing, and refinement of an autonomous delivery system, including assembling and maintaining 

drones, would be a Laboratory use under the Planning Code.  

 

Key Points 
The specific request and the LoD itself provide sufficient detail to explain the request and determination. 

Unfortunately, the appellant did not file a brief for this appeal, but instead only provided the two following issues 

in their appeal statement:   

1. “The described use of conducting outdoor flying of drones does not fall within any of the 

described activities within the definition of Laboratory Use under Section 102 of the Planning 
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Code. “ 

2. “The stated purpose of flying drones is to support an entirely different set of uses, including 

Parcel Delivery or Retail Sales and Service uses.”  

 Regarding the first issue raised, the definition of Laboratory (below) is expansive in its scope, but does 

not provide a high level of details about specific activities within the types of Laboratory.  

 

Laboratory. A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for scientific research. The 

space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities and/or built accommodations 

that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of 

laboratories include the following: 

a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory; 

b) Engineering laboratory; 

c) Development laboratory; 

d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and 

National Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2, or Biosafety level 3; 

e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as Animal Biosafety 

level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3; 

f) Support laboratory; 

g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; 

h) Core laboratory; and 

i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as defined in 

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10) 
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 Activities that focus on research & development, prototyping, and quality control are distinct from 

manufacturing or retail uses and generally fall under engineering, development, and/or quality control 

laboratories. This position is consistent with prior Zoning Administrator determinations of Laboratory use, and is 

also explained further in a LoD issued on November 6, 2020, to detail the distinction between Life Science use 

and Laboratory use (Exhibit 1). The request letter makes no mention of manufacturing or any retail sales or 

services that would be part of the proposed use on the subject property. If any such proposal is made in the 

future, that will be reviewed and classified as the appropriate land use under the Planning Code at that time.  

 Regarding the second issue raised, the Planning Code only regulates specific uses on individual lots. It 

does not regulate or classify land use based on total business locations and associations. Laboratory uses, 

including research and development activities, are often intended to support other functions for a business or 

organization. But this also applies to other scenarios, such as companies that have one location for their office 

space, but other locations for their manufacturing, warehousing, and other activities, which are all classified as 

separate uses on separate lots.   

Conclusion 
To conclude, the proposed facility is clearly described as only being for the creation, testing, and 

refinement of an autonomous delivery system. Activities that are purely research and development fall under the 

definition of Laboratory in the Planning Code, which is consistent with numerous previous determinations. The 

proposal does not include commercial manufacturing or the commercial operation of such autonomous 

delivery system, each of which would result in a different land use classification. As such, the Zoning 

Administrator did no err or abuse their discretion, and the Department respectfully requests that the Board deny 

the appeal and uphold the determination.  
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cc: Tony Delorio (Agent for Appellant) 

 Megan Jennings (Attorney for Determination Holder)  

 Joe Ospitale (Department of Building Inspection) 

 
 
Enclosures: Exhibit A – LoD Issued 11/6/2020 Re: Life Science and Laboratory Uses 
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Reissued Letter of Determination 
 
November 6, 2020 
 
John Kevlin 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600  
San Francisco, CA 94104 

 
Record No.:  2020-006020ZAD  
Site Address:   None 
Subject:  Life Science Use 
Staff Contact:   Scott F. Sanchez, (415) 558-6326 or scott.sanchez@sfgov.org  
  
 
Dear John Kevlin: 
 
This letter replaces the response letter issued to you on October 9, 2020. The substance of the determination was 
not changed. However, the final determination language was slightly revised to correct errant grammar and to 
provide additional clarification.  
 
This letter is in response to your request for a Letter of Determination seeking a clarification of the characteristics 
of, and distinctions between, Life Science and Laboratory uses as defined in Planning Code Section 102. The 
request expressly does not seek a determination about a specific use (or user) or whether the use would be 
allowed at a specific property or in a specific zoning district.  
 
Background 
As described in your request, you seek a written determination that “(1) to qualify as a Life Science use, an operator 
must involve the manufacture of products or the provision of services on-site for commercial use, and (2) that 
exclusive research and development operations are classified as laboratory use.” 
 
Planning Code Section 102 defines “Life Science” as follows: 
 

A Non-Retail Sales and Service Use that involves the integration of natural and engineering sciences and 
advanced biological techniques using organisms, cells, and parts thereof for products and services. This 
includes the creation of products and services used to analyze and detect various illnesses, the design of 
products that cure illnesses, and/or the provision of capital goods and services, machinery, instruments, 
software, and reagents related to research and production. Life Science uses may utilize office, laboratory, 
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light manufacturing, or other types of space. As a subset of Life Science uses, Life Science laboratories 
typically include biological laboratories and animal facilities or vivaria, as described in the Laboratory 
definition Subsections (d) and (e). 

 
As noted in your request, in order for a use to meet the definition of Life Science, it must use “the integration of 
natural and engineering sciences and advanced biological techniques using organisms, cells, and parts thereof for 
products and services” (emphasis added). While the definition doesn’t specify to what extent the creation of 
products or provision of services must occur on site, it has generally been interpreted that such activities are 
integral to the definition of Life Science.  
 
Planning Code Section 102 defines “Laboratory” as follows: 
 

A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for scientific research. The space 
requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities and/or built accommodations that 
distinguish the space from Office uses, Light Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of 
laboratories include the following: 
   (a)   Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory; 
   (b)   Engineering laboratory; 
   (c)   Development laboratory; 
   (d)   Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and National 
Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2, or Biosafety level 3; 
   (e)   Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as Animal Biosafety level 
1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3; 
   (f)   Support laboratory; 
   (g)   Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; 
   (h)   Core laboratory; and 
   (i)   Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as defined in California 
Business and Professions Code, Division 10). 

 
A key component of Laboratory use is that it is “intended or primarily suitable for scientific research” (emphasis 
added). Please note that the Planning Code does not contain a definition for “research and development” uses 
and that no such use category exists under the Planning Code. A previous Zoning Bulletin from April 26, 1988 
provides a list of “research and development facilities permitted in C-3, C-M, M-1 and M-2 Zoning Districts.” While 
the bulletin used Planning Code references and controls that are no longer in effect, it did note that the primary 
purpose of research and development is scientific or technical research and development activities. Many of the 
examples cited in the bulletin are now contained in the definition of Laboratory. Given that this bulletin contains 
outdated information and inoperative provisions, it is no longer effective and will be removed from the 
interpretations as part of a future update process.  
 
Determination 
In response to your request regarding Life Science use, an operator must involve the production of final, 
commercial products or the provision of commercial services on-site to be classified as a Life Science use. 
However, the Planning Code does not specify to what extent the production of products or provision of services 
must occur on site. As noted above, it has generally been interpreted that such on-site activities are integral to the 
definition of Life Science. In the case where a laboratory use involves “the integration of natural and engineering 
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sciences and advanced biological techniques using organisms, cells, and parts thereof” but does not include such 
on-site activities, it would be classified as a Laboratory, not a Life Science use. Given the nuanced nature of the 
definition, such review has typically occurred on a case-by-case basis as the Planning Department reviews specific 
proposals for compliance with the Planning Code. This case-by-case review will continue going forward.  
 
In response to your request for confirmation that exclusive research and development operations are classified as 
Laboratory use, the Planning Code does not contain a definition of “research and development operations.” As 
noted above, the definition of Laboratory captures uses that are intended or primarily suitable for scientific 
research. It also specifies types of laboratories that may be associated with the development of products, such as 
Development Laboratory and Quality Assurance/Quality Control Laboratory. However, while the Laboratory may 
be synonymous with common perceptions of “research and development,” it may not capture the full universe of 
uses or activities one may consider to be “research and development.” Therefore, while a Laboratory use includes 
many forms of what is commonly considered to be “research and development,” such review will occur on a case-
by-case basis as the Planning Department reviews specific proposals for compliance with the Planning Code.  
 
Please note that a Letter of Determination is a determination regarding the classification of uses and 
interpretation and applicability of the provisions of the Planning Code. This Letter of Determination is not 
a permit to commence any work or change occupancy. Permits from appropriate Departments must be 
secured before work is started or occupancy is changed.  
 
APPEAL:  An appeal may be filed with the Board of Appeals within 15 days of the date of this letter if you believe 
this determination represents an error in interpretation of the Planning Code or abuse in discretion by the Zoning 
Administrator. Please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475, call (628) 652-
1150, or visit www.sfgov.org/bdappeal.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Corey A. Teague, AICP 
Zoning Administrator 
 
 
cc:   Citywide Neighborhood Groups 

Scott Sanchez, Deputy Zoning Administrator 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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November 12, 2025 
 
 President John Trasviña  
San Francisco Board of Appeals  
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 416  
San Francisco, California, 94102  
 
RE: Support for New DoorDash Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom Street  
 
President Trasviña, Members of the Board of Appeals,  
 
On behalf of the Bay Area Council, representing over 360 of the Bay Area’s largest employers, I am submitting this letter 
to express support for DoorDash Labs’s Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom Street IN San Francisco. As one of the region’s 
leading business associations working to champion the economic vitality of our city, we wish to express our firm support 
for DoorDash Labs’s proposal and urge the Board to move the project forward.  
 
We believe this facility further positions San Francisco as a leader in innovation and autonomous technology and has the 
potential to bring new, high-quality engineering and operations jobs to the city. We are confident that DoorDash’s 
investment in this new hub will result in broader improvements to the Mission District and benefit the surrounding 
neighborhood. Beyond the benefits to innovation and local employment, this project supports San Francisco’s broader 
economic recovery. Continued investment of this kind helps create new opportunities for residents and strengthen the 
city’s economic foundation.  
 
In our experience, DoorDash is a strong working partner and we are reassured by the company’s commitments to be 
transparent, responsive, and collaborative with the surrounding community.  
 
We respectfully request that the Board of Appeals affirm the Zoning Administrator's determination. 
 
Should you have any questions or comments regarding this position, please contact Matt Regan  
mregan@bayareacouncil.org.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Senior Vice President Public Policy 
Bay Area Council 
 

http://www.bayareacouncil.org/
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San Francisco Board of Appeals 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 416 
San Francisco, California, 94102 
 
 
 
Re: MMA Support for DoorDash Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom St 

 

President Trasviña, Members of the Board of Appeals, 

DoorDash’s arrival presents a meaningful opportunity for the Mission. Their opening will create 
new jobs in our neighborhood at a time when many residents are seeking stable employment 
and local businesses are working hard to retain staff. 

Our commercial corridor is also facing a real vacancy issue. Having a long-term, established 
company activate an empty space helps strengthen our local economy and brings much-needed 
foot traffic to surrounding small businesses. 

DoorDash has pledged to work closely and consistently with our small business community. We 
welcome this approach. Too often large companies enter neighborhoods and operate in a silo, 
disconnected from the people and merchants who define the character of the area. DoorDash 
has made clear that they intend to do the opposite by collaborating, listening, and contributing. 

We are very aware of the tension that can exist between tech and long-standing communities in 
the Mission. That history matters. In this case we see no real upside to blocking a 
well-established business that is offering tools, resources, and partnership to support our 
merchants. At a time when so many storefronts remain empty, turning away investment that 
aligns with community benefit would not serve our members or our corridor. 

 

Ryen Motzek 
 

 

President, Mission Merchants Association 

 

 
 
 



 
President John Trasviña               November 13, 2025 
San Francisco Board of Appeals  
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 416 
San Francisco, California, 94102 

RE: Support for the New DoorDash Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom Street 

President Trasviña and Members of the Board of Appeals, 

On behalf of the San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations (SFCDMA) — representing 
over twenty-eight neighborhood merchant associations across San Francisco — we are writing to express 
our strong support for the proposed DoorDash Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom Street. 

As an organization dedicated to strengthening neighborhood commercial corridors and advancing 
opportunities for small businesses, we view this project as an important investment in both innovation and 
community vitality. DoorDash’s expansion in the Mission District represents a commitment to the long-
term prosperity of San Francisco’s local economy. The company’s presence not only brings high-quality 
engineering and operations jobs to the city, but also reinforces the local ecosystem that supports 
thousands of small, family-owned restaurants and cafés that depend on DoorDash as a vital revenue 
stream. 

The SFCDMA also commends DoorDash for its ongoing collaboration with the Mission Street Merchants 
Association and its willingness to work transparently and proactively with neighborhood stakeholders. 
Through open dialogue, community engagement, and responsive design planning, DoorDash has 
demonstrated that innovation and community coexistence can move hand in hand — ensuring that new 
development benefits both local residents and small businesses. 

We believe that this project will help revitalize the surrounding corridor, attract additional foot traffic, and 
create ripple effects that strengthen nearby merchants, workers, and families alike. As San Francisco 
continues its economic recovery, partnerships between forward-thinking companies and local 
communities are critical to creating a sustainable and inclusive future. 

For these reasons, the San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations respectfully urges the 
Board of Appeals to affirm the Zoning Administrator’s determination and allow DoorDash to proceed 
with its innovation hub at 1960 Folsom Street. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy Made’ Omi 

President 

San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations (SFCDMA) 
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President John Trasviña​​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​         
San Francisco Board of Appeals  
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 416 
San Francisco, California, 94102 
 
RE: Support for New DoorDash Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom Street 
 
Dear President Trasviña and members of the Board of Appeals,   
 
We write to you today regarding the pending appeal on the Letter of Determination related to DoorDash 
Labs’s lease of the premises located at 1960 Folsom Street. As a chamber representing the interests of 
local businesses of all sizes, and as a champion of entrepreneurialism and economic prosperity in San 
Francisco, we wish to express our support for DoorDash Labs’s proposed new innovation hub and urge 
the Board to move the project forward. 
 
We believe this facility further positions San Francisco as a leader in innovation and autonomous 
technology and has the potential to bring new, high-quality engineering and operations jobs to our city. 
We are confident that DoorDash’s investment in this new hub will result in broader improvements to the 
Mission District and benefit the surrounding neighborhood. Beyond the benefits to innovation and local 
employment, this project supports San Francisco’s broader economic recovery. Continued investment of 
this kind helps create new opportunities for residents and strengthen the city’s economic foundation. 
 
In our experience, DoorDash is a strong working partner and we are reassured by the company’s 
commitments to be transparent, responsive, and collaborative with the surrounding community. 
 
We respectfully request that the Board of Appeals affirm the Zoning Administrator's determination.   
 
Sincerely, 

​ ​  ​  ​ ​ ​  
Rodney Fong 
President & CEO 
The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
 
CC:  
Vice President Lopez 
Commissioner Swig 
Commissioner Saroyan 
Executive Director Lamarre 
Legal Assistant Longaway 
Legal Clerk Mejia 

 



November 13, 2025 

Dear Board of Appeals, 
 
My name is Hana Haber and I’ve been a resident of 125 Shotwell St since 2021, and lived in the 
Mission since 2012. I am writing today in opposition of a private company that is seeking to use 
a parking lot at 1942 & 1960 Folsom Street to test their drone delivery technology. As a resident 
of the 100 Shotwell block (between 15th & 16th streets) I am vehemently opposed to this 
proposition.  
 
There are multiple issues with allowing a private company to test drones on our mixed use, but 
mostly residential block.  
 
The first issue is noise pollution. Drones are loud. Drone testing can generate significant and 
repetitive noise, particularly from multiple takeoffs and landings. The postcard states the 
company would test drones from 9am to 6pm Monday through Friday, which means for forty-five 
(45) hours a week, the block would be polluted by the constant buzzing and literally drone 
sounds of this equipment. Continuous noise exposure has been shown to affect mental health, 
sleep quality, and overall well-being. I cannot imagine enduring this noise Monday through 
Friday from 9am to 6pm with no reprieve, audible from my home. Have there been any 
independent noise studies conducted? Will the results be made public? 
 
This would not only impact all the human residents who have a right to peaceful enjoyment of 
their residences, but also impact our pets and local wildlife. This peer reviewed study from 2025 
found the following about the impact of drone’s noise pollution on animal populations:  
 

“We found that drone altitude, speed, approach distance, and noise levels significantly 
influence wildlife responses, with some species exhibiting increased vigilance, flight 
responses, or physiological stress.” 
 

In addition to the pets who live in the neighborhood, we have multiple hawks, crows, sparrows, 
warblers, and even a brown eagle who live on this block. These animals are already impacted 
by human activity, and the disturbance of drones will add even more stress to their lives. Will 
there be an environmental impact review? 
 
The second issue is invasion of privacy. Allowing a private company to test drone technology 
on a residential block means stripping away our resident’s right to privacy within their homes 
and backyards. Drones use cameras to capture imagery. The testing may involve cameras and 
sensors capable of capturing video, images, and data beyond the intended test zone. Residents 
have a reasonable expectation of privacy in their homes and backyards, and no consent has 
been given to be recorded. I do not consent to a private company capturing me in my private 
home or backyard. I am not interested in allowing a private company to store and archive 
imagery of my block, my home, my neighbor’s home and private lives. Even if footage is 
claimed to be “for navigation,” it could inadvertently capture private property, people, or children. 
This is a serious invasion of privacy. I urge the Board to require full disclosure of data collection 

https://www.mdpi.com/2504-446X/9/4/311


November 13, 2025 

practices, data retention policies, and any third-party access to that data. I also suggest that a 
privacy impact assessment be required before any approval. 
My next issue is safety and liability risks. Drone malfunctions or operator errors could result in 
crashes, property damage, or injuries.  The presence of people, parked cars, and public 
sidewalks makes this location unsuitable for experimental flights. As we’ve seen with 
autonomous vehicles, giving the green light to private companies to test new technology within 
the living spaces of our community comes at the expense of those who live in the community. 
Once that permission is given, it is very, very difficult to remove and regulate.  
 
Who would be legally responsible in the event of a malfunction — the company, the 
property owner, or the municipality? Can the Board require proof of insurance and 
emergency response procedures for accidents? 
 
Another concern is zoning and land use compatibility. The parking lot is zoned for vehicle use, 
not as a testing or industrial site. Drone testing is fundamentally an aeronautical and 
technological activity, not a typical commercial use compatible with residential neighborhoods 
and parking lots. Approving this could set a precedent allowing other private companies to 
repurpose local spaces for incompatible commercial testing. 
 
 
Lastly: transparency. Who is this company? Why has their identity not been revealed to the 
residents of the block they are seeking to negatively impact? I request that the Board delay any 
decision until a comprehensive public hearing process is complete and the community is aware 
of what company is behind this proposition. 
 
While I recognize the importance of innovation and emerging technologies, these advances 
should not come at the expense of the health, safety, and privacy of local residents. The 
proposed drone testing site raises serious and unresolved concerns about noise pollution, 
surveillance, public safety, and the compatibility of such operations with our residential zoning. 
Allowing a private company to conduct experimental drone activities in a neighborhood setting 
sets a troubling precedent that could permanently alter the character and tranquility of our 
community. I respectfully urge the Board to deny this application, or at the very least, to 
postpone any approval until comprehensive independent reviews of noise, privacy, 
environmental, and safety impacts are completed with full public input. Our community deserves 
to feel secure in our homes and confident that local decisions prioritize residents’ quality of life 
above corporate convenience. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Hana Haber 
125 Shotwell St 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 



To: The Members of the San Francisco Board of Appeals​
 

Re: Opposition to Proposed Drone Delivery Testing at [Address or Location of Parking Lot] 

Dear Members of the Board, 

I am writing as a resident of the 100 Shotwell St block of the Mission to express my strong 
opposition to the proposal allowing a private company to use the parking lot at 1942 & 1960 
Folsom Street as a testing site for drone delivery operations. I have lived in this community for 
15 years and deeply value the privacy, and quiet character that make our neighborhood a 
desirable place to live. The proposed use poses multiple serious concerns that I urge the Board 
to consider before granting any approval. 

Noise Pollution and Quality of Life​
Drone testing would inevitably produce repetitive and disruptive noise from takeoffs, landings, 
and hovering, particularly for the proposed schedule of 9am to 6pm Monday through Friday, 
which is 45 hours a week. This noise intrusion would degrade the peace and quiet of our 
residential area, impacting residents’ well-being, sleep, and enjoyment of their homes. I ask 
whether an independent noise study has been conducted and request that any such findings be 
made available for public review. 

Privacy and Surveillance Concerns​
Drone operations often rely on high-resolution cameras and sensors for navigation and testing. 
Even if unintentional, these systems could capture video and images of nearby homes, yards, 
and residents without consent. This represents a clear violation of our reasonable expectation of 
privacy. The company should be required to fully disclose its data collection and retention 
policies and to demonstrate that no visual or sensor data will infringe on private property or 
individuals. 

Safety and Liability​
Drone testing in a populated area creates a significant risk of accidents, property damage, or 
personal injury from equipment malfunctions or operator error. It is unclear who would bear 
liability should such an incident occur—the company, the property owner, or the town. The 
Board should require proof of insurance and detailed emergency procedures before considering 
any approval. 

Zoning and Land Use​
The proposed use of a parking lot for drone testing appears inconsistent with existing zoning 
designations. Drone operations are more akin to industrial or aeronautical activities, which are 
not appropriate within or adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Approving this project could set 
a troubling precedent, encouraging other companies to use local properties for commercial 
testing activities not aligned with community land-use goals. 



Environmental and Community Impacts​
Drone noise and low-altitude flight can disturb local wildlife and domestic animals. Depending 
on the power source, these operations may also increase emissions and energy use. The Board 
should require an environmental impact assessment before allowing any testing in or near 
residential zones. 

Transparency and Public Input​
Residents deserve full transparency regarding the scope, duration, and timing of the proposed 
testing. Any decision that affects neighborhood safety, noise levels, and privacy should occur 
only after meaningful public participation and full disclosure by the applicant. 

Conclusion​
While I appreciate the role of innovation in advancing technology, such progress must not come 
at the expense of residents’ health, safety, and privacy. The proposed drone testing presents 
unacceptable risks and conflicts with the intended use of the site. I respectfully urge the Board 
to deny this application or, at minimum, to delay any decision until independent studies on 
noise, privacy, environmental, and safety impacts have been completed and reviewed with full 
community input. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter and for your commitment to protecting the 
integrity and livability of our neighborhood. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Brendan Hagarty 



 

 
 
 
President John Trasviña​​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​            ​        November 13, 2025​ 
San Francisco Board of Appeals  
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 416 
San Francisco, California, 94102 
 
RE: Support for New DoorDash Innovation Hub at 1960 Folsom Street 
 
President Trasviña, Members of the Board of Appeals,   
 
We write to you today regarding the pending appeal on the Letter of Determination related to DoorDash 
Labs’s lease of the premises located at 1960 Folsom Street. As an organization that works to empower 
San Francisco’s restaurant community, we wish to express our firm support for DoorDash Labs’s 
proposed new innovation hub and urge the Board to move the project forward. 
 
We believe this facility further positions San Francisco as a leader in innovation and autonomous 
technology and has the potential to bring new, high-quality engineering and operations jobs to the city. We 
are confident that DoorDash’s investment in this new hub will result in broader improvements to the 
Mission District and benefit the surrounding neighborhood. Beyond the benefits to innovation and local 
employment, this project supports San Francisco’s broader economic recovery. Continued investment of 
this kind helps create new opportunities for residents and strengthen the city’s economic foundation. 
 
In our experience, DoorDash is a strong working partner and we are reassured by the company’s 
commitments to be transparent, responsive, and collaborative with the surrounding community. 
 
We respectfully request that the Board of Appeals affirm the Zoning Administrator's determination.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Laurie Thomas 
Executive Director 
Golden Gate Restaurant Association 
 
CC:  
Vice President Lopez 
Commissioner Swig 
Commissioner Saroyan 
Executive Director Lamarre 
Legal Assistant Longaway 
Legal Clerk Mejia 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nov 18, 2025 
 

President Trasviña and Board Members: 
 

Re: Appeal #25-036 
 

Calle 24 Latino Cultural District writes to express our concerns regarding the proposed drone 
testing site in blue-collar space at 1960 Folsom St.  
 

Calle 24's mission is to preserve, enhance and advocate for Latino cultural continuity, vitality, 
and community in San Francisco’s touchstone Latino Cultural District and the greater Mission 
neighborhood. 
 

For working-class communities like the Mission District, blue collar (PDR) zoned spaces are 
critical to stability and opportunity for our families in the neighborhood -- and are disappearing 
rapidly. These spaces provide well-paying jobs that do not require advanced educational 
degrees. 
 

This most recent wave of high-tech related companies are, unfortunately, not providing 
meaningful job opportunities to the existing working-class residents, particularly 
opportunities equivalent to blue collar jobs historically provided in these spaces. They 
are driving up land values and increasing displacement pressures with no upside to the 
working-class families that already exist in this area.  
 
This dual role that PDR space plays -- both stabilizing communities and providing opportunities 
for low-to middle income workers -- is critical for the existing Mission community’s survival. Over 
the past several decades, the neighborhood has lost roughly 12,000 Latinos, and at the 
same time lost hundreds of thousands of square feet of blue-collar space.  
 

Additionally, on top of the formal replacement of blue-collar spaces, the Mission District 
continues to face an ongoing problem with illegal occupation of PDR-zoned spaces by other 
uses such as tech companies. 
 

Therefore, in light of this concerning context, it is especially worrying to see an autonomous 
drone testing site proposal made for one of these important job spaces - particularly while at the 
same time that we are seeing large numbers of AI companies already simultaneously pushing 
into these very same vulnerable spaces while millions of vacant square footage exists 
downtown and in other areas of the city.  
 

We ask this  Board to closely review this application to ensure it is compliant with the actual 
intent and history of these spaces.    
 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.  
 
Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 
 

 



 
 
Nov 18, 2025 
 
President Trasviña and Board Members: 
 
​ Re: Appeal #25-036 
 
United to Save the Mission, a coalition of more than a dozen community resident groups and 
nonprofit organizations, writes to express our concerns regarding the proposed drone testing 
site in blue-collar space at 1960 Folsom St, and appreciate the Teamsters raising potential 
issues regarding this use for further review before your Board. 
 
For working-class communities like the Mission District, blue collar (PDR) zoned spaces are 
critical to stability and opportunity for our families in the neighborhood -- and disappearing 
rapidly. 
 
These spaces provide well-paying jobs that do not require advanced educational degrees. 
Simultaneously, these spaces serve as a strong buffer to stabilize against gentrification and its 
accompanying displacement of low-income residents. 
 
This dual role that PDR space plays -- both stabilizing communities and providing opportunities 
for low-to middle income workers -- is critical for the existing Mission community’s survival. Over 
the past several decades, the neighborhood has lost roughly 12,000 Latinos, and at the 
same time lost hundreds of thousands of square feet of blue-collar space.  
 
Additionally, on top of the formal replacement of blue-collar spaces, the Mission District 
continues to face an ongoing problem with illegal occupation of PDR-zoned spaces by other 
uses such as tech companies. 
 
Therefore, in light of this concerning context, it is especially worrying to see an autonomous 
drone testing site proposal made for one of these important job spaces - particularly while at the 
same time that we are seeing large numbers of AI companies already simultaneously pushing 
into these very same vulnerable spaces while millions of vacant square footage exists 
downtown and in other areas of the city.  
 
This most recent wave of high-tech related companies are, unfortunately, not providing 
meaningful job opportunities to the existing working-class residents, particularly 
opportunities equivalent to blue collar jobs historically provided in these spaces,. They 

 



 
are driving up land values and increasing displacement pressures with no upside to the 
working-class families that already exist in this area.  
 
These outcomes are antithetical to the city/community partnership work together in Mission 
Action Plan 2020 and Mission Action Plan 2030 over the last decade. We must all work together 
to change this course of action. 
 
Our asks are: 

●​ For this Board to closely review this application to ensure it is compliant.  
●​ For other city departments to work with us to redouble our efforts and find mechanisms 

to slow the loss of these jobs spaces -- such as instituting controlling measures, or 
incentivizing these uses in other areas such as downtown or Mission Bay where the 
uses will not lead to displacement and lost critical jobs. Such an outcome would be far 
better alignment with the city’s existing business and economic goals. 

 
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.  
 
Community Development Committee, United to Save the Mission 
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November 18th., 2025 

 
President Trasviña and Honorable Board Members, 
 
Re: Appeal #25-036 
 
On behalf of the Hispanic Chambers of Commerce of San Francisco (HCCSF), I write to urgently share our deep 
concerns regarding the proposal to establish a drone testing site in the vital blue-collar (PDR) space at 1960 
Folsom Street. 
 
The mission of HCCSF centers on defending and advancing Latino small businesses and sustaining the legacy and 
vibrancy of the Latino Cultural District, the greater Mission neighborhood and the City of San Francisco. For 
generations, the Mission’s blue-collar spaces have anchored working-class stability, providing living-wage jobs 
accessible to families regardless of academic pedigree. Yet, these irreplaceable spaces are vanishing at an 
unprecedented pace. 
 
Unfortunately, the latest influx of high-tech ventures, including the proposed drone site, is accelerating 
displacement pressures without generating genuine opportunities for the Latino and working-class communities 
that have built this neighborhood. Instead of preserving access to good blue-collar jobs, these new ventures risk 
transforming essential job centers into exclusive, high-tech enclaves—undermining the very community fabric 
these spaces were meant to protect. 
 
Over recent decades, our community has already lost nearly 12,000 Latino residents and hundreds of thousands 
of square feet of blue-collar job space in the Mission. The loss continues as PDR-zoned spaces are systematically 
replaced or informally occupied by uses that do not serve the working people for whom these spaces were 
intended. 
 
Amid these alarming trends, the proposal for an autonomous drone testing site represents a direct threat to the 
economic security and cultural integrity of the Mission. There is ample vacant space downtown suitable for tech 
ventures; permitting further encroachment into PDR zones in our historic neighborhood would disregard the 
explicit intent of these protections and exacerbate displacement. 
 
We urge the Board to closely scrutinize this application and uphold the true spirit and purpose of PDR zoning—
to preserve stable, equitable, local employment and support the survival of the Mission’s diverse working-class 
community. 
 
Thank you for your stewardship and commitment to San Francisco’s communities. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Carlos Solórzano 
CEO 
HCCSF,  
415.259.1498 
Carlos@hccsf.com 
Cc: Board of Directors 
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Carlos Solórzano-Cuadra 
CEO 
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