
From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Doug (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for ConnectSF Vision report (4/19/18)
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2018 11:58:48 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ted Olsson [mailto:olssonted@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 11:48 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Support for ConnectSF Vision report (4/19/18)
 
Commissioners & Director Rahaim,
 
I look forward to addressing you today and ask my remarks to be entered into the record of
today’s meeting.
 
Thank you.
~TED
 
SF Planning Commissioners
Chm., Rich Hillis
VC, Myrna Melgar
Rodney Fong
Milicent A. Johnson
Joel Koppel
Kathrin Moore
Dennis Richards
SF Planning Director, John Rahaim
 
Chairman Hillis, Director Rahaim, and Commissioners
 
My name is Ted Olsson.  As a third generation San Franciscan, I am honored to serve on the ConnectSF and Vision
Zero taskforces, as former chair of the Transit Center CAC, and on numerous citizen advisory committees.  So, I am
familiar with our transit and housing issues, but I speak to you today only as a San Franciscan citizen.
I urge your support of the ConnectSF Vision report.  We approved a similar resolution this wek at the MOP-CAC.
I commend our staff for their outreach and training of our committee, of stakeholders and the public to understand
the multi-faceted issues surrounding this effort.  However, since this is a 50-year plan, with commitment to review
and update every five years, I urge that as a matter of civic education, during the plan’s life, we engage our
communities, either through sessions at our local libraries or schools to educate our citizens in these multiple issues
and the process of scenario planning, which could help all planning agencies, such as yours, in our city.
I am very grateful that our Connect-SF plan is regionally-oriented and an exemplar of such thinking, but particularly
that it complements and implements the strategies of Vision Zero, now that at least the three largest urban areas in
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the Bay Area have made a similar commitment to this decade-long effort which has shown such impressive results,
reducing our traffic incidents by 41% recently, and that all agencies are united on this.
I urge you, as I urge Connect-SF, to support in its implementation Senator Wiener’s citywide policy, when he was
Supervisor, of assuring that our transit keeps pace with our residential density by developing along our major transit
corridors exemplary transit paired with high-rise housing density, with appropriate onsite BMR ratios.
This next quarter century, when we become a 49-square mile city with one million citizens, will challenge us to
develop appropriate and more than adequate transit solutions.  I believe that it is feasible to have a peripheral,
circumferential system with preferential high-speed transit bisecting the city from one part of the ring to the other. 
In addition to getting a control on TNCs and vehicular-sharing-system’s traffic patterns and volumes, I suggest that
the city explore developing its own autonomous short-haul/last-mile shuttles.  But above all we must make ours and
ever-more friendly pedestrian city, with recreational, parks, and POPOS amenities and local merchants.
Finally, since we are a peninsula surrounded on three sides by water during a period of accelerated sea-level rise, at
rates never experienced before, in which marine transport will once again become as important as it had been before
our two bridges, all agencies need to work with the Waterfront Authority as well as with those in charge of our
ocean shoreline to consider how your future developments might form a foundation to protect our city from such
ravages and shrinkage.
Thank you for attention.
~TED OLSSON
[475 words]
 

==============
Ted Olsson, PhD
c:  415.407.0094 | e: olssonted@gmail.com
30 Sharon St. |  San Francisco, CA 94114-1709 USA
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Weekly Board Report
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2018 11:40:21 AM
Attachments: 2018_04_19.pdf
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Commissioners,
 
Attached, please find this week’s Board Report.
 
Sincerely,
 
Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Summary of Board Activities  
April 16-20, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: April 19, 2018 
 


            
LAND USE COMMITTEE: 


• 180190 Planning Code - Lower Polk Street Alcohol Restricted Use District. Sponsor: Peskin. 


Staff: Starr. Item 3 


 
At this week’s Land Use Committee hearing, the Committee heard Supervisor Peskin’s ordinance 


that would extend the Lower Polk Alcohol Restricted Use District for another 5 years. 


Commissioners you heard this item on March 29, 2018 and voted to recommend approval with 


modifications. Your modifications included: 


1. Replace the one year abandonment period with an 18 month abandonment period. 


2. Amend the Ordinance to revise the January 1, 2018 date so that the new exception to 
abandonment provision can be used by the Hemlock Tavern; and 


3. Revise the ordinance so that the footnote for Bar uses added to the Polk Street NCD table 
specifically identifies the Lower Polk Street RUD. 


During the land use hearing Supervisor Peskin made a motion to amend the ordinance to add the 


recommendation 2 and 3 from Commission’s t, but did not extend the abandonment period to 18 


months from 1 year. Only one person spoke during public comment, a reprehensive from the 


Lower Polk Neighborhood, who was in support of the ordinance. After closing public comment, 


the committee voted to forward the amended ordinance to the full board with a positive 


recommendation.  


 


FULL BOARD: 
• 180179 Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental Review- 590 Leland 


Avenue.  Staff: Pollack.  


 


At the Full Board this week, the Board rejected an appeal for the project located at 590 Leland 


Avenue. This project proposes to demolish an existing church building, subdivide the lot into five 


lots, and construct five single-family homes, one on each lot. Commissioners, you heard this item 


on January 18, 2018 as a discretionary review hearing, and voted to take DR and approve the 


project. 


 


The appellant appealed the Categorical Exemption on the grounds that 1) the biological 


resources assessment was inaccurate and incomplete since it did not identify the existence of 


sensitive species on the site and sensitive rare habitat across the street 2) the loss of views from 


public open space, 3) Safety Issues due to interference with sightline from nearby parks, 4) Loss 
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of ADA Accessible Open space 5) Shadows on the adjacent park; and 6) incomplete analysis of 


best use of site.  


 


Supervisor Cohen had several questions for Staff which covered pretty much every item brought 


up by the appellant. Staff adroitly answered each question to the Supervisors satisfaction. In the 


end, Supervisor Cohen came to the conclusion that the CEQA analysis was sufficient and then 


made a motion to deny the appeal and uphold the project approval. The motion passed 


unanimously.  


 


INTRODUCTIONS: 
 





		Land Use Committee:

		Full Board:

		Introductions:










From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 701 Hampshire development
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2018 10:31:52 AM
Attachments: 701 Hampshire Development - 2018.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: kurt@koanalytics.com [mailto:kurt@koanalytics.com] On Behalf Of Kurt Olmstead
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 10:30 AM
To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: 701 Hampshire development
 
Dear all - I have attached a note in opposition to the current plans for 701 Hampshire. 

I appreciate your consideration.
 
Kurt Olmstead
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April 19, 2018


Re: Object to the current plans for 701 Hampshire


To whom it may concern:


My family has owned 2519-2521 19th St since the 1960s.  We have watched the
neighborhood change in many ways over the decades and generally take the position
that growth and change are in the long term interests of the city. There has been major
construction to the buildings on either side of us over the years that we did not oppose.


I have recently written letters to the city and attended meetings in favor of
development in my neighborhood.


That said we do oppose the proposed development at 701 Hampshire for the
reason that it adds height to the structure while not adding living units to a city that
desperately needs them and at the same time removes parking.


I would like to see revised plans.


Yours truly,


Kurt Olmstead







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter for DR this Thursday.
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2018 9:01:22 AM
Attachments: YukaDRLetter.docx

SF_Planning_Commission_Agenda.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: yukako ezoe [mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 10:28 PM
To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Nina Dobner; Jennifer Fieber; Somers, Trevor;
Naoki Onodera
Subject: Re: Letter for DR this Thursday.
 
Hello, Jonas.
 
I am a resident of 701 Hampshire Street apt. 102. Our apartment is on the agenda tomorrow,
Thursday, April 18th, 2018, for the SF Planning Commission's DISCRETIONARY REVIEW.
 
I am away from town and will not be able to attend the meeting. I will have another person who will read my
statement for me, however, I would like to send my letter to the Commissioner's to review. 
 
Thank you.
 
best,  Yuka
 
 
On Tue, Apr 17, 2018 at 3:14 PM, Samonsky, Ella (CPC) <ella.samonsky@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Yuka,
If you would like to send your communications to the Planning Commission, email the Planning
Commission Secretary (contact info below) and he will distribute it to the Commission.
Thanks,
Ella
 
Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Resident: Yukako Ezoe Onodera

Address: 701 Hampshire Street Apt 102 at (19th Street by Potrero) San Francisco, CA

Email: yukakoe@gmail.com



RE: Discretionary Review:  Thursday, April 19, 2018 



My husband and I have been residents of 701 Hampshire St for 12 years.

About a week ago, Christina Tran, one of the three landlords, mentioned through email that we will be relocated approximately 60 days because the shear walls will be replaced. We have been living in this apartment for a long time, and it will take a very long time to move our belongings. We are extremely nervous about this, as it feels like the landlords actually plan to remove us permanently. Our apartment lease comes with a garage space and having to lose that space means a lot to us because we will have to find parking around our home, and at night time I do not feel comfortable parking and walking around the neighborhood. There is also a parking crisis in our area so it will take time to find parking every time. I am not opposed to an earthquake retro-fit, but the landlords are using this as an opportunity to renovate the whole building, and I'm concerned that this is simply part of the process of pushing us out.

In January 2016 Mark Colwell bought the 6 unit apartment along with 2 other owners.  Within one year since his purchase, 2 seniors have died due to his piercing words. He told us.. 'I will Ellis Act you, Owner Move in you, or buy you out.' Colwell was first interested in moving in to unit 101, Jan Bixler's home. That led to Jan who's a disabled senior and lived in that home for 40 years, to have breast cancer few months later, and bone cancer by the summer. Another senior, Santiago, who resided in 203, had a stroke later that year. I had 4 to 5 anxiety attacks that lead me to the emergency room. 

He works for Redfin Realtor but under his own name he owns a 5-6 homes in 3-4 different cities around the Bay Area. He also has his finger on 10-15 homes around my home in the Mission under his Redfin Realtor company.  

One of the three homes owned by Colwell was flagged by the Office of Short Term Rental in San Francisco because he was trying to rent out a short term rental without a permit.

I found out that the 2 units in 5834 Occidental in Oakland, owned by Christina Tran and Mark Colwell, have 2 court cases. One unit sued with a case about its damaged facility (the habitual defects, failure to maintain, causing mental health, illness, and injury.) The other unit had two seniors, one of them ill, who were pushed out from their home with only $5000. Their housing was also improperly maintained, ex. Staircase improperly built and dangerous. 


This is all disturbing to me and I believe he should not be taking over other lives and property when we have a crisis-level shortage of affordable homes. 
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review. 
  
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the 
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents. 
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-5163; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. 
  
Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at 
www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: 
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), 
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: 
Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством 
на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала 
слушания.  
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Rich Hillis 


 Vice-President: Myrna Melgar  
  Commissioners:                 Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,  
   Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 
 
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may 
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or 
to hear the item on this calendar. 


 
1. 2018-002387CUA  (L. HOAGLAND: (415) 575-6823) 


901 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD – south eastern side of Bayshore Boulevard, on the southeast 
corner at Silver Street; Lot 072 in Assessor’s Block 5402 (District 10) - Request for 
Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.2, 303 and 710, to 
allow a non-residential use greater than 3,000 square feet within a NC-1 (Neighborhood 
Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Proposed Continuance to April 26, 2018) 
 


2. 2017-014849CUA (S. ADINA: (415) 575-8722) 
220 POST STREET – northern side of Post Street between Grant Avenue and Stockton 
Street; lot 007 of Assessor’s Block 0294 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 210.2 to establish a change of 
use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to an Office use on the fourth and fifth 
floors of the subject building, within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-
130-F Height and Bulk District. 
(Proposed Continuance to May 17, 2018) 


 
3. 2016-011486CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


1713 YOSEMITE AVENUE – south side of Yosemite Avenue, at Lane Street; Lot 010 of 
Assessor’s Block 5418 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 151.1, 207, 210.4 and 303, to allow residential use within the M-1 
Zoning District at a density ratio of one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area and to 
allow off-street parking at a ratio of three parking spaces per four dwelling units for the 
project involving the construction of a 58-foot tall, five-story residential structure 
containing six dwelling units and four automobile parking spaces within a M-1 Zoning 
District at the 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for 
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on March 1, 2018) 
(Proposed Continuance to May 24, 2018) 
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B. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
4. 2017-016147CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (415) 575-8742) 


855 BRANNAN STREET – northeastern side of 8th Street, between Brannan and Townsend 
Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3783 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 843.45, and 843.46, to allow 
a Formula Retail Financial Services use (dba Wells Fargo) in a newly constructed retail 
space within the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 


C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 
5. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
6. Director’s Announcements 
 
7. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-016147CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
8. 2018-000681PCA (A. STARR: (415) 558-6362) 


HOURS OF OPERATION FOR LIMITED NONCONFORMING USES – Planning Code Amendment 
initiated by the Planning Commission on March 8, 2018 to amend the Planning Code to 
allow limited nonconforming uses in specified zoning districts to operate between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. with Conditional Use authorization; affirming the 
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public convenience, necessity, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
9. 2018-001968PCA (A. BUTKUS: (415) 575-9129) 


LEGITIMIZATION AND RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF CERTAIN SELF-STORAGE USES – Planning 
Code Amendment to allow the owner of premises leased to the City and County of San 
Francisco for a public safety-related use to resume a pre-existing Self-Storage use after the 
City vacates the property without regard to whether that Self-Storage use was established 
with benefit of permit; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 


 
10. 2017-014297PCA (D. BROSKY: (415) 575-8727) 


PLANNING CODE CORRECTIONS ORDINANCE – Planning Code Amendment initiated by the 
Planning Commission on March 8, 2018 to amend the Planning Code in order to correct 
errors and update outdated references; affirming the Planning Department’s 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and  the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under 
Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 


 
11. 1996.0013CWP (S. AMBATI: (415) 575-9183) 


2017 HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT – Informational Presentation - Announcing the 
publication of the 2017 Housing Inventory.  This report is the 48th in the series and 
describes San Francisco’s housing supply.  Housing Inventory data accounts for new 
housing construction, demolitions, and alterations in a consistent format for the analysis of 
housing production trends.  Net housing unit gains are reported citywide, by zoning 
classification, and by planning district.  Other areas covered include affordable housing 
production, condominium conversions, and changes to the residential hotel stock.  In 
addition, a list of major housing projects completed and approved for construction in 2017 
is provided.  Report is available for the public at the Planning Department and on the 
website. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 
 
 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-000681PCAc1.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-001968PCA.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014297PCAc1.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/19960013CWP_041918.pdf
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12. 2015-018094CWP (D. JOHNSON: (415) 575-8735) 
CONNECTSF – A proposed Resolution is before the Commission to Endorse the 2065 Vision 
developed. ConnectSF is a multi-agency collaborative process to build an effective, 
equitable, and sustainable transportation system for San Francisco’s future. The Planning 
Department’s partners in this program are the Municipal Transportation Agency, 
Countywide Transportation Authority, and Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development. Through a yearlong community outreach and scenario planning process, a 
50-year Vision of San Francisco’s future was developed to guide the development of the 
City’s long-range transportation policies and plans. This includes a major update to the 
Planning Department’s General Plan Transportation Element. Public comment on the draft 
Vision closed on March 1, 2018, and a revised version was published on March 22, 2018. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution Endorsing the Plan 


 
13a. 2015-001650CUA (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


3042A CALIFORNIA STREET – north side of California Street between Lyon and Baker 
Streets, Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 1023 (District 1) – Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the previously 
demolished and partially reconstructed two-story, two-unit dwelling at the rear of the 
subject property within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
13b. 2015-001650VAR (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 


3042A CALIFORNIA STREET – north side of California Street between Lyon and Baker 
Streets, Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 1023 (District 1) - Request for Variances from the rear 
yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134, for the usable open space requirements 
of Planning Code Section 135, and for the dwelling unit exposure requirements  of 
Planning Code Section 140 to legalize the previously-demolished and partially 
reconstructed two-story, two-unit residential building at the rear of the subject property.  
The project site is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 
40-X Height and Bulk District. 


 
14. 2017-014841CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 


655 ALVARADO STREET – side of Alvarado Street between Diamond and Castro Streets, Lot 
028C  in Assessor’s Block 2803 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize the tantamount to demolition 
of an existing 2,737 square foot, two-story-over-basement single-family home and the 
permit a new three-story-over-two-basement-levels single-family home. The project site is 
located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height 
and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on February 22, 2018) 


 NOTE: After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 19, 2018 by a vote of 
+5 -0 (Fong absent). 


 
 
 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-018094CWP.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-001650CUAVAR.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-001650CUAVAR.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014841CUAc1.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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15. 2017-014466CUA (V. FLORES: (415) 575-9173) 
100 CHURCH STREET – at Duboce Street; Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 3537 (District 8) - 
Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 
121.2, and 764 to allow a change of use from a vacant retail store to a Formula Retail Gym 
(d.b.a. CorePower Yoga) in the existing commercial space greater than 4,000 square feet in 
size within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) and 40-X 
Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
 


G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR   
 


The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
16. 2017-001225DRP-02 (E. SAMONSKY: (415) 575-9112) 


701 HAMPSHIRE STREET – south east corner of the intersection of 19th and Hampshire 
Streets; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 4078 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of 
Building Permit Application No. 2017.0124.7741, proposing to convert the ground floor 
garage space into two accessory dwelling units and construct a vertical addition (fourth 
floor) of approximately 1,051 square feet (vertical addition would add living space to the 
existing units #4 and #5 on the third floor), and interior and exterior remodel of the 
existing six-unit apartment building within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning 
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
Staff Analysis:  Abbreviated Discretionary Review 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do not take Discretionary Review and approve as revised 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-014466CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_303

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article3zoningprocedures?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_303.1

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article12dimensionsareasandopenspaces?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_121.2

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article7neighborhoodcommercialdistricts?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_764

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-001225DRP-02.pdf
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Privacy Policy 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be 
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other 
public documents. 
 
Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year 
and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder 
sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a 
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the 
organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized 
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written 
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) 
minutes. 


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three 


(3) minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened 


by the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or 


continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members 
present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 


3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to 
the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision 
letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an 
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 
31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed 
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review 
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared 
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a 
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence 
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or 
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in 
accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee 
shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 


 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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PH: (415) 558-6415 (Assistant)
PH: (415) 558-6309 (Direct)
FX: (415) 558-6409
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
 
From: yukako ezoe [mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 1:21 PM
To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)
Cc: Naoki Onodera
Subject: Re: Letter for DR this Thursday.
 
Thank you Ella for this info.
Very very helpful.
Can you send me a list of emails to whom I can email my letters before to the DR? Bc I plan
not to attend.
 
Thank you.
 
Best Yuka
 
On Mon, Apr 16, 2018 at 3:36 PM Samonsky, Ella (CPC) <ella.samonsky@sfgov.org> wrote:

Dear Yuka,
 
Thank you to alerting us that there would be Spanish speakers attending the hearing for the DR. I
have forwarded the request for a Spanish language interpreter to the Planning Commission
Secretary.
 
The DR is at the end of the agenda, and therefore the time that it is heard depends on the speed
at which the Planning Commission hears items earlier on the agenda. There are 8 items on the
regular calendar before the DR calendar. The agenda can be viewed hear:
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20180419_cal.pdf
 
Your husband can attend and present your statement for you, however he would not be given
additional time to present. If he has his own separate statement that could not be presented in 3
minutes with your statement, you may want to ask another friend to present your words. If your
husband does bring a letter on your behalf, please bring at least 12 copies so it can be distributed
to the Commission and staff.
 
Sincerely,
Ella Samonsky
From: yukako ezoe [mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 8:23 AM
To: Naoki Onodera; Samonsky, Ella (CPC)
Subject: Letter for DR this Thursday.
 
Hello Ella I’m a residence at 701 Hampshire St. We are having our DR this Thursday 4/19.
I will am highly concerned about our home of temporary displacement, and not having our
garage space to park our car. My husband is back in town and he plans to attend but since
I’m away the expense for me to attend  the DR is very  costly.

https://maps.google.com/?q=1650+Mission+Street,+Suite+400+%0D%0ASan+Francisco,+CA+94103+%0D%0A+PH:+(415&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com
mailto:ella.samonsky@sfgov.org
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20180419_cal.pdf
mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com


 Do you know an approximate time frame to when the DR may happen?
 
Also if I email you a letter of my concerns for the DR will you be reading the letter for me?
Or do I have to find someone on my hand to read it for me? Can my husband read it for me
and can he have his 2 min of speech? 
 
Can u provide a translator for our Spanish tenant? 
 
Best Yuka
 
--
Yuka Ezoe
Artist 
BahamaKangaroo.com

--
Yuka Ezoe
Artist 
BahamaKangaroo.com

 
--
YUKAKOEZOE.COM
 
BAHAMA KANGAROO

Precita Eyes Mural Arts

http://yukakoezoe.com/
http://bahamakangaroo.com/
http://precitaeyes.org/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 701 Hampshire Street
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 3:32:50 PM
Attachments: Sheet A1.0.pdf

2018-04-04 701 Hampshire Revised Site Permit Drawings (ID 983204).pdf
Original Proposal -701 Hampshire St.pdf

See below:
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Samonsky, Ella (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 12:37 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: 701 Hampshire Street
 
Hi Jonas,
One plan sheet (A1.0) is missing from the plan sets included in the packets which were sent to the
Commissioners. Please provide them the attached plan sheet A1.0 for reference. I have also
attached the original and revised proposal plan sets that include Sheet A1.0.
 
I have attached:

·       Sheet A1.0
·       Original plans at 311 Neighborhood Notifications (file name: Original Proposal – 701 Hampshire

St)
·       Revised plans reflecting post-311 input and further RDG compliance (file name: 2018-04-04 701

Hampshire Revised Site Permit Drawings)
 
Thanks,
 
Ella Samonsky, Senior Planner
FLEX Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9112 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Ella.Samonsky@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 3:22:10 PM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson Tony Vargas comment letter.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Joshua S. Devore [mailto:jdevore@dpf-law.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 3:16 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Thomas Adams; Louise Mercier
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street
 
Dear Commissioners, Mr. Ionin and Mr. Foster:
 
Please see the attached comment letter on behalf of our client, Tony Vargas, and accompanying
letter of Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE related to the pending conditional use permit application for 1600
Jackson Street noticed for hearing on April 26. 
 
We appreciate your consideration of the attached and are available for any questions you may have.
 
Respectfully,
Joshua S. Devore
 
JOSHUA S. DEVORE
DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY
1455 FIRST STREET, STE. 301  |  NAPA, CA  94559
T:  707.252.7122  |  F:  707.255.6876
JDEVORE@DPF-LAW.COM | WWW.DPF-LAW.COM

 
For current wine industry news, visit www.lexvini.com

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:    This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it may contain
confidential information that is legally privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or
attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by
reply e-mail, by forwarding this to dpf@dpf-law.com  or by telephone at (707) 252-7122, and destroy the original transmission and its
attachments without reading or saving in any manner.  Thank you.

 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:jdevore@dpf-law.com
http://www.dpf-law.com/
http://www.lexvini.com/
mailto:dpf@dpf-law.com



1455 First Street, Suite 301 T: 707.252.71 Z2


Napa, CA 94559 F: 707.255.6876


Joshua S. Devore
jdevore@dpf-law.com


April 18, 2018


Nicholas Foster


Senior Planner, Northeast Team


Current Planning Division


San Francisco Planning Commission


c/o Jonas P. lonin


Planning Commission Secretary


San Francisco Planning Department


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400


San Francisco, CA 94103


VIA EMAIL: nicholas.foster@sfgov.org


commissions.secretary@sfgov.org


richhillissf@gmail.com


myrna.melgar@sfgov.org


planning@rodneyfong.com


milicent.johnson@sfgov.org


joel.koppel@sfgov.org


kathrin.moore@sfgov.org


dennis.richards@sfgov.org


RE: 1600 JACKSON STREET - 365 BY WHOLE FOODS


Dear Mr. Foster, Mr. lonin, and Commissioners:


Our firm represents Tony Vargas, a resident of San Francisco, and we are submitting these


comments on his behalf with respect to the proposed 1600 Jackson Street Project to create a


365 by Whole Foods grocery store. Mr. Vargas has a number of serious concerns regarding the


proposed Project (the "Project"), all of which suggest that the Project should not be approved


at this time.l


1 The following comments are based on the information we received pursuant to our November 14, 2017 Public


Record Requests as well as the information available on the planning department's websites. On March 1, 2018,


www.dpf-law.com
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As set forth below, use of a CEQA Exemption for this Project would be improper.  The proposed 
Project  is not  consistent with City policy on housing,  the General Plan, nor  the City’s  zoning 
regulations.  The  proposed  Project  would  have  significant  impacts  on  traffic,  noise  and  air 
quality;  none  of  which  have  been  adequately  studied.  The  property  also  has  an  adverse 
environmental history, which the proposed Project’s proponents have not addressed.   


As such, a full CEQA analysis of the Project is required.  Beyond that failing, the actual confines 
and restrictions on the project appear to be still shifting, and no transportation analysis, loading 
plan,  or  other  final  description  of  the  project  has  yet  to  be  produced.  The Notice  of  Public 
Hearing dated March 27, 2018, contains numerous errors and shortcomings.  Full public notice 
of the actual Project has not been provided and the Planning Commission cannot act under the 
defective notice.   


Finally, because there is a pending formula‐retail ordinance that would prohibit projects such as 
the one proposed, we respectfully suggest the Planning Commission should not take any action 
inconsistent with that pending ordinance until after  it has been formally decided upon by the 
City’s elected officials.  


We  respectfully  request  that  the  issues  raised  in  this  letter  be  addressed  and  responded  to 
prior to the Planning Commission taking any action on this Project. 


I. Use Of A CEQA Exemption Would Be Improper For This Project 


The  Project  proponent’s  original  application  suggests  that  the  Project  is  exempt  from 
environmental  review as a “minor alteration of existing public or private  structures  involving 
negligible  or  no  expansion  of  use.”  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Chapter  3. 
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Guidelines”) 
§ 15301.  The proponent claimed that conversion of a vacant former sporting goods store to a 
high‐traffic grocery store is simply a “minor alteration” with “negligible or no expansion of use.”  
The only  “support” offered  for  this position  is  that  “the building will not be  expanded”  and 
simple “tenant improvements and installation of signage” will be the only changes.   


                                                                                                                                                                               
we submitted a new Public Record Request  (2018‐003147GEN)  to obtain any updated plans and  information on 
the project. The Planning Department did not produce records in response to our renewed request until April 16, 
2018 at approximately 4pm in spite of our repeated attempts to obtain the requested documents. Given this delay 
and  late production of additional  information concerning  the project, we  reserve  the  right  to supplement  these 
comments. We also request that you postpone approval of the conditional use permit until the public is given full 
opportunity to access and examine all documents, as well as give comments. As discussed below, the information 
provided via the Planning Department’s online portals is inconsistent and incomplete. 
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This  is  obviously  untrue.  Going  from  the  current  vacant‐retail  state  –  sitting  atop  a  fully‐
occupied parking garage – to an active grocery store using the same already‐full garage, while 
proposing to take over five street parking spaces to account for the complete lack of compliant 
loading  facilities,  and  then  bringing  in  a  constant  stream  of  oversized  delivery  vehicles  that 
cannot  even  turn  properly  into  their  co‐opted  on‐street  loading  zone,  is  hardly  a  “minor 
alteration.”   As discussed further below, the Project would reap great change on the property 
and have potentially significant environmental impacts.2   


Given  that  a  “Class  1”  exemption  is  plainly  unavailable,  we  understand  it  is  now  being 
considered whether the project should nonetheless be exempt from CEQA analysis by the use 
of a “Class 32” exemption  for an  in‐fill development project.   However,  the project does not 
meet the standard required for such an exemption.3 


In order to receive a categorical exemption, there must be “substantial evidence” to support a 
determination that a project falls within that exemption.  (See, e.g., Save Our Schools v. Barstow 
Unified School Dist. Bd. of Education  (2015) 240 Cal.App.4th 128, 139  [191 Cal.Rptr.3d 916].) 
“Argument,  speculation,  unsubstantiated  opinion  or  narrative,  [or]  evidence which  is  clearly 
inaccurate or erroneous … is not substantial evidence.” PRC § 21082.2(c). 


Use  of  the  Class  32  exemption  first  requires  the  Project  be  “consistent with  the  applicable 
general  plan  designation  and  all  applicable  general  plan  policies  as well  as with  applicable 
zoning designation and regulations.” CEQA Guidelines § 15332(a).  This condition is not met, as 
discussed below and in the attached letter of traffic engineer Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE (“Higgins 
Report”); there are numerous conflicts between the Project and applicable general plan policies 
and zoning regulations. 


                                                       
2  The  Project Description  in  the Notice of  Public Hearing dated March  27,  2018  (the  “Notice”)  claims  that  the 
“proposed project does not constitute a change of use.”  This is wrong and indeed inconsistent with the Amended 
Application for Conditional Use produced to us yesterday dated April 3, 2018 which checked the ‘Change of Use” 
box under Item 3, Project Description.   
3 We  note  that  the  notice  of  public  hearing  directs  the  public  to  the www.sfplanning.org website  for  project 
information on the “Exemption Map.” The ‘More Details’ button on the Exemption Map for the parcel at issue links 
to the Accela records for the parcel, indicating a Class 32 exemption, and a description of the Whole Food project. 
See  http://sf‐planning.org/ceqa‐exemptions‐map;  search  “1600  JACKSON  ST”  (last  visited  April  17,  2018).  (No 
record supporting such decision has been made public nor notice of such exemption been provided, despite our 
specific  request  in November 2017). Yet  the  ‘Documents’ button  for  the parcel provides only  the plans  for  the 
now‐abandoned  residential  project  at  the  site.  See  https://sfplanninggis.org/planningdocs/?RecordID=2016‐
000378ENV&RecordName=1600%20Jackson%20Street%20%28Whole%20Foods%29  (last  visited  April  16,  2018).  
As such,  if an exemption determination has actually been made, the Notice of Public Hearing was defective, and 
the project cannot be decided based thereon. 
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Use of the Class 32 exemption also requires that “the Project would not result in any significant 
effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.”  CEQA Guidelines § 15332(d).  The 
Project also falls far short of this Class 32 exemption requirement as set out further below and 
in the Higgins Report.   
 
Moreover, CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2 excepts usage of  the exemptions,  including Class 1 or 
Class 32 exemptions, under certain circumstances.   Under § 15300.2(b), “[a]ll exemptions  for 
these classes are  inapplicable when the cumulative  impact of successive projects of the same 
type  in  the  same  place,  over  time  is  significant.”  And  under  § 15300.2(c),  “A  categorical 
exemption  shall  not  be  used  for  an  activity where  there  is  a  reasonable  possibility  that  the 
activity  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  due  to  unusual  circumstances.”  
“Whether a circumstance  is ‘unusual’  is judged relative to the typical circumstances related to 
an otherwise  typically exempt project.” Santa Monica Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa 
Monica, 101 Cal. App. 4th 786.  Here, again as discussed further below, the cumulative impacts 
and unusual nature of the Project render an exemption unavailable. 


No  Class  1  or  Class  32  exemption  for  the  Project may  be  used,  and  a  full  CEQA  analysis  is 
required. The Project should not proceed without either at  least a completed  initial study or, 
more appropriately, an environmental impact report. Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21080. 


II. The Project Is Not Consistent With City Policy, The General Plan Or Zoning Regulations 


The 1600 Jackson Street property, at the corner of Jackson and Polk Streets,  is  located  in the 
Polk  Street  Neighborhood  Commercial  District,  and  zoned  as  a  Neighborhood  Commercial 
property. As  set  out  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (SFPC),  “Neighborhood  Commercial 
Districts are  intended to support neighborhood‐serving uses on the  lower floors and housing 
above.”    SFPC  §  702(a)(1)  (emphasis  added).  The proposed Project plainly  fails  to meet  this 
criteria and should be rejected on its face as inconsistent with Planning Code section 303(c)(1).  
Given the absence of any housing component, the proponent has not and cannot establish that 
“[t]he proposed use or  feature,  at  the  size  and  intensity  contemplated  and  at  the proposed 
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the 
neighborhood or the community.” 


A. The Project Fails to Address the City’s Recognized Housing Crisis 


San  Francisco  has  a  well‐documented  housing  shortage,  acknowledged  in  the  City  Code; 
particularly housing that is affordable and/or sized for families: “The Board of Supervisors, and 
the  voters  in  San  Francisco, have  long  recognized  the need  for  the production of  affordable 
housing.”  SFPC § 206.1(c).   
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Affordable  housing  is  an  especially  paramount  concern  in  San 
Francisco. San Francisco has one of  the highest housing  costs  in 
the  nation,  but  San  Francisco’s  economy  and  culture  rely  on  a 
diverse workforce at all income levels. It is the policy of the City to 
enable  these  workers  to  afford  housing  in  San  Francisco  and 
ensure  that  they  pay  a  reasonably  proportionate  share  of  their 
incomes to live in adequate housing and to not have to commute 
ever‐increasing distances to their jobs. 


SFPC § 206.1(b). One of  late Mayor Ed  Lee’s  last official acts was  issuing Executive Directive 
17‐02. Mayor Lee  lamented  that “[t]he  lack of housing affects everyone  in our City. Years of 
failing to build homes has resulted in families and long‐term residents leaving San Francisco in 
search of more affordable places  to  live.” Executive Directive 17‐02 was  intended  to produce 
“faster approvals for housing development projects at both the entitlement stage and the post‐
entitlement permitting stage.” 


The  2014  Housing  Element  of  the  City’s  General  Plan  “notes  that  meeting  the  estimated 
housing need will require a rate of housing production far greater than what has been achieved 
in previous years.”4  As set out in the Preface to the Housing Element, two General Plan Priority 
Policies relate specifically to housing: 


• That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (See Objectives 
1‐3, Objectives 7‐9, and all related policies under those objectives).  


• That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order 
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods (See Objective 2, 
Objective 11, and all related policies under those objectives). 


Indeed, the City has numerous programs in place to promote housing development.  See, e.g., 
SFPC  § 206.1(g)  (listing  four  affordable‐housing  promotion  programs).  In  early  2017,  the 
Planning  Department  published  an  extensive  report  on  the  pressing  need  for  housing  for 
families with children.5   


Thus,  the need  for more housing  is  clearly  a priority  for  the City,  and  the  failure  to  include 
housing at  the site –  the  location’s zoned  intended use –  is  inconsistent with City policy. The 
Project  is thus not “necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the 


                                                       
4 http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement‐AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf  
5 http://default.sfplanning.org/plans‐and‐programs/planning‐for‐the‐city/family‐friendly‐
city/Housing_for_Families_with_Children_Report‐011717.pdf  







April 18, 2018 
Page 6 
 
 


 


 


 


community,” nor “in conformity with the stated purpose of the applicable Use District.” SFPC 
§ 303(c)(1), (4). 


B. The Project Fails to Comply with General Plan Requirements 


As set forth further in the attached Higgins Report, numerous elements of the General Plan and 
related City Plans beyond the Housing Crisis are also implicated.  The Transportation Element of 
the General Plan,  including Vision Zero and  the Better Streets Plan, and  the Polk Streetscape 
Project, call for giving priority to the safety of pedestrians; yet the proposed on‐street  loading 
zone would consistently interrupt pedestrian traffic on Jackson Street.  See, e.g., General Plan, 
Transportation  Elements  1.2,  18.1,  24.1‐24.3,  42.  The  busy  garage  entrance  on  Polk  Street 
would do  the same,  including constant obstructions of  the southbound Polk Street bike  lane.  
Id. at Objectives 29, 31.    Likewise,  if  the deficient  “receiving gate” on  Jackson  is used,  it will 
block sidewalk access for pedestrians and the handicapped. The Project is located in the Middle 
Polk  Invest  in  Neighborhoods  Initiative  Area,6  but  conflicts  with  many  pro‐Neighborhood 
policies such as the Polk Streetscape Project.   


The site is also immediately adjacent to the rapidly developing Van Ness Avenue Area.  It would 
greatly  impact the block of Jackson Street between Polk and Van Ness, and the adjacent RC‐4 
zoned building at 1650  Jackson Street  that  is  located  in  the Van Ness Special Use District.  In 
addition with  conflicting with  the  Van Ness  Avenue  Plan’s Objective  1  of  adding  residential 
housing to that area, it also will interfere with Objectives 8 and 9’s goal to create an attractive 
street and sidewalk space and focus on safety for all users on Van Ness. Further, we understand 
that the Van Ness Corridor Neighborhoods Council opposes the Project. 


The proposal to give city street space and/or property to non‐public uses (in this case, give five 
metered parking spaces to a supermarket for loading and unloading) violates the General Plan 
tenets  regarding  public  street  space  not  being  used  for  private  development. Urban Design 
Element 2.8 (“strong presumption against the giving up of street areas for private ownership or 
use”); Transportation Element 36.5 (against giving up public street parking for private parking). 
The  proposed  Project  also  encourages  truck  noise  immediately  adjacent  to  residential  use, 
contrary  to  Environmental  Protection  Element  9.6,  and  the  proffered  transportation  plan 
diverts  truck  traffic  into  neighborhood  streets  contrary  to  Vehicle  Circulation  Plan  Policy  1.  
Moreover,  to  the extent  any  street  space  should be  given  to  loading purposes on Van Ness 
cross‐streets, that space should go to properties fronting Van Ness per Van Ness Avenue Area 
Plan Policy 9.13. 


In sum, there are a vast number of conflicts between the Project and the City’s long term plans. 
                                                       
6 http://investsf.org/wordpress/wp‐content/uploads/2014/03/Neighborhood‐Profile‐MIDDLE‐POLK‐STREET.pdf 







April 18, 2018 
Page 7 
 
 


 


 


 


C. The Project Fails to Comply with Zoning Regulations 


Under SFPC § 152, one Off‐Street Freight Loading space  is required for retail between 10,001‐
60,000  sq.  ft.  In Neighborhood Commercial Districts, “[a]ll uses  shall be conducted within an 
enclosed building” and “[n]o use, even though  listed as a Permitted Use, shall be permitted … 
which, by reason of  its nature or manner of operation, creates conditions that are hazardous, 
noxious, or offensive through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas, vibration, 
glare, refuse, water‐carried waste, or excessive noise.”  SFPC §§ 703(b), (e)(1).  The loading zone 
at  the Project  is plainly  insufficient under  the code, and  the  substantial  truck  traffic  that  the 
Project will engender will create hazardous, noxious and offensive conditions. 


Further, “[a]ny off‐street  freight  loading area  located within 50  feet of any R District shall be 
completely  enclosed  within  a  building  if  such  freight  loading  area  is  used  in  regular  night 
operation.”    SFPC  § 155(p).7    The  property  is  adjacent  to  a  RC‐4  zoned  residential  building.  
Thus,  no  “regular  night  operation”  of  the  loading  zone  can  be  allowed;  yet  grocery  stores 
routinely off‐load produce during over night hours, and there can be  little assurance that the 
Project  would  actually  comply  with  any  limitation  to  the  contrary.  Indeed,  the  Project’s 
“Loading  Management  Plan”  set  out  in  the  December  15,  2017  second  draft  of  the 
Transportation Management  Plan  specifically  calls  for  loading  to  be  permitted  at  all  times, 
weekdays and weekends, excepting only weekdays from 7‐9am and 4‐6pm.  Thus, the on‐street 
based Loading Management Plan violates SFPC § 155(p).8 


Moreover, while  parking  and  loading  are  typically  accessory  uses,  loading  facilities must  be 
located  on  the  same  lot  as  the  structure  or  use  served  by  them  in  order  to  be  considered 
accessory  uses.  SFPC  §§  155(a),  204.5.    An  off‐street  loading  space must  “be  located  in  its 
entirety within  the  lot  lines of private property.”    SFPC § 155(b).9   Here,  as discussed  in  the 
Higgins Report,  the  loading area  is plainly  insufficient  to meet  these  requirements; a  full‐size 
65‐foot  truck would  not  come  close  to  fitting  in  the  loading  area,  and  even  a  30‐foot  truck 


                                                       
7 Section 155(r)(2)(GG) also prohibits “garage entries, driveways or other vehicular access to off‐street parking or 
loading” on “development lots” on Polk Street “[i]n order to preserve the pedestrian character … and to minimize 
delays  to  transit  service”;  however,  the  existing  garage  driveway  would  not  appear  to  be  impacted  by  this 
prohibition. 
8 A “tracked changes” version of the Loading Management Plan produced to us yesterday appears to show further 
modifications proposed to this schedule by planning staff based on the City’s “quiet hours” provisions.   Yet even 
still  it suggests  large  truck unloading  to occur up until 10:00pm  immediately adjacent  to a residential zone.  It  is 
unclear what the project is actually proposing, and the proponent should be required to submit a full and complete 
application  that  actually  describes  the  terms  of  the  project  prior  to  any  action  being  taken  by  the  Planning 
Commission. 
9 Further, the code provides that “[a]ccess to off‐street loading spaces shall be from Alleys in preference to Streets, 
except where otherwise specified in this Code.” SFPC § 155(c). However, there is no alley at the property. 
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would  intrude  into the sidewalk. The Project proponent concedes as much.   Thus, the Project 
proponent does not actually  intend to do  its freight  loading  in  its off‐street  loading space, nor 
do so  in an enclosed building:   the on‐street  loading “solution”  is  inconsistent with the zoning 
regulations. 


It  cannot  receive an exemption  to  those  requirements either.   The Code  treats  together off‐
street  parking  and  loading  requirements.  But  while  exemption  to  the  off‐street  parking 
requirements require approval by the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator pursuant 
to the procedures in SFPC §§ 307(h)(2) and (i), SFPC § 161(f), there is no associated provision for 
an  exemption  from  off‐street  loading  requirements.  SFPC  § 161  (“These  provisions,  as 
exemptions, shall be narrowly construed”).   The  intent of the zoning code  in requiring an off‐
street  loading  space  for  such  a  Project would  be  frustrated  if  any  Project  could  provide  an 
inadequate off‐street space, and do all of its actual loading on the street.  As such, the current 
plan to use an on‐street loading area does not comport with the zoning requirements and must 
be rejected. 


In sum, there are a vast number of conflicts between the Project and the City’s long term plans, 
policies, and code provisions, such that the use of a categorical exemption intended for projects 
that are consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies, as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations, is clearly inappropriate. 


III. The Project Could Result in Significant Traffic, Noise, and Air Quality Impacts 


The Project proponent has completely abrogated its obligation to demonstrate compliance with 
Planning Code § 303(c)(2), which requires a showing that a project “will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, 
or injurious to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity.”  Among other 
shortcomings, as discussed below,  the proponents have  failed  to conduct a  traffic  study, nor 
done any current environmental analysis. 


A. The City’s Own Analysis Shows Substantial Issues with the Project 


Project  records  show  that on  July 18, 2016, Don Lewis  (Environmental Planning)  requested a 
determination  of  whether  a  Transportation  Study  was  required  from  Manoj  Madhavan, 
Transportation Staff; on July 21, Madhavan indicated a Transportation Study was required.  The 
request and determination notes that the “Project site is located within a high‐injury corridor.”  
That  requirement has not been  fulfilled.  Subsequent  correspondence between Kittelson,  the 
proponent’s  consultant,  and  planning  department  staff  indicates  that  a  full  TIS will  not  be 
performed.  Such a failure is significant. 
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As  the  Commission  knows,  the  San  Francisco  Street  Design  Advisory  Team  (SDAT)  reviews 
projects  affecting  public  right‐of‐ways.  It  includes  representatives  from  SF  Planning,  Public 
Works, and SFMTA.  On March 27, 2017, there was an SDAT meeting to discuss the Project.  In 
an  April  20,  2017 memo,  SDAT  provided  extensive  criticisms  of  the  Project.    Among  other 
issues: 


• SDAT cited  the Better Streets Plan, and  that  Jackson and Polk Streets are classified as 
Neighborhood Commercial Streets. 


• SDAT  cited  the Vision  Zero Policy which  seeks  to  eliminate  all  traffic deaths  in  SF by 
2024.  “Polk Street has been designated a Vision Zero Corridor and  falls on  the Vision 
Zero High Injury Network for cyclists.  All plans should prioritize improving safety for all 
users along this corridor.” 


• Polk Street  is an  identified bike route under  the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, and  is  the 
primary north/south route through Nob Hill from Downtown and Aquatic Park. 


• SDAT  opposed  on‐street  commercial  loading  and  expressed  a  preference  that  the 
Project accommodate loading within the building’s garage, understanding that doing so 
would require modifications to the building.  It requested further information as to why 
internal loading or minimized truck deliveries is infeasible. 


• SDAT  recommended  a  bulbout  into  both  Polk  and  Jackson  streets.  “Given  the 
importance of this corner for Muni operations, further analysis will be required before 
preferred  bulbout  dimensions  can  be  determined.”  The  Transportation Management 
Plan notes a bulbout only into Polk Street. 


In an (unsuccessful) effort to address some of the initially identified problems with the Project, 
two reports were produced by Kittelson on behalf of Whole Foods on October 25, 2017.   The 
first addresses truck traffic routes, unloading issues, and parking.  Among other items, it notes 
that: 


• Trucks  cannot  turn  into  the  loading  zone  from  southbound Polk Street,  so  suggesting 
southbound traffic needs to be rerouted to Larkin Street – failing to note that portion of 
Larkin is restricted to trucks under 6,000 pounds. 


• Passenger loading should occur in the same area as the commercial loading zone when a 
delivery  truck  is not present –  failing  to  recognize  that  the delivery  schedule  calls  for 
near‐constant truck traffic. 
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• The existing parking garage will have only 70 parking spaces – failing to acknowledge the 
parking garage is already actively and fully in use. 


• A need to monitor for traffic into the garage and abate any traffic backups blocking the 
street or sidewalk  for  three minutes or more – but blocking  the street or sidewalk  (or 
bike lane) for two and a half minutes would go unaddressed. 


• A series of traffic abatement measures and truck management schedules contained  in 
the  report  –  acknowledging  that  there  are  at  the  very  least  significant  issues  to  be 
studied and mitigation measures required. 


Notably,  there does not  appear  to have been  any  study done of existing  traffic  and parking 
demands in the existing garage, which is open and operating.  See Higgins Report at 5.  There is 
no  recognition  of  the  loss  of  street  parking  either  even  though  the  plan  for  street  loading 
removes  five metered parking spaces on  Jackson Street.   The Project would  fully displace 75 
parking spots, yet the issue has never been addressed by any study.10 


The second October 25, 2017 Kittelson report focuses on a purported loading plan.  It analyzes 
expected truck load demands based on four different Whole Foods locations; three 365 stores 
in other cities, and the Whole Foods on Franklin Street in SF.  It (wrongly) notes that 365 stores 
have about half of  the  truck demands of a  regular Whole Foods.   Some  issues  raised by  this 
report include: 


• It  notes  that  the majority  of  deliveries  are  normally made  during  business  hours  (9‐
6pm).  However deliveries will not be available between 4‐6pm, pushing more deliveries 
to off‐hours, greatly affecting the residential neighbors. 


• An average of 10 trucks per day will result in one‐two trucks per hour.  Thus, the loading 
zone will essentially always be  in use during the day, preventing any other use despite 
the plan to direct Uber/Lyft vehicles to pick‐up/drop‐off in the loading zone. 


• A  recognition  that  the  SF Planning Code § 152  requires one off‐street  freight  loading 
space – 25 feet long, 10 feet wide, and 12 feet vertical clearance – not large enough for 
even a 30 foot truck, let alone a 65‐foot trailer truck. 


                                                       
10 For example, a draft of a memo from Don Lewis, Environmental Planner, produced to us yesterday misstates the 
parking deficit resulting from the project because it fails to analyze the existing parkers being displaced. It also falls 
short  in  its  analysis  of  vehicle miles  travelled  (VMT),  which  will  certainly  be  impacted  both  for  the  existing 
displaced parkers and the extensive project traffic.  See Higgins Report at 3‐5. 
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• A claim that  it  is not feasible to create a  loading dock on either Jackson Street or Polk 
Street; the 100‐ft commercial loading zone on Jackson Street is the only proposal.  This 
expands the existing 20‐foot loading zone to the corner of Jackson & Polk. 


• Delivery activity will  interfere with pedestrian traffic on Jackson Street.   There  is also a 
bus stop on Jackson at Van Ness – that would  lead to pedestrians walking through the 
loading area  to access Polk Street or enter  the store –  in addition  to  the current stop 
(with no curb access) on Jackson at Polk that will be in the loading zone itself. 


• Truck movement analysis shows trucks cannot turn from southbound Polk onto Jackson 
into the  loading zone. The Project will need to direct  its vendors to deliver from either 
northbound Polk or westbound  Jackson. There  is no  indication  that a  ‘trucks no  right 
turn’ sign will be placed on southbound Polk.  And as noted above, it purports to reroute 
large truck traffic onto a street where those trucks are prohibited. 


• Trucks backing into the receiving gate would temporarily block traffic on Jackson.  Such 
Smaller vehicles will also need to back across the sidewalk on Jackson, conflicting with 
pedestrians, and blocking the sidewalk when not completely in the receiving area. 


• The  Project  would  direct  Uber/Lyft  pickups  to  the  commercial  loading  zone  when 
delivery vehicles are not present; but that could affect delivery trucks and may result in 
double‐parking. 


The report concludes with a telling acknowledgement of the impacts that should be subject to 
fully study: 


The  delivery  activity  of  the  Project  has  the  potential  to  affect 
traffic, transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians along Jackson Street.  


Given  the  recognition  of  these  significant  impacts  by  the  applicant’s  consultant,  these 
conclusions call for a traffic study and complete CEQA analysis. 


Moreover,  on  April  17,  2018,  one  day  before  the  deadline  for  the  Planning  Commission  to 
receive printed comments, we received updated versions of the two Kittelson reports discussed 
above. They do not come close  to addressing  the problems, and  indeed  seem  to give  rise  to 
even bigger questions.  For example, they continue to wrongly claim that the operating and full 
parking garage  is a vacant site, and  repeats much of  the same  issues as  the prior drafts. The 
“Proposed Traffic Plan” (sheet B12) that accompanied the second draft Loading Analysis does 
little more than point out some bicycle racks, while  inconsistently suggesting that the  loading 
zone operates Mon‐Sat, 9:00AM – 6:00PM (contrary to the loading times actually proposed of 
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all hours except 7‐9am and 4‐6pm) and that, “when trucks are not unloading, rideshare vehicles 
can use passenger loading zone,” leaving to speculation what should occur during the 20 hours 
per day that are planned as loading times.11 


More  concerning,  the  vague  reference  to  “online  order  and  delivery  service(s)”  having  two 
dedicated  parking  spaces  for  “associated  grocery  delivery  vehicles”  in  the  Transportation 
Management Plan Draft #2 suggests that the Project (or  its new corporate parent, Amazon)  is 
planning to run a grocery delivery business from the Project site.  This is a completely different 
use  than  proposed.    The  prospect of  a  constant  stream  of  delivery  vehicles  has never  been 
addressed or fully disclosed. 


Finally, we note that documentation we received yesterday through our public records request 
(but not otherwise publicly available) indicates that planning staff has been providing revisions 
to the Project’s consultants as recently as this week, which now appear to propose even further 
modifications to the Transportation Management Plan. Thus, it is difficult to fully comment on 
the Project plans without any public disclosure of what those plans actually are, and no hearing 
should be held on the Project until full and complete public disclosure is made. 


B. An Expert Analysis of Traffic Issues Demonstrates the Need for Further Analysis 


The attached Higgins Report sets out numerous significant  issues, unanswered questions, and 
shortcomings of the Project plans.  A full traffic study and transportation analysis by the Project 
proponents  is required to attempt to address some of these  issues.   Many are not solvable at 
all,  strongly  suggesting  the  Project  should  be  rejected  in  its  entirety.  At  the  very  least,  the 
failure  to  fully  analyze  these  problems  prior  to  proceeding  fails  to  meet  applicable  legal 
requirements as discussed above. 


The significant issues found by the Higgins Report include: 


• A failure to conduct a Traffic Impact Study to address: 


o An increase in traffic generated by the Project 


o Changes in traffic patterns from upcoming street projects 


o Cumulative traffic impacts from upcoming land development project 


o Traffic operations Issues 
                                                       
11  Draft  versions  of  revised  documentation  containing  comments  and  tracked  changes we  received  yesterday 
suggest that this question is still unanswered. 
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• Vehicle Miles  of  Travel  (VMT),  the  new  state‐mandated  standard  for  a  CEQA  impact 
study, has not been addressed 


• Increased  traffic will have air quality  impacts and noise  impacts on  the neighborhood 
while taking away from existing parking 


• There has been no analysis of the parking garage on the site that is currently in use and 
at full capacity 


• A full truck access and freight management plan is needed 


• The proposed Project does not meet transportation code requirements 


• The proposed Project  conflicts with Policy  40.2 of  the  Transportation  Element of  the 
General Plan 


• Numerous other controlling City Plans and policies have not been addressed 


The  Project  proponent’s  failure  to  address  these  items  demonstrates  a  lack  of  substantial 
evidence to grant any exemption or approve the Project.   Traffic  issues need to be addressed 
because of their direct, indirect, and cumulative impact on the physical environment. Truck and 
customer traffic, and especially VMT, need to be studied to determine the Project’s impact on 
air quality.  And likewise, the noise from a constant stream of trucks and an untold number of 
vans  must  be  analyzed.  These  are  all  unstudied,  potentially  significant  impacts  on  the 
environment. 


IV. The Project Applicant Failed to Address Adverse Environmental History 


The  City  Planning  Department  requires  submittal  of  an  Application  for  Environmental 
Evaluation form.  Question 7 on that form asks “[w]ould the Project involve work on a site with 
an existing or former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaers, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site 
with underground storage  tanks?”   Melina Sarjapur of Reuben,  Junius & Rose, LLP submitted 
the form on behalf of the property owners, three LLCs, with an address of 940 Emmett Ave. STE 
200, Belmont CA 94002, on March 23, 2016.  The question was answered ‘no.’ 


A. The Project Site Was Historically Used As An Auto Repair Facility 


The site in question was, for decades, the location of a number of auto repair facilities.  In 2014, 
another Application for Environmental Evaluation was filed by Village Investment Partners, L.P., 
with  an  address  of  940  Emmett  Ave.  STE  200,  Belmont  CA  94002,  concerning  a  proposed 
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residential  construction  Project  at  the  site.  That  form  answered Question  7  correctly.  As  a 
result, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was required to be (and was) submitted.  
An ESA is contained in the electronic file for the subject property – but it is dated June 9, 2014. 


It is not clear whether there was an agreement to allow the use of the 2014 ESA in connection 
with  the current Project, which was not applied  for until 2016. The  record  suggests  that  the 
Planning Department was never paid for the prior environmental review effort; yet the “new” 
applicant  shares  the  exact  same  address  as  the  prior  applicant.  It  is  clear  however  that  the 
Whole Foods Project did not submit a current Phase I ESA. 


B. The Prior Phase I ESA Was Flawed 


The  2014  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  has  a  number  of  errors  and  analytical 
shortcomings.    It  indicates  there  is  no  basement,  despite  the  obvious  subterranean  parking 
structure  (and  includes  pictures  thereof);  it  conducted  a  shallow  and  insufficient  review  of 
earlier  permits;  and  its  analytical  conclusions  regarding  contamination  seem  to  rely  only  on 
contamination  found  decades  earlier.  Underground  storage  tanks  and  hydraulic  lifts  were 
removed in 1992, and the only testing in the Phase I ESA comes from a report from that time.  
Yet the ESA does not clearly identify that it is relying on 25‐year old data; rather it just vaguely 
references  that  “TRC  Environmental  Consultants  did  not  recommend  further  investigation.”  
TRC did the 1992 work.  Moreover, no testing appears to have been done for toxic substances 
like MTBE. 
 
Given that the site is now proposed to be used to sell food such as fresh produce, that the site 
is  potentially  contaminated  but  no  up‐to‐date  ESA  was  performed  is  highly  significant.  In 
addition, the ESA notes several action items that are needed including: 


• Potential  asbestos‐containing  materials  will  need  to  be  identified  and  a  thorough 
asbestos survey is required in accordance with EPA NESHAP 40 CFR Part 61 prior to any 
renovation. 


• Lead based paint may be present; samples need be collected or studied and any amount 
of lead would require compliance with OSHA lead standards. 


Even if it were appropriate to consider the 2014 study as having been submitted in connection 
with the current Project, it has several obvious flaws, including: 


• The property  is wrongly described as a “two‐story commercial building with presumed 
slab foundation.” 
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• It was still occupied by Lombardi Sports at the time of the study.   


• A claimed data gap of property history  from 1950‐1995; but permit records are  in the 
current file. 


• No sampling for any toxic materials was done. 


• No radon test was performed although parking is in a subterranean garage. 


• Only a visual mold test was performed; no air testing, closed wall, or HVAC testing was 
done. 


As discussed above, the contamination evaluation is 25‐years old. There has been no analysis of 
what may have happened at the site during its vacancy, such as mold growth, and no analysis of 
substances that have more recently been found to be toxic to the environment, such as MTBE.  
Given  all  of  the  shortcomings with  the  prior  Phase  I  ESA,  a  current,  complete  and  accurate 
Phase I ESA must be required before any project can proceed at the site. 


V. A Full CEQA Analysis is Required 


For  the  reasons discussed above,  there are  substantial  issues  that  render use of a Class 1 or 
Class 32 exemption – or, indeed, any exemption – improper.  Even if there were a basis for use 
of  one  of  those  exemptions,  the  unusual  circumstances  surrounding  this  particular  Project 
render a  full CEQA analysis necessary –  there  is a more  than “reasonable possibility  that  the 
activity  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment.”  CEQA  Guidelines  § 15300.2(c).  
Among other unique features of this Project: 


• The proponent  (wrongly) asserts  the  lack of grocery stores and  that consequently  the 
grocery  store  is  the  only  one  in  the  area,  rendering  it  necessarily  a  unique  project 
requiring further environmental review; 


• A changed use from a vacant retailer and/or from a low‐volume sporting goods store to 
a open high‐volume grocery has dramatically different noise and truck traffic; 


• Proposed truck unloading on a busy and narrow street, whereas typical grocery stores 
have off‐street loading zones;  


• The Higgins Report’s findings that the current parking garage at the site is fully occupied; 
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• The  Project  will  impose  an  undue  burden  on  pedestrians,  wheelchair  users,  and 
bicyclists who will have to deal with the overflow of traffic, obstructed sidewalks, and 
additional circling traffic looking for parking;  


• Undue burden on Polk and Jackson Street users, who are not customers of the store. 


In  addition,  the  cumulative  impacts  of  grocery  stores  in  the  area  must  be  considered  in 
determining whether  two  (or potentially more) high‐traffic  stores  less  than a half‐mile apart 
would be  significant. The  significant  traffic  created by  the nearby Whole Foods on California 
Street must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  analysis  under  CEQA Guideline  § 15300.2(b).  
(See Higgins Report at 6). The “cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the 
same place, over time is significant,” again rendering use of an exemption improper.  Id. 


The Project  is not exempt from CEQA review, and as such a full Environmental Impact Report, 
or at the least Initial Study, should be prepared before any action is taken. 


VI. The Notice of Hearing is Defective 


Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.7‐1,  notice  of  a  hearing  on  a 
conditional use permit application is required. The notice is required to “inform the residents of 
the proposal or planned activity, the  length of time planned  for the activity, the effect of the 
proposal or activity, and a  telephone contact  for  residents who have questions.” S.F. Admin. 
Code § 67.7‐1(b). The Notice of Hearing, dated March 27, 2018, fails to do so.    It does not, as 
noted previously,  correctly describe  the Project  as  a  change of use.    It does not  inform  the 
residents  of  the  length  of  time  planned  for  loading  activities.  And  it  does  not  inform  the 
residents of the effect – or even the existence – of the on‐street loading proposal.  


To the contrary,  it falsely  implies the Project will only “utilize the existing … off‐street  loading 
dock” with no mention whatsoever of  the plan  to  take public  street  space and  convert  it  to 
private  use.  The  Notice’s  brief  Project  Description  touts  the  addition  of  21  bicycle  parking 
spaces,  but  somehow  omits  the  taking  of  100‐feet  of  street  space  for  65‐foot  eighteen 
wheelers. 


A resident receiving the Notice would not be adequately informed of the scope of the Project.  
Failure to provide such notice violates Section 3 of Article I of the California Constitution.   See 
California Government Code Section 54954.2(c).  As such, the Planning Commission would not be 
acting pursuant to a valid Notice of Hearing were it to take any action on the Project pursuant 
to the defective March 27, 2018 Notice. 
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VII. The Pending Ordinance Prohibiting Formula Retail on Polk Street Should Take Priority


We also note that there is pending for consideration by the Board of Supervisors a Formula


Retail ban that would apply to the Polk Street area, including the Project location. See


Resolution No. 19655. While the Planning Commission did not recommend its adoption, that


decision ultimately rests with the Board of Supervisors. Given that such a ban would prohibit


the Project in its entirety, that proposed Ordinance should be fully heard and considered before


any steps on the Project should proceed. Rushing the Project through before that Ordinance is


fully resolved would undermine the intent of the Ordinance, and suggest favoritism towards


this particular Project and its proponent to the detriment of the neighborhood residents whom


the policies discussed herein and if passed, the Ordinance, are intended to protect.


VIII. Conclusion


We thank the Commission for its attention to these numerous issues, and would welcome the


opportunity to provide any additional information that may be desired on the issues discussed


above.


Respectfully submitted,


DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY


M


u S. Devore


Thomas S. Adams
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2060 ROCKROSE COURT, GILROY, CA 95020 
T 408.201.2752  KEITH@KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM  WWW.KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM 


Keith Higgins 
Traffic Engineer 
 


February 16, 2018 


Joshua S. Devore, Esq. 
Dickenson, Peatman & Fogerty 
1455 First Street, Suite 301 
Napa, CA 94559 


Subject: 365 Store,1600 Jackson Street, San Francisco 


Dear Joshua, 


Per your request, this is a review of potential traffic and parking issues associated with the Whole 
Foods 365 supermarket that is proposed to reuse the former Lombardi’s sport and recreation store at 


the intersection of Jackson and Polk in the Polk Street Neighborhood commercial zoning district.  The 
project would reuse the existing building that is vacant except for the operation of a 66-space parking 
garage that received a new permit to operate as a commercial garage in March 2017 from the San 
Francisco Police Department (Permit 110371).  The existing three-story structure covers the entire lot 
(22,250 square feet).  There is a receiving gate with a very small footprint; however, there is no loading 
dock of the scale and type needed to support a supermarket.  No on-site parking is proposed in 
addition to the existing public parking garage.  The Jackson Street and Polk Street frontages of the 
property are lined with metered public parking spaces, new curb and gutter, new landscaping, and one 
(1) accessible metered parking space (on Jackson at Polk, northwest corner).  Polk, Pacific, Jackson 
and nearby Van Ness all have bus transit lines.  A bicycle lane and streetscape improvements were 
completed along Polk Street very recently. 


The purpose of this letter is to describe traffic, traffic safety, delivery and parking issues with the 
proposed project.  The brief memorandum submitted by the developer does not address or impartially 
assess the transportation issues for this project. Each area of concern is described below along with 
other planning issues that must be considered. 


1.  Project Description 


The Planning Department description of the project cites 22,500 square feet of grocery use whereas 
the Transportation Management memorandum uses 44,000 square feet.  Which is correct?  It appears 
that the Planning Department screening for potential impacts may have assumed that the project 
would use only the footprint, whereas the transportation management memorandum uses both stories 
of the structure, doubling the potential impacts. If this is the case, the environmental review needs to 
be redone. 
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2. Lack of Traffic Impact Study   


a. Increase in Project Traffic Generation 


The proposed project requires a use permit and should also require a full Traffic Impact Study.  A 
Traffic Impact Study from a prior environmental review or traffic conditions from previous uses may be 
used for reference information in lieu of new analysis if impacts are equal to or less than the 
previous use or proposal.  However, the currently proposed supermarket would have much higher 
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular traffic than the previous uses or proposals.  The project clearly will 
create additional parking, noise, traffic congestion, traffic safety, and freight access issues.  
Apparently, based on a review of documents you have collected from the City, the developer was not 
required to submit a traffic impact study.  Instead, the reviewers only requested a Memorandum 
regarding how the project truck delivery and unloading would be accommodated.  Thus, other 
significant environmental impacts are not being addressed.  The project may have a significant effect 
on the environment and this is the standard in CEQA to prepare an Environmental Impact Report. 


Prior environmental documents done for the site are not accurate gauges of how a grocery retail 
project would impact the transportation, parking, air quality, noise impacts, emissions, and traffic safety 
of the neighborhood. Previously, the site was an auto repair facility and, most recently, Lombardi’s 


Sports and Recreation store.  


For instance, the trip generation rates for the two prior uses of the property - an auto repair use and a 
sports/ recreation store have much lower trip generation rates than a supermarket, as tabulated below. 


Land Use 
ITE Land 
Use Code 


Weekday 
Daily Trip 


Rate per 1,000 
S.F. 


Weekday PM 
Peak Hour 


Trip Rate per 
1,000 S.F. 


Auto Repair 943 16.28 2.26 


Sporting Good 
Superstore 


861 
 


28.75 2.02 
 


Supermarket 
(Suburban) 


850 106.78 9.24 


Supermarket 
(Dense Multi-
Use Urban) 


850 154.55 10.94 


Table 1 - Auto Repair, Sporting Goods and Supermarket Trip Generation Rate Comparison 







Joshua Devore, Esq. 
February 16, 2017 


 


3 


Note that the weekday pm trips will increase above the historical uses by 8.92 trips per 1,000 square 
feet, or 200 trips (per the 22,500 square foot project description used by the Planning Department). If 
the use is 44,000 square feet as described in the Transportation Management Memorandum, the 
increase in trips will be 400 trips per hour over the prior use.  The trip rate for the prior use was 28.75 
trips per 1,000 square feet; the proposed 365 Whole Foods market use would be almost eight (8) 
times that rate at 154.55 trips per 1,000 square feet. 


b. Changes in Traffic Patterns from Upcoming Street Projects 


Traffic reports for previous uses cannot be used because the essential four steps of traffic forecasting--
trip generation, distribution, mode split and traffic assignment--are no longer accurate given that the 
Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project will open in Fall 2018. This will change existing traffic patterns. In 
addition, those prior Traffic Impact Studies do not consider the traffic diversion onto Polk and Jackson 
that will increase base volumes onto which this new project traffic will be added.  This, in turn, could 
influence the project traffic assignment to the street network.  Truck access routes and volumes will 
also change when the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit is completed and operating.  This has not been 
considered.  c. Cumulative Traffic Impacts from Upcoming Land Development Projects 


The late 2018 opening of the new California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) Hospital and its impact on 
traffic distribution is also not considered.  This new eleven-story hospital located within one-half mile of 
the site will create cumulative traffic impacts that also have not been considered.  Other developments 
may also be proposed in the project vicinity.  These need to be identified and their cumulative effect on 
traffic and parking analyzed.   None of this has been considered for the proposed project or in prior 
environmental reviews for this site. 


d. Traffic Operations Issues 


A traffic study needs to be prepared to review the following potential impacts:  
1. Queuing at the intersection and the entrance to the parking garage. 
2. Delays and emissions caused by customers searching for parking. 
3. Delays to Muni buses (Lines 10,12 and 19). 
4. Safety conflicts between trucks and bicycles, pedestrians, handicapped and transit buses along 


all site frontages and truck routings. 
5. Diversion of traffic, changes to traffic distribution and assignment due to the Van Ness Bus 


Rapid Transit Project and diversion of traffic. 
6. Cumulative traffic impacts. 


3.  Vehicle Miles of Travel and Transportation Impacts Assessment  


Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the new state-mandated measure of a CEQA traffic impact rather than 
Level of Service (LOS).  VMT is an important metric for determining the environmental impacts of the 
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project because VMT correlates with air pollution impacts: the more miles traveled, the more air 
pollution results.  In San Francisco, the “Align Program” was introduced in March 2016 and the City 


now defines a CEQA significant traffic impact as an increase in VMT by land use category and traffic 
zone. For retail uses, the urban VMT is estimated at 12.6 miles per 1,000 square feet of use.  With an 
increase of 400 new peak hour trips compared to the prior use, even if they are each only 1/2 mile-long 
and 30 percent by auto, this would be an increase of 60 VMT per 1,000 sq. ft. in the peak hour which is 
significant relative to the 12.6 VMT baseline per 1,000 square feet of retail.  The significance threshold 
for VMT growth needs to be addressed in a Traffic Impact Study. 


In any case, VMT alone does not fully inform the public of the direct effect of the project on their 
community.  The key purpose of CEQA is public disclosure on environmental impacts and this project 
is not providing the public disclosure that is required.   


These direct VMT impacts and others need to be considered along with cumulative effects from the 
Van Ness BRT Project, and the new CPMC Hospital as well as other ongoing and proposed 
development.   


4.  Vehicle Miles Traveled, Air Quality and Noise Analysis    


The project will generate more traffic than prior uses (see discussion above).   This increase in traffic 
will be in addition to increased volumes resulting from diversion off of Van Ness and onto Polk and 
adjacent streets and the opening of the new CPMC Hospital and Medical Office Building at Geary and 
Van Ness.  


In addition, the lack of parking in the neighborhood will result in additional congestion and VMT as 
people search for available parking.   


There are many currently unanswered questions that must be answered and evaluated in order to 
properly analyze the project’s impacts and to provide the required disclosures to the public who will be 
directly impacted by the project’s impacts on traffic, parking, noise, and air quality. Is the existing public 


parking garage use to cease? Where will the cars now using this garage park?  How much additional 
VMT will be created by the increase in the intensity of use and as people search for more limited 
parking?  Does that amount of additional VMT trigger greenhouse gas and PM 2.5 emissions analysis 
under BAAQMD guidelines?  Will noise mitigations be needed for adjacent residents due to traffic 
deliveries and vibration impacts of large trucks? 


In addition to the above issues, 65-foot semi-trailer trucks are proposed to use a loading area that will 
supplant what is now five (5) metered public parking spaces along Jackson Street frontage.  Trucks 
could operate throughout the day and night, and on some approaches BACKING into the loading area.  
This will result in traffic congestion, additional air quality impacts, increased greenhouse gases and 
lessened safety for transit users, bicyclists using the new Polk Street bike path, and pedestrians 
crossing streets and using the public sidewalk. The proposals to access the supermarket with full size 
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semi-trailer trucks would also interfere with operations on Muni lines 10, 12 and 19. The proposal that 
smaller trucks and catering pick-ups would use the receiving gate and its roughly 10-foot square 
receiving area is equally unsafe.  It will limit the accessibility of the sidewalk to pedestrians and will 
force wheelchair users to go into the street to get around delivery trucks.  


The impacts will be as follows and have not been studied in the City’s environmental review: 


• Interference with Muni operations on lines 10, 12 and 19, 


• Traffic congestion and severe intersection delays, resulting in secondary air quality, safety, 
greenhouse gas and noise impacts   


• Potential VMT impacts due to increased parking shortage and secondary induced travel 


• Loss of parking and secondary air quality, safety and noise impacts 


• Loss of extremely short supplies of on-street, metered parking and subsequent increase in 
greenhouse gases and VMT as people search the neighborhood for parking. 


5. Parking Impact Analysis Needed 


The garage on this site operates as a commercial garage and was recently re-permitted to operate by 
the San Francisco Police Department. Thus, the supermarket will have no parking.  On one recent 
weekday afternoon, there were only four (4) parking spaces available in the parking garage.  On a 
second occasion, no spaces were available1.   


In terms of parking, the use would need to provide approximately 90 parking spaces per the ITE 
Parking Generation (4th Edition) demand of 2.27 vehicles per 1,000 of gross floor area for urban 
supermarkets.  Currently, the public parking garage on the ground floor of the building has a total of 
approximately 70 parking spaces.  It is already essentially at full occupancy.  The parking garage sells 
parking by the hour and the day as well as monthly permits.  Currently those spaces that are available 
for short-term parking are priced at $3.50 per hour and overnight parking for $25.  When asked about 
monthly parking, we were told none was available until February and the price was $380 per month. 
From this and prior visits to check occupancy, we conclude that the parking garage has no available 
spaces for the proposed use. 


In addition, the proposed loading area on Jackson Street will displace four existing metered public 
street parking spaces for private freight deliveries and overhang the sidewalk presenting an 
accessibility barrier.   


                                                      
1 Field Visit November 22, 2017 and November 29, 2017, Patrice Siefers. 
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A parking study needs to be prepared to address this severe parking deficiency.  If the existing 
vehicles parked in the parking structure are totally displaced, there would still be a shortage of about 
20 spaces.  Further, the locations for serving the 70 displaced vehicles currently using the parking 
garage need to be identified.  Additional VMT needs to be added to the impacts to account for these 
displaced parkers searching for parking each day. 


6.  Truck Access and Freight Management Plan Needed 


In lieu of a Traffic Impact Study, a memorandum was prepared to outline how freight operations would 
be managed at this constrained site.  This memorandum does not address the problem of full size 
semi-trailer trucks unloading on two lane neighborhood commercial streets nor does it properly 
propose a management scheme for the proposition of delivering grocery products to the store.    


Three access alternatives were reviewed in the memo and three sizes of trucks were assumed.  The 
memo compares truck trips from three, suburban southern California supermarkets and the Whole 
Foods at California/Franklin and claims that the data show “notably lower” truck trips on a daily and 


weekly trucks.  The numbers of truck deliveries are not “notably lower”; they are in fact, about the 


same. This is because the City does not allow tractor-trailers to use public arterial streets for loading 
and unloading.  One difference is the Whole Foods at California/Franklin has more van deliveries. 
While no formal count was taken, over six van deliveries/pick-ups during the hour traffic were observed 
at the Whole Foods at California/Franklin.  In addition, at that time, there were two small delivery trucks 
parked on California and one delivery underway in the oversize space on the surface lot2 


Goods movement is accomplished in the constrained City environment by downloading goods to small 
trucks and placing loading docks off of streets that are Transit Preferential Streets and Bicycle Routes.  
Also, vendors are scheduled so fewer spaces on the street are needed.  A Transportation 
Management Memorandum should determine the delivery scheduling such that a minimum number of 
parking spaces on the street are removed, access to the use is via properly designated streets and 
truck turning radii are sufficient not to interfere with Muni operations, pedestrian, bicycle and other 
motorized traffic.  All of this should be addressed in the Transportation Management Memorandum. 


The transportation management memorandum submitted by the applicant considers three possible 
directions of approach to the site – southbound right turn from Polk, northbound left turn from Polk and 
westbound through movement from Jackson.   In both directions from Polk, the largest trucks cannot 
make the turns needed because they will be too far from the loading area curb and would require 
backing into the loading area.  In addition, the turning radii drawings shown in the Transportation 
Management Memorandum all clearly show that the truck turns cannot be made without entering:  the 


                                                      
2 Field Visit November 29, 2017, Patrice Siefers. 
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opposing lane, the bus stops, the designated motorcycle parking along the east side of Polk Street 
opposite the proposed supermarket, and the bicycle lane.  


We do not know if they can make turning movements at other intersections and streets en-route or 
what their routing would be because those two key items are not covered in the memorandum. For 
truck movements arriving from the north, access via Larkin Street is recommended; however, Larkin 
between Bay and Pacific (one block from Jackson) is restricted to trucks under 6,000 pounds (e.g. 
small trucks).   New turning restrictions for trucks to and from Van Ness will need to be considered for 
post-Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit access.  Further, the routing to and from the proposed project needs 
to be checked against the Municipal Code with respect to street weight restrictions and truck 
restrictions, bicycle network, and transit lines.  In addition, turning radii need to be checked for each 
size truck proposed for the route to/from Van Ness and the Store at each intersection along the access 
route.  Examples of where on-street unloading by semi-trailers has been approved in a Neighborhood 
Commercial District on a Transit Preferential Street and a Bicycle Route should be provided as well. 


Once a feasible method for getting the trucks there is accurately outlined, the time of arrival and truck 
size need to be proactively managed and a management plan prepared.  In the City, these 
management techniques have included: 


•  use exclusively 30 to 48 foot-long trucks and vans, depending upon which best fit the street 
geometrics 


•  structural changes to the building to incorporate an appropriate loading dock  


•  limit deliveries to off-peak, early morning or late evening and specifically scheduling deliveries to 
allow a very limited number of on-street spaces to be used throughout the delivery period without 
interfering with street sweeping 


•  develop and enforce specific limits or prohibition on the use permit to restrict catering vans and other 


ancillary deliveries. 


In addition, the existing accessibility and  complete availability to pedestrians of the wide sidewalks 
needs to be preserved as called for in the Polk Streetscape Plan and the Transportation Sustainability 
Plan as well as the Transportation Element of the General Plan. If the “receiving gate” on Jackson is 


used, it will block sidewalk access for the handicapped.  It is likely there is a handicapped resident on 
the block because there is a handicapped metered parking space on Jackson at Polk.  How will the 
users of this parking space be affected by the new loading area along Jackson and the potential loss of 
use of their parking space? How will pedestrian and handicapped safety be affected by having to use 
Jackson Street rather than the sidewalk when goods are delivered to the “receiving gate”? These types 


of considerations need to be taken by the Planning Department and developer consistent with the 
City’s Vision Zero traffic safety program. 







Joshua Devore, Esq. 
February 16, 2017 
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The total demand for delivery trucks per the loading memorandum is 10 per weekday.  However, an 
hourly analysis was not done. This estimate is optimistically low given current experience of the four 
“peer stores” compared in Table 1 of the memorandum.  Peer stores had 15, 10 and 16 daily truck 


deliveries.  It is unclear what justifies a daily truck estimate of 10 trucks per day at the proposed store. 
Also, the loading memorandum does not make a specific estimate for the number of van deliveries per 
day.  These deliveries would be substantial and space will be needed to accommodate the loading and 
unloading of vans for caterers, food delivery applications and inter-store deliveries. Table 1 of the 
memorandum shows a daily van total of 20 vans loading and unloading at the Whole Foods at the 
California/Franklin store.  Where will these vans and small trucks load and unload?  Catering and 
delivery trucks will no doubt be used similarly to the Whole Foods store at California/Franklin.   There 
is no estimate of their number or proposed location for them to load and unload their goods in the 
transportation management memorandum.  There is a vague reference to some deliveries using the 
receiving gate; however, it is unclear what, when or how this gate would be used and no analysis as to 
whether it is properly sized. .   


7. Transportation Code Requirements   


a. Large Semi-Trailer Trucks only allowed with appropriate loading docks 


The project does not meet one of the basic tenets of transportation management with respect to goods 
movement in San Francisco.  First, the only vendors or stores allowed to bring full size semi-trailer 
trucks into the city are those that have a loading dock and accessible location to properly enter and 
leave the loading dock.  Even then, the hours of delivery are restricted so as not to interfere with traffic, 
Muni or street sweeping.  Otherwise, the goods being moved are broken into smaller trucks or vans. 
This is true of supermarkets, restaurant supply trucks, building supplies, contractors and moving van 
lines.   


Large trucks are generally prohibited from using street parking. For instance, Safeway on Bay Street 
accepts semi-trailer truck deliveries at North Point/Powell at a legitimate loading dock (during off peak 
hours).  Safeway in the Marina District does not due to lack of a loading dock. The Whole Foods at 
Franklin/California occupies 24,650 square feet and has a loading dock. Its use permit specifically 
prohibits on street loading and unloading.  An off-street loading space is required for all retail uses 
greater than 10,000 square feet per Planning Code Section 152. 


The project needs to provide evidence supporting a variance in the City’s standard restrictions in truck 


sizes.  We do not see an instance where the size, shape or topography of the site warrant any 
variance from the Code. 


b. Public street space is not allowed to be used for non-public usage 
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A second code issue is that the proposal includes giving city street space and/or property to non-public 
uses (in this case, give metered spaces to a supermarket for loading and unloading).  This violates the 
General Plan tenets regarding public street space not being used for private development. 


8.  Transportation Element of the General Plan 


Policy 40.2 of the Transportation Element of the General Plan calls for discouraging access to off-
street loading and service facilities from transit preferential streets, pedestrian oriented streets on the 
Bicycle Route Network.  In this case, the project would provide access to loading using the Polk Street 
frontage (a Transit Preferential Street and a Bicycle Route) and along Jackson (a Transit Preferential 
Street).  The types of backing maneuvers called for in the developer’s Transportation Management 


Memorandum would interfere with bicycles, buses, passengers, pedestrians and other auto traffic and 
create a pedestrian and bicycle safety hazard. The maneuvers proposed in the transportation 
management memorandum are inconsistent with the General Plan.  


The Transportation Element of the General Plan also calls for designating and coordinating truck and 
bicycle planning so that trucks and bicycle are routed to separate streets where possible.  


9.  Other Plans Not Considered 


A proper environmental analysis would determine the consistency of the proposed land use and design 
details with existing City planning documents.  Since there has been no environmental document 
prepared, there is no analysis of this project against the established plans and policies of the City.  
Some of the plans that need to be considered are:  


• The Polk Streetscape Project 


• Changes to the routing and stop locations for the 19-POLK, 10-FOLSOM and 12-PACIFIC 
buses under the Muni Forward Program 


• The Van Ness BRT  


• Vision Zero Street Safety Program  


• Traffic management plans for the opening of the new CPMC Hospital at Geary and Van Ness, 
and  


• The Transportation Sustainability Plan.   


None of these plans have been considered and thus there is not coordination between the project and 
the City’s policies, design standards and ordinances.  For instance, the Polk Streetscape Project is 


dedicated to improving the pedestrian, transit and bicycle environment and safety as well as to provide 
a beautiful streetscape.  Conformance of the proposed 65-foot semi or several 40-foot trucks adjacent 
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to a bike lane on Polk Street, and conformance of using Jackson Street parking for loading and 
unloading activities with the Polk Streetscape Project needs to be demonstrated. 


 10.  Conclusions 


1. The Transportation Management Plan and Loading Analysis Summary needs to be expanded 
to analyze the entire routes between the project and established truck routes in the City.  This 
needs to consider not only truck turning templates but also weight and length restrictions along 
the routes and their status as Transit Preferential Streets and Bicycle Routes.  The truck 
templates at the proposed curb loading area need to include any back-up movements for the 
truck to be completely aligned with the curb and outside the adjacent travel lane. 


2. A traffic analysis is needed to address traffic operational effects of the project as well as the 
cumulative effects of street projects and land development projects. 


3. A parking analysis is needed to address the severe parking deficiency associated with the 
current project proposal.   


4. A VMT analysis is needed to address the project trips and the induced traffic from inadequate 
parking and vehicles circulating to find a parking space as well as from diverted traffic off of Van 
Ness onto Polk once the Van Ness BRT begins service next fall. 


5. Air quality and greenhouse gas analyses are needed to address the effects of project-related 
VMT and any congestion-related effects on automobile, truck and transit vehicles ability to 
efficiently travel. 


6. A complete discussion is needed of the project’s compliance with the City policies listed above. 


Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this comment letter. 


Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with a review of this proposed development. 


Sincerely, 


 


Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE 













From: Ikezoe, Paolo (CPC)
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Cancellation: SB 827 Hearing at the SFPlanning Commission
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 2:20:33 PM

Hello Commissioners,
 
As you may have heard, SB 827 did not make it through the Senate Transportation and Housing
Committee yesterday.
 
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/april_17_votes_packet.pdf
 

As such we’ve canceled our proposed item on the bill for your April 26th agenda. I will be sending a
separate email to members of the public who have contacted me about this item notifying them of
the cancellation as well.
 
Thank you,
 
Paolo Ikezoe, Senior Planner
Information & Analysis Group, Citywide Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9137 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 9:47 AM
Subject: Cancellation: SB 827 Hearing at the SFPlanning Commission
 
Dear Interested Party,
 
Now that SB 827 has been rejected in yesterday’s state committee hearing, the Planning
Commission hearing scheduled for April 26 will be cancelled.
 
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/17/business/economy/california-housing.html
 
 
AnMarie Rodgers 
Director of Citywide Planning
 
Planning Department¦City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6395¦Reception 415-575-8762
Email: AnMarie.Rodgers@SFGov.org
Web: http://sf-planning.org/citywide-planning
 

mailto:paolo.ikezoe@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org
mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
http://stran.senate.ca.gov/sites/stran.senate.ca.gov/files/april_17_votes_packet.pdf
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/17/business/economy/california-housing.html
mailto:AnMarie.Rodgers@SFGov.org
http://sf-planning.org/citywide-planning


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please allow Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson!
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 11:24:13 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Chris Baker [mailto:cbakersf@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 11:18 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: Please allow Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson!
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I'm writing as a homeowner who lives around the corner from the proposed Whole Foods 365
proposed for 1600 Jackson Street to express my very strong approval for the project, and my
hopes that it will be okayed.
 
There is a strong need for this type of food market in this neighborhood, particularly for my
wife, who has mobility problems.  The current markets are too small with not enough variety;
the larger markets are too far away.
 
Just as important, the block is blighted given the years of the vacancy at this location.  It's a
safety concern to me that my wife and daughters need to continue walk a dim, shadowy block
on Polk due the ongoing vacancy.
 
Please approve this project!  Thank you very much.
 
-Chris Baker
1645 Pacific Ave, Apt 4A
SF, CA 94109

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 9:12:32 AM
Attachments: Planning Commission Case No. 2016-000378CUA 1600 Jackson St..msg

Reference Case No- 2016-000378CUA 1600 Jackson St..msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

Planning Commission Case No. 2016-000378CUA, 1600 Jackson St.

		From

		Andy Ahlers

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Dear Commissioners: 






As a longtime homeowner at 1701 Jackson Street , which is exactly one block from the proposed Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson, my family and I FULLY SUPPORT the plan to bring this full-service grocery store to our neighborhood. 





Just a few of our reasons: 





1. The building has been vacant for years and the status quo (homeless in tents, graffiti, garbage and increased crime/vandalism ) is clearly not working. 





2. Since the closure of the Big Apple on Polk and Clay, there is no full-service grocery store serving our neighborhood. 





3. The Middle Polk Neighborhood Association does not represent our neighborhood even though it claims to do so. 





4. I am on the board of the 152-member homeowner's association at 1701 Jackson and I have yet to hear a single resident of our building not be in favor of the Whole Foods 365. In fact, they are incredibly excited about it. 





Please do the right thing for our neighborhood and allow this development to move forward. 





Thank you for your consideration. 





Andy Ahlers & Family


1701 Jackson Street #709


San Francisco, CA 94109











Reference Case No- 2016-000378CUA, 1600 Jackson St.

		From

		Emily Mau

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); nicoholas.foster@sfgov.org; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; nicoholas.foster@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org



To the Members of the Planning Commission 





San Francisco Planning Department





1650 Mission Street Suite 400





San Francisco, CA 94103





 





Reference Case No- 2016-000378CUA, 1600 Jackson St. 





 





Dear Members of the Planning Commission:





 





I own a condo at 1650 Jackson Street and strongly support the addition of a Whole Foods 365 in the former Lombardi’s space for the following reasons





 





1-      With the closing of Big Apple we do not have a full service grocery store for everyday use. 





2-      1600 Jackson St has been vacant for over 3 years and has resulted not only in an eye sore but also more crime on Jackson Street. We have had to install security cameras both inside and out





3-      Whole Foods will serve as an anchor store which will attract more people to Polk Street and increase the amount of foot traffic to other shops in the area. 





4-      There are too many vacant storefronts currently on Polk Street. I believe with the additional of Whole Foods this may attract other retailers to open shops/ restaurants on the street. 





5-      There are 70 parking spaces available for people who need to drive to the store which will minimize the impact on street parking.





6-      The Middle Polk Neighborhood Association does not represent out neighborhood even though it presents itself as doing so. The MPNA conducts little outreach to the neighborhood and does not allow the majority of residents to vote on its policies





 





Thank you for your consideration and for reading my email . 





 





Emily Mau 















From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please approve Discretionary Review for 701 Hampshire street Application No. 2017.0124.7741.
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 9:11:09 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Iris Biblowitz [mailto:irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 5:57 PM
To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Rich Hillis; Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Please approve Discretionary Review for 701 Hampshire street Application No. 2017.0124.7741.
 
Dear Planning Commissioners - I'm asking for a Discretionary Review of the construction plans
for 701 Hampshire street because it would have a dire effect on the long-time tenants who
have been living there. While the rent-controlled tenants may have the theoretical Right To
Return when the extensive construction is finished, there is no assurance that they will be able
to remain in the city and their neighborhood during the construction, and following the fate of
many tenants who have not been able to return to their apartments after construction, they
may not actually be able to return (especially if the landlord passes on capital improvements
which may make the rent unaffordable). The first question is where will these long-time
tenants (some have lived there at least 30 years) move during construction? Given the severe
housing crisis, there is no affordable place to go to, temporarily or permanently. I know you've
all heard of renoviction, a practice that some landlords have used to get rid of long-term
tenants, often seniors with the most affordable rents. 
 
How can you approve the construction of accessory dwelling units which increase the number
of rental units in a building while at the same time ignore existing tenants who've lived there
for many years? Do you remember Carl Jensen who died in his Noe Valley home as the
landlord got approval for renovations? Planning and the Rent Board did not keep track or care
about the ill man who was still living there? Something must be done to protect these tenants
and all tenants who are in this untenable situation. To make matters worse for 701 Hampshire
street, this landlord attempted to evict a long-time tenant after he bought the building (in
2016, I think). There is good reason to be cynical about this landlord and his plans.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


As a nurse, I always bring up the health effects that evictions and threat of evictions have on
tenants. Worsening diabetes, asthma, signs and symptoms of Parkinson's disease, depression,
insomnia, nutrition, anxiety, cardiac disease, and strokes, have all been documented. And
sometimes, death.  
(I have a list which I can provide, if you'd like.) 
 
Gentrification and greed are bad for our health. They destroy vital support systems and
communities. We're watching it happen right now, and have been for several years. It's been
estimated that 430,000 people left San Francisco under Mayor Ed Lee's time. 
 
Don't approve the construction plans for 701 Hampshire street. Protect tenants.
 
Thank you - Iris Biblowitz, RN



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole foods
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 9:11:00 AM
Attachments: CASE-NO 2016-000378CUA. 1600 Jackson street.msg

365 Whole Foods .msg
Fwd Case# 2016-000378CUA 365 Whole Foods Letter of Support.msg
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mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
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CASE-NO: 2016-000378CUA. 1600 Jackson street

		From

		Cathleen Crane

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org



Dear Commissions Secretary


 





I'm writing to voice my vote in favor of WF 365 - 





There are three key reasons why I'm in favor and encourage the planning commission to vote in favor as well. 





1. Our neighborhood contains one of the densest populations in SF, particularly following the many recent additions of new condominium and apartment projects. There are plans for continued development along Van Ness as well Polk and Pacific.   We need affordable and walkable options to support the growth of the neighborhood.  Currently, I have to drive to Trader Joes or Safeway to buy my groceries.  Real Foods is not an option as it is too expensive. 





2.  I also believe and have talked to many of the local store owners that having a branded store like WF will create more foot traffic and bridge the activity from RH to Polk Gulch ultimately better serving the entire Polk street area.  Chestnut Street and Hayes Street both benefit from chain stores helping local, boutique stores to thrive. 





3. Sustainability:   The building still has over 25 years of building life.   





I believe WF would be a good neighborhood partners as they have consistently demonstrated their willingness to listen and make compromises to support moving forward.  Examples:   Working with the Cheese Board to offer a marketing venue for them to offer their catering services,  Working with the jug shop to minimize offerings to allowing higher margin, premium products to be purchased from the Jug shop.   Extended offering to make the upstairs a community meeting area.  





On a less positive note, it has been VERY concerning that MPNA has not actively  polled the residents or all of the local shops.  They are misrepresenting their constituents stating they are not in favor.   





Thank you for your time and consideration - 


Regards,


 


Cate Walker





-- 



c. walker
925.551.3804









365 Whole Foods 

		From

		Sharon Solomon

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

		Recipients

		john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



San Francisco Planning Commissioners            


1650 Mission Street # 400


San Francisco,Ca 94103 





RE: Case # 2016-000378CUA  365 Whole Foods 





As a constituent and homeowner in the Russian Hill Neighborhood since


1978 I am hoping that the SF Commissioners and SF Supervisors


will be able to come together on a consensus so that 365 Whole Foods 


can be a part of our community. 


This proposal would meet a real demand for a full scale grocery store 


within walking distance for many residents in the neighborhood. Unfortunately 


existing specialty stores are not providing the neighborhood with many choices.





More affordable fresh organic grocery options should be available to all 


of us which I believe Whole Foods can provide us with. I firmly believe that 365


Whole Foods would be an asset to the  community and would create more foot 


traffic for the existing businesses close by as well. 365 Whole Foods has been 


working closely with the neighborhood and has reassured us that the delivery 


drivers who violate the no double - parking or other delivery policies agreed to by 


365 Whole Foods will not be able to make further deliveries.





I am hoping that this decision will not be delayed any further.





Sincerely,


Claire Blume 


1160 Green Street 


San Francisco, Ca 94109


italiadogred@yahoo.com 


















































Sent from my iPad








Fwd: Case# 2016-000378CUA    365 Whole Foods  Letter of Support

		From

		Sharon Solomon

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org









Sent from my iPad





Begin forwarded message:







From: Sharon Solomon <sharon.solomon55@yahoo.com>
Date: April 17, 2018 at 7:36:00 PM PDT
To: Sharon Solomon <Sharon.solomon55@yahoo.com>
Subject: Fwd: Case# 2016-000378CUA    365 Whole Foods  Letter of Support













Sent from my iPad





Begin forwarded message:







From: Sharon Solomon <sharon.solomon55@yahoo.com>
Date: April 17, 2018 at 7:18:34 PM PDT
To: Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
Cc: John.Rahaim@sfgov.org, Nicholas.Foster@SFgov.org, Myrna.melgar@sfgov.org, Joelkoppel@sfgov.org, Kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, Milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, Dennis.richards@sfgov.org, Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org, Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
Subject: RE: Case# 2016-000378CUA    365 Whole Foods  Letter of Support







To Planning Commissioners,


As a constituent and homeowner in the Russian Hill Neighborhood since 1978 
I am hoping that the SF Commissioners and SF Supervisors will be able to come together on a consensus so that 365 Whole Foods can be a part of our community.
This proposal would meet a real demand for a full scale grocery store within walking distance for many residents in the neighborhood. 
Unfortunately existing specialty stores are not providing the neighborhood with many choices.

More affordable fresh organic grocery options should be available to all of us which I believe 365 Whole Foods can provide us with.
I firmly believe that 365 W.F. would be an asset to the community and would create 
more foot traffic for the existing businesses close by as well. 
365 Whole Foods has been working closely with the neighborhood and has reassured us that the delivery drivers who violate the no double-parking or other delivery policies 
agreed to by 365 Whole Foods will not be allowed to make further deliveries.

I am hoping that this decision will not be delayed any further. 

Sincerely,
Claire Blume
1160 Green Street   
San Francisco, Ca 94109 
Italiadogred@yahoo.com  






Sent from my iPad













From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 739 De Haro
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 9:07:13 AM
Attachments: 180417 - 739 De Haro - Letter in Support of DR Application.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Mike Montgomery [mailto:michael.montgomery@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 7:33 PM
To: Alexander, Christy (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); BERRY MINOTT; Chris Cole; Barkley, Alice;
Graham, Amanda
Subject: 739 De Haro
 
Hi Christy,
 
Thank you for meeting with us yesterday.  As we discussed, I have attached a letter to
Commissioner Hillis ahead of your internal RDAT review on April 18th outlining the
concerns raised in my Discretionary Review request.  Hard copies were also delivered to the
Planning Department earlier today.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
Michael Montgomery
415-728-3844
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http://www.sfplanning.org/































 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Exhibit 1 
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739 De Haro Street. Screenshot of 2017 Google StreetView.
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EXHIBIT 4 
 


SUMMARY OF CONTACTS WITH PROJECT SPONSOR 
 
January 16, 2017:  Project Sponsor introduced Project plans.  Montgomery expressed concerns 
regarding (i) the impact of the design on Montgomery’s grandfathered property line windows, 
and (ii) the design of the front façade.  Project Sponsor rejected Montgomery’s suggestions. 
 
February 9, 2017: (Pre-Application Meeting):  Montgomery and Minott expressed the same 
concerns mentioned in the January 16, 2017 meeting. 
 
February 10, 13, & 27, 2017:  Montgomery suggested that the depth of the Project’s new second 
floor be reduced in depth to line up with the rear of Montgomery’s home to address the light and 
air impact to his windows.  Project Sponsor’s counteroffer was that Montgomery can install new 
skylights to compensate for the loss of light and air. 
 
April 13, 2017:  Montgomery invited Project Sponsor to his home to see the Project impact on 
light and air access to the affected windows.  The Project Sponsor again rejected the suggestion 
to align the rear of his building in a follow up meeting on May 25, 2017. 
 
September 21 and October 9, 2017:  The Project Sponsor’s September 21 e-mail informed 
Montgomery that all of the drawings had very few, if any, actual dimensions but that they are to 
scale.  The Project Sponsor informed Montgomery via e-mail on October 9, 2017 that 
Montgomery will receive 12” x 18” full-size plans and included a link to an architectural scale so 
that he could scale the plans himself.  See Exhibit 3. 
 
October 19, 2017:  The parties met to discuss the Project’s impacts on Montgomery’s windows 
and on the neighborhood, including the dangerous change in grade to the sidewalk of the 
proposed garage driveway.  The Project Sponsor responded by offering to potentially pay for an 
unspecified portion of the installation of new skylights, or perhaps a portion of the cost to extend 
the second floor of Montgomery’s home at the rear and to add a new rooftop deck.  See Exhibit 
6 attached hereto for a copy of the October 28, 2017 email.  Project Sponsor’s offer was 
contingent upon Montgomery supporting the Project. 
 
October 28 through November 7, 2017:  The parties exchanged e-mails regarding design 
alternatives.  The Project Sponsor informed Montgomery he would consult with his architect. 
 
November 17, 2017:  Montgomery suggested alternative design modifications to the rear of the 
Project, such as a 5’ setback at the southern property line or aligning the north 50% of the rear 
facade with the rear facade of Montgomery’s building.  
 
December 11, 2017:  Montgomery restated his alternative design modifications suggested at the 
November 17 meeting and asked if the Project Sponsor had a chance to evaluate the proposals. 
See Exhibit 7 attached hereto for a copy of the December 11, 2017 email.  
 







 2 


January through February, 2017:  Montgomery continued his efforts to resolve his concerns 
over the Project without filing this discretionary review.  Project Sponsor ultimately told 
Montgomery in person that he would not modify the design of the plans but that he would pay 
for an unspecified portion of renovations to Montgomery’s home as long as Montgomery did not 
file a DR.  See January 19, February 9 and February 12, 2018 e-mails attached hereto 
collectively as Exhibit 8. 
 
March 19, 2018:  After DR was filed, Montgomery and Project Sponsor met to see if they could 
resolve the issues. The parties met on March 19, 2018 with no resolution. 
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4/10/2018 Gmail - 739 De Haro Remodel


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=50af571dec&jsver=LcPASTiusm8.en.&view=pt&msg=15f651b7999b69b6&cat=Finance%2F739%20Process&search=cat&s


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com>


739 De Haro Remodel  


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 28, 2017 at 3:30 PM
To: David Deming <ddeming@gmail.com>


Dave,
 
Thank you for taking the time to meet last week.  I thought it would be helpful for me to summarize our discussion in an
email.
 
At the meeting, you informed me that you will consider my requests for the following design modifications:


1. Front Façade: You may want to consider modifying the design of the front façade to be more compatible with the
neighboring houses.  I have no objection to modern architecture design, but the façade design should be
compatible. 


2. Proposed Top Floor:  In order to preserve the existing light to the back of 745 De Haro, set back the rear of your
proposed top floor addition to line up with the back of the 745 De Haro rear/eastern wall. 


3. Garage: I am extremely concerned with the proposed alterations to the grade of the existing sidewalk which pose
an unsafe condition to pedestrians.  Please consider the current location of the garage in order to minimize the
impact on the grade of the sidewalk.


At the meeting, you offered to pay for (1)  New skylights, (2) Build-out/Enclosure of rear deck, (3) New rooftop deck, or a
combination thereof subject to capping the amount to be determined.  While I appreciate your offer, the purpose of the
meeting was to discuss design modification that would lessen the negative effect of your project on my home and the
neighborhood.  After I receive your response, we can set up another meeting to discuss your design modifications.
 
Thanks,
Mike
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4/10/2018 Gmail - 739 De Haro Remodel


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=50af571dec&jsver=LcPASTiusm8.en.&view=pt&msg=1604881fbe6cf2ca&cat=Finance%2F739%20Process&search=cat&si


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com>


739 De Haro Remodel  


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 11, 2017 at 6:16 PM
To: David Deming <ddeming@gmail.com>
Bcc: Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com>


Dave,
 
Thank you for taking the time to meet a couple of weeks ago.  As we did with our last conversation, I thought it would be
helpful for me to summarize our discussion in an email.
 
At the meeting, you responded to the requests I proposed during our meeting in October:


1. Front Façade: You asked that I provide specific design feedback related to the front façade.  I do not feel
comfortable making specific recommendations on how you and your architect should design your home.  However,
my comment about the design is that the current facade design is not compatible with the other homes on the
block face.  While I have no objection to a modern architectural design, it has to be compatible with architectural
features that reflect the proportions and articulations of the existing buildings. 


2. Proposed Top Floor: You mentioned that you were not willing to set back the rear of your proposed top floor
addition to line up with the back of the 745 De Haro rear/eastern wall.  In order to preserve the existing light to the
rear of my home at 745 De Haro, I made an alternative proposal that you set back the rear of your home 5' to
permit light access to our windows.  As another alternative, I suggest that you set back the southern half of the
rear of your top floor addition to line up with the back of the 745 De Haro rear/eastern wall. This compromise would
allow you to maintain the structural beam that runs through the middle of the rear facing wall while preserving the
light access to our windows. 


3. Garage: You mentioned that there would be no change to the proposed design, but that the department of public
works will review the sidewalk alteration plan once planning has signed off on the project. 


Once you have had a chance to evaluate my proposal, I will make myself available for a follow-up meeting.
 
Thanks,
Mike
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4/10/2018 Gmail - 739 De Haro Project


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=50af571dec&jsver=LcPASTiusm8.en.&view=pt&msg=1611080f8bc9867c&q=deming&qs=true&search=query&siml=1611080


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com>


739 De Haro Project  


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com> Fri, Jan 19, 2018 at 2:19 PM
To: David Deming <ddeming@gmail.com>


Dave,
 
Thank you for taking the time to meet last week. Coming out of our conversation, I would ask that you reconsider setting
back the south side of your proposed development 5’ from the southern property line to preserve the light and air access
to our windows.  Alternatively, you could reconsider setting back half of the east/rear side of the top floor to line up with
the back of our house, though our preference would be for you to set back the entire rear/east side of the third floor to line
up with the back of our home.
 
Happy to discuss if helpful.
 
Thanks,
Mike 







4/10/2018 Gmail - 739 De Haro Project


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=50af571dec&jsver=LcPASTiusm8.en.&view=pt&msg=1618b435bf1fdbbe&q=deming&qs=true&search=query&dsqt=1&siml=


Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com>


739 De Haro Project  


David Deming <ddeming@gmail.com> Mon, Feb 12, 2018 at 10:25 AM
To: Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com>


Mike,
 
Thanks for continuing the dialog.  As we've discussed this over multiple sessions since last January (hard to believe it's
been 13 months!) - we have talked about a number of potential ideas in addition to what we've already done in terms of
setting back the top floor near your property line.
 
Our preference would be to help pay for modifying your house to take better advantage of the set back we have built in for
you on the top floor.  We've talked through a number of ideas here (a skylight to give you more light, designs related to
enclosing your deck, paying to have your current property line windows closed off to bring them up to code and integrate
aesthetically with the rest of your house).  None of these seemed to really resonate with you, so it feels like there is
probably a bit of work to really nail down a specific proposal.  But if one or the other was of particular interest we're more
than happy to flesh it out as quickly as possible.  You also seemed hesitant to commit to a specific project at this point
(which I totally understand - it's not a small undertaking) - so my other idea was that we could determine a reasonable
budget for a project like this and find a way to set that money aside until sometime in the future when you were ready to
actually do something. As we discussed, these ideas would be contingent on you supporting our project. 
 
I'm around all day today if you want to talk live.  Just let me know or feel free to give me a call: 415.690.0359. I realize time
is getting short for you to decide if you want to request a Discretionary Review. 
 
thanks!
-Dave
 
 
On Fri, Feb 9, 2018 at 11:56 AM, Mike Montgomery <michael.montgomery@gmail.com> wrote: 


Dave,
 
Following up on our meeting on Tuesday, can you please confirm my understanding of the offers you presented?
 
1) Shave off the south-east corner of the proposed design
2) Pay for the boarding up of my windows that would be blocked by your proposed construction
3) Have your architect draw up plans for enclosing our deck
4) Open an escrow account for future construction on the rear of our house (did you specify amount or restrictions?)
 
I appreciate the help in clarifying your proposals.
 
Thanks,
Mike


 



tel:(415)%20690-0359
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Reminder: Upcoming Conference
Date: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 12:31:01 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: execdir@planningcommission.org [mailto:execdir@planningcommission.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 12:28 PM
To: Planning and Community Development
Subject: Reminder: Upcoming Conference
 

Kindly forward this message to all Planning Commissioners and other interested
associates.  Thank You!

Dear Planning Commissioners:

The California County Planning Commissioners’s Association (CCPCA) is a non-profit,
501(c)3 member-based association organized for the purpose of providing education and
information to our Planning Commissioners statewide. All Planning Commissioners from
participating counties enjoy full membership status in the CCPCA.

Each year we hold a General Conference where not only members , but all Planning
Commissioners, Directors, Staff and Other Interested Attendees. are invited to enjoy an
informative and entertaining weekend.

As you should have already been made aware, this year’s annual CCPCA General
Conference is coming up in just three weeks, May4-5, in Shasta County. Registration and
reservations continue to be available: there is still time to plan attendance.

This year’s Friday conference sessions will provide valuable and enriching information and
an enjoyable experience as well. Highlights will include:

Lily Tavassoli, Superfund Project Manager from the Environmental Protection Agency, will
deliver a presentation on the Iron Mountain Mine, nine miles north of Redditng, which was
identified as a source of contaminants to the area water supply in 1981. Ms. Tavassoli will
cover the EPA’s efforts in Site Cleanup, Brownfields Revitalization, and Emergency
Response.

“The Year of Housing” will look at the effects and requirements on nine state Senate and
Assembly bills that affect the housing element of your General Plan.

A panel discussion will be presented on the subject of Marijuana Manufacturing.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/


For a complete conference schedule, check our website at https://planningcommission.org

On Saturday, we will embark on a field trip around the Redding area, which will include a
tour of the Shasta Dam, as well as a look at a state of the art Cogeneration Plant where
wood waste materials from the nearby forest are used, to provide power.

A banquet on Saturday night will feature a keynote speech by Kern County Supervisor
Leticia Perez, who is a former Planning Commissioner and was a key participant in the
CCPCA. Ms Perez is currently the President of the California Association of Counties. You can
read her bio on our website.

Our 2018 President, Patrick Wallner, has volunteered many hours and garnered the support
of Shasta County and other organization and individuals in order to produce this conference
for the mutual benefit of planning throughout our state. Your two-day registration includes
all events and meals. Discount Room Reservations are available at the Redding Sheraton
Hotel. Please visit https://planningcommission.org today and register to attend.

 

Thanks for your attention,

Dan Roberts, CCPCA

https://planningcommission.org/
http://planningcommission.org/


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: CASE-NO: 2016-000378CUA. 1600 Jackson street
Date: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 9:48:44 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Leslie Bull [mailto:leslieabull@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 9:17 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Leslie Bull
Subject: CASE-NO: 2016-000378CUA. 1600 Jackson street
 
Dear Commissions Secretary
 
I'm writing to voice my vote in favor of WF 365 - 
 
There are three key reasons why I'm in favor and encourage the planning commission to vote
in favor as well. 
 
1. Our neighborhood contains one of the densest populations in SF, particularly following the
many recent additions of new condominium and apartment projects. There are plans for
continued development along Van Ness as well Polk and Pacific.   We need affordable and
walkable options to support the growth of the neighborhood.  Currently, I have to drive to
Trader Joes or Safeway to buy my groceries.  Real Foods is not an option as it is too
expensive. 
 
2.  I also believe and have talked to many of the local store owners that having a branded store
like WF will create more foot traffic and bridge the activity from RH to Polk Gulch ultimately
better serving the entire Polk street area.  Chestnut Street and Hayes Street both benefit from
chain stores helping local, boutique stores to thrive. 
 
3. Sustainability:   The building still has over 25 years of building life.   
 
I believe WF would be a good neighborhood partners as they have consistently demonstrated
their willingness to listen and make compromises to support moving forward.  Examples: 
 Working with the Cheese Board to offer a marketing venue for them to offer their catering
services,  Working with the jug shop to minimize offerings to allowing higher margin,
premium products to be purchased from the Jug shop.   Extended offering to make the upstairs
a community meeting area.  
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On a less positive note, it has been VERY concerning that MPNA has not actively  polled the
residents or all of the local shops.  They are misrepresenting their constituents stating they are
not in favor.   
 
Thank you for your time and consideration - 
Regards,
Leslie A. Bull
1650 Jackson street



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street, Case NO. 2016-000378CUA
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 4:11:04 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: scott noble [mailto:scottnoble@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 4:05 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street, Case NO. 2016-000378CUA
 
 
City Planning Commission, 
 
Please accept this letter as my STRONG vote in favor of the Whole Foods 365 Store proposed for the
empty building site at 1600 Jackson Street.
 
I have owned a residence at 1650 Jackson Street for 5+ years now. In that time Lombardi's closed it's
doors and I've watched my block 
turn from a vibrant neighborhood center to a center for crime, homeless encampments and disgusting
magnet for human waste. We cannot afford to have 
our block be the home of yet one more vacant building in the midst of the Polk Gulch neighborhood. The
majority of my time in my home here has been ruined by the slowing of the progress that was promised
when I moved in. Let Whole Foods 365 become a reality and bring back the vibrancy to this area. 
 
I have lived in other neighborhoods where Whole Foods has become a presence (Ocean Avenue) and it
was a MASSIVE improvement to the lives of the 
residents in that area. The approach they have to use of the existing building, the offering of healthy food
options in walking distance to our homes is incredible.
There should be NO question that we allow them to move forward with their plans to build a market on the
site of 1600 Jackson. 
 
Pertaining to the consideration that we should add more housing. I also live one block from Van Ness
Avenue where there have been many new buildings constructed along that street. We have an issue of
crowded and unavailable services industries in this area now. We don't need more people in this area, we
need more reasons to keep this area vibrant as a walkable, useful neighborhood. Please don't push to
shut down a wonderful opportunity to serve those of us who already occupy this area in favor of piling
more people on top of our already crowded neighborhood. We need groceries, a good responsible tenant
to add to our roster existing Polk Gulch businesses. 
 
Regards, 
 
Scott Noble
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Resident, 1650 Jackson Street
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Polk Street: Case No. 2016-000378CUA
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 2:28:52 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Lorri Ungaretti [mailto:lorrisf@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 2:24 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis
(CPC)
Subject: 1600 Polk Street: Case No. 2016-000378CUA

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

We have been waiting for a few years now, and I hope you can help me. I’m talking about the former Lombardi’s
site at 1600 Polk Street at Jackson. I completely support the placement of a Whole Foods 365 market in that spot.

We have had almost no place close by where we can buy groceries. (Yes, I know that Real Food Company is just
several blocks away, but they are terribly overpriced, have limited stock, and can’t really meet most people’s needs.)

I have lived at Jackson & Polk for more than 20 years. I came as a younger person; now I am older and have more
mobility issues. I would prefer to walk to where I shop, something I frequently do on Polk. Cala (now Trader Joe’s)
and Whole Foods were at one time completely walkable. I would love to have a place across the street where I can
get a quart of milk or some good produce. We now have nothing close by.

I love the fact that Whole Foods doesn’t want to add on to the building at 1600 Polk, that it will work with the
current building’s space. For those people who think the building should be razed and replaced by housing with
commercial on the bottom, I suggest they look around this area and see how many, far too many, empty storefronts
there already are. If we have to have more housing (and I say we’ve paid our share to the city over the past 10
years), let people take over the old Big Apple, another grocery store we lost years ago.

Please stop the delay tactics and let us have Whole Foods 365 close by. Thank you.

Lorri Ungaretti
1591 Jackson St. #23, SF 94109
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Black, Kate (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram
(andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT ***MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON THE PASSING OF DORIS WARD
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 2:16:02 PM
Attachments: 4.16.18 Doris Ward.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 2:13 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT ***MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON THE PASSING OF DORIS WARD
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, April 16, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON THE PASSING

OF DORIS WARD
 
“Doris Ward was a fearless political leader who cared deeply about San Francisco and the
residents of this city. As the first African American female president of the Board of
Supervisors, Doris was a trailblazing presence whose courage and resolve helped inspire
countless others to follow in her footsteps.
 
A lifelong civil rights activist, Doris spent her career fighting for equality and justice. Whether
working for the San Francisco Community College District, the Board of Supervisors or the
Office of the Assessor-Recorder, Doris brought a compassionate and kind approach to her
duties, reflecting the values of the city she served.
 
San Francisco has lost a respected politician, valued friend and admired community leader.
Our thoughts are with Doris’ family during this difficult time.”
 
 

###
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   MARK E.  FARRELL  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, April 16, 2018 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON THE PASSING  


OF DORIS WARD 


 


“Doris Ward was a fearless political leader who cared deeply about San Francisco and the 


residents of this city. As the first African American female president of the Board of Supervisors, 


Doris was a trailblazing presence whose courage and resolve helped inspire countless others to 


follow in her footsteps. 


 


A lifelong civil rights activist, Doris spent her career fighting for equality and justice. Whether 


working for the San Francisco Community College District, the Board of Supervisors or the 


Office of the Assessor-Recorder, Doris brought a compassionate and kind approach to her duties, 


reflecting the values of the city she served. 


 


San Francisco has lost a respected politician, valued friend and admired community leader. Our 


thoughts are with Doris’ family during this difficult time.” 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street: 2016-000378CUA
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 11:11:11 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Chandra Chaterji [mailto:cschaterji@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 11:10 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street: 2016-000378CUA
 
Members of the Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
With regards to: 1600 Jackson Street, Whole Foods 365 CU Application
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,
 
I am a condominium owner and live diagonally across Polk Street from the proposed Whole
Foods 365 site at Jackson and Polk. I have lived here for over 26 years. I am writing in support
of the Whole Foods 365 application. I believe that a grocery store at 1600 Jackson St is both
necessary and desirable.
 
First, the neighborhood wants such a store. Various surveys of residents in the immediate
neighborhood show overwhelming support of such a store. Findings of these surveys have
been previously submitted to the Commission. It would seem that overwhelming
neighborhood support would make such a store both necessary and desirable.
 
Second, the neighborhood needs a relatively value priced grocery store with a wide assortment
of items. Whole Foods 365 promises just that. News stories about other Whole Foods 365
stores in the country show that this is indeed how the 365 operation is being run--wide, fresh
assortment with value prices. None of the other food stores on Polk Street meet the criteria of
being value-priced with a wide assortment.  And, Amazon's recent purchase of Whole Foods
would guarantee that value pricing would remain a guiding principle of the store.
Additionally, 365 is Whole Foods' innovative offering for young people. This is very much the
up and coming demographic in this neighborhood. (The argument that Polk Gulch senior

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/


citizens should just walk up and down rather steep hills from Polk Gulch to the Trader Joe's
and Whole Foods on California Street are ageist, to say the least, and is not considered here.)
These facts make the Whole Foods 365 necessary and desirable for the neighborhood.
 
Third, there is empirical evidence that shows that quality stores such as Starbucks and, to
some extent, Dunkin’ Donuts, (and, by extension, Whole Foods 365) are good for property
values of homes in the vicinity, making it very desirable if not necessary for homeowners like
me. (See the economic analysis in Spencer Rascoff and Stan Humphries, Zillow Talk, 2016,
New York NY: Grand Central Publishing (a division of Hachette Book Group), pages 49-54
and reported by CNN  http://money.cnn.com/2015/03/04/real_estate/starbucks-home-
values/index.html.)
 
Fourth, the Whole Foods 365 would rehabilitate and re-use an existing space rather than
demolishing it and adding to the pollution and congestion in the neighborhood in the process. 
 
Fifth, quick completion of the Whole Foods 365 is the fastest option to bring life to the corner
property that has been vacant for many years now. Completion would bring foot traffic to the
area, and, therefore, additional business to existing neighborhood businesses and restaurants.
 
Yours truly,
 
 
Chandra S. Chaterji
 

http://money.cnn.com/2015/03/04/real_estate/starbucks-home-values/index.html
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Reasons to support Whole Foods 365
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 11:08:38 AM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ellendchan [mailto:ellendchan@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2018 3:42 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Reasons to support Whole Foods 365
 

Reasons to support Whole Foods 365
 

-         1600 Jackson St. has been vacant for more than three years. This has led to
more crime on Jackson St. and in our building to the point where we have had
to install security cameras both inside and out.  There has also been a
significant increase in the number of homeless encampments on our block.
 
-         We believe in the concept of “15-minute neighborhoods,” where the
majority of needed services are within walking distance.
 
-         Whole Foods management has worked extensively with our neighborhood
and the SFMTA to mitigate potential problems with increased traffic and
deliveries.
 
-         Whole Foods has assured us that there will be no deliveries during San
Francisco quiet time – between 10PM and 7AM – and during morning and
afternoon rush hours. We also believe that WF365 will be more organized in
terms of deliveries than the former Lombardi’s.
 
-         We believe in sustainability and that tearing down a building that has not
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outlived its usefulness is wasteful.
 
-         Our neighborhood contains one of the densest populations in San
Francisco, particularly following the many recent additions of new
condominium and apartment projects.  The population is likely to continue
growing, as developers are eyeing many large parcels of land on Van Ness as
well as at Polk and Pacific (where The Jug Shop is.)  Increased services to the
neighborhood are necessary to accommodate all of this growth.
 
-         We believe that Whole Foods will serve as an anchor store, attracting more
people to Polk St. and increasing the flow of foot traffic to other shops in the
area. Chestnut St. is an example of how formula retail stores can co-exist with
and even benefit small, independent retail operations.
 
-         There are far too many empty storefronts on Polk St., particularly between
Broadway and California Street.  If the conversion of Lombardi’s to Whole
Foods is not allowed, the building will remain another vacant blot on the
neighborhood, probably for years to come.
 
-         There are 70 parking spaces available for people who need to drive to the
store, meaning that street parking would be minimally affected. We never had
a traffic problem with Lombardi’s or with the garage currently occupying the
space.
 
-         Our neighborhood’s population is aging, along with Russian Hill’s, and so we
need more conveniently located services, in particular a full-service grocery
store.
 
-         Since the closure of The Big Apple on Polk St., we are lacking a full-service,
affordable grocery store.  We are fortunate to have some specialty stores such
as The Cheese Shop and Bel Campo Meats but these stores are not full-service
and are not affordable for the majority of our neighbors – and are certainly not
for everyday use.
 
-         The Middle Polk Neighborhood Association does not represent our



neighborhood even though it presents itself as doing so.   MPNA conducts little
outreach to the neighborhood and does not allow the great majority of
residents to vote on its policies.
 
-         We believe that Whole Foods will continue to make a conscientious effort
to insure that its neighbors’ needs and interests are met, based on its outreach
to local residents thus far.
 
-         Whole Foods 365 plans to open the second floor of 1600 Jackson as a
public meeting space, which would be a welcome amenity for the
neighborhood.
 

https://maps.google.com/?q=1600+Jackson&entry=gmail&source=g


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: CASE NO. 2016-000378CUA, 1600 JACKSON ST
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 11:08:09 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: PAUL KRETCHMER [mailto:pkretchmer@mac.com]
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2018 4:55 PM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Subject: CASE NO. 2016-000378CUA, 1600 JACKSON ST

Planning Commission:

WE ARE STRONGLY IN FAVOR AND IN SUPPORT OF THE WHOLE FOODS 365 MARKET OCCUPYING
THE VACANT LOMBARDI SPORTS BUILDING.

My wife and I are seniors and the neighborhood population is aging so we need more conveniently located services,
in particular a full-service grocery store.  Since the closure of The Big Apple on Polk St., we are lacking a full-
service, affordable grocery store.  We do have some specialty stores such as The Cheese Shop and Bel Campo
Meats but these stores are not full-service and are not affordable for the majority of our neighbors – and are certainly
not for everyday use.

The Lombardi Sports building has been vacant for more than three years. This has led to more crime on Jackson St.
to the point where we have had to install security cameras both inside and out.  In fact my wife was followed home
just a few weeks ago and someone tried to force themselves through her into the building.

The Middle Polk Neighborhood Association does not represent our neighborhood even though it says it does.  They
certainly have never approached us and we have never received any type of correspondence from them.

We had a neighborhood meeting and Whole Foods has assured us that there will be no deliveries during San
Francisco quiet time – between 10PM and 7AM – and during morning and afternoon rush hours.

DO THE RIGHT THING AND PLEASE APPROVE THIS PROJECT.  IT IS NEEDED.

Paul and Piedad Kretchmer

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 11:07:05 AM
Attachments: I support having 365 Whole Foods on Polk Jackson.msg

CASE NO. 2016-000378CUA 1600 JACKSON ST. (Whole Foods 365 Market Proposal).msg
365 opening.msg
Support for Whole Foods 365 Project.msg
365 Whole FoodsAmazon proposal.msg
New Whole Foods on Jackson.msg
The Conditional Use Hearing before the SF Planning Commission for the Whole Foods 365 grocery store
proposed to occupy 1600 Jackson Street has been scheduled for Thursday April 26. The Commission Meeting
begins at 100 PM Room 400 City Hall. .msg
Letter of opposition - 1600 Jackson St Amazon Whole Foods Market 365.msg
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I support having 365 Whole Foods on Polk & Jackson

		From

		Donna Dea

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org



Hi,






I own a condo two blocks from the proposed 365 Whole Foods on Polk & Jackson. I fully support 365 Whole Foods in the former Lombardi building.


 


Regards,


Donna








CASE NO. 2016-000378CUA, 1600 JACKSON ST. (Whole Foods 365 Market Proposal)

		From

		Todd Lawry

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org



Dear Planning Commission and Supervisor Peskin,






I urge you all to support the addition of Whole Foods 365 Market to 1600 Jackson St.  We are in desperate need of a grocery store within walking distance.  I now need to drive to the Safeway in the Marina to get groceries.  The old Lombardi Store has been vacant for years with many homeless camped out there and it's a real eyesore for all residents of this area.   It's a huge empty store and makes the neighborhood look run down.





All the owners in my building support the proposed 365 by Whole Foods Market.  This view is shared by many of our neighbors, including 1591 Jackson St., 1600 Jackson St., 1645 Pacific and the Russian Hill Neighbors, an association of 500 members. There is also an 80% approval on the website Next Door for the project.







Please support this market which the overwhelming majority of residents favor and also need!






Sincerely,






Todd Lawry, MD


1755 Jackson St, #507


SF, CA. 94109








-        





.






 






















365 opening

		From

		Judibe

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rahaim, John (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org



Dear Sirs, 






Please do NOT approve this space for Whole Foods.. We are desperately trying to maintain the atmosphere of San Francisco.. little shops, little grocery stores, little every store that makes the neighborhood close and convenient.  






There is a huge 365 very close by should you need to do a large shopping... otherwise, its easy to pick just a quart of milk, some veggies and good butchery shops all nearby.






Please, think of the future and how inviting this very European city should remain charming and inviting.


We would put our local shops out of business and thats a very bad thing.






Do the right thing, and refuse this enterprise.






Sincerely,


Judi and Gordon Harris








Support for Whole Foods 365 Project

		From

		Karen Schultz

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Karen Schultz; Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

		Recipients

		kls94115@sbcglobal.net; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org









I had hoped to be able to attend the upcoming hearing about Whole Foods 365 in the former Lombardi’s space but am unable to do so due to job obligations.  I’m a local resident in support of Whole 365 in the space.  The space has been empty for far too long and to allow it to continue to sit empty when a large majority of the neighborhood is supportive is  frustrating.  The  opposition to chain retailers particularly for this space is not shared by the majority of the residents or me!  A viable retailer in this space is important to the neighborhood and the product offering from Whole Foods 365 is also necessary and not replicated by other retailers.  





Regards,


Karen Schultz


1101 Green Street #203


San Francisco, CA  94109








365 Whole Foods/Amazon proposal

		From

		joseph omran

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Aaron Peskin; Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Richhillissf@gmail.com; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; Planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@earthlink.net; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; Richhillissf@gmail.com; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org





365 whole foods letter.pdf
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New Whole Foods on Jackson

		From

		Judy Avery

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Stefani, Catherine (BOS)

		Recipients

		catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



I'm writing to express my heartfelt approval for a new Whole Foods Market on Jackson Street. The current Whole Foods on California between Franklin and Van Ness is very crowded and relatively small - it doesn’t begin to serve the needs of many customers who prefer organic food, prepared meals and a variety of select produce. The parking is the worst I’ve come across in the city - a small single floor, large cement bumps and part of the garage taken up by a nearby church’s parishioners some nights. The Jackson St. location would be much bigger and the area less congested. The North Bay needs a functioning, expanded Whole Foods. Thank you for your consideration.





Judith Avery


2222 Hyde Street


San Francisco 94109








The Conditional Use Hearing before the SF Planning Commission for the Whole Foods 365 grocery store proposed to occupy 1600 Jackson Street has been scheduled for Thursday, April 26.  The Commission Meeting begins at 1:00 PM, Room 400, City Hall.  

		From

		Susan Siep

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Commissioner; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); communications@rhnsf.org

		Recipients

		john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; Richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; Planning@rodneyfong.com; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; communications@rhnsf.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Dear Planning Department, and et al, I am in support of 365 Whole Food Grocery. As a renter on Polk Street for over 16 years, and I work in SF in a hospital for the past 16 years, I was pleased to see a grocery store coming in! Yes, please, I support. As a part of RHN, I have swept the streets and am a loyal “Polkaholic”! Real Foods next to Walgreens @ Broadway, for example, pales in comparisons to what is sorely needed, is limited, produce often flowering past it’s freshness, and I am sadly disappointed at time when I shop their for produce yet I don’t hesitate it will sustain it’s own loyal customers, especially their meat department!  Decreasing our carbon footprint on having a walkable grocery store with 365 coming in that is not only affordable, offers local growers and farmers a place on the grocery self that is not found at Safeway and Trader Joes.  We need grocery, not a coffee shop, restaurant, nor a sport store nor a retail shop. We need groceries, and local, and affordable. 365 offers that option, is walkable, saves on the carbon footprint, and meets the needs of local renters and homeowners alike. Plus, it creates opportunity for a wonderful walk down Polk Street for customers to shop local at other retail stores along the way to and from 365. I completely support 365 coming to 1600 Jackson.  Thank you for your time and attention as I am working and not able to attend the scheduled 4/26 meeting. Please include my support and enthusiasm for 365 grocery store. 





Sincerely,





Susan K. Siep


Polk Street Resident of 16 years
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Letter of opposition - 1600 Jackson St, Amazon Whole Foods Market 365

		From

		Ray Bair

		To

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.og; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS)

		Cc

		Ray Bair

		Recipients

		john.rahaim@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.og; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; jane.kim@sfgov.org; board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org; ray@cheeseplus.com



My name is Ray Bair, and I am the owner of Cheese Plus on the corner of Polk and Pacific.  I am writing today to express my opposition to Amazon.com, Inc. opening a Whole Foods Market 365 location at 1600 Jackson St.  As a small business owner just a block away from the proposed site, my business, my livelihood, and the livelihood of the team members employed at Cheese Plus is under threat by their existence. 





 





HOUSING FIRST





I believe the best use of the space at 1600 Jackson is what Village Properties initially proposed when they purchased the building from the Lombardi family – housing, with restaurant/retail on the ground floor.  The former site of Lombardi Sports is one of the few remaining “soft sites” in District 3. Development there would result in no residential displacement. The site is also zoned for density: Housing there could rise to 65 feet, and using the HOME-SF density bonus, new housing could go to 85 feet by including 30% affordable units. This is a rare opportunity to bring dozens of units onto an infill site on a popular commercial corridor without displacing a single resident or business.  A residential development would be a boon for small businesses on Polk Street.  San Francisco needs housing, and it’s hard to imagine this site being approved for a corporate giant such as Amazon, over the housing needs of our city’s residents. The Planning Commission should deny permits for any project on this site that does not include a substantial number of housing units. 





 





THE SITE IS TOO BIG FOR MODERN POLK ST





The size of the location presents an impossible bargain for our community that is overwhelmingly populated by long standing, successful, small, independent retailers such as Cheese Plus.  The retail environment has changed drastically from previous generations as hard goods purchasing has moved online along with fresh and prepared foods, and the convenience of home delivery services.  Lombardi’s Sports fell victim to these changes, as their shoppers moved their purchasing away from brick and mortar retail. The space is simply too large for any retailer other than a well-funded multi-chain as exemplified by both Target and Whole Foods Market’s interest in the location.





 





DEVASTATION OF CURRENT BUSINESSES





Currently, the vacant site is unfortunate for the neighborhood and having it occupied would be great.  But imagine the success of 365, and the devastation it will have on the neighborhood, as once successful stores lose a significant amount of their customer base, and/or ultimately fail due to the big box’s success.  Who will take over these store fronts? Who will hire these employees?  Who will offer these unique services and products?  Chances are it would be more chain stores, and our funky cool San Francisco street will become Anywhere, USA.  





 





I urge you to close your eyes and envision how 365 could fit into our unique and vibrant neighborhood without having a destructive effect on many who have made the street the wonderful part of San Francisco it is today.  Standing at the corner of Polk and Jackson, it’s easy to see who will suffer immediate devastation – BelCampo Meats, Cheese Plus, and the venerable Jug Shop.  Equally vulnerable are the many restaurant/prepared food businesses along Polk St as the proposed 365 store will have an expansive offering of prepared foods items within the store. To further exacerbate the destruction of neighboring food businesses, 365 will also host 3rd party prepared food retailers.





 





PARKING AND TRAFFIC CONCERNS





Beyond the sheer size of the location, Parking will be the tipping point for the continued success of small businesses like mine along the Polk St corridor.  The parking lot at the proposed site will afford Amazon Whole Foods Market 365 an advantage that few others have along Polk St.  Why look for parking to shop or eat anywhere else, when parking is available for 365 patrons?  Consumers and residents may have good intentions to continue to support small business along Polk St, but for those who must or prefer to drive, the convenience of parking will ultimately win.  Please remember, the convenience and comfort of online shopping has contributed to the demise of classic brick and mortar retail. Unfortunately, comfort and convenience often trumps habits and convictions.  





 





Traffic will increase, naturally, as the parking lot is currently used for all day parking, and pedestrians are not pouring into the location at this time due to the vacancy of the location.  Trucks, large and small, are not loading and unloading there, whether delivering products for retail, or to fill a yet unspecified number of Amazon Lockers they wish to install.  Nor are the endless ride share services they propose to partner with circling the location jockeying with the pedestrians, drivers, and deliveries for precious space at the location.  Their estimations of 10 deliveries per day (70 per week) is unrealistic, and does not take into account their growth plan, nor the needs of their 3rd party vendors operations.  Also, worth mentioning are the current delivery and loading needs of the other businesses in the immediate area – at least until Amazon Whole Foods Market 365 diminishes these businesses success.





 





The entrance to the parking garage is narrow, with limited visibility.  As it is today, cars linger in the driveway while exiting, blocking the sidewalk waiting for traffic to flow on Polk St.  Today, there are no restrictions requiring drivers to turn right as they exit the lot, merging into the southbound lane of Polk St.  Yet, if the proposed store is approved, this will certainly need to be a requirement, both practically and physically. Vehicle traffic will crawl during peak hours as commuters of all stripes – cyclists, pedestrians, public transit riders, ride share passengers, delivery drivers, rush to get home or to get to the grocery store on their way home, many wanting to use the parking garage below the store.





 





 





EXPECT SUCCESS, AT GREAT COST





Amazon Whole Foods Market 365 expects to be successful. Why else would they want to build a store at the proposed site? As such, we should all expect it to be successful as well. Their neighboring store, just 5 blocks away, is the company’s highest grossing store per square foot. That store has many patrons and is in a constant stranglehold to meet their demands.  So, it is natural to expect a significant portion of shoppers will move over to the new site, perhaps as much as $1 million per month from the existing store to the new location.  With average transaction size hovering below $18, this equates to about 2000 visits per day, not including the hundreds of customers it will draw from the neighboring small businesses that do not have sufficient parking.  Should they gain as few as 50 Cheese Plus customers each day, our sales will drop by more than 10%. I believe they would ultimately poach more customers from my business and others on Polk St. Regardless the number, a reduction in customer count would trigger layoffs for our team members, and a loss for the community overall.





 





THEY’RE PREDATORS





Polk St certainly is no food desert. Our street is lined with quality food retailers, and surrounded by a wide variety of retail grocery options, including their own store just a few blocks from the proposed location. That’s why they’re interested in this location – not to save the street, but to profit from others success here.





 





Amazon Whole Foods Market 365 store is a direct threat to my small business as they sell the same items as my store.  Sure, they’ve abandoned their commitment to support “best of class” products - my store’s guiding mission; but that’s not the battle we’re in. The battle is for food. Not natural, not high end, not organic, not local, not corporate – the battle is simply for food dollars.  Cheese Plus will suffer significant loss of sales across the spectrum from chocolate bars, olive oil, pasta sauce, flowers, wine, chips, beverages, sandwiches, salads, cheese, sliced meats, cans of tuna, jars of jams, ice cream, etc.  It’s not one thing, it’s all things; and just a little bit of everything can really add up. 





 





We’re competing for the same shopper, and they have the advantage of being the 3rd largest retailer on the planet, with boundless resources.  Recently, a judge has ordered them to re-open a 365 store they recently abandoned for that very reason – as an Amazon company, they have the resources to stick it out and make their store a success.  How can a small food retailer like Cheese Plus truly succeed with a corporate giant like that just steps away?












Amazon has plans to add multiple Whole Foods Market stores to San Francisco and the greater Bay Area. I understand they wish to expand their Franklin St store to span from Franklin to Van Ness along California St, and perhaps they should turn their attention to other potential locations along the nearby Van Ness Ave corridor, where they could operate in a modern location with better amenities than the 1600 Jackson St location allows, and avoid opposition of long standing small business and community leaders along Polk St.





 





I SHOULD KNOW





As a near 20-year veteran of Whole Foods Market, I know all too well their predatory practices, and their ability to destroy and/or thwart the growth of neighboring businesses. They believe it is their retail manifest destiny to expand at all costs, like some sort of new world food colonialists, preaching the virtues of their values above all others.  At public meetings, their leaders allude to a partnership between my business and theirs, yet truthfully, there is no such agreement. They use this tactic to promote my business success as their success – I’m the good guy who got away.  Their offers to promote my store are not appreciated, because there is no financial contract, making their gestures absolutely meaningless - just a ploy to imply I support their project and am amicable to their presence on Polk St, which I absolutely am not.  





 





To conclude, I ask you choose housing, and the continued success of small businesses on Polk St. and deny Amazon Whole Foods Market 365 retail location at 1600 Jackson St. 












Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to express my opposition. 












Sincerely, 





 





Ray Bair
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Ikezoe, Paolo (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: STRONGLY OPPOSING SB 828 and SB 827
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 11:04:47 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Nancy Wiltsek [mailto:nancywiltsek@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 15, 2018 11:24 AM
To: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR); senator.wiener@senate.ca.gov; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha
(BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Breed, London
(BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); SheehyStaff (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Board of Supervisors, (BOS);
richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); andrew@tefarch.com;
aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com; RSEJohns@yahoo.com;
dianematsuda@hotmail.com; jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC);
gswooding@gmail.com; Dyanna.quizon@sfgov.org; Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS); info@sfmca.org
Subject: STRONGLY OPPOSING SB 828 and SB 827

Dear Supervisors,

I am a third generation San Francisco resident and voter and strongly urge you to pass a resolution opposing SB 827
and SB 828, with or without amendments. I share many of my neighbors’ concerns that if these bills are passed, we
would lose local control over planning and housing.

We deserve better solutions to housing problems that are tailored to local needs and not one size fits all.

In my opinion, this is similar to the creation of the SFMTA, which ignores SF residents’ needs and desires around
transportation planning. These bills would have an even more catastrophic impact on San Francisco's future.

Thank you,

Nancy Wiltsek
3607 Baker
San Francisco

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:paolo.ikezoe@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:nancywiltsek@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Black, Kate (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram
(andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Commission Update for the Week of April 16, 2018
Date: Monday, April 16, 2018 9:53:34 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 4.16.18.doc

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 9:44 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for the Week of April 16, 2018
 
Good morning.
Please find a memo attached that outlines items before commissions and boards for this week.
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Mark Farrell
City and County of San Francisco
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org
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mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

April 16, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of April 16, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of April 16, 2018. 

Civil Service (Monday, April 16, 2PM)


Action Items

· Review of Request for Approval of Proposed Personal Services Contracts:


· General Services Agency – City Administrator - $9,000,000 - This Contractor(s) will provide as-needed and intermittent maintenance and repair services on City –owned vehicles during periods when Central Shops is at full capacity and does not have the staff/space to service the vehicles in a timely manner.  The Contractor(s) will only provide over flow services.


· Airport - $8,000,000 - The Project Manager Support Services (PMSS) contractor will manage the reconstruction of several taxiway and runways at San Francisco International Airport (SFO).  Services to be provided include budgeting, project controls, scheduling, document and cost control.  Additionally, the contractor will provide services related to managing documents and construction to fulfill the requirements of the Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) FAA Airport Improvement Plan (AIP) grant funding.  In addition, the contractor would need to have specific expertise in projects that involve airport development, design and remodeling, geotechnical engineering, drainage system, structural engineering, underground utility locating, and airport pavement condition analysis.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $525,000 - Ongoing repair, maintenance service and parts for Honeywell (Northern) Alarm System installed at (12) San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) facilities by qualified technicians.  System is composed of (1) server, winpak software with (5) licenses, (49) Northern alarm panels, (25) SIO boards, (163) card readers, (25) door contacts, (36) motion detectors, (19) panic alarms and (26) miscellaneous devices.  Over 6,000 access cards issued to employees, consultants and contractors with 225 customized access levels tailored to meet the agencies current needs.


· Police Department - $2,000,000 - The United States Department of Justice (USDOJ) entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD or Department) to conduct and complete the Collaborative Reform Initiative report and process.  The USDOJ completed a review and issued a report with hundreds of recommendations to improve approaches to uses of force, hiring and diversity, accountability, and potential areas of bias.  Although the USDOJ has exited the Collaborative Reform process, the City’s leadership is committed to the Department.  Paired with efforts to develop a strategic plan to frame these improvements and ensure that the Department is properly resources to implement these efforts to develop a strategic plan to frame these improvements and ensure that the Department is properly resourced to implement these efforts, the SFPD is seeking to engage management consultants to assist in one-time reviews and technical assistance projects through conducting a variety of management analyses, including staffing analysis, strategic planning, Information Technology planning, communication strategy and content development, surveying and program evaluation..


· Public Utilities Commission - $42,000,000 - Contractor to provide staff, equipment, and services to complete environmental monitoring, surveys, and studies; perform field work including sample collection, and resource protection and management tasks; perform and develop tools for data collection, storage, and analysis; and lead research and assessments necessary to prepare reports, designs, figures and maps, studies, technical memorandum, specifications, permit amendments and revisions, and other documents to support the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) permit compliance and watershed management activities under the Bioregional Habitat Re4storation (BHR) project.


· Public Health - $8,000,000 - Contractor will provide a comprehensive patient billing statement solution (software).  Services will include all necessary linkages to the Department’s new Electronic Health Record (EHR) system, billing statement generation and distribution, ability for the City to manage and monitor all aspects of the service through an integrated application or service, and as-needed project management services during the implementation and post go-live period.


· Airport - $1,900,000,000 to $2,500,000,000 - Design-Build services teams with specialty design experience at airports to provide design and construction of the Terminal 1 Redevelopment Program (T1 Program) for the: Terminal 1 Center Renovation Project, New Boarding Area B Reconstruction, and Terminal 1 Baggage Handling System Projects.  Work will include a full range of planning, programming, architectural design, engineering, and construction management services necessary to develop and construct the functional and conceptual aspects for the following elements: 1) new interior spaces; 2) construction of a program-wide common use Baggage Handling System; 3) relocation and/or installation of new Passenger Loading Bridges; 4) site work to include pavement grade modifications, installation of a garbage collection area, aircraft apron lighting, and Ground Services Equipment (GSE) charging stations; 5) installation of a new hydrant fueling facility, fueling pits, and ancillary systems and equipment; 6) modifications and/or relocations of utility, technology, and other systems; 7) passenger amenities; and 8) construction of temporary barricades, walls, and pedestrian corridors. Scope Change: Expanded scope include construction of infrastructure to support an additional four aircraft parking positions; expanded square footage to support additional revenue-generating concessions; and upgraded state-of-the-art baggage handling system; curbside roadway improvements; expanded mezzanine level to support an additional passenger screening checkpoint; a separate employee screening checkpoint; and other amenities such as high density wi-fi and an enhance wayfinding program.  Of the additional funding being requested, approximately $43,000,000 will be for design services and $556,000,000 will be for construction costs.


· Human Services - $70,125 to $257,125 - Project 500 (P500) describes a cohort of 500 families on welfare that the City of San Francisco aims to lift out of poverty.  The contractor (UC Davis) will help HSA in the planning, development, and delivery of a specialized case management training curriculum for City social workers who work with the P500 population.  The social workers hail from the San Francisco Human Services Agency, Department of Public Health, Department of Child Support Services, Office of Early Care and Education, as well as several community-based organizations (CBO).  Trainings will be delivered on –site in San Francisco in 15 full-day training sessions distributed throughout the 2017-18 fiscal year.  Topics will include, but are not limited to, improved counseling, case assessments, crisis intervention, professional boundaries, as well as self-care under stressful circumstances.  Contractor will solicit the class participants’ feedback and modify the training design when needed. Scope Change: Additionally, to provide 22 Welfare Fraud trainings to eligibility workers and investigators that will be coached in welfare fraud detection and prevention techniques.


· Department of Emergency Management - $100,000 to $600,000 - Contractor will provide software, maintenance, support, and services for earthquake date management system.  The contractor will develop a software that can provide earthquake scenarios based on magnitude and location and provide damage statistics based on scenarios.  The system will assist DEM in identifying areas where response prioritization and capabilities are needed to increase efficiency in responses during a disaster.


· Economic and Workforce Development - $562,000 to $862,000 - The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) requires professional financial analysis related to real estate development in San Francisco.  Consultants, selected from a pre-qualified list of economic consultants, will assist OEWD in development of public policy applied to real estate development and finance through a series of as-needed services, including (1) analyzing opportunities for public participation in development projects; (2) identifying development opportunity sites and analyzing their feasibility; and (3) evaluating tools to support greater mixed-income housing development.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $250,000 to $255,000 - The Contractor will plan, coordinate, and conduct outreach to San Franciscans of all ages to provide encouragement to ride bicycles and do so in a safe manner via educational activities, rides and training.  Safety and concerns about safety are significant barriers to people bicycling in the city.  These activities will also help to educate the growing number of people riding bicycles about the laws of safe bicycling, as well as to equip bicyclists with adequate street skills to meet complex traffic issues encountered daily on the streets of San Francisco.  This work is a key strategy identified in San Francisco’s Vision Zero Education Strategy. Scope Change: The contract must be amended to add 5 additional “Freedom From Training Wheels” classes.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $160,000 to $500,000 - The Agency is seeking a contractor who will provide professional engineering services for the Advanced Train Control System (ATCS) systems performance specification adjustments, system certification for the upcoming Twin Peaks Rail Replacement Project.  The ATCS is an integrated system comprising proprietary on-board, wayside and, central control signaling and communications equipment (including on-board computers, axel counter, signaling cable, relays, and servers) and software.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $60,000,00 to $60,000,000 - The contractor will provide a Vendor Managed Inventory (VMI) Services program to manage, support staff, and supply parts of its rail fleet maintenance program.  Four materials storerooms are operated in support of the Rail Fleet: Green, Muni Metro East (MME), Cable Car, and Overhead Lines.  The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has developed the following objectives for management of parts for the Rail Fleet comprised of 149 Breda LRVs, 39 historic streetcars, and 31 cable cars: supply vehicle parts on a cost-effective and efficient basis; provide inventory planning and automated replenishment of spare parts with strict performance guidelines requiring defined response times and fill rates; ensure parts provided allow the SFMTA to meet its objectives in terms of reliability (i.e., Mean Distance Between Failures [MDBF], service interruptions); and ensure SFMTA safety standards are met in any program activity.


· Public Health - $25,352,000 to $40,352,000 - Contractors will provide an array of primary prevention services (prevention, health education, outreach, and referral services), programs, and projects for the broad age, ethnic, gender, ability, and geographic diversity of San Francisco, especially in low income areas, to specific ethnic communities and neighborhoods, and including services targeted to multi-cultural/multi-lingual refugees/asylees, victims of trafficking, and other immigrant communities.  Services will include community capacity building training, technical assistance and fiscal intermediary services with organizations providing community-based preventative services such as the tobacco free project, pedestrian traffic safety initiatives, healthy eating and active living initiatives, tattoo removal, drug and alcohol problem prevention, wellness, and other health-related preventative programs.

· Appeal by Daniel Boreen of the Rejection of His Application for the 6242 Plumbing Inspector Examination.  (File No. 0400-17-4) Recommendation: Approve appellant’s request to postpone to the meeting of May 7, 2018.

· Salary Survey for Registered Nurse Classifications (Charter Section A8.403), 2018-2019. (File No. 0113-18-3) Recommendation: Adopt the report; Certify to the Board of Supervisors for the Acute Care Nursing Classifications the Highest Prevailing Salary Schedules in the Six Bay Area Counties (Public & Private) in Effect on April 15, 2018.

· Follow up on Report on Appointments Exempt from Civil Service.  (File No. 0046-18-1)  Recommendation: Adopt the staff report.

· Appeal by Benny Lew of the Director of Transportation’s Determination to Administratively Close His Complaint of Discrimination.  (File No. 0202-17-6) Recommendation: Adopt the Staff Report and deny Mr. Lew’s appeal.

· Proposed Amendments to Civil Service Rule 113 – Certification of Eligibles (File No. 0116-18-5) Recommendation: Accept the Executive Officer’s report, incorporate any changes made by the Commission, direct the Executive Officer to post the proposed amended Rule 113 for meet and discuss with the affected labor union(s) and interested stakeholders.


Youth (Monday, April 16, 515PM)


Action Items

· [Third Reading] Resolution 1718-AL-10 [Resolution urging the Department of Children Youth and their Families to allocate $270,000 for fee waivers for California IDs for Youth in San Francisco between the ages of 14-18]


· [Second Reading] Youth Commission Budget & Policy Priorities for Fiscal Years 2018 –2019 and 2019 – 2020


· [First Reading] Motion 1718-AL-12 [Motion honoring the life of Jesus Adolfo Delgado Duarte and offering condolences to his family and community]


Airport (Tuesday, April 17, 9AM) - CANCELLED

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (Tuesday, April 17, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Workshop on OCII’s Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget

Action Items

· Adopting findings, including amending adopted mitigation measures, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act related to approval of the 2018 modified project variant for the Candlestick Point and Phase 2 of the Hunters Point Shipyard Development Project; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area

· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and approving the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area; and authorizing transmittal of the Reports to the Board of Supervisors; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area


· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and approving amendments to the Redevelopment Plan for the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and the Redevelopment Plan for the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, referring the plan amendments to the Planning Commission for its report on conformity with the General Plan, and recommending the plan amendments to the Board of Supervisors for adoption; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area

· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and approving the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 Design for Development; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area 


· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Authorizing a Seventh Amendment to the Disposition and Development Agreement Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 with HP Development Co., LP, subject to the approval of the Oversight Board of the City and County of San Francisco and the California Department of Finance; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area

· Adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Authorizing a Third Amendment to the Disposition and Development Agreement (Candlestick Point and Phase 2 of the Hunters Point Shipyard) with CP Development Co., LLC, subject to the approval of the Oversight Board of the City and County of San Francisco and the California Department of Finance; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area

· Forming Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (HPS2/CP Public Facilities and Services), Improvement Area No. 1 and a Future Annexation Area, and Determining Other Matters in Connection Therewith

· Determining the Necessity to Incur Bonded Indebtedness and Other Debt in an Amount Not to Exceed $6,000,000,000 for the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (HPS2/CP Public Facilities and Services) and Determining Other Matters in Connection Therewith


· Calling a Special Election in Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (HPS2/CP Public Facilities and Services) and Determining Other Matters in Connection Therewith


· Declaring the Results of Special Election and Directing Recording of Notice of Special Tax Lien for Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (HPS2/CP Public Facilities and Services) and Determining Other Matters in Connection Therewith


· Introducing an Ordinance Levying Special Taxes within the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (HPS2/CP Public Facilities and Services)

· Authorizing the Issuance and Sale of Special Tax Bonds and Other Debt for Improvement Area No. 1 of the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco Community Facilities District No. 9 (HPS2/CP Public Facilities and Services) in an Aggregate Principal Amount Not to Exceed $202,200,000, and Determining Other Matters in Connection Therewith

Entertainment (Tuesday, April 17, 530PM)

Action Items

· Hearing and Possible Action regarding applications for permits under the jurisdiction of the Entertainment Commission:

Consent Agenda:


· EC-1438 – D’Angelica, Jon, District, 216 Townsend St., Limited Live Performance Permit.


Regular Agenda:


· EC-1439 – Karajah, Kamel, El Valenciano, 1153 Valencia St., Place of Entertainment Permit.

Health (Tuesday, April 17, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC HEALTH COMMITTEE - A SFDPH PUBLIC HEALTH LABORATORY UPDATE AND A SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH NETWORK TRANSITIONS HUMMINGBIRD PLACE PSYCHIATRIC RESPITE UPDATE.

· VISION ZERO UPDATE - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL RECEIVE AN UPDATE ON THE VISION ZERO COLLECTIVE IMPACT INITIATIVE.

· PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE UPDATE - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL RECEIVE AN UPDATE FROM THE POPULATION HEALTH DIVISION, PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE SECTION.

· PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE HEALTH COMMISSION RULES AND REGULATIONS - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL CONSIDER REVISIONS MADE TO ITS RULES AND REGULATIONS. THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL VOTE ON THIS ITEM AT ITS MAY 1, 2018 MEETING.


Action Items

· Settlement of Litigation: Angel Nguyen, City to Pay $ $1,350,000.00 Angel Nguyen, an individual, vs. San Francisco General Hospital, a Public Entity; San Francisco General Hospital Medical Group, a Public Entity; City and County of San Francisco, a Public Entity; Board of Regents, an Entity; and Does 1 through 100, Inclusive. (San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC-15-549555 (Closed Session)


· Settlement of Litigation: Arthur Moss and Dakehia Hall as Administrators of the Estate of Nicole Moss , City to Pay $300,000.00 and Co-Defendant Kindred Healthcare Operating, Inc. to pay $200,000.00 

· Arthur Moss and Dakehia Hall as Administrators of the Estate of Nicole Moss vs. Kindred Healthcare Operating, Inc.; THC-Orange, County, Inc., dba Kindred Hospital-San Francisco Bay Area; Ventas Realty, L.P.; San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center; City and County of San Francisco; and Does 1-20, Inclusive. (United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. 16-CV-0657-YGR ) (Closed Session)


· Arthur Moss and Dakehia Hall as Administrators of the Estate of Nicole Moss vs. San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center; City and County of San Francisco; and Does 1-20, Inclusive. (United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. 16-CV-0072 KAW) (Closed Session)

MTA (Tuesday, April 17, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Vision Zero   

Action Items

· Requesting the Controller to allot funds and to draw warrants against such funds available or will be available in payment of the following claims against the SFMTA:


· CSAA Insurance vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC17562595 filed on 11/20/17 for $500


· Marlene Hall vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC16553233 filed on 7/26/16 for $4,000


· Paulo Randolph vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC17561433 filed on 9/21/17 for $25,000

· Approving the following traffic modifications:

· ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING AREA S, 2 HOUR PARKING, 8 AM TO 9 PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA S PERMITS − Collingwood Street, both sides, between 21st Street and 22nd Street; and 21st Street, both sides, between Collingwood Street and Diamond Street.


· ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING AREA Q, 2 HOUR PARKING, 8 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA Q PERMIT - Page Street, both sides, between Masonic Avenue and Central Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING ELIGIBILITY, AREA AA - 3125 Cesar Chavez Street.


· ESTABLISH – RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING ELIGIBILITY, AREA I 3219 23rd Street.


· ESTABLISH – PARKING METERS, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY - Wilder Street, south side, from 61 feet to 115 feet easterly.


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING ANY TIME − Cortland Avenue, south side, from 70 feet to 105 feet west of Nevada Street.


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE − Eddy Street, south side, from 21 feet to 43 feet west of Franklin Street.


· ESTABLISH – GENERAL METERED PARKING, 4 HOUR TIME LIMIT, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY − Waller Street, south side, from 3 feet to 170.5 feet west of Octavia.


· ESTABLISH – BLUE ZONE − Waller Street, south side, from approx. 41 feet to 63 feet west of Octavia Street.


· ESTABLISH – TRAFFIC SIGNAL − 18th Street and Minnesota Street intersection.  


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Harrison Street, north side, from 15 feet to 75 feet west of Lapu Lapu Street. 


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE − Harrison Street, south side, from 10th Street to 30 feet easterly; Harrison Street, south side, from 10th Street to 30 feet westerly; Bryant Street, south side, from 10th Street to 40 feet westerly; Mission Street, south side, from 27 feet to 48 feet west of 10th Street; and Mission Street, north side, from 10th Street to 30 feet easterly

· Making environmental findings and awarding Contract No. 1304, Muni Metro System King Substation Upgrade Project to DMZ Builders to upgrade the existing King Substation in the amount of $11,398,450, and for a term of 365 days.


· Approving Modification No. 2 to Contract No. 1236R, Third Street Light Rail Project Mission Bay Loop, with Mitchell Engineering, to add two subcontractors, W. Bradley Electric and Reliance Engineering, due to public necessity, with no penalty against Mitchell Engineering; to increase the amount by $459,740, for a total amount not to exceed $4,647,920.77; and to extend the term by 502 days, for a total term of 742 days to substantial completion.  

· Approving proposed traffic modifications from June 1, 2018 to May 31, 2020, to allow for additional outreach in support of the Twin Peaks Figure 8 Redesign Project as follows:


· ESTABLISH - ROAD CLOSURE, EXCEPT PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES - Twin Peaks Boulevard, eastern alignment, from Christmas Tree Point Road to 1,700 feet southerly 


· ESTABLISH - TWO WAY STREET - Twin Peaks Boulevard, western alignment, from Christmas Tree Point Road to 1,500 feet southerly.

· Rescinding a portion of the existing Residential Permit Parking Area X, establishing Residential Permit Parking Area EE in the Dogpatch neighborhood, amending the Transportation Code, Division II, to limit the number of Residential Parking Permits for residents of Area EE to no more than one permit issued to an individual person and no more than two permits issued to a single address, provide for Area EE residents a waiver process for receiving up to four Residential Parking Permits issued to a single address, with specified permit fees for those additional permits, and provide that permits issued to Area EE residents for Health Care or Childcare Workers do not count towards the maximum number of permits that can be issued to a single address. and establishing time-limited and metered parking modifications throughout the neighborhood, as follows:


· RESCIND—RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING, AREA X, 2-HOUR PARKING, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, 8 AM TO 6 PM, EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA X PERMIT - 18th Street, both sides, between Tennessee and Minnesota streets; 19th Street, south side, between Tennessee and Minnesota streets; 22nd Street, both sides, between Tennessee and Minnesota streets; 23rd Street, south side, between Minnesota and Indiana streets; Tennessee Street, both sides, between Mariposa and Tubbs streets; Minnesota Street, both sides, between 18th and 26th streets; Indiana Street, east side, between 23rd and 26th streets.


· RESCIND—2-HOUR PARKING, MONDAY THROUGH SUNDAY, 9 AM TO 5 PM - 18th Street, both sides, between 3rd and Tennessee streets.


· ESTABLISH—RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING, AREA EE, 1-HOUR PARKING, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, 8 AM TO 6 PM, EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA EE PERMIT - Mariposa Street, south side, between Illinois and Tennessee streets, eligibility only, no signs; 18th Street, both sides, between Tennessee and 3rd streets; (installs signs on the south side and on the north side from 60 feet west of 3rd Street westerly to Tennessee Street; 18th Street, south side, between Minnesota and Tennessee streets; 18th Street, both sides, between Illinois and 3rd streets; 19th Street, both sides, between Illinois and Indiana streets; 20th Street, north side, between Illinois and 3rd streets; 20th Street, both sides, between 3rd and Minnesota streets; 20th Street, south side, between Indiana and Minnesota streets; Illinois Street, west side, between Mariposa and 20th streets; 3rd Street, both sides, between Mariposa and 20th streets; Minnesota Street, east side, between 18th and 20th streets; Tennessee Street, both sides, between Mariposa and Tubbs streets; Indiana Street, east side, between 19th and 20th streets.


· ESTABLISH—RESIDENTIAL PERMIT PARKING, AREA EE, 2-HOUR PARKING, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, 8 AM TO 6 PM, EXCEPT VEHICLES WITH AREA EE PERMIT - 22nd Street, both sides, between 3rd and Minnesota streets;; 22nd Street, south side, between Minnesota and Indiana streets; 23rd Street, south side, between Minnesota and Indiana streets; 25th Street, both sides, between Indiana and Iowa streets; 25th Street, south side, between Indiana and Minnesota streets; 3rd Street, west side, between 20th and Tubbs streets; Tennessee Street, both sides, between 20th and 22nd streets; Tennessee Street, west side, from 22nd Street to 170 feet southerly; Tennessee, east side, between 22nd and Tubbs streets; Minnesota Street, both sides, between 20th and 22nd streets; Minnesota Street, east side, from 22nd Street to 200 feet southerly; Minnesota Street, west side, from 23rd Street to 116 feet south of 25th Street; Indiana Street, east side, from 20th Street to 423 feet southerly; Indiana Street, both sides, between 23rd and 25th streets; Indiana Street, east side, between 25th and 26th streets; Indiana Street, west side, from Cesar Chavez to 180 feet northerly,.


· ESTABLISH—4-HOUR TIME-LIMITED PARKING, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, 8 AM TO 6 PM - Illinois Street, east side, from 120 feet south of Terry A. Francois Blvd. to 23rd Street; Illinois Street, east side, from 24th Street to Cesar Chavez Street; Illinois Street, west side, between 18th and 20th streets and between 22nd and 23rd streets; Illinois Street, west side, between 24th and Cesar Chavez streets; 3rd Street, east side, from 315 feet south of 20th Street to 120 feet north of 22nd Street; 3rd Street, east side, from 22nd Street to 475 feet southerly; 3rd Street, east side, from 24th Street to 240 feet southerly; 3rd Street, west side, from 24th Street to 200 feet southerly; 3rd Street, west side, from 26th Street to 170 feet northerly; 3rd Street east side, from 26th Street to 60 feet southerly; Tennessee Street, both sides, between 23rd and 25th streets; Tennessee Street, east side, between from 26th to 120 feet southerly and from Cesar Chavez Street to 40 feet northerly; Minnesota Street, both sides, between Mariposa and 18th streets; Minnesota Street, east side, between 23rd and 24th streets; Minnesota Street, east side, from 25th Street to 100 feet northerly; Minnesota Street, west side, between 79 feet and 260 feet south of 23rd Street; Minnesota Street, west side, from 150 feet south of 24th Street to 25th Street; Indiana Street, both sides, between Mariposa and 18th streets; Indiana Street, west side, between 19th and 20th streets; Indiana Street, east side, from 22nd Street to 450 feet northerly; Indiana Street, west side, from 25th Street to 150 feet north of Cesar Chavez Street; 20th Street, south side, from Illinois Street to 40 feet westerly; 22nd Street, both sides, between Illinois and 3rd streets; 22nd Street, north side, between Minnesota and Indiana streets; 23rd Street, south side, between Tennessee and Minnesota streets; 23rd Street, north side, between Illinois and 3rd streets; 24th Street, both sides, between Illinois and Minnesota streets; 25th Street, both sides, between 3rd and Tennessee streets; 25th Street, north side, between Tennessee and Indiana streets; 26th Street, north side, between Tennessee and Minnesota streets; 26th Street, south side, between Tennessee and 3rd streets.


· ESTABLISH—GENERAL METERED PARKING, NO TIME LIMITS, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY.- Iowa Street, both sides, between 22nd and 25th streets; Indiana Street, west side, between 20th and 22nd streets; Indiana Street, both sides, between 22nd and 23rd streets; 22nd Street, both sides, between Indiana and Pennsylvania streets; 23rd Street, both sides, between Pennsylvania and Iowa streets; 23rd Street, south side, between Iowa and Indiana streets; 25th Street, both sides, between Pennsylvania and Iowa streets; 23rd Street, south side, between 3rd and Illinois streets; Illinois Street, both sides, between 23rd and 24th streets; Indiana Street, east side, between 26th and Cesar Chavez streets.


· ESTABLISH—GENERAL METERED PARKING, 4-HOUR TIME LIMIT, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY.- Illinois Street, west side, between Mariposa and 18th streets; 3rd Street, west side, between 18th and 19th streets; 3rd Street, west side, from 22nd Street to 517 feet southerly; 3rd Street, west side, from 22nd Street to 370 feet northerly; Tennessee Street, east side, between Tubbs and 23rd streets; Minnesota Street, west side, from 250 feet south of 23rd Street to 24th Street; Indiana Street, both sides, between 18th and 19th streets; 18th Street, north side, from 3rd Street to 60 feet westerly; 20th Street, north side, between Illinois and 3rd streets; 20th Street, north side, between Tennessee and Minnesota streets; 22nd Street, both sides, between 3rd and Tennessee streets; 23rd Street, both sides, between 3rd and Tennessee streets.


· ESTABLISH—PERPENDICULAR PARKING - Minnesota Street, east side, between 18th and 19th streets; Minnesota Street, west side, between 23rd and 24th streets.  


· Approving the ConnectSF Vision report. 


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - Existing Litigation:   (Closed Session)

· Paul Toan vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC17561876 filed on 6/15/17 and Fong Toan vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC17559415 filed on 10/13/17 for $990,000


· Patrick Charles Domin vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGGC16550865 filed on 3/9/16 for $200,000

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, April 18, 5PM)

Action Items

· APPEAL - GORR PARTNERS, LLC vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 660 3rd Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on August 25, 2015, of a Notice of Violation & Penalty (alleging violation of Planning Code Section 174, that the first and second floors of the subject property are not authorized for office use).

· APPEAL - JOSE BADILLO DBA “JOSE’S TOWING LLC” vs. POLICE DEPT., Re: 54 Vesta Street. Appealing the REVOCATION on February 14, 2018, of a Tow Car Firm Permit and a Tow Car Operator Permit.


· APPEAL - SANDRA ROORDA & MONA WU vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 5435 Anza Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on January 26, 2018, to Michele Lee, of an Alteration Permit (to construct a new 100sf accessory building at the rear yard, including a half bath).


· APPEAL - REALLY WHY, LLC vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR


LUCY REYNALES & ARVIND MOHAN, Subject Property Owners, 1472 McAllister Street


JASON SPARKS & ALYSSA MERWIN, Subject Property Owners, 1474 McAllister Street


Appealing the ISSUANCE on November 21, 2017, of a Suspension Request (requesting that BPA Nos. 2017/09/01/6795 and 2016/08/11/4813 be suspended for the reason that the three-unit condominium constructed on the subject property in 2016 was not completed in accordance with the final approved plans for the building, permitted under BPA No. 2013/02/15/0317).


· APPEAL - JOSEPH DENNY & SARA PERJALIAN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 121 Spear Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on February 05, 2018, to Google, of an Alteration Permit (on second through fifth floors, new interconnecting stair and stair openings for tenant improvement project).

Protesting the ISSUANCE on February 06, 2018, to Google, of an Alteration Permit (fifth floor tenant improvement including build out of workstations, partitions and mechanical, electrical and plumbing; also, work on third floor MDF room; fire under separate permits).


Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 07, 2018, to Google, of an Alteration Permit (third floor office tenant improvement with mechanical, electrical and plumbing; new partitions, horizontal exit and finishes).


Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 15, 2018, to Google, of an Alteration Permit (sixth floor office tenant improvement with mechanical, electrical and plumbing; new partitions, horizontal exit and finishes).

· APPEAL - FREAR STEPHEN SCHMID vs. HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, Re: Fulton Street Right-of-Way. Protesting the ISSUANCE on February 21, 2018, to the San Francisco Arts Commission, of a Certificate of Appropriateness for proposed work (removing to storage the bronze “Early Days” sculptural group from the James Lick Pioneer Monument) consistent with the purposes of San Francisco Planning Code Article 10, to meet the standards of Article 10 and to meet the Secretary of Interior’s standards for rehabilitation at the property located between Assessor’s Block 0353 and Block 0354.


Building Inspection (Wednesday, April 18, 9AM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Accela permit and project tracking system.

· Discussion on requirements for notifying tenants of seismic upgrades.


· Discussion regarding local Code application to modular housing.

Action Items

· Discussion and possible action to approve (Board of Supervisors Ordinance File No. 180323) amending the Building Code to extend the times for existing buildings with a place of public accommodation either to have all primary entries and paths of travel into the building accessible to persons with disabilities or to receive a City determination of equivalent facilitation, technical infeasibility, or unreasonable hardship; to extend the period for granting extensions from those deadlines; to extend the time to submit the Department of Building Inspection’s report on the disability access improvements program to the Board of Supervisors; eliminating the administrative fee to implement the disability access improvement program, in addition to other requirements.


Elections (Wednesday, April 18, 6PM) - CANCELLED

Historic Preservation (Wednesday, April 18, 1230PM)


Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance 


· MINT-MISSION CONSERVATION DISTRICT – (Assessor’s Block 3704, Lots 003, 010, 012, 013, 015, 017, 018, 019, 020, 021, 022, 024, 028, 029, 034, 035, 059, 079, 113, 144; Assessor’s Block 3725, Lots 087, 088) (District 4) – Consideration to Initiate Conservation District Designation of the Mint-Mission Conservation District as an Article 11 Conservation District pursuant to Section 1107 of the Planning Code. The Mint-Mission Conservation District encompasses a cohesive concentration of reinforced concrete and brick masonry buildings constructed between 1906 and 1930.The District retains a mix of residential hotels, small-scale commercial buildings, warehouses and manufacturing facilities reflective of the area’s role as the center of industrial production in San Francisco and the major supplier of mining equipment, heavy machinery and other goods to the western states. The District is comprised of twenty-two properties, nineteen of which include contributing resources. The Mint Mission Conservation District is located in the C-3-GDowntown General zoning district and 90-X Height and Bulk district. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve (Proposed Continuance to May 2, 2018)

Action Items

· 120 STOCKTON STREET – east side of Stockton Street, at O’Farrell Street, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0313 (District 3). Consideration of a Major Permit to Alter application to remodel the existing building envelope and construct a partial one-story vertical addition. The scope of work is part of a larger project to convert the existing single-tenant building for multi-tenant mixed uses (Retail, Office and Restaurant). Constructed in 1974, the subject property is a Category V – Unrated building within the Article 11-designated Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District. The parcel is located in a C-3-R (Downtown Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 6301 THIRD STREET – Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Arthur H. Coleman Medical Center, Assessor's Parcel No. 4968, Lot 032, as an Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The subject property is significant for its association with Dr. Arthur H. Coleman, a nationally prominent African American lawyerphysician and influential healthcare and civil rights advocate. Opening in 1960, the Arthur H. Coleman Medical Center reflected the style of the period and served as a modern symbol of community health, progress, and success. He recruited a team of African American physicians to join him in his vision of providing comprehensive health services to the area’s low-income African American residents. Dr. Coleman was a local pioneer in the nationally significant community health center movement of the 1960s, a tireless advocate for racial equity within the healthcare system and the medical profession, and an advocate for the Bayview’s African American community. The property at 6301 Third Street is located within the NC-3 – Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 228-248 TOWNSEND STREET - north side of Townsend Street between Lusk and Clyde streets, Assessor’s Block 3787, Lot 018 (District 6) - Consideration to Recommend Landmark Designation of the New Pullman Hotel as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The New Pullman Hotel is significant as the city’s only hotel that catered specifically to African American railroad workers, including Pullman porters and maids, during the early to mid-twentieth century. On a national scale, Pullman porters and maids established the first all-Black union in the country, contributed to the development of the African American middle class, and laid important foundations for the Civil Rights Movement. The property is also associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Fire post-disaster reconstruction era in San Francisco. 228-248 Townsend Street is located in the SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial zoning district and 65-X Height and Bulk district. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 457 BRYANT STREET – south side of Bryant Street, Assessor’s Block 3775, Lot 085 (District 9) - Consideration to Recommend Landmark Designation of the former Pile Drivers, Bridge and Structural Ironworkers Local No. 77 Union Hall as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The Pile Drivers, Bridge and Structural Ironworkers Local No. 77 Union Hall is significant as one of the early extant union halls in San Francisco and played an important role in the growth of organized labor in the city, and is also associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Fire post-disaster reconstruction era in San Francisco. 457 Bryant Street is located in the SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial zoning district and 45-X Height and Bulk district. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 500-504 FOURTH STREET – south side of Fourth Street, Assessor’s Block 3777, Lot 001 (District 9) – Consideration to Recommend Landmark Designation of the Hotel Utah as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The Hotel Utah is associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Fire post-disaster reconstruction era in San Francisco and is significant as a rare remaining example of the numerous residential hotels constructed in SoMa during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Hotel Utah is also significant for its Edwardian style architecture, a style commonly employed in the design of residential hotels of the period. 500-504 Fourth Street is located in the SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial zoning district and 65-X Height and Bulk district. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· CLYDE AND CROOKS WAREHOUSE HISTORIC DISTRICT – Assessor’s Block 3787 Lots 005, 014, 015, 016, 037, 040A, 044, 048, 033, 151, 017, 021, 022, 019, 036, 040, 018, 013, 152-159 (District 9) – Consideration to Recommend Landmark District Designation of the Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District as an Article 10 Landmark District pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. The Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District is representative of 19th century development of the South of Market area as a center of industrial production in San Francisco and maritime commerce along the west coast. The district’s mix of industrial and warehouse buildings interspersed with residential structures is typical of the land use patterns developed in the 19th century in the South of Market neighborhood and continued during the 1906 earthquake and fire reconstruction period. The buildings exemplify early 20th century methods of construction and materials and the return of South of Market’s function as the industrial center of the city following the earthquake and fire. The Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District is located in the SLI – SOMA Service – Light Industrial zoning district and 65-X Height and Bulk district. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· REQUEST TO INITIATE DESIGNATION AND CHANGE OF DESIGNATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 1106 – (Assessor’s Block 3704, Lots 019, 020, 050; Assessor’s Block 3725, Lots 007, 026, 061, 063, 064, 079; Assessor’s Block 3733, Lot 020A; Assessor’s Block 3752, Lot 010; Assessor’s Block 3760, Lot 012; Assessor’s Block 3775, Lots 039, 058, 084, 085; Assessor’s Block 3776, Lots 008, 041; Assessor’s Block 3777, Lots 001, 002; Assessor’s Block 3786, Lot 015; Assessor’s Block 3787, Lots 013, 018, 052; Assessor’s Block 3788, Lots 024, 024A). Request to Initiate Change in Designation of twenty six (26) properties; Categories 1 (Significant) through Category 3 (Contributory) and to initiate a change of designation for one property from Category V (Unrated) to Category III (Contributory) as recommended by the Draft Central SoMa Plan and supported by the Central SoMa Historic Context Statement & Historic Resource Survey findings. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 349 LEXINGTON STREET - east side between 20th and 21st Streets; Assessor’s Block 3609, Lot 070 (District 9). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior improvements to the primary and visible side facade. The subject building is located within the Liberty-Hill Landmark District. The proposed project is to correct Violation No. 2017-004791ENF, involving the removal of exterior finishes on the primary façade, which exceeded the work approved under Case No. 2016-014859COA. The corrective action under this application is to reconstruct the primary and visible side façade of the historic residence, including cladding and windows, per the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, and an interior remodel to the existing three-story, three-unit building. All other exterior work was approved per Case No. 2016-014859COA, Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness No. ACOA2017.0253. The subject property is located within a RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented - Mission) Zoning District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

Police (Wednesday, April 18, 530PM)

Action Items

· Request of the Chief of Police for approval to accept a donation totaling to $300.00 from the Chinese Chamber of Commerce, New Asia Restaurant, and Far East Restaurant, for the San Francisco Police Activities League

· Discussion and possible action to approve issuance of Department Bulletin 18-035, per DGO 3.01, modifying Department General Order 3.08, “Court Appearances by Members”


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL- Existing Litigation.  Estate of Amilcar Perez Lopez v. Suhr, et al., U.S. District Court, Case No. 15-CV-1846 HSG, filed April 24, 2015 (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION. Assignment of disciplinary charges filed in Case No. IAD 2017-0263 to an individual Commissioner for the taking of evidence on a date to be determined by the Commissioner (Closed Session) 


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION. Discussion and possible action to accept or reject Settlement Agreement filed in Case No. IAD 2017-0099, or take other action, if necessary (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION:   Status and calendaring of pending disciplinary cases (Closed Session)

Library (Thursday, April 19, 430PM)


Planning (Thursday, April 19, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance 


· 901 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD – south eastern side of Bayshore Boulevard, on the southeast corner at Silver Street; Lot 072 in Assessor’s Block 5402 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.2, 303 and 710, to allow a non-residential use greater than 3,000 square feet within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Proposed Continuance to April 26, 2018)

· 220 POST STREET – northern side of Post Street between Grant Avenue and Stockton Street; lot 007 of Assessor’s Block 0294 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 210.2 to establish a change of use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to an Office use on the fourth and fifth floors of the subject building, within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to May 17, 2018)

· 1713 YOSEMITE AVENUE – south side of Yosemite Avenue, at Lane Street; Lot 010 of Assessor’s Block 5418 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 151.1, 207, 210.4 and 303, to allow residential use within the M-1 Zoning District at a density ratio of one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area and to allow off-street parking at a ratio of three parking spaces per four dwelling units for the project involving the construction of a 58-foot tall, five-story residential structure containing six dwelling units and four automobile parking spaces within a M-1 Zoning District at the 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Proposed Continuance to May 24, 2018)

Discussion Only


· 2017 HOUSING INVENTORY REPORT – Informational Presentation - Announcing the publication of the 2017 Housing Inventory. This report is the 48th in the series and describes San Francisco’s housing supply. Housing Inventory data accounts for new housing construction, demolitions, and alterations in a consistent format for the analysis of housing production trends. Net housing unit gains are reported citywide, by zoning classification, and by planning district. Other areas covered include affordable housing production, condominium conversions, and changes to the residential hotel stock. In addition, a list of major housing projects completed and approved for construction in 2017 is provided.

Action Items

· 855 BRANNAN STREET – northeastern side of 8th Street, between Brannan and Townsend Streets; Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 3783 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 843.45, and 843.46, to allow a Formula Retail Financial Services use (dba Wells Fargo) in a newly constructed retail space within the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and 68-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· HOURS OF OPERATION FOR LIMITED NONCONFORMING USES – Planning Code Amendment initiated by the Planning Commission on March 8, 2018 to amend the Planning Code to allow limited nonconforming uses in specified zoning districts to operate between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. with Conditional Use authorization; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public convenience, necessity, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· LEGITIMIZATION AND RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF CERTAIN SELF-STORAGE USES – Planning Code Amendment to allow the owner of premises leased to the City and County of San Francisco for a public safety-related use to resume a pre-existing Self-Storage use after the City vacates the property without regard to whether that Self-Storage use was established with benefit of permit; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· PLANNING CODE CORRECTIONS ORDINANCE – Planning Code Amendment initiated by the Planning Commission on March 8, 2018 to amend the Planning Code in order to correct errors and update outdated references; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· CONNECTSF – A proposed Resolution is before the Commission to Endorse the 2065 Vision developed. ConnectSF is a multi-agency collaborative process to build an effective, equitable, and sustainable transportation system for San Francisco’s future. The Planning Department’s partners in this program are the Municipal Transportation Agency, Countywide Transportation Authority, and Office of Economic and Workforce Development. Through a yearlong community outreach and scenario planning process, a 50-year Vision of San Francisco’s future was developed to guide the development of the City’s long-range transportation policies and plans. This includes a major update to the Planning Department’s General Plan Transportation Element. Public comment on the draft Vision closed on March 1, 2018, and a revised version was published on March 22, 2018. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution Endorsing the Plan

· 3042A CALIFORNIA STREET – north side of California Street between Lyon and Baker Streets, Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 1023 (District 1) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the previously demolished and partially reconstructed two-story, two-unit dwelling at the rear of the subject property within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

3042A CALIFORNIA STREET – north side of California Street between Lyon and Baker Streets, Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 1023 (District 1) - Request for Variances from the rear yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134, for the usable open space requirements of Planning Code Section 135, and for the dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Section 140 to legalize the previously-demolished and partially reconstructed two-story, two-unit residential building at the rear of the subject property. The project site is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 655 ALVARADO STREET – side of Alvarado Street between Diamond and Castro Streets, Lot 028C in Assessor’s Block 2803 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize the tantamount to demolition of an existing 2,737 square foot, two-story-over-basement single-family home and the permit a new three-story-over-two-basement-levels single-family home. The project site is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications and Conditions

· 100 CHURCH STREET – at Duboce Street; Lot 001 of Assessor’s Block 3537 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 121.2, and 764 to allow a change of use from a vacant retail store to a Formula Retail Gym (d.b.a. CorePower Yoga) in the existing commercial space greater than 4,000 square feet in size within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 701 HAMPSHIRE STREET – south east corner of the intersection of 19th and Hampshire Streets; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 4078 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0124.7741, proposing to convert the ground floor garage space into two accessory dwelling units and construct a vertical addition (fourth floor) of approximately 1,051 square feet (vertical addition would add living space to the existing units #4 and #5 on the third floor), and interior and exterior remodel of the existing six-unit apartment building within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Staff Analysis: Abbreviated Discretionary Review Preliminary Recommendation: Do not take Discretionary Review and approve as revised

Rec Park (Thursday, April 19, 10AM)


Discussion Only


· SAN FRANCISCO ZOO - Presentation and discussion only to update the Commission on operational and management issues at the San Francisco Zoo.

· NEW BUSINESS/AGENDA SETTING 


· Lincoln Park Golf Course


· Golden Gate Park Stables


· Community Gardens Policy


· South End Rowing Club


· Dolphin Club


· Golden Gate Yacht Club


· India Basin


· Commemorative Bench Program


· Esprit Park


· Golden Gate Park Tennis Fees


· Golf Fees


· Visitacion Valley Corridor


Action Items

· GUY PLACE MINI PARK – AWARD OF CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to award a construction contract for the Guy Place Mini Park project (Contract No. 3239VR) to Azul Works, Inc. for $2,327,000.


· TURK HYDE MINI PARK - CONCEPTUAL PLAN APPROVAL - Discussion and possible action to approve the conceptual design to renovate the playground at Turk Hyde Mini Park. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· SHOREVIEW PARK RENOVATION CONCEPTUAL PLAN APPROVAL - Discussion and possible action to approve the conceptual design for Shoreview Park Renovation. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANT - SHOREVIEW PARK RENOVATION PROJECT - Discussion and possible action to (1) adopt a resolution approving an application for an Urban Greening Grant from the California Natural Resources Agency in the amount of $972,825 for the Shoreview Park Renovation Project; (2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Department to accept and expend the Grant; (3) authorize the General Manager to enter into an agreement with the State to administer the Grant funds; and (4) direct staff to move forward with the design and environmental review for the project.


· REFUNDING OUTSTANDING OPEN SPACE FUND BONDS - Discussion and possible action to adopt a resolution requesting that the Board of Supervisors approve the issuance of Lease Revenue Bonds for the purpose of refunding outstanding bonds secured by the Park, Recreation and Open Space Fund.


· ALEMANY FARM COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE – APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS - Discussion and possible action to appoint members to seats 3-9 of the Alemany Farm Community Advisory Committee, pursuant to Resolution No. 1208-005.


· GOLDEN GATE PARK OAK WOODLANDS TRAIL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT – AWARD OF CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to award a construction contract for the Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands Trail Improvement Project to Yerba Buena Engineering & Construction, Inc. (Contract no. 18-036) in the amount of up to $1,499,490.51 to cover (1) the base bid ($1,475,760.51), (2) wayfinding signage (bid alternate #1 - $8,730), and (3) possible preparation work for planting restoration sites (bid alternate #2- $15,000).

· BALBOA POOL RENOVATION - Discussion and possible action to amend the construction contract with CLW Builders, Inc. for the Balboa Pool Renovation Project, to increase the approved contract limit from $7,130,000 to an amount not to exceed $9,960,000, an increase of $2,830,000 which is greater than 10% over the original approved contract amount. 


Miscellaneous

· Eastern Neighborhoods Plan CAC (Monday, April 16, 6PM)

· Market and Octavia Area Plan CAC (Monday, April 16, 7PM)


· Mayor's Disability Council (Friday, April 20, 1PM) 



~E~EIVED
Dear Planning Commission —Jonas P. lonin 4.16.18

APR 18 2018
I'm writing to voice my vote in favor of WF 365 -
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration - ~~~'Y 8► COUNT`S OF S.F.

pLANNI GPC~p~ TMENT

There are three key reasons why I'm in favor and encourage the planning commission
to vote in favor as well.

1. Our neighborhood contains one of the densest populations in SF, particularly
following the many recent additions of new condominium and apartment projects. There
are plans for continued development along Van Ness as well Polk and Pacific. We
need affordable and walkable options to support the growth of the
neighborhood. Currently, I have to drive to Trader Joes or Safeway to buy my
groceries. Real Foods is not an option as it is too expensive.

2. I also believe and have talked to many of the local store owners that having a
branded store like WF will create more foot traffic and bridge the activity from RH to
Polk Gulch ultimately better serving the entire Polk street area. Chestnut Street and
Hayes Street both benefit from chain stores helping local, boutique stores to thrive.

3. Sustainability: The building still has over 25 years of building life.

believe WF would be a good neighborhood partner as they have consistently
demonstrated their willingness to listen and make compromises to support moving
forward. Examples: Working with the Cheese Board to offer a marketing venue for
them to offer their catering services, working with the jug shop to minimize offerings to
allowing higher margin, premium products to be purchased from the Jug
shop. Extended offering to make the upstairs a community meeting area.

On a less positive note, it has been VERY concerning that MPNA has not actively polled
the residents or all of the local shops. They are misrepresenting their constituents
stating they are not in favor.

Thank you for your time and consideration -
Regards,

Leslie A. Bull
1650 Jackson street
408-888-4603

% ~ ~,

Cc: Leslie A. Bull



Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

City and County of San Francisco

Mark Farrell
Mayor

Kate Hartley
Director

April 1~,, 2018

Dear 730 Stanyan Neighbor*:

The City and County of San Francisco (the "City") recently purchased the former McDonald's site located at
730 Stanyan. You may be aware that the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
("MOHCD") has future plans to develop the site into affordable housing. Since the development process
will take several years, we also plan to create a temporary use for the site until the housing can be built.
We're sending you. this letter to invite your input on the interim use.

Our first step in the process will be to convene a community meeting, and we've scheduled it for Thursday,
April 26, 2018, 6pm — 8pm, at the Park Branch Library Community Room, 1833 Page Street. We hope
you can join us.

The second step is demolition of the McDonald's building, which must be complete by June 8, 2018,
according to the terms of the City's and McDonald's purchase and sale agreement. Through the community
process (which will include at least one additional meeting after April 26t"), we'll determine the best interim
use and.. work immediately to install it once demolition is complete. We expect that the interim use will be in
place for three to five years.

This 3-5 year interim use period is also the "predevelopment" phase for the future affordable housing. During
this time, MOHCD will select a developer, work with neighbors to design the building and grounds
(including, for example, height, width, and ground floor uses), and finalize the program for the intended
residents of the housing (for example, the building may become home to families, seniors, people
experiencing homelessness, transitional age youth, middle-income households, or seniors). Our goal is to
conclude the planning no later than 2023 and begin construction.

We value the input of all 730 Stanyan's neighbors and look forward to seeing you on Apri126`~'. If you are
unable to attend, please feel free to send questions or comments to: Joan.McNamara@sfgov.org

Thanks in advance for your engagement and participation.

Sincerely,

Kate Hartley
Director

*Need help with translation? Please send an email to: Joan.McNamara@sfgov.org.

One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Frantisto, CA 94103

Phone: 415.701.5500 Fax: 415.701.5501 TDD:415.701.5503 www.sfmohtd.org
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David McI{enzie
855 Folsom Street #905

San Francisco, CA 94107

March 27, 2018

RECEIVED

APR 13X018

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

Mr. Jonas P. lonin

Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Central SoMa Plan Proposed Community Facilities District

Long-Term Capital Funding For Yerba Buena Gardens Capital Improvements

Dear Mr. lonin and Honorable San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

Yerba Buena Gardens is the greatest Community and Civic Treasure of Central South of Market!

■ 197,250 children from SOMA, the entire City, and tourists delight daily in its wonderful

Playground every year, and soon to be expanded with a separate Tot Lot.

■ More than 150,000 school children and families visit its Children's Creativity Museum annually

and Children's Creativity LeRoy King Carousel

■ 87,000 families and San Franciscans of all ages enjoy its popular Ice Rink and Bowling Center

each year.

■ 146,200 City residents and visitors from around the Nation and the World come each year to its

Center for the Arts Gallery and Theater for their extraordinary variety of art installations and live

performances.

■ 88,000 City residents come annually to its major Civic and Special Events, such as the annual

Pistahan Festival and the Celebration of Martin Luther King's Birthday before the stunning

fountain named in his honor.

■ Just under 100,000 Central City residents and workers enjoy the extensive series of free outdoor

musical performances presented by Yerba Buena Arts Gardens Festival in its beautiful Esplanade
Park each year.

■ And annually more than 25,000 of the Yerba Buena Neighborhood's elders first arrive in the
morning during the year for exercise, Tai Chi, or just the solace of this peaceful Gardens.

Due to dissolution of the former Redevelopment Agency, the City will assume ownership of the Gardens

and its buildings this year. To ensure that the Gardens will continue to always be the special community

and City-resident focused public amenity it has been these last 25 years, the stakeholder organizations
of our Yerba Buena Neighborhood have formed the nonprofit The Yerba Buena Gardens Conservancy to



master-lease and operate the Gardens from that point forward. We are now in the process of finalizing

the provisions of that master lease with the City's Department of Real Estate.

One absolutely key issue to resolve is long-term funding for the Gardens open spaces and buildings'

physical renovation needs over the next 30 years. The Office of Community Investment and

Infrastructure has just estimated that amount at $90,000,000 total, spread out over that time period.

Fortunately the existing and anticipated sources of funding for Gardens operations, programs, and

renovations are projected to cover most of that amount —about $70,000,000. But that leaves a

significant $20,000,000 gap with no identifiable source. Both the City and the Conservancy agree it is not

fiscally responsible to have no financial plan to cover the full amount needed.

The Central SoMa Plan's proposed Community Facilities District certainly can fill this gap. Asa City-

owned property, the Gardens will be fully eligible for application of its Mello-Roos funding over coming

decades. Our request is that this minimum amount of $20,000,000 now be included in its projected

long-term budget that will be part of the overall Central SoMa Plan to be approved by this Commission,

our City Board of Supervisors, and our Mayor.

Sincerely,

David McKenzie

Yerba Buena District Resident and South of Market Childcare Board Member



JOHN M. MAHONEY 
RECEIVED

2 MERRILL DRIVE 
APR 12 201MORAGA, CA 94556

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

Apri19, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Aaron Peskin
Supervisor, District 3
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Rm 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: Case No. 2016-000378CUA,
1600 Jackson Street

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and Supervisor Peskin,

As an owner of a unit in the 1650 Jackson Street building, I am writing in support of
the application to open a Whole Foods 365 Market ("Whole Foods") at 1600 Jackson Street,
Case No. 2016-000378CUA.

Our Russian Hill/lower Pacific Heights neighborhood will benefit from the opening
of afull-service market that will serve the needs of our community. The opening of the
proposed market is especially needed since the closure of The Big Apple market on Polk
Street.

The Whole Foods market will be within walking distance for residents of our
building and many of our neighbors. This is important because many of our older
neighbors do not own cars or are no longer able to drive. For customers who may need to
drive, they will be able to use the 70 space underground parking garage on the premises.
The availability of these underground parking spaces will alleviate congestion on Polk,
Jackson, and surrounding streets.

For many years I was a resident of the Fontana East at 1000 North Point Street. If
there had been a Whole Foods market at 1600 Jackson Street during the time I lived on
North Point Street, I would have shopped there for groceries.



Thank you for your attention to this letter. Please feel free to call me at 925-376-
3015 or e-mail me at mahoney123C~comcast.net if you have any questions or require
additional information.

Sincerely,

John M. Mahoney

cc: 1650 Jackson Street Homeowners Association
c/o Chandler Properties



April 14, 2018

SAIV FRANCISCCJ PLANNING COMMISSION

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMf(VT

lONAS F. I~NiN, COMMISSION SECRETARY

1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

REFERENCE BASE NO. 2Q16-0~0378CUA, 1600 JACKSON ST.

~~C~11/ED

APR 1$ 2018
{~~~' &COUNTY pF S,F~'I.ANNING 

DEPAgTMENTCPC/HPC

AM HADICAPPED ANQ AM ABLE TO DECLARE THAT I AM IN FAVOR OF HAVING THE 365 WHOLE FOQDS

Pv+iARKET CQfViE INTO EXlSTANCE.

PLEASE MAKE IT HAPPEN.

THANK YOU,

~ ~ ~ ~

JERRY CHAN

1800 WASHINGTON ST. #51~

SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94109-3583
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4prii 14, 2018

~~cE~~✓E
APR 18 20

SAN FRANCISCt~ PLANNING COMMESSiON

SAN FRANCISCO ~EANNING DEPARTN9ENT

10NAS P. IONfN, CQMM[SSION SECRETARY

1650 MISSfON STREET, SUITE 40Q

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941Q3

REFERENCE CASE NO. 2016-QQ0378CUA, 1600 lACKS~N ST.

AM REALLY IN FAV€~R QF HAVING THE 365 WHC?LE FtJQDS

kV1ARKET CQi~tlE INTO EXISTANCE.

PLEASE DO VOTE EN FAVOR OF ET.

f1:I~1 ~I:~'[il~l

r

~~~ ~~~
KI(~~BERLY CHAN

1840 WASHlNGTflN ST. #303

SAfV FRANCISCO, CA 94109-3J45
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4pril 14, 2018 DECEIVED

APR 1 8 2018

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSiQN

SAN FRANCISCO? PlANNINC~ OEPARTh11ENT

JO~UAS P. IONiN, C€)M#VlIS510N SECRETARY

165Q iV11SSION STREET, SUITE 400

SAN FRANClSC~, CA 94103

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

REFERENCE CASE NO. 2016-OQ0378CUA, 160Q 1RCKSON ST.

1 AM REALLY IN FAVOR C?F HAVING THE 365 WHALE FOQDS MARKET,

PLEASE MAKE IT A REALITY.

THANK YOU,
~ r

~M, ~`-r

MINA RAlPUT

180Q WASHINGTON ST. #512

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941i~9-3583
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