
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: Board Report
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2018 12:23:25 PM
Attachments: 2018_04_26.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 23-27, 2018 
Planning Commission Report: April 26, 2018 
 


            
LAND USE COMMITTEE: 


• 171019 Establishment of the LGBTQ and Leather Cultural District. Sponsors: Kim; Sheehy. Staff: 
Caltagirone.  
 


First on the land use agenda was a resolution, introduced by Supervisor Kim, establishing the 


Leather and LGBTQ Cultural District. The cultural district would commemorate historical sites, 


and preserve existing spaces of the Leather and LGBTQ communities. 


 


Public comment consisted of approximately 20 commenters, all in support of the resolution. 


Most commenters identified as part of the Leather community. Comments from the committee 


members were brief but supportive. Supervisor Ronen also expressed her support of the district, 


which is in alignment with her proposed cultural district legislation. At the end of the hearing, 


the committee voted unanimous to forward the item to the full Board with a positive 


recommendation.  


 
• 180278 Hearing - Status of District 9 Affordable Housing Pipeline Schedule. Sponsor: Ronen. 


Staff: Sider.  
 


Last on the agenda was a hearing called by Supervisor Ronen “to clarify timelines for starting 


construction on seven affordable housing projects in District 9 with the goal of developing 


solutions that will bring units to the community more quickly.”  


 


MOHCD provided a presentation. Additionally staff from Planning (Sider & Grob) and DBI (James 


Zhan & Gary Ho) attended and responded to questions, along with representatives of the 


various affordable housing developers with whom MOHCD has partnered.  


 


Speakers from various Mission-based affordable housing developers and activist groups 


provided public comment. Planning reported that 6 of the 7 projects were entitled at an 


aggressive pace; the 7th hasn’t yet submitted entitlement applications. No action was taken by 


the Board as the item was informational only. 


 


 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3160189&GUID=6232E36B-8B0B-4CAD-8D7F-B7BB138156D8

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3458685&GUID=ACED6E10-886E-435E-A347-5FC5D16C2170
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FULL BOARD: 


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


Staff: Starr. PASSED First Read 


 


• 180289 Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 799 Castro 


Street and 3878-3880 21st Street. Staff: Starr, Washington.  


 


And the Board considered the Conditional Use Appeal for a project located at 799 Castro Street. 


The proposed project would essentially demolish an existing commercial space and residential 


unit at the front of the lot, construct a 3-story, single-family home in its place, and add an 


Accessory Dwelling Unit to the existing 2-unit building at the rear of the lot. The project would 


result in a total of four dwelling units, three of which would be rent controlled. Commissioners, 


you heard this item on February 22, 2018 and voted to approve the project. The project also 


required a rear yard variance, which the Zoning Administrator approved on April 11, 2018. 


 


The appellant raised two main issues in their written appeal: first, the Planning Commission “did 


not approve either of the two designs submitted by the Project Sponsor, but instead approved 


the CU on the condition that the Project Sponsor work with Planning staff to redesign the 


project; and SECOND the Appellant contends that the Commission approved the Project even 


though the Zoning Administrator has not yet issued a variance decision. 


 


During public comment there were three speakers in favor the appeal, and three against the 


appeal. Supervisors Sheehy, whose district the project is located in, asked questions about the 


resulting conditions on the lot, and the existing unit in the commercial space. Supervisor Tang 


asked staff about how the design of the building will be finalized, and Peskin asked the City 


attorney procedural questions related to CUs and Variance. In the end, seeing no merit the 


appeal and that the project added a net gain of two dwelling units, Supervisor Sheehy made a 


motion to disapprove the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s determination. 


 


• 180298 Hearing - Appeal of Disapproval of Condominium Conversion Subdivision Map 


Application - 668-678 Page Street. Staff: Weissglass, Starr.  



http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=33059

http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=33158

http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=33167
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Next on the agenda was the appeal of the condo conversion for 668 Page Street. Commissioners 


you heard this item on March 29 and disapproved the condo conversion based on, among other 


issues, evidence that there was an eviction on the property. 


 


The appellant appealed the denial of the condo conversion for two main issues. The first was 


that the Planning Commission’s decision was improper due to its failure to fully consider the 


facts of the case and the applicable law; and second, that the Planning Commission was 


incorrect in determining that the condominium conversion application was inaccurate.   


 


During Public comment there was only one speaker in favor of the appeal, but his comments 


were not really relevant to the case at hand. There were about 20 speakers in opposition to the 


appeal, including relatives of Iris Canada, the woman who had been removed from her unit at 


668 Page Street. At times the testimony was very passionate. 


 


Planning Staff, represented by David Weissglass the assigned Planner on the case effectively 


defended the Commission’s action and clearly outlined the nuances of the case. Supervisor Tang 


expressed frustration on the he-said-she-said nature of the case, and pointed to evidence in the 


court brief that indicated Ms. Iris did not live in the unit for several years. Supervisor Kim asked 


the appellant if he had any hard evidence that Ms. Iris did not live in the unit, the appellant 


responded by referring to some evidence in the Court documents, as well as his own experience 


living next door to the unit. Supervisor Breed spoke of her own experience with the eviction of 


Ms. Iris and what she felt was a tragic outcome of the case.  


 


In the end the Supervisors were not swayed by the appellant’s arguments and voted 10-1 to 


deny the appeal, and uphold the denial of the condo conversion. Supervisor Tang was the one 


dissenting vote.  


 


• Recognition and Accommodations. Certificate of Honor to Planning Commissioner Kathrin 


Moore, on the occasion of her election to Fellow of the American Institute of Certified Planners. 
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Lastly at the board this week, our own commissioner Moore was recognized by Supervisor Kim 


and presented a Certificate of Honor on the occasion of her election as a Fellow of the American 


Institute of Certified Planners, and in recognition of her many accomplishments providing 


invaluable service as a Planning Commissioner. Supervisors Peskin, Ronen, and Cohen also 


shared in this commendation. Congratulations Commissioner Moore.  


 
INTRODUCTIONS: 


The Mayor introduced his package of process improvement change to the Planning Code this 


week. You’ll have an Informational hearing on this on May 17th and the Adoption hearing 


possibly on May 24th. 
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		Full Board:

		Introductions:










From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson St
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2018 11:34:29 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: Ray Bair [mailto:ray@cheeseplus.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 11:06 AM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); john.rahain@sfgov.org
Subject: Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson St
 
Good Morning
 
I'm writing today to express my opposition to Amazon's proposed development at
1600 Jackson St. I realize the Conditional Use hearing will occur this afternoon, but
wanted to let you know this is a hot topic on our street.  I am writing today with the
support of dozens of small business owners and residents along the street who have
asked me to tell you they too are opposed to the project.
 
I am the owner of Cheese Plus, on the corner of Polk and Pacific, just 1 block away
from the project site.  While a relative newcomer to the street compared to my
neighbors The Jug Shop, Molte Cose, Russian Hill Chiropractic, Studio Gallery, The
Bell Tower, One Half, and others who have been in business for generations, I've
witnessed a lot of positive change in the 13 years I've owned Cheese Plus.  
 
I've watched as new housing has sprung up in old, out of date, and underutilized
properties.  Just across the street from my store, where The Jug Shop once occupied,
there is now a housing complex with 2 small retailers below - BelCampo and Basik
Cafe - which are thriving.  That once unattractive corner, is now home to many
happy residents, and the street scene is lively and safe because the small businesses
below make an engaging experience for the community.
 
On Pacific, I've witnessed as a new development took over an old parking structure
and former livery stable, transforming it into housing with 3 small businesses below. 
Again, what was once an unattractive and under utilized space, is now home to
happy San Franciscans and unique high quality small businesses.
 
You have an exciting opportunity before you today to strike a similar balance in our
neighborhood at 1600 Jackson St, by denying Amazon their Conditional Use on the
basis that the space should include housing.  This project is completely out of scope
for the neighborhood, as Amazon and it's "Amazon Effect" has done the most to drive

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


small business out of existence.  Renderings submitted by Amazon for the site show
little effort to make the space more aesthetically pleasing.  Instead offering a drab,
industrial image of their logo above the entrance. This is not fitting for our unique
and diverse street, and shows their cookie-cutter attitude, and lack of community
outreach on this project.
 
Amazon and Village Properties have had 2+ years to consider our request for housing
above retail at the location.  If they had agreed to consider this option, they might
very well be in business today with happy residents above.  Unfortunately, they have
done little to work with the community, adopting a typical corporate stance that they
know better and everything will be fine if we just let them do as they please.
 
Don't be swayed by a posse of residents from far away atop Russian Hill. Their
argument is anti-housing, and this is not their immediate neighborhood. Furthermore,
that community is among the wealthiest in the city with mobility and means to shop
anywhere they desire. Polk St is not a food desert with underprivileged residents and
little choice for food shopping. But it is a vibrant and unique neighborhood unlike any
other in the city.  Please don't permanently destroy that uniqueness by allowing this
ugly, over sized, corporate business to take over our community.  
 
Similar housing over small retail developments are occurring all around the city. I'm
confident Village Properties con continue their original vision of housing at the site.  If
not, I'm sure another developer would be happy to take over the space, even
perhaps including a retail grocer - preferably a local, independent business over a big
box option.  Regardless, I urge you to support small business and old-school San
Francisco values, and deny Amazon Whole Foods 365 their Conditional Use today.  
 
 
 

Ray Bair

Cheese Plus


B
est Cheese Shop
 
in SF -
San Francisco Magazine

2001 Polk St @ Pacific Ave
San Francisco, CA 94109
415 921 2001
cheeseplus.com
facebook.com/cheeseplus
instagram.com/cheeseplus
blog.cheeseplus.com

http://cheeseplus.com/
http://facebook.com/cheeseplus
http://instagram.com/cheeseplus
http://blog.cheeseplus.com/


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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: whole foods
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2018 10:33:53 AM
Attachments: I oppose 2016-000378CUA 1600 JACKSON STREET.msg

365 Whole Foods.msg
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I oppose 2016-000378CUA 1600 JACKSON STREET

		From

		Gavin Jefferies

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi, 






I would like to register my opposition to a big box retail store appearing on this neighborhood street. There are quite enough grocery retailers in the neighborhood already. And this will kill off the smaller ones. It is not in keeping with a local and diverse neighborhood.





Thanks,


-Gavin








365 Whole Foods

		From

		kilian4@aol.com

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org











To whom it may concern,






I am emailing you to express our family's concerns about approving the 365 Whole Foods on Polk and Jackson. Our family owns both commercial and residential property in the neighborhood dating back to 1916. Through multiple generations we as landlords have rented our commercial spaces to small business owners to preserve the character of the neighborhood. We want our commercial tenants to succeed for their own livelihood and for the benefits they provide for the residents in the area. We are worried that the presence of 365 Whole Foods could marginalize and/ or put our commercial tenants out of business due to the fact that a corporation the size of Amazon will undercut prices small businesses can charge thus affecting their profitability and feasibility to compete. 





We ask that you consider our concerns when making your final decision regarding this proposed project. Thank you.





Regards, 





Donna Kilian


Property Owner and Manager 









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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letters of support - 284 Roosevelt CUA
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2018 8:59:23 AM
Attachments: 284 Roosevelt Way.pdf

ATT00001.htm
180425-Roosevelt Way.pdf
ATT00002.htm
284R_Letter of Support.pdf
ATT00003.htm
284 Roosevelt WAy - letter of support 25 April 2018.pdf
ATT00004.htm

Commissioners,
Please be advised:
 
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: Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 9:07 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Letters of support - 284 Roosevelt CUA
 
The project sponsor and neighbors have come to an agreement on outstanding items, for full
support of the project.  See below. I don’t know if you are able to provide this information to
the Commissioners prior to the hearing, but I’ve attached everything below.  
 
Elizabeth 
 
 

Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer
Preservation Planner/Current Planner, Southwest Quadrant
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-8728 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org
Web:.www.sfplanning.org

            
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

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:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
x-apple-data-detectors://1/0
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
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Issue:


Plot Date:


Scale:


Date:


As shown


April 25, 2018


CU& Site 1/25/18
CHK 3/12/18
RDT 4/05/18
RDT 2 4/16/18


A1


1    Existing Site & Roof Plan
Scale: 1/8"=1'-0"


2    Proposed Site & Roof Plan
Scale: 1/8"=1'-0"


N


N
Directory


Owner:
284 Roosevelt Way  LLC
3520 20th St B,
San Francisco, CA 94110
mobile: 415-374-0669
email: lucas@eastwoodsf.com


Architect:
Ernie Selander
2095 Jerrold Ave. Suite 319
San Francisco, CA 94124
mobile: 415.385.4339
email: ernie@selanderarchitects.net


Planning Information:
Parcel: 2607/037
Zoning District: RH-2
Height/Bulk District: 40-X
Lot Area: 3,123 sf


Building Information:
2016 CBC and all San Francisco Building,
Mechanical, Plumbing, Electrical,
Fire Code and amendments.
Existing:
Single Family Dwelling (SFD)
3-Story, 27'-10" ht
Construction: Type V - B
Occupancy: R3
Proposed:
Two Family Dwelling 4-Story,
27'-10" ht @ Roosevelt Way. 
36'-10" ht @ setback
Construction: Type V - B
Occupancy: R3
Building Area (sq ft):                 Existing                Proposed
       Garage                                             740                                 -
       First Floor                                        1243                            1297
       Second Floor                                    1581                            1513
       Third Floor                                         789                             1125
           Total                                            3613                             3935


                      Lower Unit Area    =1920 sq.ft
                      No. of Bedrooms  = 3
                      Upper Unit Area    =2015 2q.ft
                      No. of Bedrooms  = 3


Project Location


Subject Property


N


Project Description
The existing structure is an abandoned, partially framed
new single family dwelling.  The original house on the
property was demolished without proper permits.  This
permit application is to (1) clear Complaint
#201603171, and (2) complete and add on to the
existing structure to create two new residential units.
Sheet Index
A1    Project Info. & Proposed site, Roof Plan
S1    Survey
A2    (E) & (P) Garage and First Floor Plans
A3 (E) & (P) Second Floor Plan
A4 (E) & (P) Third Floor Plan
A5 (E) & (P) Sections
A6 (E) Garage Plan, (E), (P) Front & Rear Elevations
A7 (E) & (P) South Side Elevations
A8 (E) & (P) North Side Elevations


1
A5


2
A5


Lower Unit


Upper Unit


First Floor


Second Floor


Third Floor







53 4


WHFAUUP


Ro
os


ev
elt


 W
ay


Si
de


wa
lk


Garage
Driveway


Si
de


wa
lk


3'-7"7'-2"17'-8"


7'
-5


"
16


'-0
"


29'-5"


3'
-1


"
20


'-6
"


11'-9"


532 4


REF


UP


DN Entrance
Bath


LivingDining
Kitchen


4'
-6


"
9'


-1
1"


9'
-6


"


8'-10"11'-1"15'-4"14'-3"


29'-5"10'-4"19'-9" 11'-9"


21
'-2


"


9'
-8


"


18'-5"


7'
-5


"
14


'-4
"


2'-0"


3'
-5


"
5'


-2
"


14
'-4


"


4'
-6


"
9'


-1
1"


4'
-8


"
4'


-0
"


532 4


Bedroom


Bedroom


DN


DN


Bedroom


Family


Bath


UP


Bath


UP


CL


CL CL


CL


Laundry


Unit B


Unit A


CL


11'-3"11'-1"9'-10"9'-4"4'-7"5'-0"


14'-7"8'-6"13'-4"2'-1"6'-10"2'-1"10'-0" 11'-9"


9'
-2


"
11


'-6
"


9'
-8


"


18'-5"
53 4


WHFAUUP
UP


Permeable Material @ Driveway & Front Setback


Front Setback Unpaved & Devoted to Plant Materials


Garage
Driveway


8'-0"x18'-0"


7'-6"x15'-0"


2'x6'


2'x6'


11'-3"17'-8"


23
'-1


1"


29'-5"


3'
-1


"
20


'-6
"


11'-9"


11'-9"


0 5' 10' 20'


2
0


9
5


 J
e


rr
o


ld
 A


v
e


n
u


e
, 


S
u


it
e


 3
1


9
, 


S
F


, 
C


A
 9


4
1


2
4


er
ni


e@
se


la
nd


er
ar


ch
ite


ct
s.


ne
t


  4
15


.3
85


.4
33


9


S
E


LA
N


D
E


R
 A


R
C


H
IT


E
C


TS
28


4 
Ro


os
ev


el
t 


W
ay


Sa
n 


Fr
an


ci
sc


o,
 C


A 
94


11
4


Pa
rc


el
 #


  2
60


7/
03


7


Issue:


Plot Date:


Scale:


Date:


As shown


April 25, 2018
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A2


4   Proposed First Floor Plan
Scale: 1/4"=1'-0"


N


2   Existing First Floor Plan
Scale: 1/4"=1'-0"


N


3   Proposed Garage Plan
Scale: 1/4"=1'-0"


N


1   Existing Garage Plan
Scale: 1/4"=1'-0"
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* This reflects the existing abandoned,
   new structure as partially framed


* This reflects the existing abandoned, new structure as partially framed
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April&24,&2018&
San&Francisco&Planning&Department&
City&and&County&of&San&Francisco&
1650&Mission&Street,&Suite&400&
San&Francisco,&CA&94103&
&
Subject:&284&Roosevelt&Way&–&Proposed&Construction&of&2Kunit&Building&
&
&
Dear&Planning&Department,&
&
The&purpose&of&this&letter&to&formally&voice&my&support&for&the&proposed&project&(demo&and&
proposed&construction&of&a&2&unit&building)&at&284&Roosevelt&Way.&Based&on&the&drawings&
prepared&by&Ernie&Seelander,&I&feel&the&project&suits&the&city&and&even&more&importantly,&adds&
much&needed&housing&in&our&city.&
&
To&reiterate,&I&am&in&full&support&of&the&proposed&project&at&284&Roosevelt&Way.&
&
Sincerely,&
&
&
&
Amanda&Kleha&
2503&15th&St.&&
San&Francisco,&CA&94114&
&




























From: "Lucas Eastwood" <lucas@eastwoodsf.com>
To: "Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)" <elizabeth.gordon-
jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ernie Seelander" <ernie@selanderarchitects.net>
Subject: Letters of support

Hi Elizabeth,
 
We met with concerned neighbors regarding 284 Roosevelt and we managed to
gain full support by offering a few concessions:
 
1) changing the 3rd floor front setback from 15' to 17'
2) reducing the depth of the 3rd floor roof deck from 5’ to 10’
 
I am attaching their letters of support along with a 3rd letter letter of support.
 
Ernie has revised the plans accordingly and I am attaching them as well.
 
Thanks,
Lucas
 
LUCAS EASTWOOD | PRINCIPAL
EASTWOOD DEVELOPMENT
415-374-0669 c
415-341-0473 o
lucas@eastwoodsf.com
www.eastwoodsf.com

mailto:lucas@eastwoodsf.com
mailto:elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org
mailto:elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org
mailto:ernie@selanderarchitects.net
mailto:lucas@eastwoodsf.com
http://www.eastwoodsf.com/


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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter for MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: CU for over 4,000 sq feet
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2018 8:58:19 AM
Attachments: MPNAPDMA-CURequirementLetter.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: Chris Gembinski [mailto:chrisgembinski@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 12:03 AM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rich Hillis; Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter for MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW Local 648 RE: CU for over 4,000 sq feet
 
Please see the attached letter from the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants
Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding CU requirement for
any use over 4,000 sq feet. I wanted to include this in the record for 1600 Jackson St. Hopefully the commissioners
can see it see if ahead of time.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair
916-300-5704

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



 


April 24, 2018 


President Hillis 
Planning Commission 


Re: CU Required For Any Use Over 4,000 sq Feet at 1600 Jackson 


We believe any non-residential use size over 4,000 would require a 
conditional use authorization and the non-conforming use size is not 
grandfathered.  We also believe that a CU to revive the nonconforming use 
size should be denied in this case. 


Current zoning only allows non-residential use sizes up to 1,999 sq feet as 
Permitted and up to 3,999 with a conditional use.  Uses over 4,000 are not 
permitted. 


If a prior nonconforming use with respect to use size is abandoned after 18 
months of non use under the code then that prior non-conforming use with 
respect to size may only be revived with a conditional use.   


Here, the prior non conforming use ended in December 2014 and it was 
abandoned after 18 months of June of 2016.  It can only be revived via an 
approved new conditional use application by this commission and that 
approval is not vested until a building permit is issued.   


Reliance on a 25 year old code interpretation is wrong when we have code 
language which is clear and was passed by the BOS last year.  There is no 
analysis of the abandonment issue. 


The purpose of these requirements is to right-size uses to the correct scale of 
the neighborhood and to encourage housing development on several key soft 
sites including in the NCD including 1600 Jackson.   We believe any CU for  


UFCW
Local 648


a VOICE for working America
1980 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103-3489







 


use size should be denied because this site needs to be prioritized for mixed 
use development including housing with code conforming non-residential 
use sizes on the ground floor.   


Sincerely, 
Chris Gembinski 
Chair,  
Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 


Parker Austin 
President, 
Polk District Merchants Association 


Dan Larson 
President 
United Food and Commercial Workers, UFCW Local 648 


Cc:  Commissions Secretary   
 John Rahaim, Planning Director


UFCW
Local 648


a VOICE for working America
1980 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103-3489







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 2:45:27 PM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson Tony Vargas comment letter.pdf

1600 Jackson Tony Vargas supplemental comment letter 4-25.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 25, 2018 2:27 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:
 
Further to our email below, please see the attached supplemental comment letter on behalf of our
client, Tony Vargas, related to tomorrow’s noticed hearing for the subject property. 
 
We have also attached a copy of our prior submission for your reference.  Please let us know if you
have any questions.
 
Respectfully,
Joshua S. Devore
 
JOSHUA S. DEVORE
T:  707.252.7122  | JDEVORE@DPF-LAW.COM
 

From: Joshua S. Devore 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 3:16 PM
To: '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'
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

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



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).   







April 18, 2018 
Page 5 
 
 


 


 


 


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  
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 







Joshua Devore, Esq. 
February 16, 2017 


 


9 


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 












 
  1455 First Street, Suite 301        T: 707.252.7122 
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                                                                                                                                                                                                   JOSHUA S. DEVORE 
                                                                                                                                                 jdevore@dpf‐law.com 


 
 


 


April 25, 2018 
 
 


Nicholas Foster 
Senior Planner, Northeast Team 
Current Planning Division 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas P. Ionin 
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. Ionin, and Commissioners: 
 
With  apologies  for  the  last‐minute  communication, we write  on  behalf  of  Tony  Vargas  and 
further to our April 18, 2018  letter with additional serious concerns regarding the attempt to 
force  through  approval  of  the  1600  Jackson  Street  project  despite  its  clear  failure  to  follow 
applicable  rules and  regulations. This  letter  supplements our prior concerns, and highlights a 
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few of the largest failures of the project revealed in last‐minute submissions that dictate it must 
be rejected.   
 
The critical environmental study, traffic management plan, and loading analysis for the project 
were not provided until after the period for written comments to be submitted to the Planning 
Commission  passed.  We  have  not  had  sufficient  opportunity  to  fully  analyze  all  of  the 
submissions  provided  yesterday  afternoon,  nor  has  Keith  Higgins,  the  traffic  engineer  that 
provided his comments on the earlier drafts.  As noted previously and discussed further below, 
we respectfully submit that the hearing scheduled for tomorrow should not go forward under 
the present circumstances, and any action taken thereat would be illegal.  
 
The packet of materials provided to the Planning Commission and provided to the public after 
close of business on Friday, April 20 contains a draft motion adopting  findings approving  the 
Project  (the  “Draft Motion”).  The Draft Motion  attempts  to  address  or  deflect  some  of  the 
patent deficiencies of  the project. One of  its conclusions  is  that  the off‐street  freight  loading 
space’s deficiency is a lawful preexisting condition.  (See Draft Motion at 7, citing Planning Code 
Section 150(c)(1).)  That is incorrect.  That conclusion ignores the full language of Planning Code 
Section 150(b), which directs the opposite conclusion. That provision provides that: 
 


Off‐street parking and  loading  spaces, according  to  the  requirements  stated  in 
this  Article  1.5,  shall  be  provided  for  any  structure  constructed,  and  any  use 
established, whether public or private,  after  the original effective date of  any 
such requirement applicable to such structure or use. 


 
The draft motion’s analysis focuses solely on the “existing building” but ignores that there is a 
new use proposed.  (Draft Motion at 7, Packet page 20.)  Indeed, the very next page of the Draft 
Motion acknowledges that the proposed “General Grocery store” is a “new use.”  (Draft Motion 
at 8.) The updated application submitted and provided with  the Planning Commission packet 
admits as much, checking the “Change of Use” box under Item 3.1 The failure to acknowledge 
that Section 150(b) requires new uses to comply with the loading requirements is fatal. 
 
Even giving the  largest benefit of the doubt that the pre‐existing nonconforming  loading zone 
was a  legal nonconforming feature, and even  if the “use” of the general grocery project  is the 
same “use” as the abandoned Lombardi’s sporting goods store, that deficient off‐street loading 


 
_____________________________________ 
1 We note that the revised application provided with the public notice and planning commission packet is unsigned 
and as such appears defective on its face. 
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zone was abandoned  in December 2014 when  the  store closed.2   Any  legal nonconformance 
that  is “discontinued for a continuous period of three years”  is forfeited and future use “shall 
be in conformity with the use limitations of” the Planning Code.  (SF Planning Code § 183(a).)  In 
short,  planning  staff’s  conclusion  that  the  off‐street  loading  zone’s  deficiency  is  a  legal 
nonconformance is wrong. 
 
Further, as noted above, numerous key analysis that dramatically alter the scope of the project 
were  not  provided  in  advance  of  the  notice  of  hearing  or  written  comment  deadline,  nor 
included with the hearing packet.   Only on the afternoon of April 24, 2018, less than 48 hours 
before  the  scheduled  hearing,  were  the  CEQA  Categorical  Exemption  Determination, 
Transportation  Analysis,  or  Transportation  Management  Plan  provided.  Because  these 
documents are critical to even the most basic understanding of the project and provided  less 
than 72 hours before  the hearing,  the hearing  cannot proceed  and must be  renoticed  for  a 
future date after  concerned parties have had a proper opportunity  to  consider  the project’s 
true  scope  and  impact.  (See  SF  Admin.  Code  § 67.1‐1(b)  (“The  notice  should  inform  the 
residents of  the proposal or planned activity,  the  length of  time planned  for  the activity,  the 
effect of the proposal or activity….”))  There is not even a “brief general description” of the on‐
street loading zone provided in the notice of hearing.  (Ca. Gov’t Code § 54954.2(a).)   
 
Indeed, as to the on‐street  loading zone that now appears to be planned, but not  included  in 
the notice, the documents finally provided less than 48 hours before the hearing actually show 
a  proposed  taking  of  128 ½  feet  of  public  street  space  for  private  use:  the  Transportation 
Management Plan (TMP) that has finally been provided (and claims only 100‐feet of taking in its 
text, see TMP p. 3) eventually reveals: 
 


If  the  80  foot  extension  of  the  existing  20‐foot  yellow  zone  is  granted,  the 
loading zone would be 100‐feet‐long. Adjacent to this yellow zone, to the west is 
a 24‐foot‐long curb cut for the building’s driveway, adjacent this yellow zone to 
the east would be a proposed 28‐foot, 6‐inch‐long red zone, extending from the 
yellow zone to the curb. 


 
(TMP Attachment B, Loading Analysis Memo at 8‐9  (emphasis added).)   As noted  in our prior 
submission, such taking is plainly contrary to the General Plan. 
 


 
_____________________________________ 
2 The building owner also evidenced “a clear intent  … to abandon a nonconforming use” when it previously put forth plans 
to raze the structure and build a residential building in its place.  SF Planning Code § 183(a) 
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The  reason  for  this  additional  previously  undisclosed  conversion  of  public  street  space  to 
private use stems from the recognized deficiencies in truck movements, and highlights further 
shortcomings of the analysis – or lack thereof – of truck movements.  The project’s consultant 
has only analyzed three turns at the intersection of Jackson and Polk, and concluded that one‐
third are  incompatible with the project’s plans. Rather than expand the analysis or conduct a 
full  traffic  study,  the  TMP  instead  proposes  a  truck  route  through  a  small  residential  street 
more than 300‐feet away (and thus outside the noticing of the hearing provided by the project).  
Without doing any apparent analysis of the feasibility of  its proposed truck route, the Loading 
Analysis Memo (at p. 10) falsely claims that: 
 


Since  Larkin  Street  is  one‐way  southbound,  trucks  and  vans would  be  able  to 
turn  onto  westbound  Jackson  Street  without  affecting  any  on‐street  parking 
spaces or blocking any travel lanes. 


 
(TMP Attachment B at 10.) We suspect the northbound traffic on Larkin such as this fire engine 
captured by Google Street View would be surprised to learn they are going the wrong way: 
 


 
Larkin looking southbound towards intersection of Jackson and Larkin.  Opposing traffic is travelling northbound. 


 


Little credibility can be given to an analysis which has such a glaring shortcoming.  A full analysis 
of  the  entirety  of  the  transportation  management  plan’s  truck  routing  is  required  at  a 
minimum.   At best, the project’s consultant – who plainly never visited the  location proposed 
for this extensive truck traffic – thought that Larkin was one‐way‐southbound because it knew 
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that no trucks over 3‐tons were permitted on Larkin between Broadway and Pacific: 
 


 
Larkin  looking northbound towards Broadway from  intersection of Larkin and Pacific.   No trucks over 3 tons are allowed to use 
this block. 


 


But  that hardly makes  the Project’s plans better  to route  trucks  to a residential street where 
truck  traffic  is already restricted.  In short,  the Project,  its consultants, planning staff, and  the 
Planning  Commission  have  no  idea  whether  trucks  can  actually  follow  the  proposed  route 
because it was not studied.   
 
As discussed above, the hearing scheduled for tomorrow should at the  least be postponed, or 
the project  should be  rejected  in  its entirety. We  thank  the Commission  for  its  attention  to 
these numerous issues, and remain available for any questions you may have. 
 
          Respectfully submitted,  
 


DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY 
 


          /s/ Joshua S. Devore 
 
                                            Joshua S. Devore   


Thomas S. Adams 







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.
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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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL COMBATS STREET CONDITIONS WITH NEARLY $13

MILLION IN NEW CITYWIDE INVESTMENTS TO CLEAN COMMUNITIES
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 11:26:54 AM
Attachments: 4.25.18 Comprehensive Street Cleaning Plan.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: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 11:10 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL COMBATS STREET CONDITIONS WITH
NEARLY $13 MILLION IN NEW CITYWIDE INVESTMENTS TO CLEAN COMMUNITIES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, April 25, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL COMBATS STREET CONDITIONS

WITH NEARLY $13 MILLION IN NEW CITYWIDE
INVESTMENTS TO CLEAN COMMUNITIES

New budget priorities include dedicated cleaning teams in each Supervisorial District
and expansion of successful public toilet program

 
San Francisco, CA— Responding to public outcry, Mayor Mark Farrell today announced
nearly $13 million in new investments for street cleaning during the next two years, including
dedicated teams to concentrate on issues in every City district.
 
Mayor Farrell will expand the City’s staffed public toilet program, increasing hours at five
existing locations and funding the creation of five new facilities. Earlier this week, Mayor
Farrell announced the creation of a new rapid response team specifically for syringe cleanup.
 
“Every day I hear from residents, visitors and business owners who are complaining about
street cleanliness—we are taking decisive measures now to fix those problems,” said Mayor
Farrell. “This is an issue that affects communities across San Francisco and it is unacceptable.
We will combat the cleanliness problems plaguing our streets, and we will do so in an
aggressive, targeted and smart manner.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, April 25, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


 MAYOR MARK FARRELL COMBATS STREET CONDITIONS 


WITH NEARLY $13 MILLION IN NEW CITYWIDE 


INVESTMENTS TO CLEAN COMMUNITIES 
New budget priorities include dedicated cleaning teams in each Supervisorial District  


and expansion of successful public toilet program  


 


San Francisco, CA— Responding to public outcry, Mayor Mark Farrell today announced nearly 


$13 million in new investments for street cleaning during the next two years, including dedicated 


teams to concentrate on issues in every City district.  


 


Mayor Farrell will expand the City’s staffed public toilet program, increasing hours at five 


existing locations and funding the creation of five new facilities. Earlier this week, Mayor Farrell 


announced the creation of a new rapid response team specifically for syringe cleanup.  


 


“Every day I hear from residents, visitors and business owners who are complaining about street 


cleanliness—we are taking decisive measures now to fix those problems,” said Mayor Farrell. 


“This is an issue that affects communities across San Francisco and it is unacceptable. We will 


combat the cleanliness problems plaguing our streets, and we will do so in an aggressive, 


targeted and smart manner.” 


 


Mayor Farrell’s two-year proposed budget includes $12.8 million in new initiatives. The plan 


will include funding for 44 new neighborhood cleaning workers, who will be divided evenly 


among San Francisco’s 11 Supervisorial districts. The workers—called block sweepers—will 


target corridors in each district most in need of focused cleaning efforts. In addition, Mayor 


Farrell’s plan will also include funding for a new street cleaning program in the SoMa District 


that will operate five days a week.  


 


The proposed budget will feature funding for five new Pit Stops, staffed facilities that provide 


safe and clean public toilets in high-need communities. The Mayor will also expand hours at five 


existing Pit Stop locations, which have a proven track record of reducing human waste on 


sidewalks and streets.  


 


Mayor Farrell will complement his expanded staffing efforts with $3.4 million in new equipment 


investments for the next two fiscal years.  


 


“The increase in manual block sweeping—an initiative that has proven successful in other major 


cities across the globe—and the expansion of the Pit Stop program will make a meaningful 


impact on the cleanliness of our neighborhoods,” said Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru. 
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“The bolstered resources for street cleaning will benefit our residents, workers and visitors here 


in San Francisco.” 


 


Along with his new budget investments, Mayor Farrell will expand the City’s popular Fix-It 


Team, a multi-agency unit that quickly responds to quality-of-life concerns, such as graffiti, 


broken streetlights and unpainted curbs. The Fix-It Team will increase operations from 25 zones 


to 35 zones, further offering assistance to communities across San Francisco.  


 


“Every community in San Francisco has unique issues, and our Fix-It team is here to address 


those specific concerns,” said Fix-It Director Sandra Zuniga. “When residents see something 


wrong, they want it fixed and they want it fixed quickly. We understand that and we are excited 


to expand our problem-solving efforts to 10 new areas across San Francisco.  


 


These efforts will complement Mayor Farrell’s existing street-cleaning programs, which include 


a recently-created team that specifically targets discarded needles in local communities. That unit 


is dispatched to neighborhoods based on resident complaints, providing swift and precise 


responses to community concerns.  


 


“Our streets are filthy and as a City we can do better,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. “The 


commitment shown in this year’s budget is a strong step in the right direction. I believe with 


dedication and a strong will we can clean all of our City’s streets.”  


 


“As a longtime resident of San Francisco, I’ve never seen the streets this dirty,” said Supervisor 


Catherine Stefani. “My constituents in District 2 have made it loud and clear that things need to 


change. The Department of Public Works has been working hard to meet this challenges, but 


need these additional funds to address issues throughout the City. I want to thank Mayor Farrell 


and my colleagues on the Budget and Finance Committee for making this a priority and adding 


these needed funds.” 
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Mayor Farrell’s two-year proposed budget includes $12.8 million in new initiatives. The plan
will include funding for 44 new neighborhood cleaning workers, who will be divided evenly
among San Francisco’s 11 Supervisorial districts. The workers—called block sweepers—will
target corridors in each district most in need of focused cleaning efforts. In addition, Mayor
Farrell’s plan will also include funding for a new street cleaning program in the SoMa District
that will operate five days a week.
 
The proposed budget will feature funding for five new Pit Stops, staffed facilities that provide
safe and clean public toilets in high-need communities. The Mayor will also expand hours at
five existing Pit Stop locations, which have a proven track record of reducing human waste on
sidewalks and streets.
 
Mayor Farrell will complement his expanded staffing efforts with $3.4 million in new
equipment investments for the next two fiscal years.
 
“The increase in manual block sweeping—an initiative that has proven successful in other
major cities across the globe—and the expansion of the Pit Stop program will make a
meaningful impact on the cleanliness of our neighborhoods,” said Public Works Director
Mohammed Nuru. “The bolstered resources for street cleaning will benefit our residents,
workers and visitors here in San Francisco.”
 
Along with his new budget investments, Mayor Farrell will expand the City’s popular Fix-It
Team, a multi-agency unit that quickly responds to quality-of-life concerns, such as graffiti,
broken streetlights and unpainted curbs. The Fix-It Team will increase operations from 25
zones to 35 zones, further offering assistance to communities across San Francisco.
 
“Every community in San Francisco has unique issues, and our Fix-It team is here to address
those specific concerns,” said Fix-It Director Sandra Zuniga. “When residents see something
wrong, they want it fixed and they want it fixed quickly. We understand that and we are
excited to expand our problem-solving efforts to 10 new areas across San Francisco.
 
These efforts will complement Mayor Farrell’s existing street-cleaning programs, which
include a recently-created team that specifically targets discarded needles in local
communities. That unit is dispatched to neighborhoods based on resident complaints,
providing swift and precise responses to community concerns.
 
“Our streets are filthy and as a City we can do better,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safaí. “The
commitment shown in this year’s budget is a strong step in the right direction. I believe with
dedication and a strong will we can clean all of our City’s streets.”
 
“As a longtime resident of San Francisco, I’ve never seen the streets this dirty,” said
Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “My constituents in District 2 have made it loud and clear that
things need to change. The Department of Public Works has been working hard to meet this
challenges, but need these additional funds to address issues throughout the City. I want to
thank Mayor Farrell and my colleagues on the Budget and Finance Committee for making this
a priority and adding these needed funds.”
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To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Salesforce grand opening
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Attachments: Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22.msg
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Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi Dennis,






We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  






A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



HI Kathrin,







We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  






A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		Koppel, Joel (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		joel.koppel@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi Joel,







We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  






A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi Millicent, 






We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  






A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi Rodney,







We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  






A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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Fwd: Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi Myrna,





We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  







A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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Save-the-Date! Salesforce Tower Grand Opening May 22

		From

		Katie Meares

		To

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hi Rich,







We'd be honored for you to join us for the Grand Opening of Salesforce Tower.  Please save-the-date, May 22!  Salesforce will be hosting a day full of activities with Boston Properties including a press conference from 11 to noon.  






A formal invitation will follow.  We hope to see you there!






All the best, 


Katie





 



Ethics Note: In connection with this event, complimentary light food, drink and a small promotional item will be offered. By attending and enjoying the refreshments and/or taking the promotional item, you are consenting and certifying that you may accept the benefits under all relevant rules, regulations and policies imposed by your employer, including those relating to gifts and gratuities. If the ethics rules of your employer require you to opt out or pay for the above, Salesforce is pleased to make those options available to you. Attendance at this event by a state or local public official may constitute acceptance of a reportable gift.










Katie Meares 


Government Affairs + Public Policy


Mobile: 415-244-3116
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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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 9:52:36 AM
Attachments: Whole Foods (WH365) 1600 Jackson St CUA2016-000378cua.msg

Re My support for Whole Foods 365 at the Lombardi Sports site.msg
1600 Jackson Street.msg
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Whole Foods (WH365) 1600 Jackson St, CUA2016-000378cua

		From

		J Louie

		To

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

		Recipients

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



This discussion regarding the Whole Foods 365 (WH365) has been ongoing for several years, i, as a LONG TIME resident of the neighborhood, want to show my support for it.    Those whom oppose have not been long time residents of the area, or are worried about their own personal profits/businesses, so they don't know the history & vibe of the area, nor the needs of the residents.





I wrote this back in 2016, and had emailed it to your office... i see the bulletin of the Planning commission's meeting on the 26th to discuss conditional use of the location. 





Will not be able to attend but i would like to re=send my support. 





My name is blanked out for security, but my family and i own property and live in the neighborhood for 50+years.





thank you,


JCL










1600 Jackson St WH365 CUA2016-000378cua.pdf
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To;  SF Planning Commission



From: JC Lxxxxe
Resident of District 3/ Middle Polk Neighborhood



Date: January 23, 2016 
UPDATE: 4/20/18: this memo is outdated but I continue to support the proposal of WH365.



re: 1600 Jackson St, San Francisco, CA (Whole Foods 365)  CUA2016-000378cua



After reading the SF Examiner front page story on 1/22/2016 of Whole Fight, in which several groups, 
including MPNA and others, submitting an opposition to the proposal of Whole Foods 365 (WH365) at
former Lombardi's sports site.     As a longtime (>50years) resident, who lives 1 block away from the 
site, I would like to support the WF 365 opening up and doing business in the area.  



The Cala Foods closed, with a Trader Joe's in place, but its always too crowded and further to walk.    
The flagship Whole Foods is equally crowded and further to walk; in addition to being more expensive.
The Market on Polk that's been in the planning stages for a few years, slated for Clay and Polk, will not
be a regular grocery store... instead, they propose “vendor style” pods...for pizza, for sushi, etc and very
little grocery items.  There is a lack of a regular grocery store in the immediate Polk St corridor, that's 
conveniently located and more affordable.  It will serve the neighborhood residents, and those whom 
work in the area , or visiting the Polk area for business or pleasure.   I've spoken to teachers who work 
at the nearby elementary school, and they are excited to have a WF365 in its place: so they shop for 
groceries and/or lunch.  



I had attended the December 23 open house/information meeting the WF planning team had with those 
interested neighbors: The purpose was to gather information/ ask questions, before developing own 
decision on if to support it or not.  My perception was 50-50, of those who support and those who did 
not support it.... but there were many individuals who were supporting having a grocery store nearby 
their residences, instead of having an vacant building which draws the undesireables.    The vibe is that 
many of us want the area to be utilized and as a WF365.   
Those of us who support WF365,  do not want it to be built into a housing units with retail down.   The 
tall buildings create a “lack of sunshine”,  a wind tunnel effect on Jackson and District 3 is already a 
highly densely populated area, so no more residences is needed.   



As a long time resident of the Polk area, i've seen the many changes in the neighborhood, and I, 
personally, do not like it...with the higher density population, and the businesses that are allowed to 
come in, who cater to those who will pay the higher price for certain items such as cheese, liquor, etc. 
The need for a grocery store is immediate on Polk St, and WF365 will meet the resident's needs.  I and 
many others look forward to the approval of WF 365, operating at 1600 Jackson St, in 2016.



Thank you.



JC Lxxxxe
I am sorry but I will need to block out my name as those who “claim” opposition, may have retalitory 
actions on those who go against what they want. 



















Re: My support for Whole Foods 365 at the Lombardi Sports site

		From

		M Bokser

		To

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

		Recipients

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



I wanted to let you know that over a year ago, I started an online petition in support of Whole Foods 365, which was signed by 334 of my neighbors.






You can view the petition here:


https://www.change.org/p/diego-sanchez-petition-in-support-of-whole-foods-365









Thank you,


Mindy Bokser








On Tuesday, April 24, 2018 4:07 PM, M Bokser <mbokser@sbcglobal.net> wrote:









I strongly support letting Whole Foods 365 open a store at the Lombardi’s site on Polk and Jackson.





I would like to address some of the issues that were raised at the Planning Commission meeting last year, and then tell you why I so strongly support WF 365.





 “People who support WF 365 do not care about the independently owned businesses in this neighborhood.”






This is not true. I have lived in this neighborhood for 35 years (on Washington and Polk, a block from the proposed WF site). I love this neighborhood. and I care deeply about the character of this neighborhood. I do not want Bob’s Donuts replaced by a Duncan Donuts. I do not want Brownie’s Hardware replaced by Home Depot. Independently owned mom-and-pop stores are a big part of what gives this neighborhood its character. I do not want chain stores taking over Polk Street. (And nor do I want independently owned high-priced boutiques taking over Polk Street, as has happened in Hayes Valley.)


What is true: Though I do not want big-box stores taking over Polk Street, I am not absolutist about this. I make exceptions for chain stores that serve a neighborhood need. For example, I make an exception for Peet’s Coffee, and I make an exception for WF. (More on that later.)





“Chain stores drive out the independently owned businesses.”


While I’m sure there is some truth in this, I don’t believe it is the primary reason so many of the businesses on Polk have closed. The primary reason is soaring rents. Polk Street is now blighted with storefronts that have been empty for years, and I hope the City will do something about this.





“The people who went around collecting petition signatures in favor of WF 365 were shills for Whole Foods”


This is false. I was one of those people. I collected signatures because having WF 365 in my neighborhood is that important to me. Whole Foods never approached me. In fact, when I created an online petition and tried to contact Whole Foods for advice, and they never got back to me.


 


“The Middle Polk Association represents the people in the neighborhood, and they do not support WF 365”


I strongly disagree that the Middle Polk Association represents the people of this neighborhood. They may represent small business owners, but not the neighbors. I have asked to join on a number of occasions, and they never got back to me. They never held a publicized public forum to solicit feedback from the people of this neighborhood. When the head of the Association ran an informational meeting, he shut down questions and comments from WF 365 supporters.


 


“This neighborhood does not need another grocery store.”


I strongly disagree. The population density of this neighborhood has increased dramatically over the past 10 years. We need another grocery store to meet the needs of all these additional people. 


 


“The neighborhood needs housing more than it needs another grocery store.”


I couldn’t disagree more. You can’t keep shoving people into this neighborhood without expanding the available services.


 


“Why do you care so much about converting Lombardi’s into WF 365”


Because it would be a godsend. As I age, it would be an easy walk to an affordable grocery store. I would be able to buy high-quality pesticide-free locally grown produce at Trader Joe’s prices.


 


“Why don’t you shop at Whole Foods on Franklin, and just wait a little longer in line?”


Two reasons: (a) I cannot afford Whole Foods on Franklin; and (b) I do not have a car. I am getting older and it is becoming increasingly difficult to walk the quarter mile round trip, up a very steep hill, with grocery bags.  


 


“Why don’t you shop at Trader Joe’s, and just wait a little longer in line?”


Again, it is too hard for me to walk the quarter mile uphill. Plus they do not have high-quality, locally grown, fresh fruits and vegetables.


 


“Why don’t you shop at Golden Market, on Polk and California?”


I do sometimes buy my produce there. But I know I am eating pesticides. They do not have high-quality, locally grown, fresh fruits and vegetables.  And they have a very limited selection of all the other groceries I need.





“Why don’t you shop at Real Foods?”


Because they are ridiculously expensive. Way more expensive than Whole Foods on Franklin, with way poorer quality.





Please, listen to the people who live in the neighborhood. Please let Whole Foods 365 move into the Lombardi's site.





Thank you very much,


Mindy Bokser


1644 Washington Street #3, SF 94109

















1600 Jackson Street

		From

		Jennifer Farris

		To

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

		Recipients

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



To whom it may concern:





I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Whole Foods project at 1600 Jackson Street.  I’ve lived in the neighborhood for over 25 years and have owned a small business in the Polk Corridor for 14 years.  While Whole Foods will not compete with my business, I am deeply concerned that this project will harm the fabric of our vibrant San Francisco district.  There are so many reasons to oppose this project that I don’t know where to start:






·         At a time when the city is facing a severe housing shortage, why would we waste this opportunity to create dozens of new homes?  The developer initially intended to erect a mixed-use building, in keeping with the other large projects in the neighborhood, and then got greedy. I urge the city to work with the developer to design a project that will work for the long-term needs of the city, not the short-term needs of the developer’s ledger sheet.






·         Whole Foods will compete on an unfair basis with dozens of neighborhood-serving small businesses along the Polk Corridor that give our neighborhood its personality and charm.  In the immediate area there are dozens of grocery stores and markets, as well as restaurants and fast-casual eateries that will all be forced to compete with a corporate behemoth with the nearly bottomless resources of Amazon.com.  They will be able to undercut the prices of these neighborhood businesses for as long as necessary. 






·         Traffic congestion along Polk Street is already a nightmare.  The addition of a massive formula retail chain store with a parking lot that empties onto Polk Street will create more back-ups and delays and put more cars onto Polk Street.  And this is at a time when the city is trying to lessen automobile traffic and promote pedestrian and bicycle safety along Polk.  One of the many reasons that formula retail stores are allowed on Van Ness is that the attendant traffic can be better handled there, rather than on a pedestrian-friendly street like Polk.  






·         How will the deliveries for such a huge store be handled along Polk Street?  The city is already limiting early morning parking along part of Polk in order to allow for bike commute lanes; where will Whole Foods park their trucks for deliveries?  The existing underground parking lot does not have the clearance to allow large trucks.  It has been widely documented in the media that Whole Foods is already struggling with the new inventory system put in place by Amazon, OTS, which requires more frequent deliveries from suppliers and less inventory held on-site.  






·         The addition of another Whole Foods store just a few blocks from their existing store does nothing to enhance the neighborhood, which is one of the requirements for a CU.  Not only is it a chain store, but it’s a chain store that already exists around the corner!





On a recent visit to Bentonville, Arkansas, the home of Wal-Mart, the world’s largest retailer, I was struck by the fact that their town center has no chain stores!  The reason for this, we were told repeatedly, is that everyone, especially the Walton family who started Wal-Mart, wants to preserve the small businesses and character of the neighborhood.  I urge you to do the same for our neighborhood.





Jennifer Farris
STUDIO Gallery
1641 Pacific Avenue









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: Support a pause on luxury housing in the Mission
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 9:51:01 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: Sherry Thompson [mailto:sherrychadthompson@shaw.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 6:37 AM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org; Kim, Jane (BOS); Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org;
Farrell, Mark (MYR); Cohen, Malia (BOS); David.Campos@sfgov.org; Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London
(BOS); John.Avalos@sfgov.org; Lee, Edwin (ADM); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Support a pause on luxury housing in the Mission

Dear Mayor Lee and Members of the Board of Supervisors:

I urge you to support the Mission District's demand for a temporary moratorium on the construction of new luxury
housing in our neighborhood.
Data from the Planning Department show that there are only 13 sites left where we can develop affordable housing
through traditional financing structures. There were only 18 until recently, but five have been purchased by
developers. We’re quickly running out of land!
Last year, voters stated loudly and clearly that at least half of all new units need to be affordable to low-, middle-
and moderate-income households. Without a pause on market rate development, we won’t be able to guarantee the
affordable housing we need.
We need to plan. We need to find new sources of revenue for truly affordable housing.
But the moratorium doesn’t stop there. It also protects blue collar jobs and arts and cultural uses, which are so
important for the Mission! How? By putting a temporary stop to all the demolition and conversion of light industrial
(PDR) spaces.
This is what the Mission needs for our community.
We need affordable housing!
We need job opportunities for high school graduates.
We need our locally owned small businesses.
We need our nonprofit organizations to be stable.
We thrive in a diverse community.
What we need is a land use and economic plan that guarantees that the Mission will continue to be a diverse,
thriving community, and that is not what we currently have.
Don’t let the continuing onslaught of market rate development stifle our dreams!
Support the community’s demand for a temporary moratorium.
Support a pause on luxury housing in the Mission!

--
Ms Sherry Thompson
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sherrychadthompson@shaw.ca
2233 Stone Creek Pl



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); Lewis, Donald (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street (Whole Foods 365)
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 9:01:52 AM
Attachments: 1600 Jackson - CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination.pdf

CEQA Exemption for Whole foods.
 
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: Lewis, Donald (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 3:51 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (CPC)
Subject: RE: 1600 Jackson Street (Whole Foods 365)
 
Jonas,
 
Attached is the Catex checklist for the Whole Foods project at 1600 Jackson. Please send to the
Planning Commission.
 
Thanks,
Don
 

From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 1:30 PM
To: Lewis, Donald (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Schuett, Rachel (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson Stret
 
Hi Don:
 
Can you please send the finalized Class 32 Catex (PDF) to Commission Secretary (copied) as
soon as it's finished. We need it ASAP to they may send to the Commissioners. 
 
I'll send the accompanying transportation documents to them myself, and copy you and
Rachel.
 
Thanks! 
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As discussed above, the subject property does not appear to contribute to an identified
historical district. Due to multiple waves of construction on the subject block and in the
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DATE:  April 19, 2018 


TO:       Don Lewis, Environmental Planner 


FROM:  Rachel Schuett, Transportation Planner  


RE:        Case No. 2016‐000378, 1600 Jackson Street, Transportation Analysis 
 


The  following  describes  the  proposed  project  at  1600  Jackson  Street  and  the  transportation 


planner  coordination and  review conducted as part of  the environmental  review of  the project. 


The project  sponsor  has prepared  a Transportation Management Plan  (TMP)  for  the proposed 


Whole  Foods  365  store,  included  as  Attachment  1.1  The  Transportation  Management  Plan 


includes  detailed  information  on  the  store’s  operations,  truck  routing,  passenger  loading 


operations,  required  SFMTA  approvals,  loading  operations  and  schedule,  the  parking 


management  plan,  education  program,  monitoring  activities,  and  transportation  demand 


management  measures.  The  Transportation  Management  Plan  was  informed  by  a  loading 


analysis prepared for the project.2  


 


Project Description 
The project  site  is  located on  the northwest  corner of  Jackson and Polk  streets, at 1600  Jackson 


Street, Lots 002 and 003 of Assessor’s Block 0595. The project site is located within the Polk Street 


Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District and the 65‐A Height and Bulk District. The project site 


has frontages along Polk and Jackson streets. The proposed project would convert a 43,898 gross 


square  foot  building  into  a Whole  Foods  365  Store. No  exterior  demolition  or  construction  is 


proposed. The two–story building was formerly used by Lombardi Sports, but is currently vacant, 


since December 2014.  The first floor would include 12,301 square feet of retail space, the second 


floor  (mezzanine  level) would  include  8,779 of  retail  space3  for  a  total of  21,080  square  feet of 


occupied floor area. 


The  proposed  project  would  maintain  the  existing  (partially‐subterranean)  70‐space  parking 


garage (with access from Polk Street) and the existing off‐street receiving area (with access from 


Jackson Street). The project would also retain the 25‐foot‐wide curb cut on Polk Street (for access 


to the parking garage) and the 24‐foot‐wide curb cut on Jackson Street (for access to the receiving 


area). The project  sponsor would  request  an  extension  of  the  existing  20‐foot‐long  commercial 


loading  zone  on  Jackson  Street  along  the  building  frontage  to  100  feet,  via  the  San  Francisco 


                                                 
1 Whole Foods Market. Transportation Management Plan: 365 by Whole Foods Market Store, 1600 Jackson Street, 


San Francisco, California. April 2018. 


2 Whole Foods Market. Transportation Management Plan: 365 by Whole Foods Market Store, 1600 Jackson Street, 


San Francisco, California, Attachment B Loading Analysis Memo. April 2018. 


3 The second floor would also include a kitchen for preparing takeout, a seating area, accessory storage, and 


offices.  Consistent  with  the  2002  Transportation  Impacts  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review  (SF 


Guidelines), only the occupied retail floor area was used in the travel demand calculations.  
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Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Color Curb Program.4 The proposed project would also 


add  a  bulb  out  to  the  northwest  corner  of  Jackson  and  Polk  streets,  consistent with  SFMTA 


standards.5  


 


The proposed project would  convert one of  the  existing off‐street parking  spaces  to a  carshare 


space and would designate two parking spaces for online food app pickup. Drivers for food app 


pick‐up and delivery use their personal vehicles. Deliveries may be made by one driver for one or 


for multiple orders, depending on the demand for deliveries.  


 


The proposed project would add 6 class 1, one cargo bike, and 5 hanging bicycle parking spaces to 


the garage. A total of 16 class 2 bike parking spaces would be added to the sidewalk, 8 on Jackson 


Street,  and  8  on Polk  Street. The  proposed  project would  also  add  lockers,  showers,  and  bike 


parking for 365 Store Team Members on the second floor.  


  


Typical business hours would be approximately 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., daily. Business hours may be 


extended  in  advance  of  major  holidays  to  accommodate  increased  demand  and  for  the 


convenience  of  customers.  Inventory,  restocking,  and  other  similar  store  operations  activities 


could occur at any time during a 24‐hour period. Deliveries would be scheduled and would occur 


within the designated timeframes included in the TMP. The 365 Store would have approximately 


100‐110 employees, with approximately 50 employees working on the busiest days. 


 


Existing Baseline6 
The project site is located in the Polk Street commercial corridor. Land uses to the north and west 


are residential. Land uses to the east (across Polk Street) are retail; land uses to the south (across 


Jackson  Street)  are  largely  commercial, with  interspersed  residential  uses. There  is  an  existing 


bicycle  lane  on  the west  side  of  Polk  Street.  There  are  two  existing  20‐foot‐long  commercial 


(yellow) loading zones, one on the north side (adjacent the project site) and one on the south side 


of Jackson Street.  The Muni 12 Folsom‐Pacific bus stops on Jackson Street at the northwest corner 


of Jackson Street and Polk Street, although no formal bus stop exists due to presence of on‐street 


metered parking. Before 7 p.m., the 12 Folsom‐Pacific has 15 minute headways on weekdays and 


20 minute headways on weekends, with 30 minute headways after 7 p.m. seven days a week. The 


intersection  of  Jackson  and  Polk  streets  is  controlled with  a  four‐way  stop  sign.  There  is  an 


existing  bicycle  lane  on  the west  side  of  Polk  Street.  The  existing  building  on  the  project  site 


includes a parking garage, accessed from Polk Street, and a receiving area, accessed from Jackson 


Street. More detail on the dimensions of the existing facilities is including in the loading analysis.  


 


                                                 
4 Whole Foods Market. Transportation Management Plan: 365 by Whole Foods Market Store, 1600 Jackson Street, 


San Francisco, California. April 2018. 


5 Whole Foods Market. Transportation Management Plan: 365 by Whole Foods Market Store, 1600 Jackson Street, 


San Francisco, California, Attachment B Loading Analysis Memo, Figure 1. April 2018.  


6 Note existing baseline is the same as existing conditions. 
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Travel Demand 
Travel  demand  refers  to  the  demand  on  the  transportation  network,  parking,  and  loading 


facilities generated by the proposed project. The proposed project involves the reuse of an existing 


commercial  building  (formerly  used  for  retail  sales)  as  a  grocery  store.  The  following  travel 


demand  calculations  are  conservatively  calculated  as  though  the proposed project would  be  a 


newly developed grocery store, rather than the reuse of an existing building, and do not include 


any trip credits for the former retail use.  


Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip‐based analysis and 


information  in  the  2002  Transportation  Impacts  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review  (SF 


Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.7 The proposed project would 


generate  an  estimated  6,261  person  trips  (inbound  and  outbound)  on  a weekday  daily  basis, 


consisting of 2,243 person trips by auto, 1,061 transit trips, 2,181 walk trips and 776 trips by other 


modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an estimated 457 person 


trips,  consisting of  164 person  trips by  auto  (69 vehicle  trips  accounting  for vehicle occupancy 


data for this Census Tract), 77 transit trips, 159 walk trips and 57 trips by other modes. 


The travel demand calculations assume the construction of a new destination grocery store. The 


proposed project would occupy an existing (currently vacant) retail building along the Polk Street 


commercial  corridor. The  project would  be  an  infill development  and  a  neighborhood‐serving 


use.   Thus,  the  trips may not be new  trips,  just diverted  from grocery stores  that are nearby or 


further away.    In addition,  the  limited amount of parking available at  the site could reduce  the 


number of driving  trips  to  the project  site. Therefore,  the  travel demand  information provided, 


especially for the number of driving trips, could be overestimated. 


 


Existing Plus Project Analysis 
The proposed project involves reuse of an existing retail building for a new grocery store use. No 


demolition or construction to the exterior of the building is proposed, and there are no changes to 


the existing, garage, receiving area, and/or curb cuts. A bulb out would be added to the northwest 


corner  of  Jackson  and  Polk  Streets  and  some  class  2  bicycle  parking would  be  added  to  both 


sidewalks,  as  well.  The  primary  transportation  issue  involves  freight  loading,  although  the 


analysis  covers  other  transportation  topics.  A  loading  analysis  was  conducted,  leading  to  a 


recommended loading plan which is included in the TMP, as discussed, below.  


 


Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 


VMT refers to the amount of vehicle miles traveled. For the purpose of this Transportation Memo, 


VMT  is  typically  assessed  as  a  daily  average  by  a  typical  resident  (per  capita)  or  a  typical 


employee  (per worker) of  the project  site’s Traffic Analysis Zone  (TAZ).    If a project meets  the 


screening  criteria of being  in a TAZ  that has daily VMT per  capita or  employee  less  than 15% 


                                                 
7 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 1600 Jackson Street, April 19, 2018. 
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below the regional average daily VMT per capita or employee8, then it is presumed that the VMT 


impact would be less than significant and a detailed VMT analysis would not be required. Table 


1,  below,  shows  that  the  project  site  TAZ’s  daily VMT  per  capita  and  employee  is  below  the 


threshold  of  15%  below  the  regional  averages  in  both  the  existing  and  the  future  (cumulative 


2040) conditions. 


Additionally, a project would have a significant effect if it would substantially induce automobile 


travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding new roadways to 


the network. OPR’s Guidelines also included a list of transportation projects that would not likely 


lead to a substantial or measurable increase in VMT; the Planning Department also presumes that 


VMT impacts would be less than significant if a project fits within the project types identified in 


OPR’s list. 


Table 1. Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 


Land Use 


Existing  Cumulative 2040 


Bay Area 


Regional 


Average 


Bay Area 


Regional 


Average 


minus 


15% 


TAZ 345 


Bay Area 


Regional 


Average 


Bay Area 


Regional 


Average 


minus 


15% 


TAZ 345 


Employment 


(Retail) 
14.9  12.6  6.8  14.6  12.4  6.6 


 


 


Traffic Hazards 


The project  site would not construct a new garage or modify  the streetscape or street network, 


with the exception of adding a bulbout at the northwest corner of Jackson and Polk streets. The 


bulbout  would  require  review  and  approval  by  SFMTA  and  Public  Works.  Truck  turning 


templates were prepared as part of  the  loading analysis.9 Given  the results of  the  truck  turning 


study, delivery drivers would be  instructed  to  approach  the on‐street  loading  area on  Jackson 


Street via westbound  Jackson Street and northbound Polk Street, and  to avoid approaching  the 


site from southbound Polk Street, as indicated in the TMP. 


                                                 
8 Retail  travel  is  not  explicitly  captured  in  SF‐CHAMP,  rather,  there  is  a  generic  ʺOtherʺ  purpose which 


includes  retail  shopping, medical  appointments,  visiting  friends  or  family,  and  all  other  non‐work,  non‐


school  tours.  The retail efficiency metric captures all of  the  ʺOtherʺ purpose  travel generated by Bay Area 


households.  The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural, institutional, and educational; and 


medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size, or attraction, of the 


zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.  


9 Whole Foods Market. Transportation Management Plan: 365 by Whole Foods Market Store, 1600 Jackson Street, 


San Francisco, California, Attachment B Loading Analysis Memo. April 2018. 
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No changes are proposed to the existing garage, driveway, curb cut or red‐curb lengths adjacent 


to  the driveway.   The project driveway would be  right  turn  in/right  turn out, only; all vehicles 


accessing  the project driveway would arrive and depart via southbound Polk Street. Therefore, 


the current sightlines for drivers and pedestrians at the parking garage entry/exit will remain after 


the  proposed  project  is  implemented.  The  proposed  project  would  not  reduce  the  existing 


visibility for pedestrians, bicyclists or drivers entering and exiting the parking garage.  


The existing receiving area on Jackson Street would be used by small vehicles, which would back 


into  the  space  across  the  sidewalk, via  the  existing  curb  cut. Vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the 


loading  area would  temporarily  block  the  sidewalk  and  northernmost  travel  lane  on  Jackson 


Street.  However, given that the use of the receiving area by small vehicles would be infrequent, 


and given that there are no compounding factors such as slope changes or inadequate sight lines, 


hazard impacts would be less than significant.  


Transit  


The project site  is  located within a quarter mile of several  local  transit  lines with a.m. and p.m. 


peak hour headways of 15 minutes or less, including Muni lines (distance to and location of the 


nearest Muni stop in parentheses): 


 47 Van Ness (one block away on Van Ness Avenue) 


 49 Van Ness‐Mission (one block away on Van Ness Avenue) 


 12 Folsom‐Pacific (on Jackson Street in front of project site) 


 19 Polk (on Polk Street at the northeast intersection of Jackson and Polk streets) 


 


The proposed project would be expected to generate 1,028 daily transit trips, including 75 during 


the p.m. peak hour. Given  the wide availability of nearby  transit,  the addition of 75 p.m. peak 


hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity.  


 


There is an existing bus stop for the Muni 12 Folsom‐Pacific bus on Jackson Street at the northwest 


corner of Jackson Street and Polk Street. Given the presence of on‐street parking along the north 


curb of Jackson Street, there is not a physical bus stop at this location.  Instead, buses stop within 


the  rightmost  travel  lane  and  passengers must walk  between  the  sidewalk  and  the  bus.  The 


proposed project would include the extension of the commercial loading zone on Jackson Street, 


which would  replace  four  existing on‐street parking  spaces. A physical bus  stop would not be 


added. The  replacement of on‐street parking  spaces with an on‐street  loading  space would not 


result  in a  functional  change  to  the existing bus  stop. Buses would continue  to  stop within  the 


rightmost travel lane and transit riders would continue to walk between the sidewalk and the bus.  


Given  the  fact  that  the  bus  stop  operations would not  change,  and  that  the  increase  in  transit 


ridership would be  limited,  the proposed project would not  result  in hazards  to people  riding 


transit  or  unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service,  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  delays  or 


operating  costs  such  that  significant  adverse  impacts  to  transit  service  could  result. Therefore, 


transit‐related impacts would be less than significant. 
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Pedestrians 
The project site is adjacent to a 15‐foot‐wide sidewalk on Polk Street and a 12‐foot‐wide sidewalk 


on  Jackson  Street.  Both  Jackson  and  Polk  Streets  are  classified  as Neighborhood  Commercial 


Streets under  the San Francisco Better Streets Plan on  the  segments adjacent  to  the project  site. 


Both sidewalks currently meet  the minimum Better Streets Plan required width of 12 feet.10 The 


proposed  project  would  generate  236  PM  peak‐hour  walk  trips  (that  is,  


159 PM peak‐hour walk‐trips and 77 PM peak‐hour transit trips, which  include walk trips). The 


proposed project would provide vehicular access  to  the existing garage  through a 25‐foot‐wide 


curb cut on Polk Street.  


 


Although  the proposed project would add pedestrian  trips  to  the sidewalk, and vehicle  trips  to 


project driveway, via this curb cut, the number of pedestrian and vehicle trips would be minor. 


Further, there would be no change to the sightlines for people walking or driving in this location; 


therefore,  no  potentially  hazardous  conditions would  occur  between  pedestrians  and  vehicles. 


The proposed project would also construct a pedestrian bulb out at the  intersection of Polk and 


Jackson  streets  to  facilitate  pedestrian  crossings  at  this  intersection,  by  reducing  the  crossing 


distance for pedestrians.  


 


The  increase  in  daily  vehicle  and  pedestrian  person‐trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project 


would not create hazards at the project site or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to 


the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, no significant impacts related to pedestrians would occur. 


See the “loading” discussion, below, for a description of the effects of loading on activities on the 


pedestrian right‐of‐way. 


 


Bicycles 
Ten routes on  the San Francisco Bikeway Network are  located within ½ mile of  the project site. 


There is an existing bike lane adjacent to the project site on Polk Street, which is also on the high 


injury network. The proposed project would add 6 class 1, one cargo bike, and 5 hanging bicycle 


parking  spaces  to  the garage. A  total of 16  class 2 bike parking  spaces would be added  to  the 


sidewalk, 8 on Jackson Street, and 8 on Polk Street. The proposed project would generate 57 PM 


peak‐hour other trips, some of which would be bicycle trips. No changes would be made to the 


project driveway, and existing sightlines would be preserved, therefore, the minimal  increase  in 


bicycle  trips and vehicle  trips, would not create potentially hazardous conditions  for bicyclists; 


therefore, no significant impacts related to bicyclists would occur. 


 


Loading 
As mentioned, above, two 20‐foot‐long commercial loading (yellow) zones are located on Jackson 


Street between Polk Street and Van Ness Avenue. As described  in the TMP,  the project sponsor 


                                                 
10 The proposed project would also not  trigger any  improvements  to  the pedestrian  realm  required under 


Planning Code section 138.1. 
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would request an extension of the existing 20‐foot‐long commercial loading (yellow)11 zone on the 


north side of  Jackson Street  to 100  feet. The project sponsor would request  that  this commercial 


loading zone be enforced Monday through Sunday from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. and 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. In 


addition,  the  existing  receiving  area may  be periodically used  by  vehicles  engaged  in  loading 


activities.12  


 


 


As discussed  in  the  loading analysis, based on  the number of daily deliveries, and  the average 


dwell time per truck (or van), the hourly demand would be for one loading space (long enough to 


accommodate a 65‐foot‐truck) on a typical day.  Per the TMP, deliveries would be scheduled with 


Whole Foods, with short delivery time windows. That said,  it  is  likely that more than one truck 


would be present some of the time. So the average hourly demand would likely be for one to two 


delivery  trucks,  particularly  on  a  maximum  loading  demand  day.  The  proposed  100‐foot 


commercial loading zone could accommodate between two and three delivery trucks (or vans) at 


one time (depending on the size of the trucks or vans). As such, the proposed commercial loading 


zone  would  provide  sufficient  space  to  meet  the  hourly  loading  demand.13  Therefore,  the 


proposed  project would meet  the  loading  demand  and  no  significant  loading  impacts would 


occur.  In  addition,  the project  sponsor would  staff  the  receiving  area  in order  to organize  and 


oversee delivery activities, and drivers would be provided instruction on specific truck routes and 


delivery times for safe and efficient loading operations.  


 


Although  this  loading  zone  would  support  a  significant  amount  of  delivery  activity  and 


maneuvering  of  delivery  trucks,  this  type  of  activity  would  not  constitute  an  unusual 


circumstance in a dense urban environment.  


 


 


Parking 
Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis 


of  parking  impacts  for  certain  urban  infill  projects  in  transit  priority  areas.14 Public Resources 


Code  §21099(d),  effective  January  1,  2014,  provides  that  “…  parking  impacts  of  a  residential, 


mixed‐use  residential,  or  employment  center  project  on  an  infill  site  located within  a  transit 


                                                 
11 Yellow zones may be used  for passenger  loading activities  for up  to 3 minutes per Transportation Code 


section 7.2.26. 


12 The receiving area currently has a depth of 21 feet 6 inches and an overhead clearance of 13 feet 2 inches, 


and is too small to accommodate the 30‐, 48‐, and 65‐foot delivery trucks used by Whole Foods’ distributors.  


13 Note:  if  the  80‐foot  extension  of  the  commercial  loading  (yellow)  zone  is  not  approved  by  SFTMA, 


additional environmental review would be required. 


14 A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one‐half mile of an existing or planned major transit 


stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a 


ferry  terminal  served by  either  a bus or  rail  transit  service, or  the  intersection of  two or more major bus 


routes with  a  frequency of  service  interval of  15 minutes or  less during  the morning and afternoon peak 


commute periods.  
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priority  area  shall  not  be  considered  significant  impacts  on  the  environment.”  Accordingly, 


parking  is no  longer  to be  considered  in determining  if  a project has  the potential  to  result  in 


significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. 


The proposed project meets all of  the criteria, and  thus  this  transportation  impact analysis does 


not  consider  the  adequacy of parking  in determining  the  significance of project  impacts under 


CEQA.  


This transportation analysis evaluates whether the proposed project would result in a substantial 


parking  deficit  that  could  create  hazardous  conditions  affecting  traffic,  transit,  bicycles,  or 


pedestrians  and  whether  it  could  result  in  significant  delays  to  transit  where  particular 


characteristics of the project or its site demonstrably render use of other modes infeasible.  


The  estimate  parking  demand  for  the  project  is  for  80  short‐term  (patrons),  and  15  long‐term 


(employees) parking spaces.15 The proposed project would provide 67 off‐street vehicle parking 


spaces  for  patrons.  Any  unmet  demand would  be would  be  accommodated within  on‐street 


parking  spaces  or  in  off‐street  parking  facilities  in  the  vicinity,  and would  not  be  considered 


substantial  in  the context of  the Polk Street NCT corridor. Furthermore, as discussed above,  the 


project site  is well served by public transit and bicycle facilities. Therefore, the proposed project 


would not have a substantial parking deficit. Impacts are less than significant. 


 


Cumulative Impacts 
The proposed project would constitute infill development, within an existing building, in the Polk 


Street commercial corridor. New residential development  in  the surrounding area may  increase 


the  customer  base  for  the  proposed  projects,  if  approved,  but would  not  result  in  cumulative 


transportation  impacts when considered  together with  the proposed projects. No  transportation 


system improvements are proposed that would affect Polk Street or Jackson Street adjacent to the 


project site, so no cumulative transportation impacts are anticipated. 


   


Attachments 
 


Attachment 1: Whole Foods Market. Transportation Management Plan: 365 by Whole Foods Market 


Store, 1600 Jackson Street, San Francisco, California. April 2018.  


Attachment 2: Trip generation table 
Attachment 3: SB 743 Checklist 


 


                                                 
15 Team members would not be allowed to park cars in the garage.  Team members would be encouraged to 


bike, walk or take public transportation to work. Commuter benefits would be offered through Wage Works. 
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MEMORANDUM  
 


Date: April 19, 2018 Project #: 20556 


To: Rachel Schuett, San Francisco Planning Department 


CC: Adam Smith, Whole Foods Market 


 Jody Knight, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 


From: Amy Lopez, Tim Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP 


Project: 1600 Jackson Street 


Subject: Loading Analysis Memo  
 


 


Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (Kittelson) has prepared this memorandum for Whole Foods Market 


(project sponsor) to summarize the loading plan and associated requirements for the proposed 365 by 


Whole Foods Market store (365 Store) at 1600 Jackson Street in San Francisco, California (herein 


referred to as the “project”). The following topics are included: 


▪ Estimated loading demand 


▪ San Francisco Planning Code requirements 


▪ Proposed loading plan including truck turning analysis and loading zone 


Attachment A includes the project plan set. 


PROJECT OVERVIEW 


The project site is located on the northwest corner of the Jackson Street and Polk Street intersection, 


Lots 002 and 003 of Assessor’s Block 0595. The property is located within the Polk Street Neighborhood 


Commercial Zoning District and the 65-A Height and Bulk District.  


The proposed project would convert a 43,898 gross square foot building that was formerly used by 


Lombardi Sports, but is currently vacant, into a Whole Foods 365 Store. The ground floor would contain 


retail uses (12,301 square feet of occupied retail floor area), accessory storage, and a kitchen for 


preparing takeout, and a takeout area for customers to select packaged and self-serve hot and cold 


food to take out of the store or up to the second floor seating area, similar to other Whole Foods and 


365 stores. The second floor would contain retail uses (8,779 square feet of occupied retail floor area), 


a seating area, storage, accessory office space, and space for mechanical equipment.  
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The second floor seating area would also serve as a community space for small, non-profit, community 


groups that are housed in the Middle Polk neighborhood, particularly during non-peak hours.  


The proposed project would maintain the existing 70-space parking garage (with access from Polk 


Street) and the existing off-street receiving area (with access from Jackson Street), and the project 


sponsor would request the extension of the existing 20-foot commercial loading zone on Jackson Street 


along the building frontage to 100 feet, via MTA’s Color Curb Program. The proposed project would 


also add a bulb out to the corner of Jackson and Polk consistent with SFMTA standards.  


The proposed project would convert one of the existing parking spaces in the garage to a carshare 


space and would designate two parking spaces for online food app. pickup. Drivers for food app pick-up 


and delivery use their personal vehicles. Deliveries may be made by one driver for one or for multiple 


orders, depending on demand for deliveries. The proposed project would also add 6 class 1, one cargo 


bike, and 5 hanging bicycle parking spaces to the garage. A total of 16 class 2 bike parking spaces would 


be added to the sidewalk, 8 on Jackson Street, and 8 on Polk Street. The proposed project would also 


add lockers, showers, and bike parking for 365 Store Team Members on the second floor.  


Typical business hours would be approximately 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily. Business hours may be 


extended in advance of major holidays to accommodate increased demand and for the convenience of 


customers. Inventory, restocking, and other similar store operations activities could occur at any time 


during a 24-hour period (see restrictions on delivery times, below). The 365 Store would have 


approximately 100-110 employees, with approximately 50 employees working on the busiest days. 


Figure 1 presents the proposed site plan.  
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Figure 1: Proposed Site Plan 


 
Source: BRR Architects, April 18, 2018 


ESTIMATED LOADING DEMAND 


365 Stores are a relatively new store line by Whole Foods Market, branded as “simpler shopping, by 


design.” The proposed project would be the first 365 Store located in San Francisco. As a means to 


estimate the loading demand for the proposed project, loading demand information was obtained from 


Whole Foods Market from three 365 Stores that have already been opened: Silver Lake, CA; Lake 


Oswego, OR; and Santa Monica, CA.  


Table 1 summarizes the loading demand by truck size for these stores, and of a Whole Foods Market 


located on Franklin Street in San Francisco as a comparison. As shown in the table, the three 


representative 365 Stores have very similar daily average, daily maximum and weekly total loading 


demand: approximately nine trucks on a typical day, 15-18 trucks on a peak day, and 59-64 trucks on a 







1600 Jackson Street – Loading Analysis Memo Project #: 20556 
April 19, 2018 Page 4 


Kittelson & Associates, Inc.  San Francisco, California 


weekly basis. Per the project team, the proposed project would stock a similar number of stock keeping 


units (SKUs) as the Silver Lake, Lake Oswego, and Santa Monica 365 Stores and thus would experience a 


similar loading demand. The delivery truck types would be most similar to the Lake Oswego 365 store, 


as described further, below.  


Table 1: Loading Demand at Similar Locations 


  
Silver Lake, CA  


365 Store 
Lake Oswego, OR  


365 Store 
Santa Monica, CA  


365 Store 
Franklin Street, San Francisco 


Whole Foods Market 


  
65' 


Truck 
30-48'  
Truck 


Total 
65' 


Truck 
30-48'  
Truck 


Van Total 
65' 


Truck 
30-48'  
Truck 


Total 
65' 


Truck 
30-48'  
Truck 


Van Total 


Daily  
Average 


3 6 9 2 4 3 9 3 6 9 3 3 14 20 


Daily  
Maximum 


3 12 15 4 6 8 18 4 12 16 4 4 20 28 


Weekly  
Total 


18 45 63 17 25* 22* 64 19 40 59 23 22 101 146 


Source: Whole Foods Market, 2017. 


Compared to a regular Whole Foods Market (the Franklin Street location), the representative  


365 Stores have a lower daily and weekly loading demand. The following information explains the 


sources for the difference in loading demand volume for a 365 Store versus a Whole Foods Market: 


• A 365 Store has approximately 7,500 SKUs and a Whole Foods Market has 25,000 to 30,000 


SKUs. SKUs are unique codes assigned to specific items in a retailer’s inventory; as such, the 


number of SKUs directly affects the number of vendors and deliveries needed for the given 


store. 


• Three carriers deliver 80 to 85 percent of the product mix at 365 Stores: UNFI (65-foot-trucks), 


the DC (65-foot-trucks), and Tony’s (65-foot-trucks). Whole Foods Market stores typically 


receive 70 to 75 percent of their product mix from those same three carriers with the same size 


trucks; as such, a Whole Foods Market requires more vendors and thus more trucks. 


The proposed Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street would be served by the Whole Foods regional 


distribution center, located in Richmond, CA, and by other distributors located in the Bay Area. Based on 


data from other Bay Area Whole Foods Market stores, the distribution of truck types is expected to be most 


similar to the distribution of truck types at Lake Oswego, with a higher proportion of smaller trucks and vans 


making deliveries.  The number of deliveries is also expected to be most similar to the Lake Oswego store. 


As such, the proposed Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson Street would be expected to receive to up to 


four deliveries per day (two on a typical day) from 65-foot trucks, up to six deliveries per day (four on a 


typical day) from 30- to 48-foot trucks, and up to eight deliveries per day (three on a typical day) from 


vans. 


DWELL TIME 


Length of stay for delivery trucks and vans varies by load size, which is directly related to truck or van 


size. Typically, UNFI and the DC delivery trucks park for approximately one hour to empty a full load, 
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and Tony’s delivery trucks dwell for approximately 30 minutes to empty a half load. Based on the daily 


averages presented in Table 1 and the assumptions that 65-foot trucks on average dwell for one hour 


and 30-foot to-48-foot trucks, and vans have half as much to unload as a 65-foot truck and therefore on 


average dwell for 30 minutes.  


LOADING SCHEDULE 


365 Stores schedule deliveries by day of the week and assign a period of the day when a delivery will be 


received. If a driver cannot make the delivery during the scheduled window, they must contact the 


Whole Foods receiver in advance. If the loading zone would be available at the anticipated time of 


arrival, the receiver can make an exception for the driver. Otherwise, the driver will be asked to skip the 


delivery and return during the next available delivery window. For the majority of Whole Food Market 


and 365 stores, deliveries are typically made Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 


p.m. (during normal business hours). Loading is prohibited on weekdays from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 


and from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. to avoid the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Occasionally, a delivery is 


received slightly outside this period of the day or on Sundays. 


At 1600 Jackson Street, loading activities at both the on-street loading zone and the on-site receiving 


area would be prohibited on weekdays from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. to 


avoid the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Loading would be allowed between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., and the 


project sponsor anticipates that the majority of loading activities would take place between 9 a.m. and 


1 p.m., consistent with the pattern of deliveries at other local Whole Foods stores. Loading would also 


be allowed between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. Given the reduced vehicle traffic and demand for on-street 


loading space, it is expected that loading activities during this time would primarily be from 65-foot 


trucks. Weekend deliveries would be received during the same time periods as on weekends, however 


fewer deliveries would be expected on Saturdays and Sundays, as discussed, below, under “Anticipated 


Daily Loading Demand.” 


1600 Jackson Street Loading Schedule: 


Monday through Sunday: 


▪ 7 – 9 a.m.: Loading Prohibited (avoid a.m. peak period) 


▪ 9 a.m. – 4 p.m.: Loading Allowed 


▪ 4 p.m. – 7 p.m.: Loading Prohibited (avoid p.m. peak period)  


▪ 7 p.m. – 10 p.m.: Loading Allowed (primarily 65-foot trucks) 


▪ 10 p.m. – 7 a.m.: Loading Prohibited (San Francisco Noise Ordinance) 


Deliveries would not be received overnight or in the early morning prior to the store opening consistent 


with San Francisco’s “quiet hours” between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.  Loading activities would be permitted 


for a total of 10 hours per day, seven days per week.  
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Anticipated Daily Loading Demand 


Monday – Friday: Based on the daily loading demand estimates from the representative 365 Stores and 


the typical duration of loading activities, the estimated weekday loading demand for the proposed 


project was calculated. Assuming typical dwell times for the trucks and vans: 


▪ On a typical weekday with two 65-foot trucks, four 30- to- 48-foot trucks, and three vans the 


loading zone occupancy would be approximately five and a half hours.  


▪ On a maximum loading day with four 65-foot trucks, six 30- to- 48-foot trucks, and eight vans 


the total loading zone occupancy would be approximately 11 hours.   


This would equate to a demand for one commercial freight loading space per hour on a typical day, and 


two spaces1 per day on a maximum day. As a result, it is expected that one to two delivery trucks may 


be present at the same time. This hourly demand is consistent with the information on the temporal 


distribution of deliveries provided by the project sponsor.2   


Saturday and Sunday: Based on the loading demand for other Whole Foods 365 Stores fewer deliveries 


would be received on Saturday and Sunday with approximately 3 to 6 deliveries expected per day. The 


following deliveries would be expected: 


▪ 65-foot-truck (1 to 3 deliveries) 


▪ 30- or 48-foot-truck (1 to 3 deliveries) 


▪ Van (1 to 3 deliveries) 


Assuming typical dwell times for the trucks and vans, on a Saturday or Sunday, dwell times would be: 


▪ One to three hours for 65-foot trucks  


▪ One-half to one and a half hours for 30- or 48-foot-trucks 


▪ One-half to one and a half hours for vans 


 


As a result, the loading zone occupancy would be approximately two to six hours on weekend days. This 


would equate to a demand for up to one commercial freight loading space per hour. 


                                                        


1 The actual demand on a maximum day would be 11 hours of loading activity/10 hours times = 1.1 commercial loading 
spaces. However, because there cannot be a fractional demand for loading spaces (i.e. 0.1 loading spaces), this number 
is rounded to a demand for two loading spaces. 


2 See letter from Whole Foods Market dated February 9, 2018 (Attachment B). 
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PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS 


The proposed project would include 21,080 square feet of occupied retail floor area. The San Francisco 


Planning Code (Section 152) would require the proposed project to provide one off-street freight 


loading space.3 Per San Francisco Planning Code (Section 154), the minimum dimensions for this off-


street freight loading space are 25 feet long, 10 feet wide, and 12 feet of vertical clearance.4  The 


existing off-street receiving area is accessed via an existing 24-foot-wide curb cut on Jackson Street.  


The receiving area is 21 feet 6 inches long (including the area to be used for trash and recycling), and 13 


feet, 10 inches wide, with 13 feet, 2 inches of vertical clearance. The parking garage is accessed via an 


existing 25-foot-wide curb cut on Polk Street, with an overhead clearance of 8 feet 10 inches. 


PROPOSED LOADING PLAN 


On-Site Receiving Area 


The receiving area is 13 feet 10 inches wide, with 13 feet, 2 inches of overhead clearance; it provides 


access to an area 21 feet 6 inches deep. Thus, the existing receiving area on Jackson Street and the 


existing parking garage accessed from Polk Street could not accommodate a 30-, 48- or 65-foot truck, 


or a Mercedes-Benz Sprinter van (without encroaching onto the sidewalk), based on the heights, 


widths, and lengths of these vehicles, given: 


▪ A Mercedes-Benz Sprinter van is 19 feet 5 inches or 24 feet 2 inches long, 6 feet 9 inches wide, 


and 7 feet 11 inches or 9 feet 2 inches high.5 


▪ A 30-foot truck (SU-30) is 30 feet long, 8 feet wide, and 13 feet, 6 inches feet high.  


▪ A 48-foot truck (WB-40) is 45 feet 6 inches long, 8 feet wide, and 13 feet, 6 inches feet high. 


Note: a WB-40 has the closest dimensions to that of a 48-foot truck.   


▪ A 65-foot truck (CA Legal) is 65 feet long, 8.5 feet wide, and 13 feet, 6 inches feet high.  


Therefore, most deliveries would be carted to the receiving area from an on-street commercial loading 


zone on Jackson Street. The internal area beyond the receiving area would be used for initial, 


                                                        


3 See Planning Code Compliance Table (Attachment C). 


4 It should be noted that an off-street loading dock that meets these dimensional requirements would not be large 


enough to accommodate the deliveries for the project, as 30-foot, 48-foot, and 65-foot trailers could completely be 
contained within the loading dock, and they would all require more than 13 feet 2 inches of vertical clearance. 


5 The smaller 2018 Mercedes-Benz Sprinter van, at 19 feet 5 inches long could technically be accommodated within the 
receiving area. However, since the receiving area is 21 feet 6 inches deep, and since a minimum of five horizontal feet 
would be required to accommodate and clear the door swing to facilitate the unloading of freight, some encroachment 
onto the sidewalk would be required.   
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temporary storage of products as they are received and until the products are allocated to the 


appropriate locations within the back-of-house storage area. 


Passenger cars, vans, and small trucks – such as caterers and specialty deliveries – may be able to back 


into the receiving area during loading activities. No on-site receiving activities would occur in the 


parking garage. 


Proposed On-Street Commercial Loading Zone 


The proposed loading plan would include establishment of a 100-foot long commercial loading (yellow) 


zone on Jackson Street to accommodate 30-foot, 48-foot, and 65-foot trucks, and vans between Polk 


Street and the existing curb-cut at the west end of the building, as shown in Figure 1 and on sheet B1 of 


Attachment A. The proposed loading zone would be 80 feet longer than the existing 20-foot loading 


space adjacent the project driveway (refer to sheet A1 in Attachment A).   


The extension of the proposed commercial loading zone to 100 feet would require the removal of five 


metered parking spaces. This change to the on-street parking regulation would require approval from 


SFMTA and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.  


The project sponsor would request that the commercial loading zone be enforced Monday through 


Sunday from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. and 7 p.m. to 10 p.m.  Note: Per SFMTA commercial parking restrictions, 


passenger loading is permissible in commercial loading zones for up to three minutes. 


Adequacy of Proposed Loading Zone 


As discussed above, the majority of the delivery trucks that would serve the proposed project would be 


between 30-feet and 65-feet in length; vans would be between 19 feet 5 inches and 24 feet 2 inches in 


length.  


Depending on the length of the loading zone, and the size of the trucks, it is possible for more than one 


truck to dwell, and engage in loading activities at the same time.  Each truck would require space equal 


to the length of the truck, plus 10 feet to accommodate the lift gate. So a 30-foot truck requires 40 feet, 


a 48-foot truck requires 58 feet, and a 65-foot truck would require 75 feet.   


Vans would require space equal to the length of the van plus at least 5 feet to clear the door swing and 


allow for the unloading of freight.  So a 19-foot, 5-inch-long van would require at least 24 feet 5 inches, 


and a 24-foot, 2-inch-long van, would require at least 29 feet, 2 inches.  Rounded up, a van would 


require 25 to 30 feet. The following calculations assume that a van would require 30 feet.  


If the 80 foot extension of the existing 20-foot yellow zone is granted, the loading zone would be 100-


feet-long.  Adjacent to this yellow zone, to the west is a 24-foot-long curb cut for the building’s 


driveway, adjacent this yellow zone to the east would be a proposed 28-foot, 6-inch-long red zone, 
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extending from the yellow zone to the curb. The curb cut and red zone areas would provide additional 


room for trucks to maneuver into the yellow zone.   


Given these factors, the following trucks could be accommodated in the 100-foot-long yellow zone: 


▪ One 65-foot truck  


▪ One 65-foot truck and a 30-foot truck or van (if the project driveway is blocked) 


▪ One 48-foot truck  


▪ One 48-foot truck and a 30-foot truck or van  


▪ Two 48-foot trucks (if the project driveway is blocked) 


▪ Two 30-foot trucks or vans, or some combination of 30-foot trucks and vans 


▪ Three 30-foot trucks, or some combination of 30-foot trucks and vans (if the project driveway is 


blocked) 


The proposed 100-foot on-street commercial loading zone could accommodate between two and three 


delivery trucks and/or vans at one time (depending on the size of the trucks). The average hourly 


demand would be for one to two delivery trucks and/or vans. As such, the proposed commercial 


loading zoning would provide sufficient space to meet the hourly loading demand.     


Accessibility of Proposed Loading Zone 


To confirm the accessibility of the proposed loading zone on Jackson Street, Kittelson analyzed truck 


turning movements using a standard 65-foot truck turning template for the three possible access 


routes: westbound on Jackson Street, northbound on Polk Street, and southbound on Polk Street. 


Sheets B9 through B11 of Attachment A present these truck turning movements.  


• Via Jackson Street (Westbound): Trucks traveling west along Jackson Street would be able to 


pull directly into the loading zone, transitioning from the travel lane to the loading zone 


through the intersection of Polk Street/Jackson Street. (See Attachment A, Sheet B9) 


• Via Polk Street (Northbound): A truck traveling north along Polk Street would make a left-turn 


to westbound Jackson Street to directly access the loading zone.  Given that Jackson Street is 


one-way westbound, trucks would be able to maneuver into the loading zone without affecting 


any on-street parking spaces or blocking any travel lanes. (See Attachment A, Sheet B10) 


• Via Polk Street (Southbound): From southbound Polk Street, trucks would make a right-turn to 


westbound Jackson Street. However, due to the dimensions of the path the truck would take to 


make this turn, it would conflict with the existing on-street motorcycle parking spaces on the 


south side of Jackson Street. In addition, the truck would need to pass the loading zone and 


then reverse in, potentially with the aid of a flagger or loading dock attendant. This 


maneuvering could affect traffic operations of Jackson Street, particularly for the Muni 12 


Folsom-Pacific bus, bicycles, and vehicles. (See Attachment A, Sheet B11) 


Due to these constraints to access via southbound Polk Street, the project sponsor would coordinate 


with its suppliers/vendors to ensure they access the site from northbound Polk Street and westbound 
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Jackson Street only. From locations north and west of the site, trucks and vans would be directed to 


travel eastbound on Broadway or Pacific Street, turn right onto southbound Larkin Street, and then 


turn right onto westbound Jackson Street.  Since Larkin Street is one-way southbound, trucks and vans 


would be able to turn onto westbound Jackson Street without affecting any on-street parking spaces or 


blocking any travel lanes.    


The truck turning analysis shows no physical impact to activities of surrounding land uses, such as the 


residential parking garage to the west of the project site and the automobile maintenance business to 


the south of the project site, on Jackson Street.  


Passenger Loading 


Passenger loading, particularly for transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Lyft and Uber, will 


be directed to use the on-street commercial loading zone on Jackson Street when adequate space is 


available. The project will install a sign at the commercial loading zone directing drop-off/pick-up 


activity for ride haling apps to occur there. The project will provide signage stating that the loading 


zone is permitted to be used for passenger pick-up/drop-off activities that do not exceed 3 minutes in 


duration.  Whole Foods Market will place directions to and from the store on the store’s website and 


indicate that TNC passenger pick-up/drop-off must occur from a legally designated passenger or 


commercial loading zone.6  


RECOMMENDED LOADING PLAN  


To minimize the potential effects to traffic, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle conditions, the project 


sponsor would implement a transportation management plan, which includes a loading management 


plan. The details of this plan would be developed in conjunction with the San Francisco Planning 


Department and would be included as a Condition of Approval for the project.   


Overall, the loading plan should include the following elements: 


  


                                                        


6 Note: Pick up and drop off locations for passenger using transportation network companies (TNCs) service such as Lyft 


and Uber are within the control of the passenger, and not Whole Foods Market. 
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Loading Schedule  


Monday – Sunday: 


• 7 – 9 a.m.: Loading Prohibited (avoid a.m. peak period) 


• 9 a.m. – 4 p.m.: Loading Allowed 


• 4 p.m. – 7 p.m.: Loading Prohibited (avoid p.m. peak period)  


• 7 p.m. – 10 p.m.: Loading Allowed (primarily 65-foot trucks) 


• 10 p.m. – 7 a.m.: Loading Prohibited (San Francisco Noise Ordinance) 


Deliveries will not be received overnight or in the early morning prior to the store opening consistent 


with San Francisco’s “quiet hours” between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. Loading activities will be permitted for a 


total of 10 hours on weekdays. 


Delivery and Loading Operations 


• All deliveries will be received by Whole Foods 365 staff via the receiving area. 


• A 365 Store staff member will be present at the receiving area during all delivery hours to 


receive and oversee deliveries. 


• A video camera (or similar device) with views of Jackson Street and the receiving area driveway 


will be installed to assist the attendants in monitoring the loading zone and receiving area. 


• Passenger cars, vans, and small trucks– such as caterers, specialty deliveries, and online food 


app. pickups–may be able to back into the receiving area during loading activities.   


• Consistent with California Vehicle Code section 225007, vehicles will not be permitted to block 


the sidewalk or crosswalk during loading operations. 


• Trucks over 20 feet long will pull into the on-street loading zone, and hand cart freight to the 


receiving area. 


• No deliveries will be made via the parking garage. 


• Deliveries will be limited to a dwell time of one hour; like at other Whole Foods Market 365 


stores, the 365 receiving team will assist the driver in off-loading the truck to ensure they 


complete the delivery efficiently and safely within the delivery window. 


• Whole Foods' policy is when a driver is aware they will arrive before or after the scheduled 


time, they must contact the Whole Foods receiver in advance. If other trucks are not expected 


to be present at the anticipated time of arrival (or if the truck(s) present allow adequate space), 


the receiver can make an exception for the driver. Otherwise, the driver will be asked to skip 


the delivery and return during the next available time slot. 


• Deliveries by more than one large (65-foot-long) truck will not be allowed to occur at the same 


time.   


                                                        


7 See California Vehicle Code section 22500: https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/vehicle-code/veh-sect-22500.html 
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• No deliveries will be accepted from vehicles that are double parked, parked illegally, or parked 


in a location other than the on-street loading zone on Jackson Street (or within the receiving 


area, in the case of smaller vehicles). 


• Consistent with California Vehicle Code section 225028, online food app. pickups may not occur 


from double-parked vehicles.   


• Garbage/Recycling pick-up will occur via the receiving area; based on schedules of existing 


stores of similar size and based on expected volume, Whole Foods anticipates Recology will pick 


up municipal waste 4-5 times per week. As with all stores, once consistent volume is 


established, Whole Foods will revise the pick-up schedule with Recology as needed to meet 


demand. And as with all stores, time of day for pick-up will be determined through the 


formation of a contract with Recology.   


Routing of Trucks 


Whole Foods 365 will provide the following instruction to delivery drivers: 


In order to avoid potential conflicts between trucks and vans accessing the loading zone on Jackson 


Street, and buses, bicycles, pedestrians, and/or other vehicles, the loading zone must be accessed via 


westbound Jackson Street, northbound Polk Street, or southbound Larkin Street, with the following 


routing and restrictions:   


• Via Westbound Jackson Street: Trucks and vans traveling west along Jackson Street must pull 


directly into the loading zone, transitioning from the travel lane to the loading zone through the 


intersection of Polk Street/Jackson Street.  


• Via Northbound Polk Street: Trucks and vans traveling north along Polk Street must make a 


left-turn to westbound Jackson Street to directly access the loading zone. 


• Via Southbound Larkin Street: From locations north and west of the site, trucks and vans must 


travel eastbound on Broadway or Pacific Street, turn right onto southbound Larkin Street turn 


right to westbound Jackson Street and continue through the Polk Street intersection and 


transition from the travel lane to the loading zone.  


• No access via southbound Polk Street is allowed. 


• All access to the on-street loading zone must be head-in/head-out. No backing movements are 


permitted. 


• No deliveries will be accepted from vehicles that access the on-street loading zone by backing 


in, or via southbound Polk Street. 


                                                        


8 See California Vehicle Code section 22502: https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/vehicle-code/veh-sect-22502.html  
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CONCLUSIONS 


The proposed project would seek to extend the existing 20-foot long commercial (yellow) loading zone 


on Jackson Street, between Polk Street and the existing curb-cut at the west end of the building to 100 


feet, to accommodate deliveries made via 30-foot to 65-foot trucks, and Mercedes-Benz Sprinter vans. 


The extension of this loading zone would involve removal of four on-street metered parking spaces. No 


deliveries would be received in the parking garage. The proposed on-street commercial loading would 


not meet the Planning Code requirements but would meet the proposed project’s anticipated loading 


demand. 


All delivery vehicles would be routed to approach the commercial (yellow) loading zone on Jackson 


Street from westbound Jackson Street, northbound Polk Street, and southbound Larkin Street to 


reduce the potential conflicts with street operations, transit, and bicyclists on Jackson and Polk streets. 


No routing provisions would be required for deliveries made by smaller vehicles.  


The project sponsor will implement a transportation management plan that was developed based on 


the findings of this loading analysis and recommendations from Kittelson and Planning Department 


staff.  


 







ATTACHMENT A – PROJECT PLAN SET 


  







DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building 
images shown are representative of the current design intent only. The building 
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light 
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by 
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.


04/13/18 1600 JACKSON STREET C1COVER SHEET
ARCHITECT OF RECORD:


BRR ARCHITECTURE 
JAMES A. HAILEY
6700 ANTIOCH PLAZA
MERRIAM, KS 66204
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05/16/17 1600 JACKSON STREET C1COVER SHEET


DRAWING INDEX


C1 - COVER SHEET


A1 - EXISTING SITE PLAN
A2 - EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A3 - EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A4 - EXISTING ELEVATIONS
A5 - EXISTING GARAGE PLAN
A6 - EXISTING ROOF PLAN


B1 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN
B2 - PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
B3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR       
        PLAN
B4 - PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
B5 - PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN
B6 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
B7 - PROPOSED ELEVATION HEIGHT 
        DIAGRAM
B8 - MUNI BUS SB POLK TO                 
        JACKSON
B9 - 65' DELIVERY TRUCK WB             
        JACKSON
B10 - 65' TRUCK NB P[OLK ONTO        
         JACKSON
B11 - 65' TRUCK SB POLK ONTO         
          JACKSON
B12 - PROPOSED TRAFFIC PLAN


09/15/1704/13/18


C1 - COVER SHEET
N1 - DATA PAGE


A1 - EXISTING SITE PLAN
A2 - EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A3 - EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A4 - EXISTING ELEVATIONS
A5 - EXISTING GARAGE PLAN
A6 - EXISTING ROOF PLAN


B1 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN
B2 - PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
B3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR         
        PLAN
B4 - PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
B5 - PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN
B6 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
B7 - PROPOSED ELEVATION HEIGHT   
        DIAGRAM
B8 - MUNI BUS SB POLK TO JACKSON
B9 - 65' DELIVERY TRUCK WB               
        JACKSON
B10 - 65' TRUCK NB POLK ONTO           
          JACKSON
B11 - 65' TRUCK SB POLK ONTO           
          JACKSON
B12 - PROPOSED TRAFFIC PLAN


C2DRAWING INDEX


C1 - COVER SHEET
C2 - DRAWING INDEX


N1 - DATA PAGE
N2 - SITE CONTEXT


A1 - EXISTING SITE PLAN
A2 - EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A3 - EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A4 - EXISTING ELEVATIONS
A5 - EXISTING GARAGE PLAN
A6 - EXISTING ROOF PLAN


B1 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN
B2 - PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
B3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR       
       PLAN
B4 - PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
B5 - PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN
B6 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
B7 - PROPOSED ELEVATION HEIGHT 
       DIAGRAM
B8 - MUNI BUS SB POLK TO JACKSON
B9 - 65' DELIVERY TRUCK WB              
       JACKSON
B10 - 65' TRUCK NB POLK ONTO         
         JACKSON
B11 - 65' TRUCK SB POLK ONTO          
        JACKSON
B12 - PROPOSED TRAFFIC PLAN


04/17/18


C1 - COVER SHEET
C2 - DRAWING INDEX


N1 - DATA PAGE
N2 - SITE CONTEXT


A1 - EXISTING SITE PLAN
A2 - EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A3 - EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A4 - EXISTING ELEVATIONS
A5 - EXISTING GARAGE PLAN
A6 - EXISTING ROOF PLAN


B1 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN
B2 - PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
B3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN
B4 - PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
B5 - PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN
B6 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
B7 - PROPOSED ELEVATION HEIGHT       
        DIAGRAM


C1 - COVER SHEET
C2 - DRAWING INDEX


N1 - DATA PAGE
N2 - SITE CONTEXT


A1 - EXISTING SITE PLAN
A2 - EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A3 - EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A4 - EXISTING ELEVATIONS
A5 - EXISTING GARAGE PLAN
A6 - EXISTING ROOF PLAN


B1 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN
B2 - PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
B3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN
B4 - PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
B5 - PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN
B6 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
B7 - PROPOSED ELEVATION HEIGHT      
        DIAGRAM
B8 - MUNI BUS SB POLK TO JACKSON
B9 - 65' DELIVERY TRUCK WB JACKSON
B10 - 65' DELIVERY TRUCK NB POLK       
          ONTO JACKSON
B11 - 65' DELIVERY TRUCK SB POLK       
          ONTO JACKSON
B12 - PROPOSED TRAFFIC PLAN


04/19/18
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building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.


04/17/18 1600 JACKSON STREET N1DATA PAGE


VEHICLE/BICYCLE PARKING


EXISTING PROPOSED


VEHICLE PARKING


CAR SHARE


BICYCLE PARKING


70


0


0


70


1


• (6) CLASS 1 SPACES
• (5) HANGING BICYCLES
• (1) CARGO IN GARAGE
• (16) CLASS 2 SPACES ON 


JACKSON / POLK 
FRONTAGE


PROPOSED SQFT OF 365 STORE


DESIGNATION FLOOR 1 FLOOR 2
TOTAL 
SQFT


STORAGE


EXT WALLS/CORE


ACCESSORY OFFICE


RETAIL INCLUDING 
BACK OF HOUSE 
AND PREP AREAS


MECHANICAL


GROSS SQFT


OCCUPIED 
FLOOR AREA


2,205 1,737 3,942


2,351 1,951 4,302


1,9171,9170


30,41717,629


1,7371,7370


43,89821,71322,185


8,779*12,301 21,080


TEAM MEMBER 
SHOWERS LOCKERS 
AND BIKE STORAGE


0 1,583 1,583


TENANT CONTACT:


365 WHOLE FOODS
TRESSA BORICK
EXECUTIVE COORDINATOR OF STORE DEVELOPMENT
601 N. LAMAR BLVD. SUITE 300
AUSTIN TX, 78703
(510)455-1824


PROJECT ADDRESS: 1600 JACKSON STREET


ZONING: POLK STREET NCD


ARCHITECT OF RECORD:


BRR ARCHITECTURE 
JAMES A. HAILEY
6700 ANTIOCH PLAZA
MERRIAM, KS 66204


GROSS SQFT EXISTING: 43,898
GROSS SQFT PROPOSED: 43,898


PROJECT INFORMATION


BLOCK/LOT: 0595//002, 003


12,788


* ACTIVE RETAIL AREA; UPSTAIRS SEATING EXCLUDED


04/19/18
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building 
images shown are representative of the current design intent only. The building 
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04/13/18 1600 JACKSON STREET N2SITE CONTEXT
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLAN7/19/167/22/1611/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION : The building
images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1EXISTING FIRST FLOOR
PLAN A27/22/16


70


09/15/1710/24/1704/13/1804/17/1804/19/18







DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1EXISTING SECOND
FLOOR A37/22/16


70


11/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION : The building
images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
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building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.


09/15/1710/24/1704/13/1804/17/1804/19/18







DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
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07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1EXISTING ELEVATIONS A47/22/1611/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION : The building
images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.
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building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.


08/15/17 1600 JACKSON STREET A5EXISTING GARAGE PLAN08/24/1709/15/1710/24/1704/13/1804/17/1804/19/18







DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1EXISTING ROOF PLAN A67/22/1611/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION : The building
images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.
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08/15/17 1600 JACKSON STREET B1PROPOSED SITE PLAN09/15/1710/05/1710/24/1701/08/1804/13/18
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1PROPOSED FIRST
FLOOR PLAN B27/22/1611/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION:  The building


images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1PROPOSED SECOND
FLOOR PLAN B37/22/1611/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION : The building


images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.


09/15/1711/27/1712/01/1712/04/1712/12/1712/13/1701/08/1803/09/1804/13/18
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images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1PROPOSED ELEVATIONS B4
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08/15/17 1600 JACKSON STREET A5EXISTING GARAGE PLAN08/24/17 PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN09/11/17
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1EXISTING ROOF PLAN A6PROPOSED ROOF PLAN B67/22/1609/15/1704/13/1804/17/1804/19/18







DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building
images shoiwn are representation of the current design intent only. The building images
may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials,
texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors,
material availability or final design detailing.


07/14/16 1600 JACKSON STREET A1EXISTING SITE PLANPROPOSED SITE PLAN7/19/16 B1COVER SHEET C1


365 
BY WHOLE FOODS MARKET


DRAWING INDEX
C1 - COVER SHEET


A1- EXISTING SITE PLAN


A2 -EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN


A3 - EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN


A4 - EXISTING ELEVATIONS


A5 - EXISTING GARAGE PLAN


A6 - EXISTING ROOF PLAN


B1 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN


B2 - PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN


B3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN


B4 - PROPOSED ELEVATIONS


B5 - PROPOSED GARAGE PLAN
B6 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN


VICINITY MAP
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7/22/16 B7PROPOSED ELEVATION
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11/14/16 DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION : The building
images shown are representations of the current design intent only. The building
images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.
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05/16/17 1600 JACKSON STREET B8MUNI BUS SB POLK TO
JACKSON
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images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light 
intensity, materials, texture, contrast font style, construction variations required by 
building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.


05/16/17 1600 JACKSON STREET B965' DELIVERY TRUCK WB
JACKSON
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DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION - The building 
images shown are representative of the current design intent only. The building 
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05/16/17 1600 JACKSON STREET B1065' DELIVERY TRUCK NB
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05/16/17 1600 JACKSON STREET B1165' DELIVERY TRUCK SB
POLK ONTO JACKSON


* TRUCK MOVEMENT AS DEPICTED WOULD REQUIRE PARALLEL PARKING AND A FLAGGER
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Alternate car share
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ATTACHMENT B – LETTER FROM WHOLE FOODS MARKET 


  







February 9, 2018 


 


Rachel Schuett 


SF Planning  


 


Re: 1600 Jackson Street—Policy on Receiving Scheduled Deliveries 


 


Ms. Schuett,  


 


Thank you for letting us provide detail on our receiving procedures.  


 


Whole Foods Market and 365 develop specific delivery management plans 


for each store we operate to minimize any adverse impacts to the 


community we serve.  


 


Prior to opening a new store, our logistics and transportation team works 


with all vendors to create a comprehensive delivery schedule. Delivery 


hours are posted outside the receiving area, and deliveries are not accepted 


outside of the posted receiving hours. Each vendor is assigned a delivery 


period or “window.”  


 


We understand that traffic patterns, weather and other issues beyond 


drivers’ control can have an effect on drivers’ ability to arrive during their 


delivery window. Our policy is when a driver is aware they will arrive 


before or after their scheduled time, they must contact the receiver in 


advance of arriving at the store. If the loading zone would be available at the 


anticipated time of arrival, the receiver can make an exception for the 


driver. Otherwise, the driver will be asked to skip the delivery and return 


during the next available time slot. Drivers are not allowed to double-park, 


idle, or park outside of the marked loading zone to wait for another truck to 


leave. 


 


Our receiving team assists the driver offloading the trucks to ensure that 


they complete the delivery efficiently and safely within the delivery 


window. 


 


 


 
R. Adam Smith 


Executive Coordinator, Store Development 


Whole Foods Market  
 







ATTACHMENT C – PLANNING CODE COMPLIANCE TABLE 


 







Planning Code Compliance Checklist 


1600 Jackson Street (Case No. 2016-000378ENV) 


Project Description: 
365 by Whole Foods Market grocery store - $43,898 Gross Square Feet; 40,424 Occupied Square Feet1 
70 vehicle parking spaces, including 69 accessory parking spaces 1 car-share parking space; and 3 accessible parking 
spaces 
28 bicycle parking spaces (12 Class 1 and 16 Class 2) 
1 off-street receiving loading spaces; 100’ long on-street loading zone 
Address; Zoning and Bulk and Height Districts:  
1600 Jackson Street: Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (NCD) | 65-A  


Planning Code Compliance  


 
 


Topic 


 
Planning Code 


Reference 


 
Applicable Planning Code 
Requirement/Allowance 


 
Proposed Project 


Requirements 


 
Existing 


Conditions 


Vehicle 
Parking 
(Off-Street) 


§ 151  
Retail Sales and 


Services 


Required: one for each 500 square 
feet up to 20,000 where the 


Occupied Floor Area exceeds 5,000 
square feet plus one for each 250 


square feet of Occupied Floor Area in 
excess of 20,000.   


Maximum: 150% of required spaces. 
= 122 spaces required; 183 spaces 


maximum 


69 accessory 
parking spaces  


1 car share space 
provided (Legal 


non-conforming) 


70 spaces  


Car-Share 
Parking 
(Off-Street) 


§ 166  
Non-


Residential 


For 50 or more parking spaces: 1 
space required plus 1 for every 50 


parking spaces over 50 spaces 
= 1 spaces required 


1 spaces 
provided 


(compliant) 
None 


Accessible 
Parking 
(Off-Street) 


§ 151 
All Uses 


One space for each 25 off-street 
parking spaces provided or fraction 


thereof 
= 3 spaces required  


3 spaces 
provided 


(compliant) 
None 


                                                           
1 Zoning compliance table applies retail sales and service requirements to car parking and bike parking. If the 
takeout and/or seating area are to be considered eating and drinking uses bike parking will be modified to meet 
the requirements. Car parking is an existing legal non-conforming use that will remain.  







Planning Code Compliance Checklist 


Bicycle 
Parking 
 


§ 155.2  
Retail Sales and 


Services  
(Table 155.2) 


One Class 1 per 7,500 square feet of 
occupied floor area 


= 5 Class 1 spaces required 


12 Class 1 spaces 
provided 
(exceeds 


requirement) None 
One Class 2 per every 2,500 square 


feet of occupied floor area 
= 16 Class 2 spaces required 


16 Class 2 spaces 
provided 


(compliant) 


Freight 
Loading 
(Off-Street) 


§ 161  
Retail Sales and 


Services 
(Table 152) 


One for 10,001 – 60,00 gsf  
= 1 spaces required 


Off-street 
receiving space 


and  
100 foot on-


street loading 
zone provided. 


None 


Pedestrian 
Improve-
ments 


§ 138.1  
Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements 


Does not apply – no new 
construction or addition of 20% 


or more of gross floor area. 


TDM 
Program 


§ 169  
Transportation Demand Management Program  


Does not apply-no change of 
use. 


 







Transportation Calculations
1600 Jackson Street INPUT
Case No.  2016-000378 OUTPUT


RETAIL


Square Feet of Retail Space 21,080 Average gross square foot per employee 350
Trip Rate for Grocery Store 297 No. of Employees 60


P.M. Peak-Hour Percentage of Daily Trips 7.3%
Daily Person-Trips 6,261
P.M. Peak-Hour Person-Trips 457


80
Work Non-Work TOTAL Work Non-Work TOTAL 15


Percentage 4% 96% 100% 4% 96% 100% 95
Person-trips 250 6010 6261 18 439 457


Work Non-Work TOTAL Work Non-Work TOTAL Work Non-Work


Auto 97 2146 2243 7 157 164 Auto 38.9% 35.7%
Transit 129 932 1061 9 68 77 Transit 51.7% 15.5%
Walk 17 2164 2181 1 158 159 Walk 6.9% 36.0%
Other 6 769 776 0 56 57 Other 2.5% 12.8%


TOTAL 250 6010 6261 18 439 457 * From Appendix E of the Guidelines


0.21
Work Non-Work TOTAL Work Non-Work TOTAL 0.27


Persons/auto 1.54 2.43 -- 1.54 2.43 --
Vehicle-Trips 63 883 946 5 64 69


Peak-Hour Truck-Trips


EMPLOYEES


MODE SPLIT


P.M. Peak-Hour Person-Trips
WORK / NON-WORK SPLIT


Daily Person-Trips


AUTOMOBILES
Daily Vehicle-Trips P.M. Peak-Hour Vehicle-Trips


LOADING DEMAND
Average Hour Truck-Trips


TRIP GENERATION


PARKING DEMAND


Daily Person-Trips P.M. Peak-Hour Person-Trips


Short-Term
Long-Term


TOTAL (no. of spaces)


Work / Non-Work Percentages *
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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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL, TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR ED REISKIN AND POLICE

CHIEF BILL SCOTT ANNOUNCE DECREASE IN CAR BREAK-INS AS FIRST PART OF NEW PUBLIC SAFETY
INITIATIVE IN CITY GARAGES

Date: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 12:11:22 PM
Attachments: 4.24.18 Parking Garage Crime Decrease.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: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 12:06 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL, TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR ED REISKIN
AND POLICE CHIEF BILL SCOTT ANNOUNCE DECREASE IN CAR BREAK-INS AS FIRST PART OF NEW
PUBLIC SAFETY INITIATIVE IN CITY GARAGES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, April 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL, TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR
ED REISKIN AND POLICE CHIEF BILL SCOTT ANNOUNCE

DECREASE IN CAR BREAK-INS AS FIRST PART OF NEW
PUBLIC SAFETY INITIATIVE IN CITY GARAGES

Auto break-ins drop 83 percent in SFMTA garage outfitted with new surveillance resources,
additional staffing

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
Director Ed Reiskin and San Francisco Police Chief Bill Scott today announced that car break-
ins have dropped 83 percent at the Sutter-Stockton garage in Union Square as part of a public
safety improvement plan that will soon be expanded to all public garages.
 
“Enough is enough—we are taking ambitious and smart new measures to prevent car break-
ins in the city,” said Mayor Farrell. “It should not be a gamble to park your car in San
Francisco.
Thanks to the existing public safety upgrades in a number of our garages, the criminals of this
city are beginning to think twice before breaking the law, and we are going to aggressively
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TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, April 23, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL, TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR 


ED REISKIN AND POLICE CHIEF BILL SCOTT ANNOUNCE 


DECREASE IN CAR BREAK-INS AS FIRST PART OF NEW 


PUBLIC SAFETY INITIATIVE IN CITY GARAGES  
Auto break-ins drop 83 percent in SFMTA garage outfitted with new surveillance resources, 


additional staffing 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 


Director Ed Reiskin and San Francisco Police Chief Bill Scott today announced that car break-


ins have dropped 83 percent at the Sutter-Stockton garage in Union Square as part of a public 


safety improvement plan that will soon be expanded to all public garages. 


 


“Enough is enough—we are taking ambitious and smart new measures to prevent car break-ins 


in the city,” said Mayor Farrell. “It should not be a gamble to park your car in San Francisco.  


Thanks to the existing public safety upgrades in a number of our garages, the criminals of this 


city are beginning to think twice before breaking the law, and we are going to aggressively 


expand these security efforts across of all our City-owned garages. A crime prevented is better 


than a crime solved.”  


 


At the Sutter-Stockton garage, the City realized a staggering drop in car break-ins after assigning 


a dedicated police officer to the garage, installing fencing and locking down electrical outlets to 


prevent loitering in February. In January, there were 44 car break-in at the garage, and in 


March—following the implementation of the initiatives—those numbers dropped to nine, an 83 


percent decrease. There have been zero car break-ins at the garage to-date in April. 


 


The SFMTA also recently installed 56 high-definition cameras to deter break-ins and capture 


crime on camera for immediate SFPD follow-up at six other popular garages—Lombard, 


Polk/Bush, Vallejo, North Beach, Portsmouth Square and Pierce St. After installation, the Pierce 


St. garage saw the most significant decline in break-ins, with a 55 percent reduction in the six 


months following the upgrades. The other garages that received the camera upgrades saw a 


sustained low number of car break-ins, with several continuing their level of zero car break-ins 


each month. 


 


Many of the recent improvements at the SFMTA’s public garages and lots stem from the 


agency’s efforts to make the facilities more convenient and secure using new technology. 


Hardware and software upgrades being implemented at 22 SFMTA-owned garages and lots 


include new entry and exit stations, improved payment kiosks, two-way intercom systems, high-


definition cameras and a central monitoring station to monitor video and provide 24/7 assistance. 
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Full completion for the 22 garage and lot upgrades is set for 2020, with six garages finished and 


two underway and 14 upcoming.  


 


“The SFMTA’s work to make our garages and lots safer, more convenient and secure are paying 


off, but we know there is still more work to do,” said SFMTA Director Reiskin. “We will 


continue to use new technology, targeted campaigns and increased collaboration with the SFPD 


to take the air out of serial criminals and prevent auto burglaries.” 


 


The San Francisco Police Department has also partnered with the SFMTA to step up 


enforcement and crime prevention at city-owned garages and lots. Targeted initiatives include 


the deployment of plain clothes teams and focused deployment of officers based on crime data. 


The department is also working with the SFMTA to identify areas for facility security 


improvements, which have ranged from updating lighting plans and installing new fencing to 


prevent illegal entry, to locking down electrical outlets to prevent loitering. 


 


“Our officers are making good, solid arrests and we are seeing an encouraging decrease in auto 


burglaries over last year,” said Police Chief Scott. “This collaborative approach with our partner 


agencies is enabling SFPD to improve our responsiveness, educate the public on theft prevention 


and more effectively deter and investigate car break-ins.” 


 


The announcement follows Mayor Farrell’s kickoff of the Park Smart campaign to prevent and 


respond to car break-ins. The campaign includes increased SFPD foot patrols, units dedicated to 


deal with property crimes, expanded investigative resources at district stations, more training for 


fingerprinting and a new public awareness campaign. During the first three months of 2018, car 


break-ins decreased 17 percent compared to the prior year as a result of ongoing efforts from the 


San Francisco Police Department and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency to 


address property crimes.  
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expand these security efforts across of all our City-owned garages. A crime prevented is better
than a crime solved.”
 
At the Sutter-Stockton garage, the City realized a staggering drop in car break-ins after
assigning a dedicated police officer to the garage, installing fencing and locking down
electrical outlets to prevent loitering in February. In January, there were 44 car break-in at the
garage, and in March—following the implementation of the initiatives—those numbers
dropped to nine, an 83 percent decrease. There have been zero car break-ins at the garage to-
date in April.
 
The SFMTA also recently installed 56 high-definition cameras to deter break-ins and capture
crime on camera for immediate SFPD follow-up at six other popular garages—Lombard,
Polk/Bush, Vallejo, North Beach, Portsmouth Square and Pierce St. After installation, the
Pierce St. garage saw the most significant decline in break-ins, with a 55 percent reduction in
the six months following the upgrades. The other garages that received the camera upgrades
saw a sustained low number of car break-ins, with several continuing their level of zero car
break-ins each month.
 
Many of the recent improvements at the SFMTA’s public garages and lots stem from the
agency’s efforts to make the facilities more convenient and secure using new technology.
Hardware and software upgrades being implemented at 22 SFMTA-owned garages and lots
include new entry and exit stations, improved payment kiosks, two-way intercom systems,
high-definition cameras and a central monitoring station to monitor video and provide 24/7
assistance. Full completion for the 22 garage and lot upgrades is set for 2020, with six garages
finished and two underway and 14 upcoming.
 
“The SFMTA’s work to make our garages and lots safer, more convenient and secure are
paying off, but we know there is still more work to do,” said SFMTA Director Reiskin. “We
will continue to use new technology, targeted campaigns and increased collaboration with the
SFPD to take the air out of serial criminals and prevent auto burglaries.”
 
The San Francisco Police Department has also partnered with the SFMTA to step up
enforcement and crime prevention at city-owned garages and lots. Targeted initiatives include
the deployment of plain clothes teams and focused deployment of officers based on crime
data. The department is also working with the SFMTA to identify areas for facility security
improvements, which have ranged from updating lighting plans and installing new fencing to
prevent illegal entry, to locking down electrical outlets to prevent loitering.
 
“Our officers are making good, solid arrests and we are seeing an encouraging decrease in
auto burglaries over last year,” said Police Chief Scott. “This collaborative approach with our
partner agencies is enabling SFPD to improve our responsiveness, educate the public on theft
prevention and more effectively deter and investigate car break-ins.”
 
The announcement follows Mayor Farrell’s kickoff of the Park Smart campaign to prevent and
respond to car break-ins. The campaign includes increased SFPD foot patrols, units dedicated
to deal with property crimes, expanded investigative resources at district stations, more
training for fingerprinting and a new public awareness campaign. During the first three months
of 2018, car break-ins decreased 17 percent compared to the prior year as a result of ongoing
efforts from the San Francisco Police Department and San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency to address property crimes. 
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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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AWARDS CERTIFICATES OF HONOR TO DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC HEALTH TEAM RETURNING FROM MEDICAL RELIEF MISSION IN PUERTO RICO
Date: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 11:30:33 AM
Attachments: 4.24.18 DPH Puerto Rico Relief Mission.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: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 11:14 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AWARDS CERTIFICATES OF HONOR TO
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH TEAM RETURNING FROM MEDICAL RELIEF MISSION IN PUERTO
RICO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, April 24, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL AWARDS CERTIFICATES OF
HONOR TO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH TEAM

RETURNING FROM MEDICAL RELIEF MISSION
IN PUERTO RICO

Relief team spent eight days providing services to communities still without power from
Hurricane Maria

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell today welcomed back a team from the Department
of Public Health that took part in a medical relief mission in Puerto Rico. Mayor Farrell
recognized the efforts of the DPH unit by awarding the group Certificates of Honor from the
City. 
 
“This group of individuals epitomize the best of San Francisco,” said Mayor Farrell. “While
the federal administration has disgracefully ignored the humanitarian tragedy in Puerto Rico,
this collection of selfless medical professionals displayed true compassion while delivering
critical services to struggling communities. In San Francisco, we do not look the other way
when confronted with suffering—we pour our heart into helping those in need.”
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, April 24, 2018 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR MARK FARRELL AWARDS CERTIFICATES OF 
HONOR TO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH TEAM 


RETURNING FROM MEDICAL RELIEF MISSION  
IN PUERTO RICO 


Relief team spent eight days providing services to communities still without power from 
Hurricane Maria 


 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell today welcomed back a team from the Department of 
Public Health that took part in a medical relief mission in Puerto Rico. Mayor Farrell recognized 
the efforts of the DPH unit by awarding the group Certificates of Honor from the City.   
 
“This group of individuals epitomize the best of San Francisco,” said Mayor Farrell. “While the 
federal administration has disgracefully ignored the humanitarian tragedy in Puerto Rico, this 
collection of selfless medical professionals displayed true compassion while delivering critical 
services to struggling communities. In San Francisco, we do not look the other way when 
confronted with suffering—we pour our heart into helping those in need.” 
 
The DPH team comprised a group of 14 Spanish-speaking doctors, nurses and mental health 
providers who spent eight days in April in the northwestern part of Puerto Rico, in Hatillo and 
Utuado, where the damage from Hurricane Maria has left residents without water and power, 
seven months later.  
 
“Emergency response is part of the responsibilities of Health Departments. Responding to Puerto 
Rico was a humanitarian effort from San Francisco,” said Barbara Garcia, San Francisco Health 
Director. “The Health Department has a lot of experience with emergency response, and we 
knew the lack of infrastructure in Puerto Rico after the storm was going to continue to make 
health conditions much more difficult. We went to help the community, care for patients and 
provide support to the clinical staff on site who have been working incredibly hard with no 
breaks for months. Recovery will be a long process for Puerto Rico, and we wanted to help the 
providers who are central to the response.” 
 
The San Francisco team worked side by side with the staff of the local Corporacion Servicios 
Medicos (CSM), Federally Qualified Health Centers that include Clinica Hatillo and Clinica 
Utuado. The DPH team saw about 100 patients from April 6 – 14, by going out into the 
community and accompanying the CSM teams that have been doing this work daily since the 
storm.  
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Together, they trekked up mountains, waded through rivers and knocked on doors every day in 
tiny rural communities to ask people if they wanted to be seen by a medical team. They delivered 
care and medications, brought water and food, and even generators to help people who were still 
living without these basics of modern life.  
 
“It was a life changing experience,” said Dr. Hali Hammer, DPH team leader and Director of 
Primary Care for the San Francisco Health Network. “To see how poor the infrastructure is and 
how little immediate support they had after the hurricane, and the lasting effects of that, some 
seven months later.” 
 
Most of the patients were elderly people with poorly controlled chronic diseases such as 
diabetes, high blood pressure, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and sleep 
apnea. These conditions were exacerbated by the storm, which kicked up dust and created mold, 
knocked out power used to refrigerate medications and cut off safe drinking water.  
 
In addition to treating community members, the DPH behavioral health providers also worked 
with the clinic staff in Utuado, incredibly dedicated, hard-working people who hadn’t taken a 
moment to think about their own resilience and trauma during this experience.   
 
San Franciscans who want to contribute to this life-saving work can make donations to the 
Corporacion Servicios Medicos (CSM) through the San Francisco Public Health Foundation. 
 
The DPH team comes from San Francisco Health Network locations across the city, including 
Tom Waddell Urban Health Center, Potrero Hill Health Center, Southeast Health Center, Castro-
Mission Health Center, Shelter Health and Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital. The 
team members included Dr. Hammer, team lead; Tobi Skotnes, logistics coordinator; Viva 
Delgado, logistics and medication/supply coordinator; nurses Evita Mullins, Richard Santana, 
Ellen Davis, Ramona Soberanis; doctors Ann Dallman, Raul Gutierrez, Alexis Williams, 
Kenneth Payan; licensed clinical social worker Nakari Ron; counselor Jesus Pizano; psychologist 
Dr. Ricardo Carrillo.  
 
  
 


### 
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The DPH team comprised a group of 14 Spanish-speaking doctors, nurses and mental health
providers who spent eight days in April in the northwestern part of Puerto Rico, in Hatillo and
Utuado, where the damage from Hurricane Maria has left residents without water and power,
seven months later.
 
“Emergency response is part of the responsibilities of Health Departments. Responding to
Puerto Rico was a humanitarian effort from San Francisco,” said Barbara Garcia, San
Francisco Health Director. “The Health Department has a lot of experience with emergency
response, and we knew the lack of infrastructure in Puerto Rico after the storm was going to
continue to make health conditions much more difficult. We went to help the community, care
for patients and provide support to the clinical staff on site who have been working incredibly
hard with no breaks for months. Recovery will be a long process for Puerto Rico, and we
wanted to help the providers who are central to the response.”
 
The San Francisco team worked side by side with the staff of the local Corporacion Servicios
Medicos (CSM), Federally Qualified Health Centers that include Clinica Hatillo and Clinica
Utuado. The DPH team saw about 100 patients from April 6 – 14, by going out into the
community and accompanying the CSM teams that have been doing this work daily since the
storm.
 
Together, they trekked up mountains, waded through rivers and knocked on doors every day in
tiny rural communities to ask people if they wanted to be seen by a medical team. They
delivered care and medications, brought water and food, and even generators to help people
who were still living without these basics of modern life.
 
“It was a life changing experience,” said Dr. Hali Hammer, DPH team leader and Director of
Primary Care for the San Francisco Health Network. “To see how poor the infrastructure is
and how little immediate support they had after the hurricane, and the lasting effects of that,
some seven months later.”
 
Most of the patients were elderly people with poorly controlled chronic diseases such as
diabetes, high blood pressure, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and
sleep apnea. These conditions were exacerbated by the storm, which kicked up dust and
created mold, knocked out power used to refrigerate medications and cut off safe drinking
water.
 
In addition to treating community members, the DPH behavioral health providers also worked
with the clinic staff in Utuado, incredibly dedicated, hard-working people who hadn’t taken a
moment to think about their own resilience and trauma during this experience. 
 
San Franciscans who want to contribute to this life-saving work can make donations to the
Corporacion Servicios Medicos (CSM) through the San Francisco Public Health Foundation.
 
The DPH team comes from San Francisco Health Network locations across the city, including
Tom Waddell Urban Health Center, Potrero Hill Health Center, Southeast Health Center,
Castro-Mission Health Center, Shelter Health and Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital.
The team members included Dr. Hammer, team lead; Tobi Skotnes, logistics coordinator;
Viva Delgado, logistics and medication/supply coordinator; nurses Evita Mullins, Richard
Santana, Ellen Davis, Ramona Soberanis; doctors Ann Dallman, Raul Gutierrez, Alexis
Williams, Kenneth Payan; licensed clinical social worker Nakari Ron; counselor Jesus Pizano;
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psychologist Dr. Ricardo Carrillo.
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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: Proposed addition to 2 Lupine Avenue San Francisco - Permit Application # 201605238139
Date: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 10:47:30 AM
Importance: High

 
 
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: Jerome Lerch [mailto:jlerch@lerchsturmer.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2018 10:21 PM
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Kathy Charous
Subject: FW: Proposed addition to 2 Lupine Avenue San Francisco - Permit Application # 201605238139
Importance: High
 
Ladies and Gentlemen:
 
As the correspondence states below, I am the single member of the Lerch Family LLC that owns 4 Lupine
Avenue San Francisco, California.
 
On December 29, 2016, I conveyed oral and written objections to the proposed addition to 2 Lupine.  The
proposed addition will shade our building; block sun; create invasions of privacy as our tenants will now have
to look directly onto and into windows of a structure that never would have been allowed to be built on this
site when the 5 unit building was originally approved for construction.
 
I was never aware that the Commission would create a proposed approval of this project without providing us
notice so that we could convey our objections and concerns.  Your statement that no public objection was
received is in error, and if proper notice was provided, other neighbors would be objecting as well.
 
Since we have not had the opportunity to comment and provide our concerns to the project, we demand that
the Commission postpone approval pending our ability to present objections to the project.  As I believe
inadequate notice was provided to all of the neighbors who will be adversely affected by this project, we
demand that the Commission rescind its preliminary approval so as to enable us sufficient time to present our
objections and concerns to the planning department and to the Commission.
 
I request the opportunity to be heard at the Hearing now set for April 26.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jerome Lerch 
 
 
Jerome N. Lerch Esq.
Lerch Sturmer, LLP
One Sansome Street, Ste. 2060
San Francisco, California 94104
 
E: jlerch@lerchsturmer.com
Tel: (415) 217-6341
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This email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the
intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message
to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone,
and return the original message to us via postal service.
Thank you.
 

 
From: Jerome Lerch 
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2018 5:15 PM
To: Christopher.May@SFGOV.org
Cc: Kathy Charous <kcharous@lerchsturmer.com>
Subject: FW: Proposed addition to 2 Lupine Avenue San Francisco - Permit Application # 201605238139
Importance: High
 
Dear Mr. May:
 
Please note my correspondence that I sent to you on December 29, 2016.
 
For the first time today, I learned that a hearing, on a conditional use permit to add a two story “single family”
dwelling on a portion of land previously permitted for the existing 5 unit structure that was built years ago at 2
Lupine Avenue is scheduled to take place this Thursday.  The Notice of Hearing for Thursday April 26 and
Agenda under item #18 notes that this proposal is preliminarily approved with conditions.
 
We wrote to you in December of 2016 and voiced our strong objections to this project.  The project as planned
will take away sun and light from the entire west side of 4 Lupine Avenue, and will cast shade on the building
which was previously designed and planned for exposure to sun and light.  Additionally, our tenants will now
be required to look directly into windows or the side of a new building which was never contemplated when
both 4 Lupine and 2 Lupine were planned and constructed.
 
I placed a call to you today and asked that you call me on my cell:  415 420 9943.  I can be reached any time. 
 
I am surprised that the Commission has given a green light to this project without the benefit of our input or
consideration.  I had certainly thought that we would have been contacted about this matter before now, in
view of our correspondecne that was sent to you in December of 2016.  I have heard nothing further about this
project since December of 2016.
 
Please call me as soon as you can so that we can discuss this matter.
 
We strongly object to the approval of this proposed project.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jerome Lerch   
 
Jerome N. Lerch Esq.



Lerch Sturmer, LLP
One Sansome Street, Ste. 2060
San Francisco, California 94104
 
E: jlerch@lerchsturmer.com
Tel: (415) 217-6341
 
This email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the
intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message
to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone,
and return the original message to us via postal service.
Thank you.
 

 
From: Jerome Lerch 
Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2016 1:14 PM
To: Christopher.May@SFGOV.org
Cc: Kathy Charous <kcharous@lerchsturmer.com>
Subject: Proposed addition to 2 Lupine Avenue San Francisco - Permit Application # 201605238139
 
Dear Mr. May:
 
I am the single member of the Lerch Family LLC that owns an 8 unit apartment house at 4 Lupine Avenue San
Francisco.
 
I had been alerted to a meeting regarding a proposal to develop a single family residence as an addition to a 5
Unit Structure on the lot at 2 Lupine Avenue San Francisco.  I had informed the owner that we opposed this
project as planned,  as the proposed building would eliminate sun and cast great shade on our building.  It
would adversely affect the quality of life our tenants enjoy who depend upon light, sun and a sense of
openness from their current apartments. 
 
I do not know if my thoughts were ever communicated to the Department, as I had posed objections to the
architect for this project at the meeting. 
 
I would appreciate speaking with you about this proposed project so that my concerns can be heard.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jerome Lerch 
Lerch Family LLC 
 
 
 
Jerome N. Lerch Esq.
Lerch Sturmer, LLP
425 California Street, Suite 2400
San Francisco, California 94104
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E: jlerch@lerchsturmer.com
Tel: (415) 217-6341
 
This email is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the
intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message
to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone,
and return the original message to us via postal service.
Thank you.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: whole foods
Date: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 10:46:15 AM
Attachments: STONG support -Whole Foods 365.msg

Whole Foods 365 proposed location on Jackson and Polk.msg
Letter of Opposition - 1600 Jackson St. - Amazon 365.msg
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STONG support -Whole Foods 365

		From

		TRUDY CHIDDIX

		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)

		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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Dear SF Planning Commission,





My husband and I have been residents of Russian Hill for 13 years.  We , and MANY of our neighbors, are STRONG SUPPORTERS of the Whole Foods 365 grocery proposed for 1600 Jackson Street.  





Now that we have retired, the prospect of a Whole Foods Market within walking distance from our home is very appealing. The fact that this would be one of their “value priced” stores is a nice bonus.





We urge you to vote YES for Whole Foods 365!





Thank you,


Trudy & Jim Chiddix








Whole Foods 365 proposed location on Jackson and Polk

		From

		Michael Scheu

		To

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

		Recipients

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



To whom it may concern, 


I am writing to express my support for the proposed Whole Foods 365 store on Polk Street.  I have attended the community events that the 365 team has hosted and heard their thoughtful and collaborative approach to creating a win-win scenario for Whole Foods, the Community and the local merchants along Polk Street.   I appreciate how they listened to the concerns of neighbors and small business owners and offered pragmatic solutions to address these concerns.    I believe that local businesses can actually benefit from the increased foot traffic that Whole Foods 365 will bring to Polk Street and the more hospitable environment that the grocery store will bring to this blighted corner of an otherwise thriving neighborhood.   The current building is a liability to the middle Polk neighborhood and has become a magnet for several homeless individuals who "camp" on that block.   





We need progress.....not more stalled process and inaction.    Thank you for considering.  


Mike Scheu 


1426 Jackson Street 








Letter of Opposition - 1600 Jackson St., - Amazon 365

		From

		Vasu Narayanan

		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)

		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



Hello Commissioners and Supervisor Peskin





 





My name is Vasu Narayanan and I recently acquired Real Foods on Polk. I have rescued, owned and operated grocery stores in many parts of the Bay Area, over the past 20 years. I am against the Whole Foods 365 project proposed for 1600 Jackson St. I hope the planning commission will take a leadership role in being a champion for housing and protecting small businesses and communities from perishing and allow larger companies to operate in appropriate surroundings.





 





I acquired Real Foods due to my experience and passion for rescuing long running businesses as well as my desire to be a part of this wonderful community. In late 2016, I got involved in the turn around efforts at the Market on Market in the Twitter Building. During this time I got a chance to explore the middle Polk neighborhood and fell absolutely in love with this community of small businesses and residents. I also have had discussions with Jason Talbot, who is pursuing a redevelopment of the old Apple Discount store. 












Polk St may not be the most ideal grocery retail food neighborhood yet in some people’s minds, but the current set of players in the market place is fully capable of making this one of the finest retail grocery areas in SF. They just need to be given the opportunity to make it happen.





 





This is one of the oldest neighborhoods in the city and should be preserved. I have seen the fabric of neighborhoods get destroyed by powerful companies forcing legacy businesses to close and render communities characterless with fewer choices. There is an acute need of housing in the area and as such a housing project will be most ideal use of this currently unused property. Such a project does not create any displacement of residents or loss of business to the community – it will only enhance the neighborhood by allowing local businesses to further improve their offerings and thrive.





 





If the city said no to Wal-Mart and Target, then why say yes to Amazon, almost an equal. Amazon has publicly stated that all new locations will be incorporating a delivery infrastructure meaning most of the space will be utilized for this and there will be trucks coming in and out of the facility 24/7. If people need a Whole Foods, it is only a few blocks away and Amazon is already offering a 2 hr grocery delivery – so why do we need another physical store here?





 





Think of the impact of Whole Foods on California and Franklin – Ever since they opened no local full service grocery retailer has survived and none has opened anywhere in the near vicinity and there are really no pedestrian businesses in that area. 





 





Over the past 5 years most small grocery retail businesses in the Polk St corridor area have held back on making investments into their businesses as well as new concepts such as the Bazaar (at the currently vacant space at Clay and Polk) have been put on ice due to the potential of a large company opening shop in the vicinity.





 





A small business doesn’t need all of its sales to be taken away to fail – just a 10 to 20% decline is all it takes. Small businesses in the city have experienced exponential rental expenses, increasing payroll expenses and regulatory costs which have squeezed them – a big competitor will pretty much destroy them.





 





I hope the Commission will look at the negative impacts of this proposal on local businesses and will support new housing at this site. 












Thank you for your time and consideration












Vasu Narayanan















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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND CORK, IRELAND MAYOR TONY FITZGERALD

ANNOUNCE NEW COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT TO STRENGTHEN LGBTQ RIGHTS
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 11:42:31 AM
Attachments: 4.23.18 Cork City LGBTQ Agreement.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 23, 2018 10:27 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND CORK, IRELAND MAYOR TONY
FITZGERALD ANNOUNCE NEW COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT TO STRENGTHEN LGBTQ RIGHTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, April 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND CORK, IRELAND MAYOR

TONY FITZGERALD ANNOUNCE NEW COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENT TO STRENGTHEN LGBTQ RIGHTS

Sister Cities San Francisco and Cork City, Ireland take will sign a Memorandum of
Understanding today to enhance ties between the cities LGBTQ communities. 

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell and Lord Mayor Tony Fitzgerald of Cork, Ireland
today signed a Memorandum of Understanding that will enhance ties and establish new
relationships between the two cities’ Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer
(LGBTQ) communities.
 
“San Francisco’s LGBTQ community has long been on the forefront of advancing critical civil
rights issues—we are proud to partner with Cork to share and advance these ideals,” said
Mayor Mark Farrell. “Compassion, empathy and inclusion are universal values, regardless of
which side of the Atlantic you reside. By working with Cork and Lord Mayor Fitzgerald we
can strengthen our collective LGBTQ communities while sharing our messages of hope with
other cities across the globe.”
 
San Francisco and Cork, which are Sister Cities, will be working together to exchange best
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, April 23, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND CORK, IRELAND MAYOR 


TONY FITZGERALD ANNOUNCE NEW COOPERATIVE 


AGREEMENT TO STRENGTHEN LGBTQ RIGHTS 
Sister Cities San Francisco and Cork City, Ireland take will sign a Memorandum of 


Understanding today to enhance ties between the cities LGBTQ communities.   


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell and Lord Mayor Tony Fitzgerald of Cork, Ireland 


today signed a Memorandum of Understanding that will enhance ties and establish new 


relationships between the two cities’ Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer (LGBTQ) 


communities. 


 


“San Francisco’s LGBTQ community has long been on the forefront of advancing critical civil 


rights issues—we are proud to partner with Cork to share and advance these ideals,” said Mayor 


Mark Farrell. “Compassion, empathy and inclusion are universal values, regardless of which side 


of the Atlantic you reside. By working with Cork and Lord Mayor Fitzgerald we can strengthen 


our collective LGBTQ communities while sharing our messages of hope with other cities across 


the globe.” 


 


San Francisco and Cork, which are Sister Cities, will be working together to exchange best 


practices, programs and policies regarding critical LGBTQ issue. Additionally, the cities are 


partnering on a joint application for membership of the International Rainbow Cities Network. A 


successful application would result in San Francisco becoming the first U.S. city and Cork the 


first city of Ireland to secure membership.   


 


San Francisco has long been recognized for its support and commitment to LGBTQ residents and 


the City has encouraged other cities across the world to follow suit. In 2013, San Francisco gifted 


Cork a Rainbow Flag, and as a result, Cork became the first city in Ireland to fly the Rainbow 


Flag from a civic building. Cork was the only city in Ireland to include LGBTQ community 


members in their development plans to combat transphobia and homophobia and to host a LGBT 


community celebrations.  


 


“As Lord Mayor of Cork I’ve been delighted to lead this delegation to San Francisco and 


especially to sign a historic Memorandum which underscores the commitment each city has 


shown in creating inclusive and diverse Rainbow cities, and continuing our partnership with one 


another,” said Lord Mayor Fitzgerald “Mayor Farrell and I are privileged to lead harbor cities, 


our own motto references this: Statio Bene Fide Carinis – a good and safe harbor. Harbor cities 


are open, welcoming and often a place of sanctuary. The memorandum we’ve signed extends 
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that protection and openness in a very special way to LGBTQ communities and we have the 


assistance of the other signatories to make that a reality.”  


 


The partnership agreement is supported by San Francisco’s Mayor’s Office, Supervisor Jeff 


Sheehy, the San Francisco-Cork Sister City Committee, the San Francisco Human Rights 


Commission, the Office of Transgender Initiatives, the Social Inclusion Unit Cork City Council, 


and the Cork City LGBT Inter-Agency Steering Group.  


 


"We are excited to strengthen our relationship with Cork,” said Clair Farley, Senior Advisor and 


Executive Director of the Office of Transgender Initiatives. “Like Cork, San Francisco is also a 


city of LGBTQ firsts, such as having the country’s first openly gay elected official, the first city-


funded transgender employment program, and the country’s first Mayoral office dedicated to 


transgender and gender nonconforming issues. We are passionate about advancing policies and 


programs that support thriving LGBTQ communities, and we are excited to join this international 


effort for LGBTQ rights." 


 


“We offer our sincere and heartfelt thanks to Mayor Farrell and Lord Mayor Fitzgerald 


for initiating a memorandum that champions solidarity and values the alliances which enable 


us to collaborate on LGBTI+ issues and choose hope over hate,” said Siobhan O’Dowd, of the 


LGBT Cork City Interagency Group. 


“Cork has been a fabulous Sister to San Francisco and joining the Rainbow Cities Network 


together honors that bond,” said Supervisor Jeff Sheehy. “I met openly gay Irish 


Taoiseach/Prime Minister Leo Varadkar a few months ago, I was moved by the progress that 


Ireland has made in accepting its LGBT community and I welcome our shared Irish and LGBT 


heritages.” 


The decision for both Cork and San Francisco to jointly join the Rainbow Cities Network 


stemmed from former Mayor Edwin M. Lee’s visit last fall to Cork City with the Sister City 


delegation. 


 


  


 


### 


 







practices, programs and policies regarding critical LGBTQ issue. Additionally, the cities are
partnering on a joint application for membership of the International Rainbow Cities Network.
A successful application would result in San Francisco becoming the first U.S. city and Cork
the first city of Ireland to secure membership. 
 
San Francisco has long been recognized for its support and commitment to LGBTQ residents
and the City has encouraged other cities across the world to follow suit. In 2013, San
Francisco gifted Cork a Rainbow Flag, and as a result, Cork became the first city in Ireland to
fly the Rainbow Flag from a civic building. Cork was the only city in Ireland to include
LGBTQ community members in their development plans to combat transphobia and
homophobia and to host a LGBT community celebrations.
 
“As Lord Mayor of Cork I’ve been delighted to lead this delegation to San Francisco and
especially to sign a historic Memorandum which underscores the commitment each city has
shown in creating inclusive and diverse Rainbow cities, and continuing our partnership with
one another,” said Lord Mayor Fitzgerald “Mayor Farrell and I are privileged to lead harbor
cities, our own motto references this: Statio Bene Fide Carinis – a good and safe harbor.
Harbor cities are open, welcoming and often a place of sanctuary. The memorandum we’ve
signed extends that protection and openness in a very special way to LGBTQ communities and
we have the assistance of the other signatories to make that a reality.”
 
The partnership agreement is supported by San Francisco’s Mayor’s Office, Supervisor Jeff
Sheehy, the San Francisco-Cork Sister City Committee, the San Francisco Human Rights
Commission, the Office of Transgender Initiatives, the Social Inclusion Unit Cork City
Council, and the Cork City LGBT Inter-Agency Steering Group.
 
"We are excited to strengthen our relationship with Cork,” said Clair Farley, Senior Advisor
and Executive Director of the Office of Transgender Initiatives. “Like Cork, San Francisco is
also a city of LGBTQ firsts, such as having the country’s first openly gay elected official, the
first city-funded transgender employment program, and the country’s first Mayoral office
dedicated to transgender and gender nonconforming issues. We are passionate about
advancing policies and programs that support thriving LGBTQ communities, and we are
excited to join this international effort for LGBTQ rights."
 
“We offer our sincere and heartfelt thanks to Mayor Farrell and Lord Mayor Fitzgerald
for initiating a memorandum that champions solidarity and values the alliances which enable
us to collaborate on LGBTI+ issues and choose hope over hate,” said Siobhan O’Dowd, of the
LGBT Cork City Interagency Group.

“Cork has been a fabulous Sister to San Francisco and joining the Rainbow Cities Network
together honors that bond,” said Supervisor Jeff Sheehy. “I met openly gay Irish
Taoiseach/Prime Minister Leo Varadkar a few months ago, I was moved by the progress that
Ireland has made in accepting its LGBT community and I welcome our shared Irish and
LGBT heritages.”

The decision for both Cork and San Francisco to jointly join the Rainbow Cities Network
stemmed from former Mayor Edwin M. Lee’s visit last fall to Cork City with the Sister City
delegation.
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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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES NEW PUBLIC HEALTH TEAM DEDICATED TO

REMOVING SYRINGES FROM COMMUNITIES THROUGHOUT SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 11:33:21 AM
Attachments: 4.23.18 Needle Cleanup.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 23, 2018 11:14 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES NEW PUBLIC HEALTH TEAM
DEDICATED TO REMOVING SYRINGES FROM COMMUNITIES THROUGHOUT SAN FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, April 23, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES NEW PUBLIC

HEALTH TEAM DEDICATED TO REMOVING SYRINGES
FROM COMMUNITIES THROUGHOUT SAN FRANCISCO

Joint effort between the Mayor’s Office and Department of Public Health will focus targeted
cleanup efforts in response to resident complaints

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell today announced the creation of a dedicated team
of public health professionals hired specifically to address the syringe litter epidemic on San
Francisco streets.
 
“We are taking an aggressive, focused approach to clean up needles on our streets and
sidewalks,” said Mayor Farrell. “This situation on our streets is unacceptable—I will not allow
the status quo to continue. When a resident calls in about needles, we are staffed to respond
immediately. I want to make sure when a business calls, our team will go to the storefront. We
will have the right people at the right places at the right times to address this epidemic.”
 
Ten additional workers will be hired specifically for syringe cleanup duties, significantly
increasing San Francisco’s focused, coordinated response to the issue of needle litter. The City
currently has four workers in a rapid response team to do needle cleanup and respond to
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, April 23, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR MARK FARRELL ANNOUNCES NEW PUBLIC 


HEALTH TEAM DEDICATED TO REMOVING SYRINGES 


FROM COMMUNITIES THROUGHOUT SAN FRANCISCO 
Joint effort between the Mayor’s Office and Department of Public Health will focus targeted 


cleanup efforts in response to resident complaints 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor Mark Farrell today announced the creation of a dedicated team of 


public health professionals hired specifically to address the syringe litter epidemic on San 


Francisco streets.  


 


“We are taking an aggressive, focused approach to clean up needles on our streets and 


sidewalks,” said Mayor Farrell. “This situation on our streets is unacceptable—I will not allow 


the status quo to continue. When a resident calls in about needles, we are staffed to respond 


immediately. I want to make sure when a business calls, our team will go to the storefront. We 


will have the right people at the right places at the right times to address this epidemic.” 


 


Ten additional workers will be hired specifically for syringe cleanup duties, significantly 


increasing San Francisco’s focused, coordinated response to the issue of needle litter. The City 


currently has four workers in a rapid response team to do needle cleanup and respond to resident 


complaints —this measure will more than triple existing efforts.   


 


The new hires—who will be contracted through the San Francisco AIDS Foundation—will 


conduct targeted sweeps of hot spots based on complaint data collected from 311, the City’s one-


stop center for reporting information on municipal services.  


 


Along with increasing staffing, the City will add an additional three disposal boxes for used 


needles. The initiative will improve data and measuring capabilities, while also ensuring that 


workers are on the ground seven days a week, including weekends and early mornings.  


 


 “The Health Department is committed to cleaner streets in San Francisco,” said Barbara Garcia, 


Director of Health. “For the last five years we have made an extra effort to improve the pickup of 


needle litter. This is an environmental health issue that affects everyone in the city, and it is a 


problem for cities all over the world. By increasing our response capabilities we expect to see a 


significant reduction in needles on the streets.” 


 


The additional resources devoted to cleanup duties will bolster the City’s existing efforts. The 


Department of Public Health (DPH) and its partners, including the San Francisco AIDS 


Foundation, collect more than 275,000 used needles per month. DPH has installed 19 disposal 
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boxes in areas of the City where drug use is prevalent. All 13 syringe access sites in San 


Francisco are disposal sites as well and all the City’s 18 Pit Stops—portable public toilets—are 


needle disposal sites. In addition, every Walgreens in San Francisco is a disposal site. 


 


“The City’s increased investment will allow us to build upon current disposal efforts which result 


in the collection and disposal of more than 275,000 used needles per month,” said Joe 


Hollendoner, CEO of San Francisco AIDS Foundation. “I am deeply thankful to the Mayor and 


the Department of Public Health for their steadfast commitment to the public’s health and 


safety.” 


 


### 


 







resident complaints —this measure will more than triple existing efforts. 
 
The new hires—who will be contracted through the San Francisco AIDS Foundation—will
conduct targeted sweeps of hot spots based on complaint data collected from 311, the City’s
one-stop center for reporting information on municipal services.
 
Along with increasing staffing, the City will add an additional three disposal boxes for used
needles. The initiative will improve data and measuring capabilities, while also ensuring that
workers are on the ground seven days a week, including weekends and early mornings.
 
“The Health Department is committed to cleaner streets in San Francisco,” said Barbara
Garcia, Director of Health. “For the last five years we have made an extra effort to improve
the pickup of needle litter. This is an environmental health issue that affects everyone in the
city, and it is a problem for cities all over the world. By increasing our response capabilities
we expect to see a significant reduction in needles on the streets.”
 
The additional resources devoted to cleanup duties will bolster the City’s existing efforts. The
Department of Public Health (DPH) and its partners, including the San Francisco AIDS
Foundation, collect more than 275,000 used needles per month. DPH has installed 19 disposal
boxes in areas of the City where drug use is prevalent. All 13 syringe access sites in San
Francisco are disposal sites as well and all the City’s 18 Pit Stops—portable public toilets—
are needle disposal sites. In addition, every Walgreens in San Francisco is a disposal site.
 
“The City’s increased investment will allow us to build upon current disposal efforts which
result in the collection and disposal of more than 275,000 used needles per month,” said Joe
Hollendoner, CEO of San Francisco AIDS Foundation. “I am deeply thankful to the Mayor
and the Department of Public Health for their steadfast commitment to the public’s health and
safety.”
 

###
 
 



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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for the Week of April 23, 2018
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 10:06:31 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 4.23.18.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 23, 2018 9:48 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for the Week of April 23, 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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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

April 23, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of April 23, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of April 23, 2018. 


Film (Monday, April 23, 2PM)

Discussion Only


· VICE PRESIDENT’S REPORT – Vice President Stiker will report about President Wang’s trip to Taipei to sign an MOU with the Taipei Film Commission. Vice President Stiker will also report on the day-long Commission Retreat on March 8, 2018.

· COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS – By Commissioners to share about tasks they have completed or plan to complete in relation to the Stage Space, facilitation of Production/Tech/Advertising Relationships, Branding/Marketing/Advertising of Film SF, Neighborhood/Merchant group relationship building, the Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program.

· EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT


· an update on the number of recent film permits and notable productions which have shot in San Francisco; 

· an update on upcoming productions. 

· a report about the recent mixer held at the Speakeasy on March 15, 2018 

· a report on upcoming partnerships with CAAMFest and Frameline film festivals in May and June 

· an update on the effort to extend the CA State Film Tax Credit.


Small Business (Monday, April 23, 2PM)


Action Items


· Approval of Legacy Business Registry Application and Resolution.

· Marine Chartering Company, Inc.

· Mission Graduates 


· Presentation of Draft of the Legacy Business Program Annual Report for 2017-18


· Draft Ordinance -Public Works Code - Waiver of Temporary Street Space Occupancy Fee for Small Business Week Sidewalk Sales. Ordinance waiving the fee required by Public Works Code Section 724.1(b) for temporary street space occupancy permit on certain designated City streets on Saturday, May 19, 2018 as part of Small Business Week.

Airport (Tuesday, April 24, 9AM) - SPECIAL

Discussion Only


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT – Title of Position: Commission Secretary. (Closed Session)

Action Items


· Retirement Resolution - Mr. Daniel F. Ravina


· Award of Contract No. 50107.01 Management and Operation of the Airport’s Public and Employee Parking - New South Parking - California, GP - $124,812,393

· Award of Contract No. 50118.01 Management and Operation of the SFO Medical Clinic - Emeryville Occupational Medical Center - $5,000,000

· Adoption of the Twenty-Second Supplemental Resolution Amending and Supplementing Prior Resolutions to Authorize an Additional $2.62 Billion Aggregate Principal Amount of San Francisco International Airport Second Series Revenue Refunding Bonds

· Authorization and Approval of the Execution and Delivery of Continuing Covenant Agreements with Respect to Bonds of the San Francisco International Airport, and Certain Related Actions

· Award of Emergency Contract No. 50177 General Airport Security Services - Covenant Aviation Security, LLC - $1.7 Million

· Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50178 General Airport Security Services

· Approval of Phase C6 to Contract No. 10011.66 Design-Build Services for the Terminal 1 Center Project - Hensel Phelps Construction Company - $152,281,655

· Approval of Phase C2 to Contract No. 8465C.66 Design-Build Services for Superbay Hangar Fire Suppression System Replacement Project - The Weitz Company, LLC - $18,436,291

· Approval of Phase C4 to Contract No. 9034.66 Design-Build Services for the Demolition of Terminal 2 Air Traffic Control Tower Project - Turner Construction Company - $7,056,391

· Award of Contract No. 11118.76 Design-Build Services for the International Terminal Building Phase 1 Project - Clark Construction Group - California, LP - $27,505,527

· Approval of Phase C8 of Contract No. 10504.66 Design-Build Services for the AirTrain Extension and Improvements Program - Skanska Constructors - $9,516,020

· Three Communications and Marketing Services Contracts Exercising the First of Two Two-Year Options to Extend the Contracts and Increase the Aggregate Not-to-Exceed Amount for the Contracts: 


· Modification No. 2 to Contract No. 50061 with Davis & Associates Communications, Inc. $800,000


· Modification No. 3 to Contract No. 50062 with Fuseideas / EIS Design, a Joint Venture $3,155,000; and,


· Modification No. 1 to Contract No. 50063 with Hill+Knowlton Strategies, LLC - $70,000

· Approval for Artwork in Terminal 1, Terminal 3 West, the Hotel, International Terminal G, and the Long Term Parking Garage 2 - $4,090,000

· Award of the Airport Concierge Service Lease Airport Terminal Services, Inc. dba Airport Butler

· Authorize Issuance of a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 11211.45 Airport Information Display System, and Authorize Staff to Negotiate a Five-Year Agreement with the Highest Ranked Proposer

· Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50160 for Veterinary Care Services and Negotiate with the Highest Ranked Proposer

· Authorization to Issue a Request for Qualifications for Contract Nos. 11330.51, 11330.52, and 11330.53 for Three Master As-Needed Agreements for Environmental Remediation Services


· Rejection of All Proposals Received for Space 2 of the Terminal 3 PopUp Retail Concession Program and Authorization to Commence the New Request for Proposals Process for Space 2 of the Terminal 3 PopUp Retail Concession Program

· Approval of Substitution of BofAML Securities, Inc. for Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner, & Smith Incorporated as a Member of the Pool of PreQualified Investment Banking Firms Established in Connection with the Airport’s Capital Financing and Debt Management Program

· Modification No. 4 to Professional Services Contract No. 8768.41 Project Management Support Services for the Airport Hotel Project PGH Wong-MCK, JV

· Modification No. 2 to Contract No. 9059 Domestic Parking Garage Elevator Modernization Project Ascent Elevator Services, Inc. - Time Extension Only

· Correction of Commission Resolution No. 18-0073 to Restate the Initial Minimum Annual Guarantee for the Terminal 2 Specialty Retail Concession Lease No. 3 with Canonica New York, LLC, and Issuance of a Replacement Resolution Number

· Authorization to Transfer up to $20,000 to the Operating Fund Within the Airport Revenue Fund Representing Unclaimed Overpayments or Deposits of Airport Fees and Charges After Publication of Required Notice and Other Required Actions, and to Undertake this Procedure for Any Unclaimed Credit Balances in Future Fiscal Years

Port (Tuesday, April 24, 315PM) - CANCELLED

PUC (Tuesday, April 24, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· CleanPowerSF Update

· Bay Area Water Supply Conservation Agency Report

Action Items


· Approve the plans and specifications, and award Contract No. HH-991, 2018 Mountain Tunnel Interim Repairs, in the amount of $5,875,386, to the lowest, qualified, responsible and responsive bidder, Sierra Mountain Construction, Inc., to perform interim tunnel lining repairs and related work, until permanent repairs can be completed.

· Approve Modification No. 1 to Job Order Contract, JOC-60, General Engineering (A-License) for San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties with Cal State Constructors, Inc., to perform general engineering construction tasks for all San Francisco Public Utilities Commission enterprise operations and bureaus, increasing the contract by $2,500,000, for a total contract amount of $7,500,000, and increasing the duration by 365 consecutive calendar days (one year), for a total contract duration of 1,825 consecutive calendar days (five years), as allowed for JOCs under the San Francisco Administrative Code.

· Approve an increase to the existing contract duration contingency in the amount of 272 consecutive calendar days (approximately nine and a half months) for Contract No. WD-2832, Sunol Nursery; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract duration up to 420 consecutive calendar days (approximately 14 months), with no change in contract amount.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration contingency in the amount of 93 consecutive calendar days (approximately three months) for Contract No. WW-570, Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant and Westside Pump Station HVAC Upgrades; and authorize the General to approve future modifications to the contract duration up to 720 consecutive calendar days (approximately two years), with no change in contract amount.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract cost contingency in the amount of $1,297,166, and an increase to the existing contract duration contingency in the amount of 104 consecutive calendar days (approximately three and a half months), for Contract No. WW-613, Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant Building 521/522 and Disinfection Upgrades; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract amount of up to $29,622,166, and future modifications to the contract duration of up to 1,089 consecutive calendar days (approximately three years).

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract cost contingency in the amount of $352,032, and an increase in the contract duration contingency in the amount of 125 consecutive calendar days (approximately four months), for Contract No. WW-622, Haight-Ashbury/Tenderloin/Diamond Heights Districts Sewer Replacement and Paving Renovation; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract amount of up to $5,067,485, and up to 685 consecutive calendar days (approximately two years) to the contract duration.

· Approve an increase to the existing construction contract duration contingency in the amount of 147 consecutive calendar days (approximately five months) to Contract No. WW-631, Crocker Amazon/Excelsior/Ingleside Districts Sewer Replacement and Pavement Renovation; and authorize the General Manager to approve future modifications to the contract duration up to 702 consecutive calendar days (approximately two years), with no change to contract amount.

· Confirm and approve the analysis and conclusions set forth in the Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Potrero Power Station Project, pursuant to the State of California Water Code Section 10910 et seq. and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21151.9 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15155. 


· Authorize the General Manager to execute Modification No. 1 to the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service – Yosemite National Park, for Comprehensive Management of Watersheds within Yosemite National Park supplying the San Francisco Regional Water System, increasing the MOA agreement amount by $14,677,857, for a total Agreement amount not-to-exceed $27,004,364, and extend the duration by two years for a total duration of four years, subject to Board of Supervisors approval under Charter Section 9.118.


· Approve the 2018 Revised Baseline Scope, Schedule, and Budget for Phase 1 Sewer System Improvement Program Projects, a subset of projects within the adopted SFPUC Ten-Year Capital Plan for FY 2018-19 through FY 2027-28 for the Wastewater Enterprise.

· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: Pacific Bell Telephone Company v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-17-560617, Date Filed: August 9, 2017, Proposed settlement of action with release of all claims and the City to pay $67,500 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation: Luis Adolfo Marquez vs. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court Case No.: CGC-16-554676, Date Filed: October 5, 2016, Proposed settlement of action with release of all claims and the City to pay $150,000 (Closed Session)

· Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation: Restore Hetch Hetchy v City and County of San Francisco, California Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District Court, Case No.: F074107, City Law No.: 151139 / Date Filed July 12, 2016 (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, April 25, 5PM)

Discussion Only


· SPECIAL ITEM - Presentation by representatives from the Fire Department, Department of Public Health and San Francisco Public Works on how each department reviews applications for Mobile Food Facility permits.

Action Items


· 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). Note: on April 18, 2018, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson recused) to continue this matter to allow time for the parties to negotiate.

APPEAL - JOSEPH DENNY & SARA PERJALIAN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 121 Spear Street. 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).


APPEAL - JOSEPH DENNY & SARA PERJALIAN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 121 Spear Street.


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).


APPEAL - JOSEPH DENNY & SARA PERJALIAN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 121 Spear Street. 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 - JOHN PAXTON vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 330 Presidio Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on January 11, 2018, to 330 Presidio Avenue LLC, of an Alteration Permit (addition of two Accessory Dwelling Units on the first floor of an existing six-unit building per Ordinance 30-15; seismic application is on BPA No. 2015/09/04/6211). Note: on March 21, 2018, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson absent) to continue this appeal to allow time for the departments to conduct a site visit to verify existing conditions.

· APPEAL - HANA EFTEKHARI vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 653 28th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 05, 2018, to Ravi Sadarangani of a Site Permit (to erect three stories, one basement, type V-B, single-family dwelling).


APPEAL - HANA EFTEKHARI vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 653 28th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 05, 2018, to Ravi Sadarangani, of a Demolition Permit (to demolish a two-story single-family dwelling).


APPEAL - DAVID TONG vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 653 28th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 05, 2018, to Ravi Sadarangani of a Site Permit (to erect three stories, one basement, type V-B, single-family dwelling).


APPEAL - GEORGIA SCHUTTISH vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 653 28th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 05, 2018, to Ravi Sadarangani, of a Demolition Permit (to demolish a two-story single-family dwelling).


· APPEAL - ABDALLA JOSEPH DBA “SAVE MOR MART” vs. DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH, Re: 4522 3rd Street. Appealing the DENIAL on March 02, 2018, of a Tobacco Sales Establishment Permit (pursuant to Article 19H of the San Francisco Health Code).


Fire (Wednesday, April 25, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· OVERVIEW OF ASSISTANT DEPUTY CHIEF OF HOMELAND SECURITY’S POSITION - Assistant Deputy Chief of Homeland Security, Michael Cochrane to present an overview of his position

Police (Wednesday, April 25, 530PM) – CANCELLED

Southeast Facilities (Wednesday, April 25, 6PM)


Discussion Only


· 1550 Evans Update


· Maisin Scholars Program Update


· SECF Resolution on SFPUC Rates Package


· City College Southeast Campus Student Enrollment/Courses for 2016-17, 2017-18

· San Francisco’s Seawall Resiliency Project 


· Greenhouse Demolition Updates 

· Legacy Council Brunch


· Southeast Community Facility Committee Chairs


· Southeast Community Facility Budget


· 1800 Oakdale Update


· Interim Greenhouse Grant Program


· Futures Fair 2018

Action Items


· Letter to the San Francisco Planning Commission Reiteratine the desire of the Community to forego plans for housing at 1550 Evans

· Letter of Support to Kevin McCarty, Chair State Budget Sub-Committee #2 on behalf of the California Coalition For Equity In Early Care And Education


Status of Women (Wednesday, April 25, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Resolution Recognizing Christine Pelosi


· Resolution Recognizing LYRIC

· Department on the Status of Women Legislative Update

· Commission/Department on the Status of Women 5-Year Strategic Plan FY2016-2020 Update

Housing Authority (Thursday, April 26, 3PM) - SPECIAL


Action Items


· Conference with Legal Counsel-Existing Litigation: DISTRICT COUNCIL 16 v. SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY (Closed Session)

Housing Authority (Thursday, April 26, 4PM)

Action Items


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AMEND CONTRACT #16-0009 WITH VACANT PROPERTY SECURITY LLC. TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT AMOUNT TO PROVIDE, INSTALL, AND MAINTAIN VACANT UNIT SECURE ENTRY SYSTEMS AT THE ALICE GRIFFITH HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED ONE HUNDRED TWENTY FOUR THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED FIFTEEN DOLLARS AND FIFTY SIX CENTS ($124,315.56)]


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT A REQUEST TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) TO AMEND ITS APPROVAL OF SUNNYDALE INVENTORY REMOVAL APPLICATIONS DDA0007676 (PHASE 1A-1), DDA0007677 (PHASE 1A-2), AND DDA0007679 (PHASE 1B)


· RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (THE "AUTHORITY") APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A CONSTRUCTION LICENSE AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE AUTHORITY AND SUNNYDALE INFRASTRUCTURE, LLC (THE "DEVELOPER") TO ENTER ONTO THE SUNNYDALE - VELASCO HOPE SF PROJECT TO PERFORM CERTAIN PREDEVELOPMENT WORK AND FOR THE DEMOLITION AND REMOVAL OF A PORTION OF THE EXISTING BUILDINGS ON THE PROJECT SITE


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO NEGOTIATE AND ENTER INTO A GRANT AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, ACTING THROUGH THE MAYOR’S OFFICE OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (MOHCD) FOR RELOCATION COSTS AND SERVICES FOR SUNNYDALE HOUSEHOLDS RELOCATING FROM PHASE 1A-1 AND 1A-2 AND BUILDING 35F, IN PREPARATION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF BLOCK 6, FOR A GRANT FROM MOHCD TO THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED TWO MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED SIXTY-SIX THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED FIFTY-SEVEN DOLLARS ($2,766,957), PENDING CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING LOAN COMMITTEE APPROVAL OF THE GRANT

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AWARD A PURCHASE ORDER CONTRACT TO BAY CITY BOILER FOR (2) RENTAL BOILERS AT ALICE GRIFFITH IN THE AMOUNT OF $97,702.50

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AMEND THE TASK BASED CONTRACT #17-0016 FOR ASSET MANAGEMENT CONSULTING WITH TCAM TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT AMOUNT FOR ADDITIONAL TASKS IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED THREE HUNDRED THIRTY FOUR THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED THIRTEEN DOLLARS ($334,913) NOT-TO-EXCEED A TOTAL AMOUNT OF THREE HUNDRED NINETY EIGHT THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED THIRTEEN DOLLARS($398,313)

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A THREE MONTH AGREEMENT WITH AN OPTION TO EXTEND FOR ANOTHER THREE MONTHS WITH BDO PHA FINANCE TO PERFORM ACCOUNTING AND FINANCE CONSULTING SERVICES FOR AN AMOUNT NOT-TO-EXCEED ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($100,000)


Human Rights (Thursday, April 26, 5PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentations on Neuro Divergent and Autism

· Update on Projects and Staff


· Next Steps on Data


· Joint Commission Meetings


Human Services (Thursday, April 26, 930AM)

Action Items


· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the March 22, 2018 Regular Meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of April 26, 2018:


· Submission of requests to encumber funds in the total amount of $25,000 for purchase of services or supplies and contingency amounts;


· Submission of 0 temporary position(s) for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


· Submission of report of 58 temporary appointment(s) made during the period of 3.13.18 thru 4.13.18.

· Requesting authorization to proclaim May 2018 as Foster Care Month, to include Resource Parent Appreciation

· Requesting adoption of resolution proclaiming May 2018 as CalFresh Awareness and Action Month

· Requesting authorization to modify the existing contract agreement with EXEMPLAR HUMAN SERVICES to provide consulting reporting services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in an amount of $630,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,309,000.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant with SENECA FAMILY OF AGENCIES to provide wraparound services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; in the amount of $9,100,000, plus a 5% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $9,555,000.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with ALLIED UNIVERSAL for the provision of Security Services; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $12,704,160 plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $13,974,576.


Planning (Thursday, April 26, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance 

· CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT – Planning Code Amendment regarding a Community Facilities District in Central SoMa. This amendment is part of the larger Central SoMa Plan, to be considered on May 10th, 2018. (Proposed Continuance to May 10, 2018)

· CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – Business and Tax Regulations Code and Planning Code Amendments to create the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by Townsend Street, to provide a streamlined and ministerial approval process for certain housing projects meeting specific labor, on-site affordability, and other requirements; establishing a fee for applications for residential development permits within the District; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public convenience, necessity, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. Staff requests a continuance to the May 10th, 2018 hearing for action on this item, and proposes a separate informational item on the topic for the May 3rd, 2018 hearing. (Proposed Continuance to May 10, 2018)

· 3314 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET – north side between Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue - Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 6571 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 303 for the demolition of an existing 13,000 sq. ft. light industrial building and construction of a 65-ft. tall, six-story and 49,475 sq. ft. mixed-use building that includes approximately 11,430 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial retail and 48,365 sq. ft. of residential use for 58 dwelling units. The proposed project would also include a total 9,020 sq. ft. of private and common residential open space, 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and an approximately 6,300 sq. ft. basement-level garage for 27 accessory automobile and 1 car-share parking spaces. The subject properties are located within a Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions (Proposed Continuance to June 7, 2018)

· MISSION DISTRICT NON-RESIDENTIAL USES – Planning Code Amendment to require Conditional Use Authorization for Restaurants, as defined in Planning Code Section 102, and for tasting rooms accessory to beer manufacturers with ABC License Type 23 and wine growers with ABC License Type 2, and to prohibit Restaurants with ABC License Type 75 within an area of the Mission Alcoholic Beverage Special Use District generally bounded by Mission Street (including any parcel within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District), 14th Street to Harrison Street to Division Street, Potrero Avenue and Cesar Chavez Street; within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District: limit the number of new Eating and Drinking Uses, as defined in Planning Code Section 102, to prohibit commercial storefront mergers resulting in a non-residential use size of 1,500 gross square feet or larger, to require street-fronting ground floor commercial uses in new developments greater than 10,000 gross square feet, to require Conditional Use authorization before replacing a legacy business, to allow Light Manufacturing uses, as defined in Planning Code Section 102, to allow Non-Retail Professional Services as defined in Planning Code Section 102, and to require additional consideration when analyzing a Conditional Use authorization application; and within the Urban Mixed Use zoning district along South Van Ness Avenue between 14th Street to 19th Street and extending east toward Shotwell Street and west toward Capp Street: extend Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) use replacement requirements to certain PDR use sizes; 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 making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302. (Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)

· 1805 DIVISADERO STREET – between Pine and Bush Streets, Lot 058 in Assessor’s Block 1049 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 317, and 711 to allow the removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit on the second story, and conversion of the space to a Retail Sales and Service (Gym) use (d.b.a. Core 40) within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial District, Small-Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject application seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2017-004069ENF and Department of Building Inspection Complaint No. 20177332. 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: Disapprove WITHDRAWN

Action Items


· 557 FILLMORE STREET – west side of Fillmore Street between Fell and Oak Streets; Lot 0102 in Assessor’s Block 0827 (District 5) – Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within a RM-1 (Residential – Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project was determined not to be a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 1222 HARRISON STREET – north side of Harrison Street, at the west corner of Harrison and 8th Streets, Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 3756 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to establish a public parking garage at the subject property, within the WMUG Zoning District, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 844.41. The proposed public pay parking garage would occupy a maximum of 45 of the existing parking spaces in the accessory parking garage for the existing development on the site. 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

· 1750 HARRISON STREET – full block bounded by Division Street, Harrison Street, 14th Street, and Trainor Street, , Lot 051 in Assessor’s Block 3529 (District 9) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to establish a public parking lot at the subject property within the PDR-1-G Zoning District, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 156, 210.3, and 303. The proposed public pay parking lot would occupy the existing accessory parking lot for OfficeMax. 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

· 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

· CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE 2: DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS -- The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development project consists of roughly 281 acres at Candlestick Point and generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site. The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”. Approval of Amendments to the General Plan by (1) amending the boundaries of the Candlestick Point Sub-Area Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan by removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276; (2) amending the Hunters Point Shipyard Area Plan by removing discussion of the previously proposed stadium; and (3) and making conforming changes to Maps throughout the General Plan to be consistent with the new Candlestick Point Sub-Area Plan boundaries. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development Project such that the resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special Use District and HP Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Staff Recommendation: Recommend to the Board of Supervisors Approval of Amendments

CANDLESTICK POINT – PLANNING CODE MAP AMENDMENT – Candlestick Point is part of the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development project and consists of roughly 281 acres and generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site. Approval of Amendments to the Planning Code Maps by amending Sectional Map SU10 be removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from the boundaries of the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District; and (2) amend Sectional Map HT10 by redesignating Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from CP Height and Bulk designation to 40-X Height and Bulk Designation. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development Project such that the resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 gsf of R&D/office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and CP Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Staff Recommendation: Recommend to the Board of Supervisors Approval of Amendments

CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE 2: DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY FINDINGS ASSOCIATED WITH REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENTS – The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development project consists of roughly 281 acres at Candlestick Point and generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site. The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”. Findings of Consistency with the General Plan for (1) amendments to the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan; and (2) amendments to the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development Project such that the resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special Use District and HP Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Staff Recommendation: Find the Redevelopment Plan Amendments Consistent with the General Plan

CANDLESTICK POINT HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD PHASE 2: DEVELOPMENT PROJECT – AMENDMENTS TO THE CANDLESTICK POINT AND HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENTS – The Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development project consists of roughly 281 acres at Candlestick Point and generally encompasses the former Candlestick Park Stadium and parking lot, the Candlestick Point State Recreational Area, the Alice Griffith Housing development site and a Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 above the stadium site. The Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 site encompasses roughly 402 acres and includes all of Hunters Point Shipyard except for the portions referred to as “Hilltop” and “Hillside”. Approval of Amendments to (1) Candlestick Point Design for Development Document by removing Assessor’s Block 4991 / Lot 276 from the document ; and (2) fully amending the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 Design for Development document. These amendments are to align with and accommodate proposed changes to the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 development Project such that the resultant project would consist of approximately 10,672 units, 4,265,000 of R&D/Office use, 790,000 gsf of regional retail, 432,000 gsf of neighborhood retail and maker space, along with new schools, public facilities, artist studios, and visitor uses. The Project also includes establishing new streets and development blocks along with approximately of 338 acres of parks and open space. The Candlestick Point portion of the project is within the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, the Candlestick Point Activity Node Special Use District, and the CP Height and Bulk District; the Hunters Point Shipyard portion of the site is within the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard Special Use District and HP Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Staff Recommendation: Approve

· 1140-1150 HARRISON STREET – north side between Langton Street and Berwick Place, Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 3755 (District 6) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 263.29, 823 and 303 to allow demolition of an existing 75,625 sq. ft. industrial building and the new construction of a six- to seven-story, 65-ft. tall and 427,936 sq. ft., mixed-use development containing six ground-floor commercial units with accessory residential use, up to 371 dwelling units, 29,815 sq. ft. of open space, a mid- block public pedestrian alley, and a 69,547 sq. ft. basement garage for 170 residential and three car-share parking spaces, two service vehicle loading spaces, and 420 Class 1 & 2 bicycle parking spaces. The project is also requesting exceptions to the Planning Code requirements for rear yard (Section 134), permitted obstructions (Section 136), dwelling unit exposure (Section 140), off-street parking (Section 151.1), off-street loading (Section 152.1), building height (Section 260), height limits for narrow streets (Section 261.1), and mid-block alley (Section 270.2). The subject property is located in a WMUG (Western SoMa Mixed-Use-General) Zoning District and 55/65-X Height and Bulk District. This notice also meets Section 312 requirements for public notification. 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

· 284 ROOSEVELT WAY – west side of Roosevelt Way between Masonic and Park Hill Avenues, Lot 037 in Assessor’s Block 2607 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, to legalize the tantamount to demolition of the existing single-family home, and to permit the construction of an approximately 4,020 square foot, three-story-over-garage, two-family home. The project site is located within a Residential House, Two-Family (RH-2) 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

· 1443 NORIEGA STREET – south side of Noriega Street, at the corner of 22nd Avenue, Lot 010A in Assessor’s Block 2058 (District 4) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization for change of use from foot/chair massage to massage establishment (d.b.a. “Sweet & Smile Massage”) at the subject property, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 731. Interior tenant improvement is proposed with no changes to the building exterior. The project site is located within a NCD (Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial 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

· 2 LUPINE AVENUE – west end of Lupine Avenue, at the corner of Dicha Alley, Lot 039 in Assessor’s Block 1069 (District 1) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207 and 303 to permit the construction of a two-story single-family dwelling on a vacant portion of the subject property currently occupied by a three-story, 5-unit residential building. The project site is located within a Residential House, Three-Family (RH-3) 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

· 425 MASON STREET – west side of Mason Street between Geary and Post Streets, Lot 002 in Assessor’s Block 0306 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, to allow for conversion of the historic Spring Valley Water Company building (Constructed in1922; Willis Polk, architect) from Office to Hotel use. The project would preserve historic lobby features subject to a Preservation Easement, create 77 tourist hotel rooms on the upper floors and establish a rooftop lounge within the existing 1-story penthouse structure. A new stair penthouse would provide a second means of egress for a roof deck. The project site is located within a Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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

· 120 STOCKTON STREET – east side of Stockton Street between O’Farrell and Geary Streets, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0313 (District 3) – Request for Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, with exceptions from the height requirement of Planning Code Sections 263.8, 270 and 272, from the bulk requirement of Planning Code Section 270, and from the ground-level wind speed requirement of Planning Code Section 148. The application under review is part of a project proposal to convert an existing, 250, 021sf single-tenant retail building for multi-tenant use. The project site is located within a Downtown Commercial Retail (C-3-R) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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

120 STOCKTON STREET – east side of Stockton Street between O’Farrell and Geary Streets, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0313 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, to allow for more than 5,000 sf of office use as part of a proposal to convert an existing, 250,021sf single-tenant retail building for multi-tenant use. The project site is located within a Downtown Commercial Retail (C-3-R) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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

120 STOCKTON STREET – east side of Stockton Street between O’Farrell and Geary Streets, Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0313 (District 3) – Application for Office Allocation, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 321, to establish 49,999 square feet of office use as part of a proposal to convert an existing, 250,021sf single-tenant retail building for multi-tenant use. The project site is located within a Downtown Commercial Retail (C-3-R) Zoning District and 80-130-F 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

· 1600 JACKSON STREET – north side of Jackson Street, between Polk Street and Van Ness Avenues, Lots 002 and 003 in Assessor’s Block 0595 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization to allow a new General Grocery store (a Retail Sales and Services Use) operating as a Formula Retail Use (d.b.a. “365 by Whole Foods”) at the subject property, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703(d), 703.4, and 723. The proposed project would involve both interior and exterior tenant improvements to the existing two-story-over-garage building, with no expansion of the existing structure. The proposed project would utilize the existing below-grade parking garage with 70 vehicular parking spaces (one to be reserved for car-sharing) and off-street loading dock fronting Jackson Street, while adding 21 bicycle parking spaces (5 Class I and 16 Class 2 spaces) where none existed before. The General Grocery store would occupy the entirety of the existing structure containing approximately 43,900 gross square feet, with a take-out food area located on floor one, dining/seating area on floor two, and accessory office space on floor two. The proposed project does not constitute a change of use as the previous use (d.b.a. “Lombardi Sports”) and the proposed use are both considered Retail Sales and Services Uses under the Planning Code. 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

· 3747 JACKSON STREET – south side of Jackson Street between Cherry and Maple Streets, Lot 021 in Assessor’s Block 0989 (District 1) – Requests for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.04.14.4072 proposing the construction of 1- and 3-story horizontal rear additions, a 4th floor vertical addition, the expansion of the existing basement level to accommodate an additional off-street parking space, minor alterations to the front façade, and interior alterations to the existing single-family dwelling within a Residential House, One-Family (RH-1) 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). Staff Analysis: Abbreviated Discretionary Review Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

Misc. 

· Zoning Variance Hearing (Wednesday, April 25, 930AM) 



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: 1600 Jackson Street, Whole Foods 365 CU Application - In Favor
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 9:34:58 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: Kunal Patel [mailto:kunalpa85@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2018 9:11 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street, Whole Foods 365 CU Application - In Favor
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
I would like to communicate that I'm in favor of the Whole Foods 365 at Jackson and Polk.
This space has been vacant for far too long and it is completely necessary and desirable by the
neighborhood. 
 
I live right on that corner at 1650 Jackson and on a daily basis the past 3 years I've had
garbage, feces and a slew of drugs on the corner because this huge piece of property has been
vacant. We are finally at a point where this can change. Please count this towards a vote of yes
as this will alleviate the pain of the neighborhood and bring a great business on Polk Street. 
 
Thank you,
Kunal
1650 Jackson Street, Apt408
San Francisco, CA 94109
April 23rd, 2018
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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: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods ?discount Band store on Polk
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 8:50:35 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: jan blum [mailto:1janblum@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 5:00 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: jan blum
Subject: Whole Foods ?discount Band store on Polk

Nicholas Foster:   Please copy each of the Planning Commissioners on the following public comment.  Thank you. 
Jan Blum, D-2, SF

To Planning Commissioners:

Please OPPOSE THE CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION OF AMAZON WHOLE FOODS AT 1600
JACKSON. 

INSTEAD CHOOSE TO UTILIZE THIS SPACE AS HOUSING-OVER-LOCAL-BUSINESS IN ORDER TO
BETTER SERVE THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS.

There  already exists sufficient retail grocery in the area (Amazon Whole Food on California and Franklin, Trader
Joes on Hyde at California, and on North Point, Marina Safeway, North Point Safeway, Cheese Plus on Polk , Bel
Campo Meat Co. and other small, locally owned stores to which neighbors can walk).

Amazon is already a monopolistic retailer and appears to have the desire to be the retailer of choice for everything
that anyone would ever need including delivery of same.  I do not support monopolistic, price domineering  retail as
it eventually chokes choice, price, competitiveness, novelty and innovation. It undemocratic. 

The  last thing we need to add to ANY neighborhood if we are even remotely considering less congested streets,
sidewalks and rights of way. is an Amazon/ Walmartish business driven on pricing.    Amazon would be yet another
destination wholesale type grocery store just blocks from its predecessor on California where congestion is quite
easily observed, regularly, as shoppers clog the streets and the parking lot.

Just say NO. 

Thank you.
Jan Blum
SF CA 94133  (D-2)
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 8:50:08 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: Adam Mayer [mailto:adam.n.mayer@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, April 22, 2018 10:35 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: Oppose Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson
 
Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
Over the past 2+ years I have sent you multiple letters on behalf of the Middle Polk
Neighborhood Association detailing why we oppose the Whole Foods 365 proposal at 1600
Jackson Street. By now you probably have a good understanding of all the issues surrounding
the proposal including, but not limited to: 
 
- The potential negative impact on small local Polk Street businesses
- The desire to build housing over retail on what is one of the last true "soft sites" in District 3
- The incompatibility of the proposal with the Polk Streetscape Project
 
As this is hopefully my last message to you regarding this particular item, I would like to drive
home one last point: you are the Planning Commission and your job, as stated on the Planning
Commission website it to:
 
"Advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors and City departments on San Francisco's
long-range goals, policies and programs on a broad array of issues related to land
use, transportation, and current planning".
 
Now, with that in mind, I would like you to take a look at the latest rendering of the proposal,
released to the public by the project sponsor last week, and tell me that this project conforms
with the city's current thinking on land use, transportation and current planning:
 

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



What you see here in the image above is a suburban style big-box store with a 70-parking
space garage in one of the densest and most walkable corners of the entire city. 
 
This block has a Walk Score of 98 and a Transit Score of 95. Why are we not building housing
over retail here and why is this being proposed right in the midst of the Polk Streetscape
Project construction? If the project sponsor had come to the neighborhood with a different
proposal, say housing over a grocery store, we probably would not be having this debate.
 
As both sides make their case this Thursday, I urge the Commission to uphold their duty to the
city's current and future planning by rejecting this out-of-place proposal.
 
Best Regards,
Adam Mayer
Polk Street Resident
 
 
--
Adam N. Mayer AIA, LEED AP BD+C
adam.n.mayer@gmail.com
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Amazon/WholeFoods 365, Please Oppose, Please
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 3:49:19 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: Kate Chase [mailto:katechase@mac.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 3:15 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, 
Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin 
(CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Board of Supervisors, 
(BOS)
Subject: Amazon/WholeFoods 365, Please Oppose, Please
 
 
My name is Kate Chase and I am writing today to share with you my belief that Amazon/WholeFoods 365 
should NOT be allowed to create a store at 1600 Jackson Street.
 
As someone that is a part of this neighborhood, I am VERY stressed out that granting them approval will 
change the whole dynamic of our very unique community; and try as I might, I don’t see how it will be for 
the better.
 
Case in point that I recently overheard 2 gentlemen on the 14 bus talking about why they were heading to 
Russian Hill — “because it is the last truly unique San Francisco neighborhood”.  

I would hate to see how it would alter descriptions of what trusted guidebooks and websites recently 
describe our destination as:  

“This charming area channels a San Francisco from the past—sidewalks are replaced by hidden stairways 
and residents ride the city’s iconic cable cars. Cozy cafes and local-favorite watering holes round out this 
reserved neighborhood’s cordial repertoire.”

"On Russian Hill, Polk Street is crowded with unusual boutiques, antique shops, trendy 
restaurants and night spots."

"With the same stunning views as its ritzier neighbor Nob Hill, Russian Hill has a pace and vibe 
all its own: still posh, but the kind of place where everyone knows your name."
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"Russian Hill is a neighborhood with that rare advantage of being tucked away, yet central to almost 
everything. I feel lucky that from where I live I can walk to Union Square, the Marina, Pacific Heights, 
Aquatic Park, Chinatown, or North Beach in about 15 minutes. This is also a neighborhood that eludes 
stereotypes. If the Mission = hipsters, the Marina = yuppies, SOMA = techies, and the Haight = hippies, 
Russian Hill is just a bunch of great people coming together to eat free pizza on Monday nights at 
Robberbarron."
 
In hearing that the commission would be meeting next week, I felt it important for me to now beg you to 
oppose this take over.  Let them build in a part of the city that needs them for food, their commoditized 365 
line.  I also fear for those small businesses that would be negatively impacted by a predatory organization 
such as theirs, they would consume all our favorite independent shops that have worked so hard and need 
our undivided support. I can't stand what I believe would result in empty small business storefronts on Polk 
Street.    Instead, please vote in a way that would allow for additional and much-needed housing.
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely,
Kate Chase 
 
 
 
1335 Filbert Street, #204
SF  CA 94109
415-987-3764
 



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: 1600 Jackson Whole Foods TMP/Loading Analysis/Plans
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 3:48:59 PM
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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: Chloe V. Angelis [mailto:cangelis@reubenlaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 3:46 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Jody Knight
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Whole Foods TMP/Loading Analysis/Plans
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Please see the final 1600 Jackson TMP, loading analysis, and plans, for distribution to the
Commissioners.
 
Thanks very much.
 

 
Chloe Angelis, Attorney
Tel:  (415) 567-9000
Fax: (415) 399-9480
cangelis@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                 Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600        456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104           Oakland, CA 94607
 

 
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
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From: Chloe V. Angelis 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 3:40 PM
To: Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com>; 'Foster, Nicholas (CPC)' <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>;
'Schuett, Rachel (CPC)' <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Donald (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: 1600 Jackson Whole Foods TMP/Loading Analysis/Plans
 
All – Please use the attached (below) instead of what you received a few minutes ago. Same
documents, just re-ordered. Let me know if there is anything else you need on this.
 
Thanks.
 

ShareFile Attachments Expires May 20, 2018

Whole Foods TMP-Plans-Loading Analysis 4.....18.pdf 28.4 MB

Download Attachments

Chloe Angelis uses ShareFile to share documents securely. Learn More.

 
 

 
Chloe Angelis, Attorney
Tel:  (415) 567-9000
Fax: (415) 399-9480
cangelis@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                 Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600        456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104           Oakland, CA 94607
 

 
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
 
Begin forwarded message:

From: "Foster, Nicholas (CPC)" <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Date: April 20, 2018 at 2:43:56 PM PDT
To: Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com>, Tamara Rivers
<trivers@reubenlaw.com>
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Cc: "Schuett, Rachel (CPC)" <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>, "Lewis, Donald
(CPC)" <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 1600 Jackson Whole Foods TMP/Loading Analysis/Plans

All:
 
I need to head to the airport now; can you please just get the FINAL documents to
Don such that he can send to our Commission Secretary for distribution.
 
Thanks!

From: Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com>
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 12:58:54 PM
To: Tamara Rivers; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Schuett, Rachel (CPC); Lewis, Donald (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson Whole Foods TMP/Loading Analysis/Plans
 
Tam, please combine the attached documents into a single PDF and send to Nick. The
Loading Analysis is Exhibit B. The plans are exhibit A.
 
Nick, that means that there are two sets of plans because the plans are also an exhibit
to the loading analysis. Let me know if you want me to eliminate Attachment A to the
TMP.
 
Thanks!
 
 

ShareFile Attachments Expires May 20, 2018

1600 Jackson - 365 041918.pdf 24.4 MB

20556_1600 Jackson_Loading Analysis Me...sed.pdf 9.9 MB

Signed Transportation Management Plan ...WFM.pdf 302.2 KB

Download Attachments

Jody Knight uses ShareFile to share documents securely. Learn More.

 
 
 

 
Jody Knight
Partner
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T.  (415) 567-9000
F.  (415) 399-9480
jknight@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
 
SF Office:                                 Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600      456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607
 

 
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its
addressee, and may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this
transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any
attachments.
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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); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Missing Letters for 1600 Jackson Packet
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 11:18:53 AM
Attachments: CSFN Resolution_1600 Jackson St.pdf

SFTR Letter- 1600 Jackson Street.pdf
1600 Jackson St.pdf
SFHAC 1600 Jackson Letter 10.16.2017.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: Chris Gembinski [mailto:chrisgembinski@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 11:01 AM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Missing Letters for 1600 Jackson Packet
 
Nicholas,
 
Attached are letters that were submitted to the Planning Commission from several community
organizations that I did not see in the packet for 1600 Jackson Street. Could you please include
the attached letters for the organized opposition. Please let me know if you have any questions
 
Thank you,
 
Chris Gembinski
MPNA Chair 
916-300-5704
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November 16, 2017 


 


TO: San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Planning Director, San 


Francisco Board of Supervisors 


FROM: George Wooding, President, Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 


(CSFN) 


 


 


RESOLUTION ON WHOLE FOODS POLK STREET PROPOSAL 


 


Whereas, Amazon/Whole Foods has proposed a 365 grocery store at the intersection of 


Jackson Street and Polk Street requiring conditional use authorization for a 20,000+ foot 


formula retail grocery use along with 77 off street parking spaces and a variance 


request for off-street loading of deliveries;  


Whereas, the Polk Street corridor and the adjacent Van Ness Avenue corridor are 


experiencing unprecedented levels of traffic congestion resulting in slower transit trip 


times for the corridors 10+ Muni Routes including on Polk Street which is major North-


South Pedestrian and Bicycle corridor;  


Whereas, the 94109 zip code which include the Polk Street corridor is ranked number 2 


in the City and County of San Francisco for no-fault evictions including evictions of 


seniors and disabled tenants via the Ellis Act;  
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RESOLUTION ON WHOLE FOODS POLK STREET PROPOSAL 


 


Whereas; the Polk Street corridor continues to experience a strong demand for housing 


far exceeding the supply of new housing being built which in turn increases evictions of 


tenants as rents surge;  


Whereas, Amazon/Whole Foods has refused to entertain a mixed-use project at this 


location which has no existing residential tenants or neighborhood servicing businesses; 


Whereas, Amazon/Whole Foods operates another Whole Foods grocery store, 6 blocks 


away from the proposed project site and the intersection of California St. and Franklin 


Street that also provides off-street parking, less than a 10 minute walk, or 5 minute 


drive;  


Whereas, the proposed 365 store will contain many of the same identical products of 


the already existing Whole Foods grocery store;  


Whereas, Amazon/Whole Foods has the ability to operate stores at a loss for long 


periods of time by undercutting prices offered by local merchants such as Real Foods 


Company, the Jug Shop, Le Beau Market, and others thereby resulting in a substantial 


economic threat to viable independent retail in the neighborhoods;  


Whereas, Amazon/Whole Foods has not partnered with organized labor to allow their 


workers the right of collective bargaining and unionization;  


Therefore, be it resolved that the Coalition of San Francisco Neighborhoods opposes 


Amazon/Whole Foods request for Conditional Use Authorization for a 365 grocery store 


at 1600 Jackson Street and supports housing with ground-floor retail at the site to curb 


pressure on no-fault evictions in the neighborhood and to complement and support the 


corridor’s many long-standing independent businesses. 








 
 


San Francisco Transit Riders 
P.O. Box 193341, San Francisco, CA 94119 


www.sftransitriders.org | hello@sftransitriders.org | @SFTRU 


 


January 11, 2018 
  
Planning Commission 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
  
RE: 1600 Jackson Street: Please Consider Impact to Transit  
 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, 
 
On behalf of San Francisco Transit Riders (SFTR), I’m writing you today to encourage your 
consideration of the needs of current and future 19 Polk transit riders and the potential impact to 
their service in relation to the proposed reuse of building 1600 Jackson Street as an Amazon/Whole 
Foods 365 grocery store.  
 
Specifically, I write with apprehension of the proposal’s plan to use the existing 74-space parking 
garage that enters and exits directly onto Polk Street for customer parking. As you know, Polk Street 
is currently undergoing a massive redesign to prioritize pedestrians, bicyclists, and of course, transit. 
By reusing the current mid-block curb cut on Polk Street to enter into the parking garage, the 
proposal could intensify car traffic and potentially impede service of the 19 Polk. The 19 directly 
serves the Polk Street commercial corridor, carrying thousands of riders everyday. These riders 
deserve consistent and reliable service that is not hindered by vehicles queuing in and out of a 
parking garage.  
 
As an organization we are not commenting on the use of the 1600 Jackson Street building, but do 
urge the Planning Commission to put transit first and consider the impact that the project as 
proposed could have, not only to the 19 Polk service, but pedestrians and cyclists as well.  
 
Sincerely, 


 
Rachel Hyden 
Executive Director 
San Francisco Transit Riders 
 
CC:  John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 


Nicholas Foster, Planner, Northeast Quadrant, Current Planning 
Aaron Peskin, Supervisor, District 3 


 
 








 


 
1390 Market Street, Suite 200 � San Francisco, CA 94102 | hello@yimbyaction.org | 415-489-0197 


 
YIMBY Action empowers community members to advocate for affordable and market-rate housing with the goal of bringing down the 


cost of housing in San Francisco and the Bay Area. 


Planning Commission 
City Hall, Room 400 
San Francisco, CA 
 
November 9, 2017 
 
Ensure Housing at 1600 Jackson St. 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 
While it pains me to write against approving a permit, I am forced to oppose the 
current plan to develop 1600 Jackson St. into a Whole Foods grocery store. San 
Francisco is in the midst of a severe housing shortage that cannot be solved 
without infill housing. This site is an obvious choice for such housing, and YIMBY 
Action will oppose any plan that does not include a significant number of 
housing units on-site. 
 
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. 
 
Of course, YIMBY Action is not opposed to a grocery store on-site, so long as 
housing is included. 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 the small businesses on 
Polk Street, while the current design of the Whole Foods project would deny any 
street activation on-site.  
 
Village Properties has the opportunity to add dozens of housing units in a rare 
underutilized infill site. We agree with groups like the Middle Polk Neighborhood 
Association and the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition: The Planning 
Commission should deny permits for any project on this site that does not 
include a substantial number of housing units. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Laura Clark 
Executive Director 








*San Francisco 


HOUSING 
ACTION 
COALITION 


95 Brady Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


415 541 9001 tel 
info@sfhac.org  
www.sfhac.org  


October 16th, 2017 


Moe Jamil, President 


Mid-Polk Neighborhood Association 


P.O. Box 640918 


San Francisco, CA 94164 


Ref: Potential Housing at 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear Mr. Jamil, 


On behalf of the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC) and its 300-plus members. 


I'm reaching out in regards to our updated opinion on the future development of 1600 Jackson 


Street, former site of Lombardi Sports. As you know, San Francisco and the region are facing 


an affordability and displacement crisis caused by a severe housing shortage and it is of the 


utmost importance to take advantage of every opportunity to provide housing for all income 


levels of San Franciscans. As such, we will oppose the approval of any Conditional Use (CU) 


permit at 1600 Jackson St that does not include on-site homes. 


The site's transit rich neighborhood, large lot size, and corner location provide the perfect 


opportunity for mixed-income housing. Without knowing the specifics of any proposed housing 


at this site, it is not possible to say whether SFHAC would endorse it or not. However, we must 


oppose the issuance of a CU permit where housing is omitted. 


Sincerely, 


Todd David 


Executive Director 


• • • 
The San Francisco Housing Action Coalition advocates for the creation of well-designed, well-located housing, 


at ALL levels of affordability, to meet the needs of San Franciscans, present and future. 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs)
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 10:14:37 AM
Attachments: RDG Letter to Joslin 20180420v2.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2018 10:13 AM
To: Joslin, Jeff (CPC)
Cc: Small, Maia (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Millicent Johnson; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane
(BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman
(BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)
Subject: RE: Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs)
 
Mr. Joslin:
Please see attached *correct* version.
Rose Hillson

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



April 20, 2018 
 
 
Mr. Jeff Joslin 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Subject:  Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) 
 
Mr. Joslin, 
 
The UDG case report indicated you would next be moving on to update the Residential Design 
Guidelines, among other things. As we are sure you understand, we do not want to see another 
convoluted process in which repeated major public requests were ignored without adequate or any 
explanation as in the case of the proposed Residential Expansion Threshold where Supervisors had 
to step in. 
 
Before you begin changing anything in the RDGs, we think it will be helpful to everyone -- and most 
certainly to you -- for the Planning Department to specifically explain, in a detailed, thoughtful and 
transparent document, the specific goals of this process. Not in generalities, nor "holistic" catch-
phrases, but a credible, comprehensible explanation.  The purpose -- the "why"; the objective -- the 
"what"; and the process -- the "how". 
 
The Planning Department has made the claims that the UDGs and the proposed modification to the 
RDGs were intended to correct, eliminate, explain.....gaps in the existing RDGs. To date, the 
Planning Department has been either unable or unwilling to produce this Gap Analysis so that the 
public can determine for itself the validity of those claims. Until the Planning Department can present 
a compelling explanation that the public finds rational and believable, it is inappropriate and counter-
productive to begin any attempt to modify the RDGs. 
 
One would think that with the recent Supervisorial intervention related to the elimination of the 
Tantamount to Demolition it should have become clear that a virtually unilateral process of changing 
important land use controls with no public support is likely to fail.  That is why we urge you to adopt a 
cohesive process to identify and document the response to the following questions before you 
embark on making any changes to the RDGs: 
 
1. What is the purpose or goal of any proposed changes?  What’s the vision for the final outcome? 
 


2.     What needs to be changed, and why? 
 


3.     How would any proposed changes be made? What procedures would be followed?  
 
Please reply by May 10, 2018.  Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
/s 
 
Corbett Heights Neighbors 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club 
 
 
 
 







Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) 
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Jordan Park Improvement Association 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association 
Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association 
Lone Mountain Civic Association 
Marina Community Association 
Noe Neighborhood Council 
Russian Hill Community Association 
SPEAK 
The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 
 
Chris Bigelow 
Eileen Boken 
Bruce Bowen 
Penelope Clark 
Kathleen Courtney 
Kathy Devincenzi 
Maurice Franco 
Richard Frisbie 
Lisa Fromer 
Mary Gallagher 
Al Harris 
Rose Hillson 
Carolyn Kenady 
Ozzie Rohm 
Paul Webber 
Gary Weiss 
George Wooding 
 
 
cc: Maia Small, Director John Rahaim; Commission President Hillis, Commission Vice-President 
Myrna Melgar, Commissioners Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore, and 
Dennis Richards; Commissions Secretary Jonas P. Ionin; President of the Board of Supervisors 
London Breed, Supervisors Sandra Fewer, Catherine Stefani, Aaron Peskin, Katy Tang, Jane Kim, 
Norman Yee, Jeff Sheehy, Hillary Ronen, Malia Cohen, Ahsha Safai; Clerk of the Board Angela 
Calvillo; Mayor Mark Farrell 







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: Yukako Onodera DR letter: 701 Hampshire St apt 102, SF CA - Invitation to edit
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 9:23:22 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: yukako ezoe (via Google Docs) [mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 1:00 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Yukako Onodera DR letter: 701 Hampshire St apt 102, SF CA - Invitation to edit
 

yukako ezoe has invited you to edit the following document:

Yukako Onodera DR letter: 701 Hampshire St apt 102, SF CA

Hi Ella and Jonas.

I made some edits to this letter for the DR meeting for 701 Hampshire St.
I hope it's not too late...my appoligies.

Best Yuka
Open in Docs
This email grants access to this item without logging in. Only forward it to people you trust.

Google Docs: Create and edit documents online. 

Google LLC, 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, USA

You have received this email because someone shared a document with you from Google

Docs.
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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: in support of 365 whole food grocery on corner of Jackson and Polk at old Lombardi store site
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 9:23:02 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: Amir Rafii [mailto:rafiia@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 12:09 PM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: in support of 365 whole food grocery on corner of Jackson and Polk at old Lombardi store site
 
Members of the Planning Commission
 
San Francisco Planning Department
 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400
 
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
 
 
Regarding: In SUPPORT of the proposed 365 Whole Foods Market on the corner of Jackson
St. & Polk St. at the old Lombardi Sports location
 
 
I am resident at 1800 Washington street, and I am writing in strong support of the proposed
365 whole foods market at the corner of Jackson and Polk street, at the site of the previous
Lombardi Sports site.
 
This will greatly benefit the neighborhood, especially since the closure of the Big apple store.
I am very excited about the having a grocery store within convenient and walking distance. I
know my neighbors support this as well.
 
It will also be nice to have the building occupied again, as the current vacant building has led
to many unsafe encounters as well as general dirt and debris buildup.
 
thank you for your support
Amir Rafii
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for Continuance from Supervisor Cohen re: Case No. 2016-011486CUA
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 9:22:46 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: Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 12:08 PM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.com';
'richhillissf@yahoo.com'; 'mooreurban@aol.com'
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Christensen, Michael (CPC); Chicuata, Brittni
(BOS)
Subject: RE: Request for Continuance from Supervisor Cohen re: Case No. 2016-011486CUA
 
Honorable Commissioners,
 
The project sponsor has only recently (this week) requested a meeting with me. I respectfully
request that you continue item 3, Case No. 2016-011486CUA, again through mid-May since I
still have not been given an opportunity to speak with the project sponsor and address the
many concerns that have been brought to my attention. Thank you for your consideration.
 
Kind regards,
 
Malia
 

From: Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 7:21 PM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>;
'planning@rodneyfong.com' <planning@rodneyfong.com>; 'richhillissf@yahoo.com'
<richhillissf@yahoo.com>; 'mooreurban@aol.com' <mooreurban@aol.com>
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Michael (CPC) <Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org>;
Chicuata, Brittni (BOS) <Brittni.Chicuata@sfgov.org>
Subject: Request for Continuance from Supervisor Cohen re: Case No. 2016-011486CUA
 
February 27, 2018
 
Richard Hillis
President
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San Francisco Planning Commission
Commission Chambers, City Hall, Room 400
 
Re: Request for Continuance for Case No. 2016-011486CUA
 
President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:
 
I respectfully request that you continue Case No. 2016-011486CUA on the March 1, 2018
agenda until mid-April 2018. This item is related to the Request for Conditional Use
Authorization of a project at 1713 Yosemite Avenue.
 
This item was originally discussed by the Bayview CAC at the April 5, May 3, and June 7,
2017 meetings. At those meetings, the project was presented by project sponsors Jeff Burris
and Craig Lipton. Members of the CAC and the audience asked questions about the amount of
community outreach the sponsors had conducted and the appropriateness of this project for the
area. Ultimately, the Bayview CAC voted unanimously not to support the project. Since these
meetings, my office has received no communication from the project sponsor, nor have I been
given any indication that the sponsor has pursued the recommended and necessary community
engagement. Therefore, I respectfully ask the Commission to consider the continuance of this
application.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,

 
Malia Cohen
Member, Board of Supervisors
 
cc: John Rahaim
 
Always at your service,
Malia Cohen
Member, Board of Supervisors, District 10
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: (415) 554-7670 | Fax: (415) 554-7674
malia.cohen@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate (CPC);
Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Asian Pacific American Heritage Awards Ceremony 5/2
Date: Friday, April 20, 2018 9:19:38 AM
Attachments: Ceremony Invitation - Commissioners.pdf
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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: Friday, April 20, 2018 9:10 AM
To: Quesada, Amy (PRT); Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Badasow, Bridget (HSA) (DSS); Chan, Donald (REG); Varner,
Christina (RNT); Stewart, Crystal (ADM); Vaughn, Carla (PUC); Mauer, Dan (REC); Hood, Donna (PUC);
dwanekennedy@gmail.com; Nelson, Eric (ADM); Ethics Commission, (ETH); Commission, Film (ECN); Gannon, Lori
(HRC); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Larrick, Herschell (WOM); Jean Caramatti (AIR); Norris, Jennifer (WAR); Ionin, Jonas
(CPC); Austin, Kate (ADM); Kilshaw, Rachael (POL); LaBarre, Elizabeth (HSA); LaCroix, Leah (BOS); Scott, Laini
(HSS); lhathhorn@asianart.org; McArthur, Margaret (REC); Morewitz, Mark (DPH); martinl@sfha.org; Conefrey,
Maureen (FIR); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Brown, Michael (CSC); Millham, Sofia (RET); Hewitt, Nadya (REG); Nickens,
Norm (RET); OCII, CommissionSecretary (CII); Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Silva-Re, Pauline (JUV); Polk, Zoe (HRC); Pon,
Adrienne (ADM); Tom, Risa (POL); Boomer, Roberta (MTA); Blackman, Sue (LIB); SFVACSECRETARY@gmail.com ;
Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART); Shore, Elena (ADM); Harris, Sonya (DBI); Tristan Wyatt (tristanwyattsfvac@gmail.com)
Subject: Asian Pacific American Heritage Awards Ceremony 5/2
 
Commission Secretaries,
Please send this invitation to your Commissioners to join Mayor Mark Farrell for the celebration of Asian
American Heritage Month on Wednesday, May 2, 2018 at 5:30pm at the War Memorial Herbst Theater. RSVP
directly online at apasf.org.
Thank you!
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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Mayor Mark E. Farrell
Cordially invites you to join him at the


Asian Pacific American Heritage Awards Ceremony


Presentation of the First Annual Edwin Mah Lee Public Service Award 
and Recognition of Organizations for Milestone Achievements


Chinese Historical Society of America     Nihonmachi Street Fair 
Pistahan Parade & Festival    San Francisco Symphony Youth Orchestra


Wednesday, May 2, 2018
5:30 pm


War Memorial Herbst Theater 
401 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco


Post Ceremony Reception
San Francisco City Hall


Registration is required for this free event.
Please RSVP online at www.apasf.org.


Seating limited.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON

STREET AND ITS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

We, the undersigned, support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for

grocery stores for Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) the site has been vacant for several years, creating a

neighborhood eyesore. and diminishing the. vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) re-purposing an existing

structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple surveys indicate that the

majority of residents in our area are enthusiastically supportive of this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON

STREET AND ITS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

We, the undersigned, support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for

grocery stores for Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) the site has been vacant for several years, creating a

neighborhood eyesore and diminishing the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) re-purposing an existing

structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple surveys indicate that the

majority of residents in our area are enthusiastically supportive of this project.
Y ._._
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON
STREET AND ITS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

We, the undersigned, support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for
grocery stores for Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) the site has been vacant for several years, creating a
neighborhood eyesore and diminishing the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) re-purposing an existing
structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple surveys indicate that the
majority of residents in our area are enthusiastically supportive of this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED

WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the eausting options for grocery stores for
Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a
longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively
re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple
surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I
authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

SIGNATURE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED

WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the e~sting options for grocery stores for

Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a
longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively
re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple
surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I
authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE



PETITION TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON

STREET AND ITS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

We, the undersigned, support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for

grocery stores for Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) the site has been vacant for several years, creating a

neighborhood eyesore and diminishing the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) re-purposing an existing

structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple surveys indicate that the

majority of residents in our area are enthusiastically supportive of this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON
STREET AND ITS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

We, the undersigned, support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for
grocery stores for Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) the site has been vacant for several years, creating a
neighborhood eyesore and diminishing the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) re-purposing an existing
structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple surveys indicate that the
majority of residents in our area are enthusiastically supportive of this project.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED

WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for grocery stores for

Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a

longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively

re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple

surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I

authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED
WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the e~sting options for grocery stores for
Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a
longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively
re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple
surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I
authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

PRINTED NA1V~E ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED
WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1b00 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the e~usting options for grocery stores for
Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a
longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively
re-purposing an e~usting structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple
surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I
authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SI T DATE
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED
WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for grocery stores for
Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a
longstanding neighborhood eyesore and. strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively
re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple
surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I
authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

F



PETITION TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON

STREET AND ITS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

We, the undersigned, support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for

grocery stores for Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) the site has been vacant for several years, crearing a

neighborhood eyesore and diminishing the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) re-purposing an eacisting

structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) mulriple surveys indicate that the

majority of residents in our area are enthusiastically supportive of this project.



PETITION TO SUPPORT THE COI~DITIOI~TAL USE ~UTHORI~ATION FOR THE PROPOSED

WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for grocery stores for

Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a

longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively

re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple

surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I

authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.
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PETITION TO SUPPORT THE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROPOSED
WHOLE FOODS 365 STORE AT 1600 JACKSON STREET

I support a Whole Foods 365 store at 1600 Jackson Street because (1) the existing options for grocery stores for
Russian Hill residents are inadequate; (2) as the site has been vacant for several years, the project would remove a
longstanding neighborhood eyesore and strongly enhance the vitality of that section of Polk Street; (3) creatively
re-purposing an existing structure to serve a neighborhood need is both reasonable and sustainable; (4) multiple
surveys indicate that the overwhelming majority of residents in our area enthusiastically support this project. I
authorize Russian Hill Neighbors to represent my support at the Planning Commission hearing on this project.

PRINTED NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE
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Print-out of names and addresses of those who signed in support of WF365 at 1600 Jackson Street
to eliminate any duplications from original signatory pages

First Name Last Name Address
Marie ?? 1341 Union Street #12
Sarah Abbott 1329 Vallejo Street
Alice Alioto 49 Florence
Diane Amato 1070 Green Street
Marcus Auerbach 1070 Green Street #1301
Lana Auerbach 1070 Green Street
Barbara Babagan 2200 Leavenworth #602
David Beach 1070 Green Street #1802
Alan Beber 1700 Leavenworth Street
Drew Becher 1023 Vallejo Street
Haley Bergman 899 Green Street
Claudia Bluhm 74 Macondray Len
Robert Bluhm \74 Macondray Lane
Lauren Bohlin 2340 Polk Street
Kevin Bohlin 2340 Polk Street
Laurene Bolet 1225 Bay Street
Megan Borell 899 Green Street #303
Patricia Bourne 1335 Filbert Street
Charles Bowman 1451 Vallejo Street
Barbara Buchman 2229 Leavenworth Street
Cynthia Burass 1341 Union Street #6
Michael Burton 649 Bay Street
Sheila C ??? 1095 Lombard Street
Lorena Calcagni 1360 Lombard #206
Deborah Gardena 757 North Point
Gregg Carr 1335 Filbert Street
James Carroll 1755 Van Ness #403
Karen Cecadini 2033 Leavenworth Street
Trudy Chiddix 1070 Green Street
Jim Chiddix 1070 Green Street # 1101
Maureen Chow ?
V. Nicholas Cinella 1335 Filbert Street
Christina Clark 1335 Filbert Street
Matt Coelmo 899 Green Street #206
Juliet Cuccia 899 Green Street #510
Darlene Currie 899 Green Street #400
Anne Curry 1341 Union Street #8
Sarah Curtis 899 Green Street #410
Matt Danich 899 Green Street #302
Phoebe Douglass 1170 Green Street
Helen Doyle 964 Greenwich Street
D.M. Dutton (sp?) 2164 Hyde Street #306
Jolene Egan 1341 Union Street #6
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Print-out of names and addresses of those who signed in support of WF365 at 1600 Jackson Street
to eliminate any duplicationsfrom original signatory pages

Mark Elo 2325 Larkin Street
Martin Ems 44 Macondray
Alain Fable 1341 Union Street #2
Peter Fortune 3579 Pierce Street
Helene T. Frakes 999 Green Street
Randall Frakes 74 Macondray Len
Patricia Frames 899 Green Street
Joyce Frankenberg 3400 Laguna
Perry Freeman 2548 Polk Street
Jan Freeman 4640 Balboa #5
Bernie Freiwald 1331 Greenwich Street
Leah Freiwald 1331 Greenwich Street
Dale Gallagher 1960 Vallejo Street #8
Kimberly Gasel ? 899 Green Street
Ruth Gass 1354 Green Street
Jeff Gibson 1111 Greenwich Street
Ann Gilberg 2423 Larkin Street
Erik Gilberg ?423 Larkin Street
Thomas Giubrina 1070 Green Street #1002
Anne Grawemeyer 2537 Larkin Street
Warren Grawemeyer 2537 Larkin Street
Marie Greening 1020 Union Street
Alvin Greening 1020 Union Street
Jacqueline H ??? 899 Green Street #503
Jan H?? 1931 Jones Street
John Rattner 1117 Greenwich
Matt Hell 899 Green Street #202
Doug Heinz 899 Green Street #409
Isabella Hilberes 899 Green Stret #503
Colton Hill 899 Green Street #305
Birgit Hoffman 899 Green Street #401
Lynn Jacobs 1853 Jones Street
Barbara Janeff 1150 Lombard Street
Tracy Jaquier 900 Green Street
Guy Jaquier 900 Green Street
Susan Johnson 2034 Leavenworth
Kelly Joslin 1070 Green Street #1452
Jeremy Joslin 1070 Green Street #1452
Judy Junghans 1575 Broadway
David Kahn 1335 Filbert Street
Tracey Katayama 1174 Broadway
Junko Kato 1715 Webster Street
Nae Kim 111 Chestnut Street
Kurt King 1151 Filbert Street
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Print-out of names and addresses of those who signed in support of WF365 at 1600 Jackson Street
to eliminate any duplications from original signatory pages

Morton Kirsch 37 Florence Street
Kate Kivett 1241 B Green Street
Roman Ko?? 1070 Green Street #702
Robert Kozma 999 Green Street
June Kraps 378 Chestnut Street
Tom Kucharvy 900 Green Street
Joyce Kucharvy 900 Green Street
D ?? Lampen 1730 Hyde Street
Deanna Lares 1341 Union Street #11
Andrew Lawman ? 899 Green Street #410
Matt Lazar ?
Susan Levine 2033 Leavenworth Street
Philippe Lockman 1070 Green Street
Janet Lochner 1023 Vallejo Street
Mary Helene Lolli 1918 Mason
M. M? 899 Green Street #301
Shari Malone 999 Green Street
E. David Manace 1070 Green Street
Matthew Mansfield 1841 Hyde Street #5
Julia Marchette 72 Macondray Lane, Unit 2
Bill M~ey 900 Greet Street
Marcie McBride 899 Green Street #403
Maureen McSweeney 201 Mallorca Way
Patience Merian 44 Macondray Lane
Rosemary Miller ].425 Vallejo Street
Jill Morris 900 Chestnut Street
Tina Moylan 1450 Greenwich
Keilse Murayama 899 Green Street #303
Patricia Nolan 2128 Van Ness Avenue
Warner North 1715 Taylor Street
Monique Olivier 1083 Union Street #5
Mary Ann People 1150 Lombard Street
Laurie Petipas 1341 Union Street
Logan Pike 1335 Filbert Street
Gregg Polchow 1070 Green Street
Lydia Pugliese 1101 Green Street
N Rauff 1070 Green Street
Lucretia Rauh 2355 Leavenworth
James Reilly 1172 Broadway
Jovanne Reilly 1172 Broadway
Carol Ann Rogers 1019 Vallejo Street
Nielsen Rogers 1019 Vallejo Street
Juliet Rothman 999 Green Street
Raegen Salais 1341 Union Street #2
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Print-out of names and addresses of those who signed in support of WF365 at 1600 Jackson Street
to eliminate any duplicationsfrom original signatory pages

Phyllis Sasaki Greenwich Street
Chris Scheerder 1750 Taylor Street
Chris Schilling 899 Green Street #505
Randy Schroeder 855 Folsom Street
Nancy Seaton 1450 Vallejo
Dore Selix-Gakky 1070 Green Street
Tage Soperquist 1095 Lombard Street
Karl Sorensen 1070 Green Street #1003
Jim Spinek 1957 Webster
Marion Starr 82 Macondray Lane
Mary Beth Steadman 2325 Larkin Street
Rose Sullivan 525 Marina Boulevard
Stephen Taber 1170 Green Street
Sarah Taber 1170 Green Street
Mea Takatsu 3579 Pierce Street
John Taylor 1650 California
James Teiser 899 Green Street #401
Molly Tello 1380 Greenwich #208
Aaron Tirazona 72 Macondray Lane, Unit 2
Mercedes Vazquez 1299 Lombard Street
Christine Welland 1815 Mason Street
Sally Whitehead 1624 Vallejo Street #5
Priscilla Williams 556 Vallejo Street
Bill Wolf ?
Nelson Wong 15 Woodhaven Court
Lea Wong 15 Woodhaven Court
Sammy Zoeller 4076 17th Stret, SF 94114
Bruce Zuckerman 82 Macondray Lane
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San Francisco, California 94109
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San Francisco Planning Commission

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94103

Subject: Case 2016-000378CUA, April 26, 2018
1600 Jackson Street

Dear Planning Commissioners:
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The 1650 Jackson Street Condominium Residential Board, which represents the owners and

residents of 70 residential units, strongly supports the proposed conversion of the neighboring

building at 1600 Jackson Street to a Whole Foods Market 365. The board has taken this position

because of the overwhelming support of 1650 Jackson Street residents for the conversion and

for the following reasons:

1600 Jackson Street has been vacant for more than three years since the closing of

Lombardi Sports in late 2014. The vacancy has contributed to street camping on Jackson

Street and a perceptible increase in crime both on the street and in our building. It has

also been the most glaring addition to a large number of vacant storefronts on Polk

Street in the immediate neighborhood.

~ Conversion of 1600 Jackson Street to a Whole Foods Market 365 is the quickest and

most sustainable option for putting the building back in operation. We are unaware of

any other viable proposals for use of the current building, and its demolition would

waste a structure that has the potential for many future years of utility.

• Our densely populated neighborhood would bewell-served by a local, affordable, full-

service grocery store, as offered by Whole Foods 365. The neighborhood's population

has grown considerably in the past few years with the construction of several multi-

residential buildings, and more such buildings are in the planning stages. There is a great

and growing need for the service that Whole Foods would provide,

• A Whole Foods market would allow a large number of nearby residents to shop on foot

and thereby reduce traffic congestion.

• A Whole Foods store would draw a considerable number of shoppers to the

neighborhood, which is likely to benefit the great majority of local businesses.
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• Whole Foods has offered to open the second floor of 1600 Jackson Street far public
meetings, which would be a welcome amenity for the neighborhood.

• Whole Foods has conducted considerable public outreach regarding the proposed
conversion and has been very responsive to neighborhood concerns regarding noise,
traffic, and delivery schedules. We are confident that, should the conversion take place,
Whole Foods will continue to work with the neighborhood to correct any problems that
might occur.

The 1650 Jackson Street Homeowners Association joins with other neighborhood boards and
associations and the great majority of local residents in urging your approval of the proposed
conversion of 1600 Jackson Street to a Whole Foods Market 365. Thank you for considering the
needs of local residents in your deliberations.

t. ~f ' /

Frank Burkatzky, President

~~~~1 ~l~
~„~Debbe Noto, Secretary

Bob Kamm, Treasurer

?G~r.~~'1 ~~~C~~o

Patricia Sonnino, Vice-President

Karen Dold, MemtSer-at-Large
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